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Abstract

This paper will explore whether the European Neighbourhood Policy has done enough in bringing Ukraine forward. As an outcome of the paper, the answer is that the EU has not done all in its power to bring Ukraine closer to democracy and modernity. As a country with Soviet past, Ukraine has gone through radical changes in its recent history. The road from the Communist past to democracy has been difficult and is still an ongoing process in Ukraine. It was believed by some critics in the beginning of Ukraine’s independence that the country will never become a modern and democratic state compared to Central East European countries. Indeed, Ukraine lacked the main elements such as civil society, revolution minded elite, functioning bureaucratic state and economy, which are all needed for the establishment of democracy. If Ukraine was not ready to welcome democracy in 1990s, then the Orange Revolution (2004) time brought remarkable changes into society. Many necessary elements that Ukraine lacked before started to form and the hope of Ukraine becoming part of the European Union triggered reforms in the country. Even today, Ukraine relies on help coming from the EU. The latter provides political and economic support, which are necessary means for the development and modernization of Ukraine. However, only time can show how successful the EU provided help can be and does it really take Ukraine forward, as it is still an ongoing process. The ENP presents ambitious proposals of the EU, but as I will demonstrate in this paper the reality of the ENP is more controversial. By relying on modernization theory I will show that the theory supports many of the EU’s aims in support of democracy, such as economic development and modernization, however, at the same time I demonstrate several failures of the theory of modernization in case of Ukraine. The country has faced a number of reforms, but it is still not Western enough to be accepted to the EU. As I intent to show one the resons for that is ineffective help of the ENP. 
Keywords: European Union, The European Neighbourhood Policy, Modernization theory, Ukraine. 
1. Introduction
In this thesis I will look at the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and try to explore how helpful the policy has really been in delivering the goals that it has set in its strategy paper. In essence, the policy offers many similar opportunities to enlargement process, however, it excludes the possibility of becoming a member of the European Union (EU). The ENP offers the target country an opportunity to use all the aid and assistance provided by the policy. At the same time the policy does not impose any of the reforms and it does not put up any conditionality for the target country, other than what is necessary for better cooperation between the partners. The success of adapting the ENP depends on the target country itself, however, the EU’s involvement in implementing the goals of the policy should not remain inconsiderable. 
In case of Ukraine, the ENP has definitely enhanced several reforms, especially after the Orange revolution, and it has been the backbone of Ukraine’s remarkable progress, but at the same time the ENP has become an obstacle on Ukraine’s way of becoming a member of the EU. Therefore, the thesis aims to have a look at the dilemma of whether the EU’s policy on Ukraine has turned out to be a success, or on the contrary, the policy has kept Ukraine’s ambitions back. The argument of the thesis is that the ENP does represent significant advance, but at the same time I question whether the policy has been helpful enough for Ukraine to modernize it to the extent that is needed for the EU membership.    
Ukraine became a direct neighbour of the EU when the club of powerful European states expanded in May 2004 by welcoming ten
 new members into the EU family, out of which many were former Soviet states. In January 2007 Bulgaria and Romania received full membership in the EU and increased the number of member states to twenty-seven and widened the EU neighbourhood to the shores of the Black Sea. The goal of European enlargement has been to provide security and stability inside the Union and in its neighbourhood. The European leaders have come to an understanding that better-off insiders of the Union and poor outsiders could enhance resentment and international instability. Enlargement has changed not only the inner borders of the EU, but it also has redefined the EU’s external neighbourhood. New boundaries have lead to create new relations, border regimes, visa requirements and economic relations. Indeed, the ten new member states of 2004 have proven great progress and development, however, the further east and south-east in the EU neighbourhood, the gloomier the picture of prosperous societies and market economy gets. The new neighbours are significantly poorer and less advanced compared with the general political and economic criteria of the EU. 
In order to prevent further division between richer and poorer countries in Europe and beyond, the European Commission decided to launch the initiative of the European Neighbourhood in 2003, which later developed into the new European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) by May 2004. The aim of the ENP was to provide means to deal with the neighbouring countries that did not have prospects for the EU membership. Furthermore, it was important to give an opportunity for the non-members to have a relationship with the Union. Some officials have drawn to the ambiguity of the ENP, which promotes European norms and rules, however, does not guarantee future membership of the EU. That, on the other hand, has complicated the understanding of the long-term aims of the ENP among the EU’s closest neighbour countries. The EU claims to offer partner countries a new kind of partnership in the framework of the ENP, which includes closer political ties and economic integration. Another innovation promises more assistance with reforms, which in case of effective implementation can lead to a stake in the EU’s internal market. Although Ukraine would like to have much more than the EU has put on the table, the political and economic incentives are necessary in this stage of Ukraine’s development, as the latter needs to create strong bases in society before it can move on with its relations with the EU. Instead of focusing on what the ENP does not offer, Ukraine should concentrate on issues that are profitable for the country, and as the most advanced Eastern neighbourhood partner, Ukraine has demonstrated its ability to go through reforms and implement the EU provided aid. 
Ukraine has demonstrated its interest of joining the family of EU states since early 1990’s. After ratifying the EU-Ukraine Action Plan (2005), Ukraine has received more attention from the EU in terms of assistance and financial aid. As a country with almost 50 million people and geographical positioning between Russia and Europe, Ukraine has lots of potential as a trade partner, but also as a regional centre that can help to solve problems in conflict areas, such as Transnistria. Ukraine plays a significant role already in energy questions and in Russia-EU relations. Neighbouring Russia has influenced Ukraine’s developments and choices towards the EU since Ukraine started to be interested in closer cooperation with the Union. After the Orange Revolution, Ukrainian elite has certainly taken the European course with expectations of integrating into the western sphere. Although Ukrainian elite has decided to follow the ‘European choice’, the EU does not seem to hurry with opening membership negotiations. Russia, on the other hand, seems content with the present situation of Ukraine not being invited to the EU yet, and not being a member of NATO. Russia has made it clear that it absolutely does not support Ukraine’s NATO membership, whereas it seems to be a bit more liberal towards Ukraine’s accession to the EU. 
The European Neighbourhood Policy has offered counterweight to Russia in the eastern neighbourhood by offering the common goods of enlargement to its partners. Therefore, the acceptance of the policy by the Ukrainian government has helped the latter to take its first steps towards democracy. Besides being a policy with a wide range of objectives, the ENP has been accused of lacking clear definition, which again complicates the situation for the neighbouring countries who would like to know whether they are left in the EU’s backyard or whether the ENP can be seen as a first step towards the EU membership. Ukraine has so far interpreted the possibilities of the ENP as a preliminary benchmark on the way to the EU membership, although the EU has claimed the policy to be just a new form of partnership, which does not aim to offer membership. Furthermore, the intentions of the ENP might be good, promoting democracy and stability, however, it is difficult to measure how effective the ENP really can be, as it is a policy without a clear finalité. Therefore, the present thesis tries to have a deeper insight into the developments of the ENP and analyse its strengths and weaknesses in case of Ukraine.  
1.1. Problem Formulation
The key research question addressed in this thesis is:

· Does the ENP really help Ukraine of becoming more democratic, prosperous and stable or does it present merely declarations?  
The thesis aims to have a closer insight to what extent the ENP has really helped Ukraine and has the policy managed to fulfil the goals that the EU pursues through it. Another focal point is how to measure the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the European Neighbourhood Policy?         

The ENP has a very plural character that allows it to cooperate with several different countries at the same time. The hybrid nature of the ENP complicates the possibility of evaluating and measuring its effectiveness in a target country. Therefore, can the ENP be called a success if it has managed to help one target country, such as Ukraine, but not the rest? Ukraine stands out among other CIS countries, firstly, because of its size and population of 46 million, secondly, also due to its willingness to use the ENP offered support. Ukraine has not been timid about its desire to become a member of the EU. Perhaps Ukraine is not ready to live up to membership demands yet, but its steady progress can enhance a possibility for future membership.
In the framework of the ENP, Ukraine is definitely an important receiver of EU funds and other assistance. Since the EU has ‘carrots’ that the target country wants to have, the ENP has the potential to influence the partner and reach its long-term aims – but not necessarily, as the implementation of the aid is voluntary.     
The ENP could be interpreted as the first step on the way towards full EU membership, however, the policy does not aim to give any membership prospect, but it does not claim also that countries who are ready should not apply. On the one hand, the ENP contains similar conditionality to enlargement, but on the other hand, the difference between the two is that the ENP offers partnership to various countries, despite their political and economic situation, whereas the enlargement contains specific demands. Therefore it can be difficult to measure the outcome of the ENP in a target country, because a successful outcome depends on the country itself and how much it is willing to use the ENP offered possibilities.  
Furthermore, what incentives can the EU offer to neighbouring countries so that they would be eager to bring in changes in their domestic policies? Perhaps the best stimulus for Ukraine and also other neighbouring countries, is the access to the EU’s internal market. The offer by the EU seems attractive, however, it remains unclear in the Neighbourhood Policy whether the entrance to the EU’s internal market is complete, meaning full access for labour, agricultural products and services. The Commission finalised the first Action Plans in 2005 in cooperation with ENP governments, but it is still quite early to know how successful the ENP countries will be in making progress toward the aims agreed upon in the Action Plans
. Furthermore, it is uncertain how richly the EU will decide to reward the countries making most progress. 
Another matter is whether economic support is the only and right way to guide Ukraine closer to democratic values. Perhaps Ukraine needs also more cultural assistance from the EU side, as there are many citizens in Ukraine who are culturally fragmented. In other words it means that many of the Ukrainians do not identify themselves with Europe and its values. In such case it is also more complicated for the government to convince its people to go through reforms that carry the message of Europeanness. The EU-Ukraine Action Plan aims to promote cultural, educational, environmental, technical and scientific links, however, the progress report on Ukraine 2007 finds that many of those areas remain part of future potential cooperation. It means that the EU could  do more and rethink its possibilities in terms of promoting culture through the ENP. 
For the ENP to succeed in case of Ukraine, the latter’s government and elite should continuously demonstrate their respect to democratic freedoms and commitment to economic and political reforms, which are the cornerstones of profitable partnership between the EU and Ukraine. After the Orange Revolution, the EU’s views became somewhat clearer towards Ukraine, as it did not want Ukraine to turn into a black hole of instability and insecurity or part of Russia’s influence again. Yet, the EU has not signalled clearly where it wants Ukraine to end up. Why the EU continuously tries to promote the ENP in Ukraine and nothing else? The ENP has so far worked well as a tactics of winning time before opening membership negotiations with Ukraine, however, how long Ukraine is willing to play the game of hide and seek with the EU? A considerable number of literature on the ENP seems to claim, as long as there is absence of the most powerful mechanism of change – membership possibility – the ENP is unable to promote reforms with the same intensity as the enlargement policy (Tassinari 2005; Emerson 2005; Kuzio 2000; Varwick and Lang 2007; Velychenko 2007). It is a fact that Ukraine has developed immensely in the framework of the ENP, but one could argue whether it has been enough for Ukraine in order to continue its ambitious way towards membership. It is difficult to give a clear answer, however, by relying on assumptions of respected scholars, I believe the EU has not demonstrated its full capability as regards Ukraine, however, I do not doubt that the EU’s policy has managed to enhance several reforms which otherwise would not have taken place in the country.     

1.2. Methodology

The hereby thesis unfolds by introducing the European Neighbourhood Policy and its relation to Ukraine. The thesis questions the validity and workability of the Neighbourhood Policy in case of Ukraine, however, its methodological ambition here is not to provide a thorough evaluation of the policy, as it would be incomplete and biased, because there are many new features of the policy that are still in practice. The paper intends to focus on instruments and objectives that have been used by the ENP in order to promote democratization and modernization in Ukraine. The European Neighbourhood Policy is a big idea that is supported by much paper diplomacy, meaning also that a lot of commitment is expected of the partner states, yet only modest or vague ones from the EU side. The choice of instruments and objectives as well as the cooperation between the two defines the effectiveness of the ENP and the way the latter is perceived in the target country. 
In order to achieve the aim of the study I have worked through academic articles and literature concerning policies and strategies of the EU and Ukraine. Besides academic literature the study uses also EU documents such as the EU-Ukraine Action Plan and European Neighbourhood Policy Strategy Paper. 
The thesis is divided into chapters, which introduce the main actors – the European Union and Ukraine. The introduction of the thesis gives an overview of the general issues discussed in the paper and sets out the main problems and how they will be dealt. The theory part will look at modernization theory, its focal points and suitability in delivering the ENP goals. The third chapter gives an overview of the ENP, its history, instruments and objectives, as well as relations with Ukraine. In this chapter I will present also Ukraine’s path to democracy – starting from independence and covering periods before and after the Orange Revolution, which are important benchmarks for understanding why modernization theory has not been successful as regards Ukraine. The chapter looks also at developments that have taken place between the EU and Ukraine in the context of the ENP. The fourth chapter, which is the analyses part of the thesis, intends to discuss the central problem of the paper – has the ENP really helped Ukraine and has it managed to promote democratization and modernization or has the theory failed and the ENP has not managed to fulfil its aims? Finally, the thesis is concluded with the summary of the main problems discussed. 
2. Theory

Assumptions about the nature of modernity have paved way to current day sociological and political thinking. Especially focal has been the capitalist economic system, which is an essential part of modernity. The core argument of modernization theory is that economic modernization leads to a set of predictable cultural changes. Ukraine is in the process of transforming its society similar to the EU member states’ by adopting the principles of democracy, rule by law and human rights. There is hope that economic modernization would lead Ukraine to predictable cultural changes, which eventually open the country to democratic ideals that the EU tries to spread with its neighbourhood policy.  
Despite a number of ambitious key statements of modernization theory, critics have recognized many obstacles on the way of implementing the theory. In case of Ukraine we could highlight its communist background; shortage of financial, organisational and human resources; political and economic instability; and ineffective reform implementation; which all decelerate modernization process of the country. Many theorists predicted that Ukraine would be doomed to fail in her first attempt to reform and democratize, because of the obstacles mentioned before. Although Ukraine lacked many preconditions to become a modern state, something had changed in the country by 2004, which enabled the survival of democracy in Ukraine.   

2.1. Modernization Theory

It is claimed that modernization has emerged in three different waves. The first wave appeared in 1950s and 60s, when the theory tried to explain the diffusion of Western style of living. Scholars of that time, such as Parsons (1951) and Lewis (1955), claimed that modernization requires adoption of certain cultural values that differ from those found in ‘traditional’ societies. The second wave of the theory emerged as part of critical theory that was popular in the 1970s and 80s. At this period the ideas of the first wave came under attack. The main critics who criticised the theory were dependency theorists and postmodernists. Dependency theorists saw the cause of poverty in the structural biases of global economy and not in ‘traditional’ cultural values. Postmodernists disagreed with Parsons and Lewis and other scholars’ views from that time, by arguing that modernization theory was ethnocentric, meaning that it embraced Western values over more traditional values. The third wave, which emerged in 1990s is considered more neutral compared to the first and second wave, because of being not in favour or against Western modernization. 
What is modernization theory and why has it caused so many disagreements between critics and users? As there can be many interpretations of modernization theory, the theorists agree on a general point that “modernization is a type of social change which is both transformational in its impact and progressive in its effects”
. Modernization theory is viewed as ‘multifaceted’, meaning that transformations in institutions of society are connected with one another. There are theorists who interpret the theory as a type of social change, and there are theorists who see it as a response to change. Tipps claims that modernization is not just a change, but a process “which is defined in terms of the goals toward which it is moving”
. It is argued whether modernization theory can really capture the essence of transformation in society by means of a single scientific concept, because we can claim that indeed societies have experienced transformations, but how to comprehend the knowing is another matter. 
Modernization theory has had great impact on social sciences and on capitalism versus socialism, also the West versus developing countries thinking. The principle ideas of modernization theory reach back to the time of Enlightenment, when it was believed that people themselves can develop and change their society. Industrialisation brought the understanding that technological and economical advancement will enable change in people’s cultural and moral values in society. It is argued that internal problems of society, such as corruption, have a direct impact on the process of modernization. The idea that there is a linkage between social and economic change has been quite controversial. If certain processes are to happen in society, it gives an opportunity to predict the changes that are likely to take place. Industrialisation, for example, tends to bring urbanisation, better education and professional specialisation, which are all elements of the path that is called ‘modernization’
. Modernization theory has carried the idea that economic development produces liberal democracies. This idea has been examined since Lipset’s cross national study in 1959 that concentrated on the relationship between the two matters. His study established a positive correlation between democracy and socioeconomic development. A number of theorists have argued that technological and economic changes are joined together with predictable patterns of political and cultural change. However, there are still doubts in academic circles whether economic change gives lead to cultural and political change.  
Another weak-point of the theory has been the assumption that successful economic and social developments in one country can work well also in other countries. The adherents of modernization theories believed that the connection between developed and underdeveloped countries will lead to industrialisation of the latter ones. Such thinking was especially popular in the post-war America and led to exploitation of less developed countries as they became more dependent on prosperous countries for social change. At that time from the Western viewpoint less developed countries had to be ‘modernized’ and ‘westernized’ and their traditional values changed with more modern values.
In 1960s modernization theory was a fashionable social sciences theory in America. At that time modernization theory claimed that there was a common path to democracy and a common process along what countries would move closer to democracy. It was time when literature looked at developing countries that underwent political modernization in order to achieve democracy, which was to happen if the countries had reached socioeconomic modernization. Some authors viewed such development as too optimistic. Huntington (1968), for example, believed that modernization would lead to instability instead of democracy, if administrative efforts did not keep up with socioeconomic developments
. 

In the 1970s and 80s Dependency theory took over modernization theory and concentrated on the issue of developed countries taking economic advantage over poorer and less developed countries. The growing dependency of third world countries on western countries, brought along the idea of sociology scholar Immanuel Wallerstein, who argued that the dependent countries should step free from the global market and foreign investors in order to increase their economic development
. Most critics of modernization theories have claimed that the theories did not fail totally, but perhaps they failed to live up to their ambitious goals. The theory of modernization has stimulated variety of empirical studies, trying to capture the supposed ‘modernization’ of actual countries, however, in words of Tipps, the biggest failure of modernization theorists has been their “inattention to the task of defining what it is precisely they wish their theories to explain”
. It would be wrong to assume that modernization theory is correct, because there can be alternative theories, however, at present no such alternative exists. Just as modernization gave way to postmodernization, the latter will probably give way to newcomers, however, the question is when does it happen.  
Nevertheless, the theories of modernization have given some important concepts to social sciences that can still be used in explaining matters such as interdependence between economic development and poverty, or cultural factors in development studies. The weaknesses of the theories have paved way to new angles such as ecology and gender studies. Scholars, such as Inglehart and Welzel, have tried to gather the different sides of modernization theory under the broad theme of human development. They concentrate especially on the issue of changing values, which in their view bear “consequences for the way societies are governed, promoting gender equality, democratic freedom, and good governance”
.  
The central claim of modernization theory from Marx to Weber and to Bell has been that economic, cultural and political changes coincide and are changing the world in predictable ways. The claim might be largely correct, but we cannot always predict what will happen in a given society at a given time. Modernization theory suggests that the basic values of advanced societies differ a lot from those of less developed societies. Inglehart argues that “these values are changing in a predictable direction as socioeconomic development takes place”
. But is it always enough for change of values to have well developed economy? Some authors have argued that the power of political elite is important in shaping values that would lead to stable democracy. For many Eastern European countries the hope for EU membership has been a leading drive for democratic transformations. 
According to Marx technological development shapes economy, which again determines society’s cultural and political characteristics
. Weber, on the other hand, emphasises the importance of culture that can shape economic behaviour and be shaped by it. More recent modernization theorists, such as Bell, have argued that modernization is reached when people produce services and have formal education that helps to shape the modern worldview
. Bandelj and Radu support the argument also by stating the importance of modernization factors such as urbanization, literacy and media
. Modernization and industrialization bring more people to the cities and improve general education. Those factors again enhance prosperity, which naturally according to modernists, brings the need for democratic norms. 
As Marx and Weber shared their particular viewpoints towards modernization, Inglehart believes that the relationships between economics, culture and politics are jointly supportive
. Changes are not easy to root, if values are not changed. Modernization has become global, which means that it is easier to influence the worldview of masses and enable postmodern views, however, it has not happened in all societies, especially in those that are not developed, but are open to global communications. It is complicated to conclude what are postmodern views, as there are so many different versions of Postmodernism.

Huntington (1996) and Fukuyama (1995) claim that cultural traditions shape the political and economic behaviour of society nowadays, whereas Marx, Weber and Bell shared the view that the rise of industrial society will lead away from traditional value systems
. Nevertheless, both claims are true if considering the core argument of the modernization theory that socioeconomic development will bring predictable long-term changes.  More self-expression and freedom make democracy a likely outcome of political development. Some theorists have argued that “the industrial phase of modernization does not necessarily lead to democracy but follows different paths that allow for authoritarian, fascist, and communist versions of mobilizing the masses into politics”
. The more people feel economically secure, have good access to education and are socially independent, the more they have higher priorities for their freedom of choice and in such a case it is not easy to oppress authoritarian regimes on people. The process of socioeconomic development and rising self-expression give way to societal demands for democracy. Cultural change is important, however, there are many other factors that determine the emergence of democracy.

According to a number of theorists the effectiveness of democracy depends on the length of the democratic tradition in a given country
. Modernization theorists have studied that economic, cultural and political variables vary greatly across cultural zones, however, socioeconomic development is considered to be the most accepted determinant of democracy. World system theory claims that “socioeconomic development will be conducive to democracy only if a country has a favourable position in the world economy, being able to trade on a par with the capitalistic centres”, whereas free-trade theory suggests that “countries that are able to accumulate wealth through free trade will naturally develop liberal tendencies because they are constantly exposed to diverse new ideas from outside”
. That, on the other hand, does not mean that countries have to be democratic in order to have trade relations, however, more liberal trade can enhance more democratic principles. 
One could say that socioeconomic development creates conditions that are favourable for emerging changes. Values, such as self-expression, will transform modernization into a social force that encourages democracy. Dependency school writers, on the other hand, have disputed whether economic development really leads to democracy. They argued that economic development can lead to ‘bureaucratic authoritarianism’ rather than to democracy
. Still, there is more evidence that development is conducive to democracy. Burkhart and Lewis-Beck have come to conclusion that firstly, economic development is conducive to democracy, but democracy is not conducive to economic development
. According to that idea economic development can take place in both authoritarian and democratic societies. Burkhart and Lewis-Beck and other theorists have come to important findings, however, they do not explain why economic development leads to democracy. 

Inglehart tries to answer the question by claiming that “economic development is conducive to democracy provided that it brings certain changes in culture and social structure”
. Social changes are those that mobilize mass participation and cultural changes help to stabilise democracy. Max Haller, a critic of Inglehart’s writings, argues that despite Inglehart’s contribution to theory of value change in modern societies, his work contains significant weaknesses
. Inglehart focuses on the core argument of modernization theory which claims that economic development produces cultural and social consequences. As an example Inglehart leans on Marx’s claim that “economically developed societies show the future to less developed societies”
. Haller argues that Inglehart misinterprets the theory and prognoses of Marx, “puts forward only rather crude, sociologically weak general theses; and is unable to prove empirically the validity of these theses”
. Haller continues by criticising Inglehart’s approach to ‘modernity’, for what the latter uses a number of characteristics that do not explain exactly the value change from traditional to modern societies
. It is not Inglehart’s interest to study how industrialization and economic development lead to change of values, but to demonstrate “three different patterns of relations between technological, industrial, and economic structure, on the one hand, and values, on the other”
. 

When looking at the relationship between economy and democracy the general understanding has been that democracy is triggered by capitalism. According to Lipset (1994), capitalism may help to stabilise the non-democratic countries and their market economy, however, it does not guarantee democratization
. The Soviet Union and its communist regime tried to boost economy, but the communist states did not lead to democracy, but instead to authoritarian regimes. The case of Soviet Union exemplifies that even if economic, cultural and political change are linked in coherent patterns, some ways of change are more probable than others, because they depend on certain values and beliefs or economic and political institutions that can be supportive or not. Nevertheless, it is believed that the modernization phase can lead to democracy, especially if countries move beyond modernization to postmodernization. It is argued that the difference between modernization and postmodernization is that the latter “is a move away from the emphasis on economic efficiency, bureaucratic authority, and scientific rationality” that otherwise characterised modernization, “toward a more human society with more room for individual autonomy, diversity, and self-expression”
. 
Inglehart argues that even if economic development does not always have an impact on the process of democratization, it has a “tendency to give rise to cultural changes that place increasing emphasis on human emancipation and self-expression”
. In order to test the validity of those claims many authors have looked at real life cases by controlling the variables, such as self-expression, education, urbanization and communication, in a certain country. Inglehart’s theory focuses on cultural change in order to explain the correlation between economic development and strengthening of democracy. Przeworski and Limongi’s analysis prove that high levels of modernization enhance to choose democracy over autocracy, however, modernization as such does not establish democracy, it is just an impersonal process
. 

Inglehart claims that democratic transitions gather masses to support democracy, however, it is not always because masses are motivated to support democracy, but they believe that democracy will bring prosperity similar to already established democracies
. Such approach to democracy might be fragile, especially if transition to democracy brings disappointing results. Therefore, strong self-expression values are important in order to support democratization, even if the transition period has its ups and downs. It is clear that poor countries tend to be more unstable than rich countries and they can shift towards both directions – away from democracy or on the contrary closer to democracy. Such situation suggests that the relationship between economic development and democratization can be quite complex and more context dependent than previously anticipated.  

More recent analysis of modernization theory have tried to find the correlation between economic development and democracy by viewing whether economic development brings about or/and rather sustains democracy. Modernization as a mechanism of bottom-up factors of democratization, provides a contrast to conditionality as an international, political and top-down mechanism. Democratization is not just a domestic phenomenon, but it depends also on international factors that can influence the democratization process in a given country. Therefore, one could assume that international linkages with democratic, or between democratic and non-democratic, countries can enhance the level of democracy. There are good empirical grounds that allow believing in modernization as coherent process that combines economic and political development across different regions and cultures. 
In sum one could say that it is difficult to find proof to the correlation between socioeconomic development and democracy, as there can be a number of different variables to explain the relationship between the two. There are always two sides of modernization theory, studies that support the theory and studies that criticise it. However, based on the findings in this text, one could state: first, the better and well developed the economy, the easier it is to promote democracy, or second, there is no necessary correlation between those two variables, but as some scholars believe, industrialisation and wealth are definitely important elements in maintaining democracy.
2.2. Modernization theory and Ukraine
I intend to explore whether the relationship between economic development and democracy holds true in case of Ukraine and whether modernization theory really fits with Ukraine’s development. I will start by looking at cultural and historical factors that can help to explain the theoretical argumentations. I am inspired by the Asian “miracles” that emerged in the post war period. It was believed that one of the reasons why Asia grew faster economically than other parts of the world at that time, was that many countries there had superior institutions and quality of governance for economic policy making
. It means those countries had certain cultural and historic background that allowed the emergence of well functioning institutions. In the beginning of its independence Ukraine suffered heavily under Soviet inheritance, which had brought weak governance institutions that impeded the realisation of many policy reforms. Although Ukraine lacked strong institutions, it had lots of potential with its human capital and the communist time had left the heavy industry, which should have enabled the country to develop similarly to other eastern European countries. Nevertheless, the outcome of Ukraine was not as the neoclassical growth models would have suggested. The reason behind Ukraine’s failure to develop as fast as Poland or Estonia in the post-communist period can be seen in lack of correlation between economic and political development. Another important factor missing at that time was the presence of the EU and its influence. In that sense Ukraine differed from the Western Europe also culturally, because it had closer ties with Russia rather than with Europe.
Adherents of modernization theory have argued that modernization relies on industrialisation that helps to facilitate democracy. One of the reasons why industrialisation and creation of private companies is necessary is because they set bases for strong civil society. Empirical evidences have shown that there is a linkage between economic modernization and the development of democracy. However, some scholars have questioned from what level of economic development to start evaluating country’s achievement of democracy. How much economic development is enough for the start of democracy? Thus, the question here is where does Ukraine fit with its development? As mentioned before, the remnant of Soviet time heavy industry and the human capital should have enabled Ukraine’s fast development after the collapse of communist regime. In order to measure Ukraine’s socioeconomic development since the collapse of Soviet Union, I would need to rely on sufficient data, however, unfortunately it has been quite difficult to find any reliable sources of data that would indicate the economic situation in Ukraine since the early 1990s. Therefore I will rely on generalisations and interpretations of authors who have written about Ukraine’s development mostly around the Orange Revolution time.    

Is Ukraine’s income per capita enough for the survival of democracy? Modernization theorists such as Przeworski and Limongi have established a positive correlation between economic development, social transformations and the condition of democracy. Carefully they have argued that economic constraints “play a role for the survival of democracy”
. At present Ukraine’s development still suffers due to old-fashioned infrastructure, which on the one hand, consumes a lot of energy and is therefore harmful for the environment, and on the other hand, it makes production more expensive. Due to growing demand of steel and chemicals in Russia and Asia, Ukraine’s GDP has increased up to 7 %
. Although Ukrainian infrastructure can have a lot of potential, it is not that attractive for foreign investors if they have to invest considerable amounts of money into technical improvements. Still, strong infrastructure is essential for the emergence of middle class, civil society and economic growth – factors that are necessary also for democracy. Ukraine has not managed to extricate itself from the nomenklatura, the outdated Soviet regulatory system, which constrains the establishment of functioning civil society. The civil society has become stronger in Ukraine after the Orange Revolution, but it struggles continuously to challenge the system from below. As a positive sign Nemyria highlights the emergence of the young middle class that previously was quite an unknown phenomenon in Ukraine
. There is hope that the new generation who has more contacts with the outer world will enhance more reforms that can accommodate stronger democracy. However, the Soviet mentality has fragmentized Ukrainian society, as there are still many people who follow Soviet political culture and are open for corruption. Indeed, there are obvious changes in Ukrainian society, especially important ones since the Orange Revolution, but if Soviet time mentality is still deeply rooted, can Ukraine expect miracles in further modernization?   

Can one of the causes of Ukraine’s stagnation be cultural and political factors that make it so different from Western Europe that it is almost impossible to expect proper democracy and modernity from Ukraine? To start arguing from the cultural perspective, then since Prince Vladimir of Kiev converted his people to Orthodox Christianity in 988, Ukraine has been brought up in the cradle of Christian culture. The Christian background of Ukraine does not make it automatically similar to other European states, but one could assume it can assimilate itself with Western values. Ukraine has been divided not only by territory, but also culturally, which makes its population ethnically diverse. I believe it is not necessary to go deep with Christian cultural arguments in this point, as it is well known that Christian cultural values can lead to both, creation of democracy and autocracy, but what is important in case of Ukraine, how do present day cultural systems have an impact on people’s attitude to politics and development of democracy. How does modernization theory support Ukraine to pick the right cultural elements from Western Europe and make use of them in promotion of democracy and human rights? In order to answer the question, one should consider political developments in Ukraine. Ronald Inglehart notes that political culture is closely related with democracy
. In the beginning of its independence Ukraine was still quite attached with Soviet past, which undermined the development of democracy. Ingelhart continues by explaining that economic development changes society’s social structure, and it is also “conducive to cultural changes that help stabilize democracy”
. Ukraine has been in democratic transition since 2004 when the Orange Revolution emerged. As Flikke claims, it was a democratic breakthrough in four different stages: first, the civil society stood up against falsified elections; second, international involvement appeared; third, there was institutional deadlock; and fourth, an elite pact opened way to political changes
. The time was ripe for Ukraine to start building democracy in society, although the nation still suffered from weak economy and divided views, whether Ukraine should cooperate with the EU or Russia. Despite strong political declarations of the revolution time, Ukrainian democrats have failed to support their pro-Western rhetoric with the reform strategy that would have integrated the country into Western democratic organisations. The biggest weak point has been ineffective government. It has been argued that the length of experience with democracy has an impact on political culture. Ukrainian new ‘democratic’ government has not had a long democratic tradition nor have the politicians been closely related with Western style of governing. The weak transition of Ukraine could explain that the consolidation of market economy and democratic practices does not necessarily coincide.  
For Ukraine to succeed in democratization, there should be more control and observation over democratic norms and behaviour. As Kubicek notes, “democratic consolidation is not only about political behaviour; it depends on upon support mechanisms such as civil society, political society, economic society, and democratic political culture”
. Unfortunately Ukraine has lacked many of the support mechanisms that Kubicek refers to. Therefore, it is complicated to talk about democratic governance in Ukraine, as instead of sharing power, there are more signs of zero-sum game among reformers and politicians. Critics of modernization theory have argued that there is no single trajectory to institutional change and the outcome is not necessarily a consolidated democracy. Ukraine’s struggle to have a functioning government exemplifies their viewpoints. Ukraine’s post-Soviet development has been quite complicated due to unfinished modern state and nation building, that otherwise went hand in hand in East Central Europe. Perhaps in that case what regards Ukraine’s development we cannot talk about transition to democracy, but rather as Fisun calls it, to some neo-traditional political institutions
. In Fisun’s view patrimonial relationships play a significant role in the new institutions of Ukraine. Such relations existed also at the Soviet time, but now they are presented in the “modernized” form. Under patrimonial relations Fisun means patron-client relations, where “the individual national leader controls the political and economic life of the country and the personal clientistic relationships with the leader play a crucial role in amassing personal wealth or in the rise and decline of members of the political elite”
. It means that power is gathered around one particular leader who sets the façade of the institutional mechanisms. By trying to run the government similar to modern democratic system, but at the same time carrying the mask of patrimonialism, Ukraine faces even deeper stagnation in development. 
As modernization theory suggests, weak countries lack agency to take advantage of the capitalist system, therefore, Ukraine relies on the help and support coming from the EU. The latter has the finances that Ukraine needs for its development. However, Ukraine should be aware of how far she can really develop when considering the present political and economic situation in the country and does it make it more democratic. Therefore, can modernization theory fail in case of Ukraine? Sudden loss of EU support could mean failure of many achievements of the Orange Revolution. One could assume that in such case modernization theory can actually fail as regards Ukraine, because the theory is considered self-evident and already proved. Gerschenkron claims that the modernization perspective is dependent on a Marxist premise: that all nations follow a predetermined historical path, or, as Marx himself put it, that “the industrially more developed country presents to the less developed country a picture of the latter’s future”
. It is quite evident that Ukraine wants to follow the path of the EU and many of its member states that have demonstrated transformative power from communism to democracy. As I am convinced, culturally there are no obstacles on the way, but the question is more whether Ukraine has managed to consolidate economic development with democracy. When relying on the arguments presented in the paper, then I believe the future of the final destination of Ukraine is unclear as it still suffers under ineffective government that has not provided enough reforms for the establishment of pure democracy.  
In its days of glory modernization theory might have heralded the simple outcome of the transformation of underdeveloped societies into democracy and market economy, however, it is not that simplistic nowadays. The ten new member states that were accepted to the EU in 2004 had reached certain democratic and economic maturity that enabled them EU membership. Ukraine was not ready to be part of the EU at that time, but its steady progress has brought it closer to modern Western values. One could argue that modernization theory has not been complete in case of Ukraine, as the country has not reached welfare, but there is potential that Ukraine can become a modern state in Western terms if the conditions in the country are favourable. Modernization itself will not bring Ukraine forward, but social transformations and economic advancements do.       
2.3. The EU’s role in heralding democracy in the neighbourhood
According to some analysts European integration and the ENP have become the EU’s new “mission civilisatrice to externalise its success and export its model to the rest of the world”
. The ENP has become a social instrument in promoting European values in neighbouring countries. Some authors have claimed that the EU’s success in promoting democracy can be challenged by countries that are not offered the ‘carrot’ of membership in the nearest future. Such situation meant that for the EU it was better to keep the integration process open, but in return offer alternative ways of cooperation.  
The EU’s interest in democratization is not a new phenomenon, but in general terms it has always been the Union’s goal to provide stability and peace to its members and export the ‘common good’ across the EU borders. The democratic principles have made the Union attractive to many countries who would like to join. More countries want to join than the EU can really accept. Besides common goods such as democracy, human rights and rule of law, the Union attracts other countries with economic possibilities.
By giving the access to the internal market the EU can reduce the likelihood of instability in the ENP countries. But in order to benefit from the great market, the ENP countries should adopt the EU aquis that is important for any exports to the EU market, and also reform state institutions that deal with the EU
. By opening the Union’s market to the neighbour countries, the EU can have more incentives for the ENP countries to implement political and social reforms. As long as there is interdependence in trade between the EU and the ENP countries, both can benefit and perhaps the latter can benefit even more if the countries’ are open to democratization and modernization. 
In many cases the EU has offered a ‘carrot’ of membership in order to fulfil its integration plan, however, in case of Ukraine that offer is not valid yet. Despite not being a member of the EU, Ukraine can still profit from the partnership between the two, especially in the framework of the ENP, which aims to promote democracy similarly to enlargement. The question is how can Ukraine assess democratic quality and use it in domestic reforms, also how can the EU help Ukraine to become more democratic? Some of the ENP sceptics have argued that many of the neighbouring countries will not be offered enough incentives to undertake domestic reforms and the ENP achieves only what former Commission President Prodi has called “everything but institutions”
. The Action Plans of the ENP are not legal agreements, which make the implementation of them voluntary. Therefore the concept of “joint ownership” was introduced in the ENP strategy paper, which means that “the commitment to “common values” is not an absolute criterion, but can differ from country to country”
. The EU’s efforts in promoting democracy are constantly challenged by various domestic and international factors that can work for or against democratization. In the Eastern neighbourhood the main factors are “the legacy of communism, corruption, economic difficulties, weakness of civil society, heterogeneous populations” that all can affect the process of democratisation
. 
A vast number of literature has been written about the international dimensions of democratization in order to define different mechanisms through what international factors play an important role in democratising states. Notions such as contagion, adaptation, interdependence, socialisation and conditionality are a few examples in defining democratization
. All those concepts have their specific tasks, however, sometimes they can be more actor-oriented or policy-driven, and some concepts can even overlap. As Kubicek argues, in general international factors play only a supportive role in democratization, the rest depends on the will of the political elite and the public who may or may not want to support democratization in society
. Democratization is a gradual process and many countries who have managed to hold free elections are considered democratic, although this is just one milestone on the way of becoming totally liberal democracy. According to some authors, “far more than just free elections is needed for a democracy to also enjoy ‘quality’: civil liberties, the rule of law, independent judiciaries and effective, horizontally accountable institutions, an open and pluralistic civic society (including media) and civilian control over the military”
. 
It is appropriate to continue by presenting a few definitions of democracy a bit more closely. According to Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy ‘democracy’ means in Greek thought, rule by the citizens
. Universally, democracy is considered as the best or the right form of government. Winston Churchill, on the other hand, has said that democracy is the worst form of government other than all the other forms we know. Professor Russell Hardin claims that democracy serves interests such as welfare, autonomy, equality, and agreement
. It could be said that good democracy satisfies citizens’ expectations of governance. According to Larry Diamond and Leonardo Morlino “a good democracy is one in which its citizens, associations, and communities enjoy extensive liberty and political equality (quality in terms of content)”
. 
In works of John Stuart Mill and in the twentieth century thought of welfarists, democracy was perceived as something negative. It was said that “democracy is more valuable for what it prevents than for what it creates”
. Equality in democracy is still quite a new phenomenon. As Hardin suggests, we can look at equality of outcomes, “such as economic results, or to equality of political power or opportunities for participation”
. Nevertheless, the question of equality is rather ambiguous, because how to measure equality in power? The notion of democracy is complicated to explain, however, the theory of democracy allows it to be interpreted and see the different outcomes in different contexts. 
One well-known notion in literature on democratization is democratic contagion. This notion means that events or systems in one country can spread to other countries, when proven attractive enough
. If a country has prosperous economy and democratic society, neighbouring countries might want to have the same things. According to modernization theory, economic development and democracy are closely related, but there is no linear line between those two. The prosperous countries of the EU are a proof that most democratic countries have well developed economies. It is the EU’s belief that supporting economic development and institution building in countries such as Ukraine, will eventually bring prosperity, stability and democracy. The EU is an important actor in the neighbourhood and it has the financial and political means to attract its partners. 
Through the ENPI, the EU aims to provide financial support and technical assistance in order to improve economies in neighbouring countries and promote the creation of democratic institutions. The support of civil society and NGO’s is another important priority of the ENP. Through the development of democratic institutions there is a chance that social and cultural conditions will be influenced by modernization and eventually help to stabilise the whole society.
The ENP partner countries are expected to follow political conditionality if they wish to enhance their bilateral relations with the EU. The conditionality focuses on implementation of common democratic and rule of law values. In order to have successful implementation of those values the EU follows and monitors the steps of neighbouring countries. In case of Ukraine, the Action Plans specify exactly the priorities for the development of human rights, institutions and governance, elections and electoral laws, fundamental freedoms and civil society
. The idea of partnership allows the EU to introduce its strategy of democracy and human rights, but as it is not the EU’s aim to impose any reforms, the partners can agree themselves how to adapt political changes. As Commissioner Benita Ferrero Waldner expressed at a meeting in the European Parliament, reciprocity is the key argument in terms of foreign policy and economy
. The EU can support the development of certain reforms, but initiatives to fulfil the reforms have to come from partners themselves. 
In academic literature on the ENP (Tocci 2004; Emerson 2002; Dannreuther 2004) many authors have criticised the evolution of the policy, but they have seen positive sides in its potential. There are doubts about the ENP’s real outcome of the ambitious plan of promoting democracy and human rights. Thus problems in implementing the rhetorically set goals lie not behind the intent, but rather behind the lack of capability. Modernization is a long-term process and the EU has realised that implementation of its policy goals takes time. The Council of the EU has noted in its conclusion on strengthening the ENP that the key principals of the ENP are continually the promotion of modernization and reform, and its distinction from the question of the EU membership, which “does not prejudge any possible future developments of partner countries’ relationship with the EU”
. What the ENP promotes under the flag of democracy, are the shared values of democracy and the shared commitment in going through reforms in partner countries. The implementation of those common values depends on partner’s willingness to accept the EU’s help. There are neighbour countries that are more willing and there are those who are quite hesitant towards the EU support. The hesitant countries seem to have prejudice toward the EU’s aims of promoting democracy and human rights, which again suggests that the ENP is likely to fail in democratization process in those particular countries. In that sense Ukraine is most advanced with regard to reforms compared to countries such as Moldova and Belarus. 
To return to the main principle of modernization and the connection between economic prosperity and stable democracy, majority of the ENP countries are poor, they lack democratic tradition and their statistics of human rights abuses corruption is high. As Kelly put it, ENP countries “differ considerably from the 1993 candidate countries in their stage of maturity towards the values the EU seeks to promote”
. According to the theory of modernization all those factors such as, good governance, active civil society, democratization and a functioning market economy, play an important role in building up a democratic and stable country. That is also why the EU has tried to enhance the development of democratic and rule of law based values in its policy mechanisms towards neighbour countries. In the past, the EU’s democracy promotion program was criticised for its rather simple ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. As Fröhlich notes there was no parallel between democratic developments and economic support, which meant that countries could get away with many abuses without any political consequences in terms of sanctions
. This has been the case in regard with both, the Mediterranean and the former Soviet neighbour countries. However, if the ENP is designed in a way that it does not oblige the partners to go through reforms, then it does not have the power to present sanctions, because it would mean also deeper interference to domestic matters of the partner countries. 
The EU aims to export stability instead of importing instability and insecurity. Still, one should bear in mind certain aspects when talking about democracy promotion in the ENP countries. First of all, the neighbour countries do not have membership perspective, which raises some doubts how successfully the EU can persuade them to go through reforms. Secondly, the partner countries have weak economies and poor commitment to ‘common values’, which make the democratization process difficult. Lastly, the EU has certain expectations in terms of democracy promotion, which do not always coincide with those of the partners. However, the positive matter is that the EU is willing to support social, political and economic reforms, which is certainly the best instrument in bringing the neighbour countries closer to EU standards. 
It is in the EU’s power to offer membership as the ultimate ‘carrot’ for reform, but it has preferred not to. Nevertheless, country such as Ukraine has decided to go through transition to democracy by relying on financial and political assistance of the ENP. The political and economic transition has become a goal in its own right. The ENP is designed to respond to and reward progress, as well as to bring neighbour countries closer to prosperity, stability and security of the EU zone. To sum up one could state that the EU plays a considerable role in promoting Western values and democracy, although it is questionable whether the ENP is its strongest policy in delivering the goals. 
3. European Neighbourhood Policy: An Overview

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) aims to share the benefits of the enlargement process of 2004 with its neighbouring countries, especially by strengthening stability, security and well being. It is an ambitious policy that is promoting the use of a variety of instruments for the realisation of a wide spectrum of objectives. The ENP aims to give additional leverage to the EU to support democratic reforms, economic development, good governance and the rule of law in neighbouring countries. It is expected that the ENP will help the EU to transform neighbouring countries into reliable and stable partners without offering membership perspective. 

The European Union’s (EU) enlargement of 2004, which brought ten new member states, dominated the EU agenda and policy making. The resulting accessions have represented the EU’s success to face the post Cold War challenges in Europe and unite the East Central Europe with the old west, as well as helping the new members to integrate into European political and economic structures
. Welcoming new member states meant also that the EU got new neighbours that shared the land and sea border with the EU. Creation of ‘a ring of friends’ in the neighbourhood became one of the strategic priorities of the EU. The first step was launched by introducing the Wider Europe/New Neighbours initiative in May 2002. This initiative was the first corner stone in the creation of European Neighbourhood Policy in the European Commission’s Strategy Paper of May 2004
. Since its establishment in 2003, the ENP has promoted political and economic stabilisation, modernization and democratization of the EU’s neighbouring countries in the East and in the Mediterranean region. In the East, the ENP includes Ukraine, Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Belarus. In the Mediterranean it covers Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Algeria, Libya, Syria and Tunisia
. 
Although the ENP covers a number of countries, it has not managed to receive a warm welcome everywhere. Ukraine and Moldova, as most pro-European, were disappointed in the lack of membership perspective. Russia decided not to be part of the ENP, but function as a strategic partner with the EU in the context of four ‘common spaces’, as defined at the St Petersburg summit in May 2003
. Mediterranean countries were hoping to enhance bilateral relations with the Union. Perhaps the Balkan countries felt most comfortable after the launch of the ENP, because their membership expectations did not have any competitive obstacles on the level of the EU external policy, and nothing could hinder their membership prospect.  
The European Neighbourhood Policy was developed in order to enhance relations with neighbouring countries that did not have prospects for the EU membership, but could nonetheless benefit of the closer relationship with the EU. The goal of having a secure and stable neighbourhood would help to promote the prosperity of the enlarged EU. The development and promotion of the ENP has been closely linked with the European Security Strategy (ESS). Perhaps the EU’s enlargement process enhanced partly the ESS, because the enlarged territory of the Union had to show more interest to the countries on its periphery. Therefore the ENP became an important policy to develop a greater degree of coherence in the neighbourhood when facing various security challenges, such as terrorism, frozen conflicts or organised crime. 
What the ENP contains, link it even closer with the general context of the foreign and security policy. The EU declares in its security policy, “It is in the European interest that countries on our borders are well-governed. Neighbours who are engaged in violent conflict, weak states where organised crime flourishes, dysfunctional societies or exploding population growth on its borders all pose problems for Europe”
. Furthermore, the document claims that the EU enlargement should not create “new dividing lines in Europe”
. On the other hand, the ENP reflects the feeling that there is a limit to the enlargement and not all countries should be given the prospect for membership. Instead, the ENP tries to engage the neighbouring countries by giving out a ‘carrot’, such as a stake into the internal market, using bilateral agreements and action plans, which would eventually fulfil the strategic goal of the EU to have a ring of friends and a stable neighbourhood. However, it is not an easy task to achieve, especially when the policy is dealing with a variety of different countries. The ENP is not an absolutely new policy, it rather functions in the context of earlier EU policies, but it aims to provide new possibilities and solutions to political and economic reforms. It is claimed that the ENP presents several new innovations to its partner countries. The biggest prize is the offer to enter the Union’s internal market, the other prizes include the free movement of persons, goods, services and capital
. 

Another innovation within the ENP is the shift towards a more individual approach, which means that the policy takes into account the current relations within a country, its interests and needs. Although the ENP recognises the differences between countries, it emphasises also its policy of ‘one size fits all’, which at the same time frustrates some of the ENP countries who would like to be more engaged with the European Union. The accession of ten new member states gave a good experience for the EU to formulate action plans, annual reviews, country specific priorities, and other milestones for economic, social and political reforms
. The ENP Action Plans of December 2004 cover a number of topics and issues, for example the Action Plan for Ukraine sets up over 300 bullet points for proposed targets.

From the beginning of the ENP the aim was to promote reforms based on human rights, freedom of speech, democracy and rule of law. In the shadow of the enlargement the ENP was expected to stand out as a policy that would strengthen these values in the new neighbouring countries. The ENP departs from the common EU values and principles, but differentiates among the partner countries. The European Commission has prepared ‘country reports’ that help to have an insight into the partner countries’ political, institutional and economic situation. For every partner country an ‘Action Plan’ is formed in cooperation with the target country. The ‘Action Plans’ define various reforms in political, social and economic field. In order to follow the implementation and development of the reforms, periodic reports are presented. Based on the success of the reports the countries are open to negotiations of European Neighbourhood Agreements
. 

The European Commission declares that the ENP’s vision “involves a ring of countries, sharing the EU’s fundamental values and objectives, drawn into an increasingly close relationship, going beyond cooperation to involve a significant measure of economic and political integration”
. However, the document does not say how to achieve those objectives in reality and benefit from the enormous gains offered by the ENP. A lot of hope is put into the Action Plans that should eventually help to fulfil the vision of the ENP. 
3.1. Instruments and objectives of the European Neighbourhood Policy

In May 2004, The European Commission published its Strategy Paper on the European Neighbourhood Policy, which brought out the principles and objectives that would govern all future ENP partnerships. The Commission declares in the document that the aim of the ENP is to “share the benefits of the EU’s 2004 enlargement with neighbouring countries in strengthening stability, security and well-being for all concerned”, as well as “prevent the emergence of new dividing lines between the enlarged EU and its neighbours and to offer them the chance to participate in various EU activities, through greater political, security, economic and cultural cooperation”
. As such, the ENP tries to present itself as a policy that offers an alternative to enlargement, but does not exclude the neighbours, on the contrary, it provides different forms of cooperation that will eventually bring the partners closer to the EU.
The European Neighbourhood Policy is built on a variety of key principles. First, the ENP is built on a conservative institutional approach, which sets the framework for cooperation between the EU and its partners. The Partnership and Cooperation Agreements, as well as Association Agreements with the Mediterranean countries, provide the ground from which the ENP can develop. Bilateral relations with the Union enhance the cooperation with partner countries, but the ENP aims to promote also sub-regional contacts. Second, the notion of ‘joint ownership’ means that the cooperation is based on shared values and common interests, however, the “the EU does not seek to impose priorities or conditions on its partners”
. Nevertheless, it is clear that the Union expects the partner countries to meet the normative model of the EU, because it highlights the commitment to European values. Third, within the bodies of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreements or Association Agreements, the ENP sets up a procedure for monitoring the success or weak points of the partner countries. 
In order to achieve the policy goals, the Commission developed its country strategies, so that each country strategy paper is set into a strategic framework for a particular time period. These strategy papers became the policy’s main goals and presented the key principles of cooperation. For each country the Union prepared country reports (launched in 2006 and 2007), which gave an overview of the political, economic and social situation of the partner countries.   
The Action Plans present the main aims of the EU – the promotion of peace, its values and the well-being of its people. For the partner countries to live up to those values, the Action Plans contain priorities that should help to strengthen the commitment to these values. The priorities include: “strengthening democracy and the rule of law, the reform of the judiciary and the fight against corruption and organised crime; respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms”, as well as, “support for the development of civil society”
. As a reward the EU in return offers greater integration into European market, programmes and further assistance for reforms. Through the Action Plans, the EU aims to support people-to-people contacts and “promote cultural, educational and more general societal links between the Union and its neighbourhood”
. Although the EU has bilateral relations with its partners, the latter finds it important to support regional cooperation between neighbouring countries. In this way the EU tries to involve also Russia in the common neighbourhood. 
Financial support to the Eastern and the Mediterranean neighbours was provided through the TACIS and MEDA programmes, which have now been gathered under the new European Neighbourhood Instrument. Sine 2007 the new financing instrument supports cross border cooperation, as well as regional cooperation projects involving both the non-member and member states.  
3.2. The nature of the ENP

One should consider the recent developments of the ENP in order to understand its nature. Varwick and Lang note that currently the ENP has come to the fourth stage of its existence
. The initial starting point of the policy was the creation of the concept of the ENP. The second phase includes the widening of the ENP, which means it opened up to new partners, for example in Southern Caucasus. The third stage, which is called the ‘implementation phase’, is still ongoing and is carrying out the aims of Action Plans, including the implementation of the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI)
. With its current developments the ENP has shown more strategic side of its aims. It is not just about creating stability in the neighbourhood, but also about gaining more political power in the region, especially in the East, and therefore Russia has started to perceive the EU as a rival in the post-Soviet space. Energy, and the question of common security have become important issues in cooperation with partner countries. 

The ENP is expected to prevent new dividing lines in Europe. At the same time the ENP differentiates between those who are inside the ENP and outside the enlargement circle, which nevertheless creates certain dividing lines. It is hard to draw the line between the countries that can eventually become more than just neighbourhood countries, because every European country can apply for EU membership. Therefore, why should neighbour countries make such great efforts for reforms in order to live up to EU legislation and values, if there is even no possibility to participate in the decision making process of the Union or become a member of it? 
It becomes impossible for the EU to reject accession applications if the candidate countries have fulfilled the Copenhagen criteria. It seems to be in the nature of the EU to leave the membership question open. For example in case of Turkey and Croatia nobody really knows how long the membership negotiations will take place and what is the outcome. In case of Eastern neighbourhood countries, the EU has not given any membership promises, although Ukraine would very much like to join the family of the EU. One should bear in mind that the ENP has been created foremost according to the needs of the EU. As former Commissioner Romano Prodi put it in 2002, the EU needs a ‘ring of friends’ in order to create stability and European standards in the neighbourhood. 

The EU realises that it is not in its power to impose reforms on its neighbours, however, it can influence the governance of these countries to follow the standards set by the EU
.  In general, the ENP is an EU-centric policy, meaning that it reflects the norms and values of the EU and tries to export those goals to countries outside the Union. The ENP is also a very flexible policy, because it is aimed at different countries that are in a state of flux. The policy follows the changes in the country and will develop alongside with the target country. The underlying mechanism of the EU enlargement and the ENP is almost the same, because the EU tries to trigger certain reforms in the target countries that would live up to EU’s conditions. Although the ENP and enlargement process might seem similar in essence, the outcome or reward is different. The rewards can appear in different forms, such as trade, financial aid, membership, free movement of goods and people, and so on. Conditionality of the EU is set on values such as human rights, democracy and also economic reforms. Those elements form the backbone of the accession process. Though the ENP excludes the promise of membership from its declarations, the policy is based on a similar form of conditionality as enlargement. 

Since 1995 the Southern neighbours of the EU have cooperated in the frame of the Barcelona Process, which aims to promote human rights, democracy and security aspects
. However, the Southern neighbours seem to be less or not at all interested in EU membership as the Eastern neighbours are. They try to neglect any European involvement in political scene. So far the EU has managed to implement the ENP Action Plans with Israel, Jordan, Moldova, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Tunisia, Ukraine, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Egypt and Lebanon. Whereas Algeria has decided not to negotiate an Action Plan yet. Countries such as Belarus, Libya or Syria have not activated the ENP yet either, because the ENP relies on existing agreements between the EU and the partner countries and the latter ones have not really opened up for closer partnership. The Commission aims to support the implementation of the ENP upon existing relations between the EU and the partner countries. The ENP is constructed in a way that it would not only communicate with the partner countries in bilateral terms, but help to develop networks between the countries themselves. It is difficult to draw an overall conclusion on the success of the ENP, however, the Commission has launched several reports on the developments of the ENP in the partner countries. I will discuss the ENP’s helpfulness in case of Ukraine more thoroughly in the analysis part. 

The ENP increases the EU’s role in the neighbourhood as well as responsibility, because the more visible the EU becomes in the Eastern neighbourhood, the more it has to face consequences of having clashing interests for example with Russia. The latter functions as a competitor to the ENP, and in case of Ukraine, Russia has clearly demonstrated its influence. As the EU seeks to create stability in the overlapping neighbourhood, Russia, on the other hand, tries to keep the Western CIS countries under its influence and dependent on orders coming from Moscow.
The ENP’s framework was criticised in 2003 of being too general and not really considering the individuality of the countries it addresses. After next two years the European Commission decided to reformulate its strategy towards the neighbourhood by improving the ENP and its financial instrument, the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI)
. The ENP has remained quite ambitious in its objectives as well as broad in its scope. The EU commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner introduces the new goals of the ENP that promise greater political commitment to foster economic integration and improve market access, more developments in handling migration, further engagement in tackling frozen conflicts, support for reforms in partner countries, stronger people to people contacts and stronger political and regional cooperation
. However, the commissioner does not mention how the goals will be achieved other than by referring this task to the individual Action Plans, which will be enacted within the general framework of the policy. 
3.3. The EU-Ukraine relations
Ukraine and the EU established their contractual relations in 1994 by signing the EU-Ukraine Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA), which came into force in 1998. Signing the PCA in 1994 played an important symbolic role for Ukraine at that time, however, the delay of ratifying the agreement almost four years later, caused frustration among Ukrainians.
On the basis of the PCA, the Action Plan between the EU and Ukraine was adopted in 2005 for a period of three years
. By the time the Ukrainian leadership had decided to take the European course. In 1998 president Kuchma signed a decree called ‘Strategy on Ukraine’s Integration with the European Union’, which formally declared Ukraine’s long-term strategic goal of becoming part of the EU
. The more detailed program for the EU was adopted in 2000. 

Since the adoption of the 2005 Action Plan, implementation of the plan has been monitored and guided by annual implementation tools, which set a variety of priorities and timelines, based on the agreed interests of the EU and Ukraine
. Overall evaluations of the progress have been carried out in November 2005, March 2006 and May 2007.    

Ukraine’s foreign policy makers welcomed the EU’s ‘New Neighbourhood/Wider Europe’ initiative of 2003, as an important milestone in coming closer to the EU. Intensive cooperation through the EU-Ukraine Summit, the EU-Ukraine Cooperation Council, the EU-Ukraine Cooperation Committee, and seven sub-committees, has enabled the EU and Ukraine to improve the aims set in the Action Plan. What the implementation of the ENP Action Plan in 2005 managed to do for Ukraine-EU relations was that it enhanced some later projects between the two. To name the most important ones, the EU and Ukraine started dialogue on visa facilitation, negotiations of a Free Trade Area and on the new Enhanced Agreement. After the free and fair elections of 2006, the EU recognised Ukraine’s progress and started negotiations on the new Enhanced Agreement. The Ukrainian authorities have since expressed the view that Ukraine should be offered the similar type of Association Agreement as the Europe Agreements offered to Central East European countries
. Kiev is most concerned that Ukraine’s long-term prospect of EU membership would be part of the agreement.
At present the EU-Ukrainian relationship aims to go beyond past levels of cooperation towards deeper economic and political cooperation. The European Commission-Ukraine Country Strategy Paper for 2007-20013 presents an overview of the Commission’s priorities towards Ukraine, which include all instruments and programmes and follow the structure of the Action Plans
. Assistance provided under the National Indicative Programme (NIP) concentrates on three main priorities: First, support for democratic development and good governance. Second, support for regulatory reform and administrative capacity building. Third, support for infrastructure development
. For the period of 2007-2010 the NIP provides € 494 million for Ukraine, and the amount can increase if the country shows good performance in relation to governance issues.
The Commission assumes that the success of the NIP and the EU-Ukraine relationship depends on continuous commitment to undergo reforms and follow the priorities set in the EU-Ukraine Action Plan and in the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA)
. The further financing of Ukraine depends on its ability to have stable macroeconomic environment. At the EU-Ukraine summit in September 14th 2007, both sides brought out the strengths and weaknesses in the cooperation between the two. The EU side emphasised that “Ukraine’s success in stabilising her political system would be a major factor determining her capacity to move forward with political and economic reforms”
. The EU leaders demonstrated their support to the finalisation of Ukraine’s WTO accession. Both sides affirmed the need for constructive cooperation in conflict areas, especially what concerns the case of Transnistria. The Ukrainian and EU leaders emphasised also the joint interest in energy cooperation. At the summit, Ukraine’s European choice was welcomed by the EU leaders who suggested that more reforms and introduction of European standards would bring Ukraine closer to the EU
.  
3.3.1 Ukraine in transition

In 1994 Ukraine was one of the first CIS country to sign the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) with the EU, and join the Council of Europe. European integration became the government’s strategic aim. Since its independence in 1991, Ukraine has been faced with number of challenges on both domestic and international fronts. After the collapse of Soviet Union Ukraine had to build up its sovereign state and make changes in institutions. Adapting European integration meant also that the country needed to go through several reforms in politics and economy in order to have strong market and institutions. At that time president Kuchma was in power and although he was elected on a pro-Russian platform, his foreign policy was quite open towards West. In the second half of 1990s Ukraine enhanced relations with NATO and started to receive aid from the USA. Close relations with NATO were sealed with a charter that was signed in 1997. President Kuchma was the only leader among the CIS countries, who declared Ukraine’s desire to develop closer relations with the EU and become a member. Such declaration set Ukraine on a different level from Russia and Belarus, who have never demonstrated their desire of becoming members of the EU
. 

In 1999 Kuchma was reelected as a president, but this time on a pro-Western platform. At that time Yuschcenko rose to the post of prime minister. President Kuchma’s second term of presidency can be summed up as scandalous. Relations with the EU, NATO and the USA were in a state of stagnation and Kuchma relied on the support of oligarchs in order to maintain his position. The 2002, 2004 and 2006 elections reflected the competition between communist minded parties and more national democratic parties
. Expectations on the EU and Ukrainian side were high, however, non of the sides decided really to act. Therefore, there was a possibility for Ukraine to become more isolated from the West, because Kuchma’s rhetoric, which continually supported European integration, did not coincide with his domestic policy and his international reputation was not something he could have been proud about. The EU had had enough by that time and Brussels offered Kiev the initiative to make the first step toward becoming closer with the EU, because hitherto it had always been Ukraine’s government who had expected the West to decide Ukraine’s future in Europe.     

The EU has followed that kind of rhetoric up to Yushchenko’s presidency, declaring that it is Ukraine’s responsibility to improve reforms before any membership negotiations can be considered. When Ukraine signed the CIS Single Economic Space (SES) together with Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan in 2003, it was perceived in the West as a first sign that Ukraine has not turned its back to closer cooperation with Russia and other CIS countries
. The 2004 presidential elections created tension whether Ukraine will continuously choose the European direction or prefers to be integrated more with the CIS sphere. For its part, the EU had become one of the most important providers of technical and financial assistance to Ukraine
. President Putin supported Yanukovych, who promoted the idea of deeper integration with Russia and other CIS countries. Yanukovych stood out with his opposing statements towards NATO and the EU.  Yushchenko, on the other hand, was a strong supporter of the West. He saw Ukraine’s future as a member of NATO and later on, the EU. Yushchenko’s brave pro-Western statements led to poisoning in September 2004. Luckily he survived the poisoning and continued to fight for Ukraine’s place in European institutions. November 2004 elections were a breaking point for Ukraine, which even the West could not ignore. Yushchenko’s victory gave hope to Ukrainians and the West that the country can develop and have more reforms on the way to European integration. The Orange Revolution brought along the desire to break away from Russia and get closer with the EU. 

The new government had high expectations toward Ukraine’s success. The deputy prime minister for European integration at the time, Oleh Rybachuk, was claiming to launch a “two-year drive to meet the Copenhagen criteria required for EU membership”
. Perhaps he had hoped to pressure the EU in this way to open the door for membership negotiations. Besides enthusiastic Rybachuk, president Yushchenko continued to convince the EU officials that Ukraine’s place is among other European states.  

Both presidents, Kuchma and Yushchenko have repeatedly stated that Ukraine is part of Europe culturally, historically and geographically, however, they have not admitted to what degree Ukraine’s political environment is still influenced by Soviet time mentality. Ukraine differs from other former Soviet countries who are now EU members. The Baltic states, for example, have never been part of the CIS and their transition to democracy was easier than in case of Ukraine. As Kuzio notes, Ukraine is not going through only political and economic transition, but also state and nation building
. Despite hardships, Ukraine can list a number of accomplishments since its independence in 1991. There has been democratic progress, Ukraine has received Western aid, it has concluded important treaties with Russia and other neighbouring countries, and it has proven to the West that it can hold free and fair elections. 
3.3.2. Ukraine on its way to Europe

The enlargement process of 2004 expanded the EU borders eastward, which again raised issues of security and border management along the EU’s eastern frontiers. Countries such as Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus were left all alone between expanding European Union and Russia. A British proposal in April 2002 advised to give the three vulnerable states a ‘special status’ that would draw them closer to the EU and lessen the influence of Russia in this way
. The EU was open to have cooperation with those countries, although it did not give any membership promise. The EU’s proposal became especially related with Ukraine, because the president of Belarus, Alexander Lukashenko decided to reject any proposals from the west and pursue closer relations with Russia. In case of Moldova problems concerned mainly capacity, not the lack of will to cooperate with the EU. 

Taras Kuzio claims that path dependency was the reason why Ukraine and many other CIS countries found it difficult after their independence in 1991 to follow the path of democratic transition
. After the collapse of Soviet Union, Ukraine inherited weak institutions, deep rooted corruption and regionally divided population, which had a strong impact on political culture and policy making. In 1998-1999, post-Soviet elites won back front seats in Ukrainian politics. During the 2002 parliamentary and 2004 presidential elections the former Soviet leaders, who by that time had become rich oligarchs, tried to bring back the autocratic regime and safeguard their power in the state
. Due to strong civil society support for reform during transitions in 1989-1991 and in the Orange Revolution, the situations have led to independent Ukrainian state and democratic regime. 

Ukraine differs from the other outsiders due to its large territory, strategic location and potential prosperity. During president Kuchma’s second term in power (1999-2004), Ukraine’s foreign policy tried to cultivate a balance between Russia and the EU in quite an odd way. Viewing Ukraine from the West made the EU to consider Ukraine as a country with several problems that might affect also Europe’s security. It was clear that participation in the ENP does not assure membership, however, Ukraine’s European course and developments could be rewarding somehow anyway. Leaving Ukraine on its own and under Russia’s growing influence would not serve Brussels’ long-term interests, also Kiev’s. President Kuchma’s approach to the West and its institutions – the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the EU, and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) – continued to appear rather vague. 

The case of Ukraine inspired the EU to develop its strategy of ‘Wider Europe’. Many non-EU states from the East and the Mediterranean were invited to adopt the strategy and European norms. Although the strategy of ‘Wider Europe’ contained several conditionality’s similar to enlargement, it did not include a perspective of membership or a possibility to participate in the EU’s institutions. Therefore Kuchma’s reaction to the strategy was rather cold, however, at EU-Ukraine Cooperation conference in Brussels Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych could see that the EU has a lot to offer with the strategy, especially in areas of free trade, investment and mobility of people
. Although relations between Kiev and Brussels started to warm up a bit, president Kuchma was still trying to find a balance between the EU and Russia by promoting the idea of a Single Economic Space (SES)
. The SES would have combined Ukraine, Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan in a common market. By the summit of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) in 2003 in Yalta, the Ukrainian government was ready to launch the SES, however, at the same time they had prepared also Action Plan in order to enhance relations with the EU. 

President Kuchma realised at the EU-Ukraine summit that Ukraine is not ready for the EU membership. Nevertheless, Ukraine had made some progress in human rights and the rule of law and in matters of security, so the EU continued to promote reforms in various areas of society. There was a feeling among Ukrainian officials that the EU offered a bit more than first offered in the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, which encouraged Ukraine to have hopes for future membership of the Union. In April 2004 the Rada accepted the SES agreement and Kuchma expressed his frustration about the EU not having clear long-term prospects for Ukrainian membership
. By June, Ukraine threatened to reject the Action Plan unless it opened up closer ties with the EU and kept the membership possibility open
.  
Throughout its struggle to find a closer relationship with the EU, Ukraine has been supported by many EU member states, including the Baltics, Poland, Hungary, the UK, but there are also countries who would not like to see Ukraine in the EU in the nearest future. Countries such as France and Benelux have not encouraged the idea of EU’s further enlargement, especially Ukraine’s accession. President Kuchma was expressing his doubts toward the EU and preferred closer relations with Russia. Extra pressure was on the Ukrainian government due to elections in the fall of 2004. According to polls Ukrainian public preferred the EU and NATO, but at the same time they were not against the idea of being part of the CIS and the SES
. It seems that president Kuchma’s multi-vector policy affected the opinions expressed by the Ukrainians, which clearly demonstrated that becoming part of EU might be inevitable, but still preferring the option of Russia.
3.3.3. The Orange Revolution
The Orange Revolution of 2004 helped to turn a new page in Ukraine’s history. The country’s desire to become a member of the EU has put the EU’s policy of ‘Wider Europe’ on a test. The EU has been struggling in pains of enlargement for quite some time. When France and Holland voted “no” at 2005 referendums, the enlargement scepticism gathered strength. Nevertheless, Ukraine and its geopolitical location can play a vital role in the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). As Javier Solana
 has noted, Ukraine and the EU depend on each other, because they share the common interest of maintaining stability and prosperity in Europe
. Besides strategic location, Ukraine is an important transit country for Russia’s energy supplies to Europe. Ukraine’s potential for prosperity should not be underestimated, because in the long run the latter can have a positive impact on Europe as a whole. The Orange Revolution proved that Ukraine is not just Russia’s backyard, but a country with a vision and strength to be a pluralistic democracy. 

There was no single cause that triggered the Orange Revolution, as it was a result of various factors, the most important being the people’s desire to defend their right to fair and free elections, freedom of the media, the role of civil society, national identity and external pressures. In that sense Ukraine had already fulfilled the aims of the ENP Action Plan, such as implementing democratic values, demanding free and fair elections, and a strong civil society.  However, the EU did not have any other master plan than the ENP on offer for shaping transition, as the membership prospect was not an option. Ukraine started its pilgrimage towards democracy in 1991, but throughout the journey up to 2004 the West had done little to support Ukraine’s democratization. The Orange Revolution enabled the EU to practice its ‘soft power’ in an effective manner. Ukraine’s political crises brought together different actors, such as the USA, OSCE, the new member states and even Russia. It was time for the West to stop neglecting Ukraine and think together about Ukraine’s and the European neighbourhood’s future.   
After the revolutionary events and signing of the ENP EU-Ukraine Action Plan in 2005, the Ukrainian government understood that the country needs an internal dimension of the European policy. In order to solve the problem, the government created the post of a vice-prime minister for European integration and adopted a draft National Strategy of European integration, however, in the long run the post did not live up to the set objectives of the strategy
. Nevertheless, this step demonstrated the Ukrainian’s political will to change their viewpoints towards European integration. Furthermore, the government started to implement the ENP Action Plan in order to fulfil many of the goals of the plan, such as strengthening of institutions, removing trade restrictions, promoting democracy and the rule of law, improving investment climate etc. 
The victory of Viktor Yushchenko did not necessarily simplify the relations between Ukraine and the EU, because under his presidency Ukraine started to work harder on reaching the goal of the EU membership
. Furthermore, the EU-Ukraine Action Plan, which was prepared when president Kuchma was in power, did not live up to the new Ukrainian government’s ambitions
. The proposals offered by the EU welcomed Ukraine’s European choice, but did not give any membership perspective as hoped. Perhaps the West was afraid to insult Russia by inviting Ukraine into the EU, therefore it was easier for the officials not to offer membership perspective to Ukraine. Another reason for Ukraine staying behind the EU’s door besides the EU’s lack of clear statements was also president Kuchma’s oligarchic allies who desperately tried to oppose any domestic reforms
. 

President Yushchenko challenged the EU by introducing the new Ukraine. He argued that first, the EU should recognise Ukraine as a market economy, secondly, the EU should support Ukraine’s accession in the World Trade Organisation (WTO), thirdly, the EU should offer an association agreement instead of its Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, which is meant only for the CIS countries, and finally the EU should offer membership to Ukraine
.  So far the first two demands have found positive feedback by the EU, however, the last two have remained open.
Ukraine is a country that until 2004 was quite similar to Russia. It was considered a semi-presidential system of dual executives. President Kuchma’s regime was classifiable as a semi-authoritarian regime. After the Orange revolution in 2004 the cabinet and the parliament gained more influence on all governmental matters, including foreign policy and relations with the EU. The EU became more related with Ukraine after the revolutionary events and has offered a lot of political support for the Ukrainian opposition, however, at the same time it has managed to ignore Ukraine by treating it in the context of the ENP. 

The EU’s passivity toward Ukraine can be explained by difficult start of the relationship between the two. The Orange Revolution and Ukraine’s democratic breakthrough happened at the time when the EU was struggling with the rejection of its constitution, and membership negotiations with Turkey were fuelling disagreements between the member states. The EU in general was facing enlargement fatigue, which did not encourage Ukraine’s attempts to become closer with the Union. Clearly, Ukraine’s foreign policy aspirations of joining the EU and the domestic reality of political and economic situation did not really coincide. Therefore, can the EU do anything to bring together the two aspirations? Now that the membership possibility is off the table, can the EU still encourage political change? Does the EU really care what happens in Ukraine? 
4. Analysis 
4.1. Where does Ukraine belong to?

For centuries Ukrainian territory has experienced invasion and domination by foreign rulers, such as Ottoman Empire, the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Crimean Khanate, the Russian and Hapsburg Empires, and the Germans. Since its independence in 1991, Ukraine had known national unity and independence only for a short period of time in the seventeenth century and in 1918-1921. For much of its recent history, Ukraine has been divided between the Russian speaking East and the Ukrainian speaking West. Soviet rule with its policies of Sovietisation and Russification destroyed Ukrainian language and culture. Another heritage of the Soviet era was rapid industrialisation, urbanisation and mass education. A prominent Ukrainian historian Mykhailo Hrushevsky has commented the loss of Ukrainian life and culture by saying that “All Ukrainian life was uprooted from its natural environment, from the historically and geographically determined way of development, and thrown onto Russian soil, for destruction and pillage”
. Returning to Europe has been interpreted by Hrushevsky and other scholars as a return to the norm, as a cure for historical injustice. To Ukrainians ‘Europe’ is a civilisational term and an historical one, meaning that it is not just a ‘place’, but an “ethno-cultural and religious entity whose unity was shattered by two totalitarian regimes”
. 
Despite being under the influence of Russia and the Russian culture, Ukraine has always felt herself more Western rather than Eurasian. Although the Eurasianists of 20th century tried to find proof of Ukraine’s Eurasian character by searching answers from linguistics, anthropology, geography, culture and history, their research did not give complete answers. It was the beginning of 1990s that independent Ukrainian leaders took up Hrushevsky’s idea of ‘return to Europe’ and have kept it till now as a main priority in foreign affairs. The great idea has received lots of negative feedback by those who have blamed Europe of not really caring about Ukraine’s return, some have blamed Russia for throwing obstacles on Ukraine’s way, and some have seen fault in Ukrainian people and politicians of lacking clear vision towards Europe. All of those arguments bear some truth and require some further explaining. 
Ukraine is a big country and its Western part differs considerably from its Eastern part. The best example are Donetsk and Lviv, the latter could be described as a typical central European city with architecture that reflects French classism, German Gothic, Italian Renaissance and Polish Baroque. Donetsk, on the other hand, represents a typical Soviet time city with its proletarian image. Differences between the two cities and their people appear not only in architecture, but also on the level of people’s mentality. Western Ukraine never adapted the Soviet era as something good or that Soviet military liberated them. Their viewpoints are pro-European, they care about Ukrainian culture and language, they favour democratization and economic development. In Eastern part of Ukraine people do not view return to Europe as a solution to Ukraine’s future. People in East prefer to speak Russian, watch Russian TV, and vote for different political parties. As Riabchuk claims, they are “‘proletarian’ in the same sense that western Ukrainians are ‘bourgeois’”
.
However, the two parts of Ukraine are not so clear cut different from each other, as there is overlapping of both Soviet and European influences. The two cities, Lviv and Donetsk, symbolise the struggle that Ukraine is facing in general by being in the crossroad of two options: ‘back to the USSR’ or ‘return to Europe’
. After the Orange Revolution it became clear that Ukraine has strong European aspirations, but what is missing is the modern understanding of Europeanness, Ukrainians lack democracy, welfare and well organised market economy, at least according to the Western standards. Russia and the CIS countries are Ukraine’s continuous biggest trading partners, which means also continuous political and economic dependency, which has not provided Ukraine with an opportunity to modernise itself, meaning that the latter has not attracted enough foreign investment to improve the living standards. 
Some authors have argued that it is not the Eastern part of Ukraine that staggers the development of the country, but the Western part is to blame, because it does not want to accept that Ukraine originally belongs to the Slavic-Orthodox civilization
. The Western part of Ukraine is viewed as alien, because it wants to import Western norms and values, which in the Easterner’s point of view only destroys Ukraine’s Slavic inheritance. The polarisation between East and West has had its impact on Ukraine’s ability to consolidate democracy and reforms. Ukraine’s problems are not rooted only in the question of language or political views, but rather in the interpretation of its national history. No matter how Russian minded the Eastern Ukraine or pro-European the Western part, in 1991 both sides decided to support the independence of the country and start nation building. It exemplifies once more that Ukraine cannot be sharply divided, although there are great differences between regions.   
Strong national identity is linked with political identity and their interdependence is necessary for democratization process. In order to establish democracy, preconditions such as will and skill of leaders has to be there. The post-communist leaders of Ukraine did not encourage the development of civil society, perhaps they were afraid to loose their authoritarian domination. One could argue that the post-communist leaders purposely let the Ukrainian nation to be divided in order to prevent the emergence of a modern consolidated nation. The politics of post-communist Ukrainian leaders was a combination of communism and capitalism. Basically they made decisions according to their personal interests. The multi-vector-policy of oligarchic leaders contained peculiar flirting with both Russia and the West. By playing with both sides, Ukraine did not present itself as a reliable country. Ukraine’s weakness rests in ideologically divided people, who view the future of the country in different ways and also the past. Some people are ready to welcome ‘return to Europe’, whereas some are yearning the Soviet system. 
The present pro-western government follows the set goals of the ‘European Choice’, however, the expected outcomes have not been that successful. Reasons for failure and slow development can be found on both, the EU and Ukrainian side. Post-revolutionary Ukraine faces new challenges of democratic governance and of growing socioeconomic inequality. Since 2000 the country has improved its economy, with an annual economic growth average between 2000 and 2004 of 7,3%. Under the lead of Victor Yushchenko and Yulia Tymoshenko many reforms have been implemented and economy has stabilized, which has lead to certain improvement in general living standards. As modernization theory suggests, strong self-expression values and socioeconomic development are necessary components for promoting democracy. Indeed, at the time of the Orange Revolution and after, Ukrainian society was motivated to change and welcome modernization, because people could witness some improvements in economy. However, the reality today is that not much has changed and Ukrainian economy has fallen into stagnation. Since 2007 the Ukrainian government has faced several political crises and increasing corruption. Once friendly parties have turned against each other and the pre-revolution oligarchic politicians/businessmen have found their place again in decision making institutions, which all in all has not had a positive impact on the development of Ukraine. 
As East and West part of Ukraine are culturally divided, the level of development is also divided. There is a growing gap between the poor agricultural regions and the developing big city economies. In terms of modernization theory Ukraine’s political and economic instability could lead to failure to democratize, however, despite the constrained situation of the country, the latter has not given up its intention of joining the EU and reforming society. One might wonder whether Ukraine can ever reach proper democracy and modernity, because the country has see-sawed between autocracy and democracy many times in its recent history. In order to find its place and balance among neighbouring EU countries, Ukraine has had to return to its cultural roots. It is clear to most Ukrainians, as a fragmented nation there cannot be any improvements in society. People in Ukraine can have multi-layered identities, but it does not necessarily prevent the emergence of democracy. The present democratically elected government should be enough a proof to the West that Ukrainians feel themselves as Europeans rather than Eurasians. No matter that East and West of Ukraine are seemingly quite different, both sides are part of Ukraine and are interested in better living standards. Cultural and social factors are not that important in such case, but they are important when it comes to the unity of the nation, because culture of any particular kind is a marker of identity.  
The cultural markers become especially clear when a nation faces instability and political changes. The issue of language has been in the centre of identity debate in Ukraine for quite some time. Language is an important cultural variable that enhances people’s feeling of belonging to the same community and cultural zone. Next to Ukrainian speaking people live Russian speaking citizens who for one or another reason tend to be more connected with Slavic culture and more specifically Russian culture. A survey conducted in April 2001 showed that in seven of eleven regions in Ukraine, most people believed that relations with Russia should be continued rather than relations with the West
. The downside of pro-Russian sentiments of a vast number of Ukrainians is that they tend to be influenced by political views coming from Russia, which are quite anti-European, as well as anti-Ukrainian. It is not just the language difference between the East and West part of Ukraine, but the power of language to have impact on political culture. There is no doubt that Russia remains a source of attraction to many in Ukraine, because of cultural and historical reasons, but also as an important trading partner and a source of energy. As the post-revolution atmosphere created a feeling of strong national unity in Ukraine, the Ukrainian elite has tried to follow European values and be more open to Europeanness. Therefore it is necessary on the EU, as well as on the Ukrainian side to develop culture exchange and not just on the level of arts, but also education and politics. The more there are cultural organisations that can educate people, the more open society is to social change, which again enhances the promotion of democratic values.
Contemporary Ukraine does not see attractive alternative to democracy, however, the euphoria of the Orange Revolution has faded and many Ukrainians are continuously pro-Russian. Democratic consolidation is a long-term process that requires patience and smart governance till stable democracy is reached. Merkel looks at the level of democratic consolidation in Eastern Europe and finds according to the Bertelsmann Transformation Index
 (BTI) that Ukraine’s political institutions contain visible shortcomings by staying under 7 on the scale from 1 to 10
. It is necessary for the Ukrainian government to modernize and attract more foreign investment in order to meet, first of all, EU standards and secondly, to improve the living standards in the country. Therefore democratic consolidation is important, because foreign investors are not ready to invest money unless they are provided with transparent, stable and suitable environment by the Ukrainian government. 
So far Ukraine has lacked any strong economic, political or security anchor that would firmly link Ukraine with the West. In other words, Ukraine has stayed aside from the EU and NATO enlargements, which have turned out to be successful foreign policy and security instruments, also democracy promoting institutions. While the EU talks on Turkey have been concerned with the issue that Turkey was “too big, too poor and too Muslim to integrate”, Ukraine’s problem was that it was viewed as too big, too poor in the sense that GDP per capita is just slightly more than a third of the average of the ten new EU member states, and finally, too Soviet to become part of the EU
. Indeed, Ukraine has remained quite peripheral, continuously big and poor, however, it is not Soviet anymore. Ukraine is motivated to follow the ‘European Choice’, because the EU is still an attractive guarantor of political stability and economic prosperity. But the question is how long Ukraine can carry on modernizing without having any prospect for EU membership? Presumably Ukraine will not make a drastic turn back to start warming relations with Russia, although such idea can have supporters in Ukraine. The European Union and the USA have signalled that Ukraine should distance itself from Russia in economic, political and military spheres in order to convince the West with its ‘European Choice’. As one EU official has put it, the EU’s relations with Ukraine depend on the latter’s relations to democracy. The phase of proving its ability to transform and democratise started with the Orange Revolution and is still ongoing, as Ukraine has tried to convince Europe in its economic potential, which can have considerable impact on Europe as a whole. 
The reason that Ukraine was not democratic before the Orange Revolution and it missed socio-cultural pluralism, civil society and independent economic actors, helps to explain the country’s rather slow pace of reforms. Many of the Ukrainian leaders have communist background, which means little experience with democracy. In the beginning of 2000 the EU did not demonstrate much interest in Ukraine, but after the events of 2004 Europe was not ashamed to support openly the opposition groups. It makes sense that the EU did not offer much to Ukraine under Kuchma’s presidency, however, it has not changed its attitude up to today. The EU membership is still not on the table and as Kubicek argues, the EU aid only is “trivial” compared to benefits that the actual membership offers
. Indeed, on the one hand Ukraine has tried to do its best to live up to democratic standards of the West, and on the other hand, it has not managed to fulfil many of the goals, because there has not been enough ‘sticks’ and ‘carrots’. The same applies to the EU that did not show much concern about Ukraine’s developments until it could get some proof that Ukraine can actually modernize and stay away from Russia’s control. It is still flattering for Ukraine to compromise between Russia and the EU, and match its internal regional divisions of interest and culture, however, the strength of the EU connection has made it more attractive for Ukraine to stay on the European course. As Emerson and Noutcheva have put it, the EU is a gravity model of democratization for Ukraine
. As there is no real pull of gravity for democratization, the process of democratization goes still hand in hand with economic and social advance. 

Modernization can be seen as the internal achievement of a society. It means that the development process itself is not as important as the actions by individuals and collectives. Although Ukraine has developed immensely compared to the beginning of 1990s, it is still difficult to see the developments of modernization, because Ukraine is still relatively poor and has increasing inequality in society. Many Ukrainians are not aware of the possibilities that the EU offers and therefore their support for the Union has been rather small. It has been difficult for the leaders of Ukraine to explain to people why it is necessary to modernize society according to Western standards, especially when there are no clear incentives of accession from the EU side. 
Modernization theorists such as Przeworski and Limongi have established a positive correlation between economic development, social transformations and the consolidation of democracy
. According to them democracy is closely related with developments in economy and is therefore swayed by any changes in the situation of economy. Therefore, is Ukraine’s economy strong enough for the survival of democracy? About 12 % of total output of Ukraine is produced in the agricultural sector, whereas a great deal of production remains in heavy industry such as machine building and steel. Igor Burakovsky, director for Economic Research and Policy consulting in Kiev, says in an interview to International Herald Tribune, “the past year has shown that the economy is less vulnerable to political crises than originally expected”
. He continues by saying “it is an illusion to believe that reforms can be delayed and that the economy can continue to enjoy strong growth”
. As Ukraine is part of the WTO now, the heavy industry needs to be restructured in order to manage with new competitive pressures. For Ukrainian heavy industry to survive, it needs foreign investors. Due to growing prices in energy (in 2007 the price of natural gas was raised to $ 130 per 1000 cubic meters) production in heavy industry gets more expensive. As Burakovsky claims, the governments elected since the Orange Revolution have done little to improve the investment climate. Both, Yushchenko, the pro-Western leader and president, and his political opponent Yanukovich, who is the leader of the Party of the Regions, which is based in the eastern industrial heartland of Ukraine, have neglected the problem of corruption and lack of transparency, which can be seen as reasons behind many of the economical shortcomings in the country. 
Some modernization theorists assume that weak states lack agency to take advantage of the world capitalist system. One could suppose that Ukraine’s lack of economic development is related to the relatively low level of capital available. Therefore, the Ukrainian elite has viewed European integration as a key to successful capitalist development. Molchanov, on the other hand, approaches the issue carefully by mostly agreeing that democracy and market economy are good things, however, they do not always “bring much genuine political pluralism to the people who lack the financial and organisational resources required for meaningful participation in political life”
. He goes on by comparing Ukrainian democracy with a sad caricature of democracy, because there are still a number of problematic issues in politics and economy that do not allow, according to Molchanov, Ukraine to be a ‘real’ democracy
. Molchanov doubts also whether trade with Europe can be profitable to both sides, as liberal theorists believe. 
Has modernization theory failed in case of Ukraine, if the country has not managed to become modern and ‘real’ democracy yet? It is clear that Ukraine does not have such problem as Russia who has demonstrated its disinterest in democracy. On the contrary, Ukraine has continuously since its independence tried to become more democratic. The country has emphasised its historic and cultural belonging to Europe and after the revolutionary events it has accepted many democratic values that are reflected also in the ENP Action Plans. As modernization theory is not complete, it has been difficult for researchers to agree on which particular social, political and economic transformations have to take place in order to consolidate democracy. The concept of positively consolidated democracy suggests that all institutions of society have to come to a stage where there is a stable belief in the legitimacy of democracy. Such process takes time, but it is necessary for strengthening the presence of democracy. One could argue that Ukraine’s democracy has been quite fragile due to unstable society and Soviet past, which still has its shadow over Ukraine’s economy and politics. Here lies the dilemma between Ukraine’s present situation and modernization theory that argues that liberal democracies are more likely to be stable and prosperous than other regime types. Ukraine is not an autocratic system anymore, but it is not a pure liberal democracy either, however, it has managed to build up its country in a slow and stable mode. Although Ukraine has not managed to establish pure democracy yet, the country has gone through several internal reforms that have helped to consolidate democracy and bring it closer to the Western standards. The country has become also more stable and has managed to hold free and fair elections, which are necessary benchmarks in showing Ukraine’s ability to change. The liberalisation of political space has demonstrated that Ukraine has democratic institutions, which now need to be strengthened against various challenges, such as corruption. 
I tend to agree with scholars who believe that before economic stability and prosperity is reached, a country should have strong political institutions. Lack of political transparency can harm the general development of many important reforms and become an obstacle on Ukraine’s way to liberal democracy. The negative side effects would include stagnation in economy and slowdown of foreign capital. After September 2007 parliamentary elections Ukraine still faces structural imbalances today, as the gap between the rich and the poor has remained enormous. As positive steps changes can be noticed with regard to civil society and media that have managed to develop without strong state control. On the one hand, incredible changes can be noticed in Ukraine’s society, but on the other hand, there are many worrying signs that have similar parallels with president Kuchma’s era. 
Indeed, all important political actors seem to accept the democratic institutions and regard them as legitimate, however, there are still occasions when politicians and interest groups disagree over political and constitutional rules. Ukraine’s parliament lacks common voice to pursue long-term aims, which in the end are narrowed down to politicians’ short-term interests. Although the government is involved with enhancing the processes of democracy and economic development, it has demonstrated only medium success with implementing its announced reforms. Perhaps it was wrong for Ukraine to concentrate only on nation building in the beginning of 1990s and let economy to develop separate way. Many other post Soviet states, such as Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, started nation building together with market economic reforms and have ended up being successful members of the EU. As long as the government’s activity is related with narrow political and economic interests, the latter fails to produce the common good to the majority. In many aspects Ukraine has been and will probably be a country that is built on compromise. 
When considering the core argument of modernization theory that democracy is a function of the level of social and economic development, then Ukraine seems to fit into the assumption of the theory with its reforms, however, the downside is that Ukraine has not managed to sustain the correlation between economic development and democracy. According to that idea can we assume that modernization theory does not work in case of Ukraine? It is difficult to give a single answer, as there are several factors that determine the success or failure of the theory, but one could presume that Ukraine has set high ambitions towards European integration, whereas the actual state of its transformation is not in accordance with its ambitions. The next argument could be that the EU has lacked gravity and incentives with its new Neighbourhood Policy idea, which has not encouraged Ukraine to go through more reforms. It is hard to predict whether Ukraine would be a flourishing liberal democracy with annual growth in market economy by now if only the EU would have given the incentive for membership just after the Orange Revolution events. 
In principle what modernization theory suggests and Ukraine’s reforms support, the country has faced transition from Soviet legacy to democracy, but it is still lagging behind with economic development. As Schimmelfenning and Scholtz  highlight, “economic development goes together with better education, less poverty, the creation of a large middle-class, and a competent civil service”
. All those mentioned issues need further strengthening in Ukraine, but they are not missing from Ukraine’s society. Therefore, one could assume that modernization theory has not totally failed in case of Ukraine, because the country is more prosperous than it was in the beginning of its independence and it has adapted the EU based values, such as democracy, developing economy and rule of law. The question is more has the EU failed with modernizing Ukraine by not accepting it as a modern Western country.      
The only helping hand that the EU has offered to Ukraine has been the European Neighbourhood Policy, which indeed has influenced the modernization process of Ukraine, but at the same time it has not allowed Ukraine to become competitive enough with other EU member states. I will discuss the issue of the ENP and Ukraine more thoroughly in the next part. However, it is important to note in here that Ukraine’s future depends a lot on the possibilities that the EU provides in the framework of the ENP, and on how wisely Ukraine can implement the aid. 
In the heading of this part I have asked where does Ukraine belong to? The answer should be that Ukraine belongs to Europe if considering the present government’s European aspirations. Ukraine is no less European than Bulgaria and it is definitely more European compared to Turkey that has opened membership negotiations with the EU. Ukraine needs Europe, because it wants to get financial support and it also needs to trade with Europe in order to recover economically. Ukraine relies on security arrangements of Europe and it wants to tighten its cooperation with the EU in general. It was a natural choice on the Ukrainian side to choose Europe over Russia, since Russia represented clear and present danger to Ukrainian sovereignty
. Nevertheless, Ukraine’s way to Europe should not be viewed in opposition to Russia, as it was the social frustration and nation building that led to increased demands on the government to bring in dramatic changes in society and the Orange Revolution finally triggered the beginning of democratic reforms in Ukraine.            
4.2. Has the ENP really helped Ukraine?

As has come out from previous chapters, the main goal of the ENP is to bring stability in the neighbourhood, but also to enhance new opportunities for trade and investment. Moreover, it wants to promote the EU’s basic values and to transform neighbours into stable partners. The EU tries to achieve the goals without giving the neighbouring countries the promise of becoming a member of the EU, as opposed to enlargement. The emergence of the ENP was derived from several factors. Firstly, the enlargement processes of 2004 and 2007 brought into European family many post-Soviet countries that still had a lot of improvements ahead in order to live up to the wealth and stability of the old member states. Secondly, some of the older members felt enlargement fatigue and saw the ENP as a powerful foreign affairs instrument in order to create a ‘ring of friends’ in the neighbourhood, but not to give any promise for the EU accession. The ENP has managed to show itself as a pro-active foreign policy instrument of the EU. By exporting security, stability and prosperity, the ENP has helped the EU to expand its influence abroad. Although the ENP does not carry a membership perspective, its Action Plans reach far beyond current Partnership and Cooperation Agreements and Association Agreements by offering the prize of a stake in the Union’s internal market, “a chance to participate in various EU activities such as the development of energy and transport networks, information society and environment, exchange programs and other initiatives in education, science and research”
. These are the offers that the ENP has set on the table, but the use and effectiveness of those proposals is left on the target countries’ shoulders.

In order to make the ENP an effective instrument, the Commission launched a new European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), which has replaced the existing funds such as TACIS and MEDA, and made the cross-border cooperation easier. Through economic development the EU aims to ratify many of its ENP goals. For the period of 2007-2013, the Commission has proposed an increase in funding for ENP to € 14.93 billion and promised better cooperation with non-EU countries in the neighbourhood by putting them under the same funding instrument
. It is not just about the economic power of the EU’s instruments, but the latter tries more actively to impose its values and norms through the ENP and the mechanisms of conditionality. I intend to exemplify the ENP’s input to Ukraine with the Commission’s progress report on Ukraine (2007) and with the EU-Ukraine Action Plan. The EU offered Ukraine the new Action Plan in 2005 in order to enhance cooperation and integrate Ukraine more with Europe. Ukraine was not satisfied with the long-term prospects of the ENP, however, the ambiguity of the policy and the lack of clear priorities in the EU-Ukraine Action Plan allowed it to be interpreted as an opportunity, because the ENP follows an individual approach which depends on the target country’s initiative. Ukraine’s success to develop over the years has opened up new possibilities in the EU-Ukraine cooperation. However, it is still too early to know how far the relationship will develop and where the limits of the ENP’s flexibility lie. In this current year of 2008 Ukraine is to substitute the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with a new Enhanced Agreement (NEA), which is considered more ambitious than the previous cooperation agreements between the EU and Ukraine. An essential part of the new agreement is Ukraine’s full integration into the European economy. 

The predominant view of the ENP before 2004 was to see it as an extension of enlargement, then European Commission President, Romano Prodi, said that the offer to the neighbours would extend to “everything, but institutions”, and after that the EU’s external relations commissioner, Benita Ferrero-Waldner, told that view had been “too simplistic”. In her view pragmatic economic integration has turned out to be much more important than grand political priorities. Brussels believes that the higher level of funding will follow the broader scope of cooperation. Indeed, Ukraine has received funds in the framework of national programme and the sums have tripled over the last six years from € 40 million in 2002 up to € 120 million in 2007. There is a constant competition for funds inside the Union, as the Eastern neighbours need the support of its patrons among EU members in order to counterbalance the lobbying efforts by France, Italy or Spain in favour of the Mediterranean. But the downside is that the patrons of the East are at present on the losing side as their credibility is tainted by the fact that most of them are the newcomers of 2004. 
 The ENP has improved considerably after 2006, as it offers political and economic reforms through the perspective of integration into the EU’s internal market. At the same time, however, the case of Ukraine has demonstrated how different the perceptions, interests and expectations concerning the ENP still are among EU members, the old ones and newcomers and the neighbourhood countries themselves. It is thus difficult to see the ENP as an alternative to EU membership. Perhaps the focus on what the ENP is not offering ignores the substantial economic assistance and more importantly, the EU’s proven experience in supporting transition and the other innovative incentives. Therefore, first of all I will concentrate on what the ENP does offer for Ukraine and how successfully the latter has managed to use the help from the EU. Then I will look at the limitations of the ENP, because they can help to explain why certain aspects of the policy have not worked in case of Ukraine. 
I will continue by giving an overview of the developments that have taken place in Ukraine according to the EU-Ukraine Action Plan between 1 November 2006 and 31 December 2007. As the Commission’s progress report on Ukraine 2007 claims, Ukraine has continued steady progress in areas of politics and economy, however, the political instability of 2007 has somewhat stagnated the progress
. As positive steps, the report mentions achievements such as the launch of negotiations on an EU-Ukraine New Enhanced Agreement (NEA), the closing of Ukraine’s WTO accession process, talks on Free Trade Area, which is also an important part of the NEA, the agreements of visa facilitation and readmission, and successful cooperation with the EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM). Positive feedback has found also achievements in the fields of energy and transport. 
Few of the suggestions for improvement touch upon areas of combating corruption and improving the business and investment climate. In general, the report finds that the political dialogue between Ukraine and the EU has improved and become more intense. Regular meetings at summits and other working groups have enhanced cooperation between the two. What concerns democracy and the rule of law, the report finds that the parliamentary elections of 2007 in Ukraine were conducted according to international standards. The observers of the elections found “that the elections took place in an open and competitive environment for the conduct of elections processes”
. The elections of 2006 received positive feedback as well, as democratically conducted elections. 
In 2006 the OECD pointed to a number of weaknesses in Ukraine’s fight against corruption. At the end of the same year efforts to initiate anti-corruption legislation were made, especially in areas that concern political corruption and corruption in the judiciary. The Council of Europe’s Group of States against Corruption (GRECO) adopted its review report on Ukraine in March 2007
. The action plan of fighting corruption has not been approve by GRECO yet. The report finds that no real progress has taken place in fight against corruption, although the problem has been highlighted as an important priority of the government. 

In the area of border control, especially between Ukraine and the Republic of Moldova, more and more illegal cross-border activities are combated. However, due to high level of corruption and holes in Ukrainian legislation, many improvements in law enforcement services are unfortunately ruined. 
In case of human rights and fundamental freedoms the report addresses several improvements in electronic and print media, however, it refers also to the need to develop pluralism in the regional and local media
. There are still cases of torture and ill-treatment reported, which means there is need to improve situation in prison facilities. As positive steps, developments in cooperation with civil society in the monitoring of detention facilities are mentioned. In Ukraine there are considerable improvements in the development of civil society. For example, in January 2007, the registration fee for NGO’s was lowered, and trade unions were freed from paying any such fee
. Positive changes have been noted with respect to rights of persons belonging to national minorities.

The law on equal rights of women and men is considered weak, because many women are still treated unequally compared to men, especially huge gap is in salary. Many Ukrainian women suffer domestic violence. 
Economic growth has been 7.3% in 2007, and inflation 16.6%. The report claims that there are still issues to be addressed, especially in the pace of social spending and reduction in tax burden. The unemployment rate has decreased to 6.8%, however, four per cent of the Ukrainian population still lives under the poverty line
. The country’s population is ageing and therefore there are problems regarding pensions, because the government tries to postpone the retirement age. 
Trade relations with the EU have improved by growing 25.2% in import goods, and export from Ukraine has grown 22.4%
. According to the report the use of export restrictions as a means to control prices on the domestic market remains of concern. Nevertheless, Ukraine has demonstrated significant progress in area related to WTO accession. Ukraine has managed to finish market access negotiations with all members of the WTO in the Working Group. The WTO General Council approved Ukraine’s accession to the WTO in February 2008.
In order to enhance business environment in Ukraine, the latter has done little to eliminate barriers to the establishment of companies. The Ukrainian government has not established a company law that would allow businesses to start in line with EU legislation, although the first draft of the law passed the first reading in the parliament in 2007. The report notes some improvements in free movement of goods and technical regulations, but it does not highlight progress in freedom of capital movements. 
The report draws attention to improvements in education and people-to-people contacts. Ukraine has initiated a policy dialogue with the European Commission on improving efficiency and labour-market relevance of education and training. More students have had access to the Erasmus Mundus programme and the Tempus programme has enabled the development of many new courses and curricula that responds to the labour market needs. Emerson agrees with the progress made by the EU side to offer bilateral study programs, however, he finds that the number of scholarships provided to Ukrainian students to study in the EU has been too little
. For example, the Erasmus Mundus scholarship was granted for 23 Ukrainian students out of the global total of 808 for the year 2005-2006
.
The financing for Ukraine under the National Indicative Programme is € 494 million for the period of 2007-2010 and is aimed to support democratic governance and good governance; administrative capacity building and regulatory reform; and infrastructure development. As Ukraine has demonstrated vast development, the ENPI provided it with additional € 142 million in 2007, in support of good governance and the implementation of Ukraine’s energy policy
. 
Indeed, as the report exemplifies, the EU has provided Ukraine with considerable sums of money, however, have the amounts been enough to support reforms in Ukraine? The ENP is a policy based on incentives rather than sanctions, which should encourage the neighbourhood countries to implement their commitments. The ENP is expected to have an impact on economic growth through three sources: first, if the target country goes through structural reforms, meaning a successful adaption of the ENP, it is more conducive to growth. Second, loyalty to fiscal and monetary policies should create a better macroeconomic environment and finally, removal of tariff and non-tariff barriers should enable growth through trade liberalisation
. The EU believes that through economic development countries, such as Ukraine, will eventually become modern in the European terms, but it is for the target country to decide how much it is willing to appreciate the EU provided support. 
What comes out from the EU-Ukraine Action Plan report of 2007, despite the offers of the EU, Ukraine is still facing many problems in different areas of society. As majority of such deep rooted transformations from one system to another are long-term processes and the results cannot be seen straight away, thus Ukraine wishes to get more out of the ENP in considerably short time. Perhaps the reason behind the slow pace of economic growth in Ukraine is the scarce funding from the EU side, because the ENP’s Action Plan does not live up to the set budget. This statement is difficult to prove, as there are no evident documents that would assure that the EU is not giving enough support in terms of money or market access. What we know is stated in the EU progress report, which presents improvements in financing, however, it does not state whether those contributions have really brought Ukraine forward. The flexibility of the ENP leaves enough space for interpretation. 
The fact is that Ukraine is one of the leading countries among the eastern neighbourhood states in receiving financial aid from the EU. The ENP expects target countries to go through reforms before they are granted additional financial support. The ENP strategy paper claims that the ENP “has a potential to improve economic and social conditions in the EU neighbourhood”, but the effectiveness depends on the implementation of the agreed measures and policies
. It could be argued that the EU tries to get most out of its own interests by setting conditionality on the partner country. It is not enough for Ukraine to know that the ENP has the potential to influence economic development, as the country needs considerable amounts of money injections in order to improve the living standards of the country. For Ukraine to do well in the new ENP timeframe of 2007-2013, the latter should attract transformative amounts of foreign direct investment (FDI) besides the ENPI funds. Currently Ukraine still has unfavourable environment for the FDI, which is derived from the generally poor condition of economy, infrastructure and high corruption rate. Limited access to the Union’s internal market has not encouraged the number of exports from Ukraine. As Dodini and Fatini argue, it is especially difficult to export agricultural goods, textiles and steel, because the eastern neighbourhood states face relatively high tariff barriers, whereas, the Mediterranean countries can negotiate the tariff quotas in the framework of the Euro-Mediterranean association agreement
. Milcher, Slay and Collins emphasise on the example of the new member states that “the largest benefits of economic integration with the EU can come in the form of foreign direct investment (FDI) that can be attracted by geographical proximity and preferential access to the single market”
. Ukraine is in that sense well located, but it has not managed to attract enough foreign funds. As a side effect the FDI can enhance modernization of infrastructure, energy and financial sectors, which again can help to maintain the stability and democratization of the country. 

It is in the EU’s interest to have a stable partner, because Ukraine can become a useful market for Europe. In addition, the EU is interested in strengthening energy partnership in order to avoid any similar happenings that took place in 2006 when Russia interrupted gas flow to Ukraine, which had an impact also on the EU. Many pipelines go through Ukraine and therefore it is in the interest of both sides to strengthen energy security. The 2007 ENPI Annual Action Programme allocated € 22 million for Ukraine for good performance in governance and the funding was meant also to support the implementation of energy policy 
.
Ukraine’s overall progress in transition to democracy has had some positive impact on business environment. The results can be seen also in the progress that was made in the negotiations to join the WTO. One could estimate that Ukraine’s WTO accession will enable a strong free trade agreement (FTA) with the EU. However, Ukraine’s economy is still vulnerable to long-term challenges and short-term economic risks. For Ukraine to become more competitive, it needs to liberalise the market and diversify economy, which would eventually attract more foreign investment that is necessary for overcoming infrastructure and transport problems. On the other hand, it depends how far Ukraine is ready to go with its commitment to adopt part of the aquis communataire, which requires also more thorough explanations from the EU side what are the exact benefits besides a ‘stake in the internal market’. The general public of Ukraine has little knowledge about the EU and therefore many do not have high expectations towards the EU. At the same time Ukrainian elite continuously repeats its aim of becoming part of the European family in the nearest future. It seems that many of the offers from the EU side do not have enough credibility to convince Ukrainian majority to go through reforms.  
According to the Commission’s progress report on Ukraine, political dialogue between the EU and Ukraine has intensified since the adoption of the EU-Ukraine Action Plan
. Since then many important meetings have taken place – EU-Ukraine Summit (December 2005, October 2006), and Foreign Minister Troika meetings (March and September 2005, March 2006). Still from Brussels view much of the problem behind Ukraine’s Euro-Atlantic integration is to do with domestic instability and the fragility of democratic institutions. Indeed, Ukraine has not managed to live up to all EU standards, but it has transformed considerably compared to the period before the Orange Revolution. The continuous drive for Ukraine has been its future membership aspiration, even though the Union has not encouraged Ukraine’s membership perspective, it has tried to secure its status as a reliable partner in the context of the ENP, because Ukraine is too big and too important to be unnoticed in the eastern neighbouhood, especially with its fertile farmland and industrial capacity in steelmaking. 
Perhaps the ENP still suffers from being neither an enlargement policy nor proper foreign policy, which constrains its ability to set conditionality as effectively as the enlargement policy
.  The EU’s success has been the deepening of trade relations, energy cooperation, increased travel and work opportunities, and increased financial and technical assistance. Thus, Kubicek argues, unlike in Central Europe, “where the Copenhagen Criteria and adoption of the aquis communalltaire provide an easy scorecard for progress with high incentives for compliance, aid to Ukraine operates within a far more ambiguous environment”
. Kubicek continues by claiming that trade with Ukraine is comparatively smaller than trade with Central European countries, which constrains Ukraine’s integration into the European market
. Other critics have pointed out that the EU has not done all or moved fast enough to facilitate Ukraine’s ambitions to have closer ties with the Union. By supporting democratization and modernization, the EU has hoped to trigger domestic reforms in Ukraine, which would function as prerequisites for Ukraine’s integration into the European economy. However, as the recent Commission report on Ukraine’s progress has demonstrated, economic developments have not given way to more prosperous or democratic Ukraine. 
One could argue that without strong EU accession conditionality the European democratization process is doomed to fail. In many aspects the EU relies on modernization theory that supports the linkage between economic development and democracy promotion, however, can the EU rely on the notion in case of the ENP? Democratic rules and practices are an important part of the EU’s conditionality. If they are successfully implemented, the EU can reward the country for example with extra financial help. The sums are not huge, especially when there are more than 200 million people living in the neighbourhood countries, but they are necessary means for countries that are willing to go through reforms and accept the conditionality. The EU conditionality should be based on interdependence, however, the decision and profit making weight seems to be more on the EU side, rather than Ukrainian side.  The EU is aware that it needs to reward the progress made in implementing the Action Plan, but with its ENP strategy it can keep the level of prizes low.  
As Pavliuk notes, “The EU’s stake in Ukraine is certainly not as high as Ukraine’s stake in the EU”, as well as the fact that relations with Ukraine are not a “self-sufficient goal” for the West but instead a means for pursuing other goals: nuclear disarmament, NATO enlargement, good relations with Russia
. This fact can draw to many shortcomings in the EU-Ukraine relations, but it reflects also the reality of the cooperation between the two.  It seems that for now the EU will not bring in any radical changes in its approach to Ukraine, but prefers to continue with the New Enhanced Agreement and wait for Ukraine to follow up with reforms. It does not cost much to the EU to assist Ukraine’s domestic reforms, whereas the membership negotiations would mean costly long-term preparations. 
During the German EU presidency 2007, Brussels understood that besides economic and trade liberalisation the ENP needs stronger elements, which would include more people-to-people contacts and better cooperation in the area of Justice and Home Affairs
. More transnational linkages can help to improve the causality between economic development and democracy, as they widen exchanges in areas of culture, education, and tourism, which again enhance better people-to-people and trade contacts. Based on this assumption one could assume that if Ukraine is open enough to transnational linkages, the country has convincingly good chances of becoming more democratic. Therefore, the European Parliament has been especially concerned with promoting transparency and participation of civil society in matters of the ENP so that more channels could be opened between the Union and Ukraine. In the European Parliament view the ENP countries should not be left out from decision making processes of the EU and closer contacts with neighbours could turn out to be beneficial to both sides
. Ukraine will probably continue to have high expectations towards the EU membership, whereas the ENP is designed to support reform processes, which Ukraine has also actively used. 
Ukraine’s continuous progress, on the one hand, means also that the EU has to come up with new incentives and improve the cooperation form especially with Ukraine, because the latter has turned out to be the most eager follower of European standards in the eastern neighbourhood. Therefore, to answer whether the ENP has really helped Ukraine lies in the reforms that the country has managed to go through, but also in the future cooperation with the EU that can help Ukraine to become a Western modern society. Democratization does not depend only on internal factors and as I have demonstrated in previous sections, the presence of the EU and its external influence has played an important role in reforming Ukraine. From my point of view it has not been enough to support only economic development, as the results according to the progress report of 2007 have been average. Besides some progress that has taken place in Ukraine, the report admits that the pace of progress has stalled. Perhaps the report gives ground to believe that the EU has not managed to help Ukraine to the extent as expected. Or the EU has not helped Ukraine as much as its real capabilities would allow. Here I mean under capabilities financial tools as well as experience in helping countries to transform into modern, democratic societies.  
Indeed, the ENP has tried to reach Ukraine through its instruments that include economic exchanges, such as trade and investment, people-to-people contacts through tourism, educational and scientific exchange programmes, as well as cultural channels, such as media and church related exchanges. Some of the instruments have had a long-term effect, but some have managed to survive only for a short time. The success of the ENP influence is therefore difficult to predict, however, if we rely on modernization theory, certain changes in society should lead to predictable outcomes. The ENP provided economic support has intensified trade between the EU and Ukraine. It has enabled also exchange of ideas and experience between the partners. The channel that the ENP has opened between the EU and Ukraine, has brought hope that many of the exchanges, whether cultural or economic, will eventually increase the level of democracy in Ukraine. 
Ukraine has reached a certain level of democracy and has been granted EU cooperation, assistance and financial support. From this perspective the ENP seems to be a successful policy, as it has brought Ukraine closer to democracy and kept the neighbourhood secure and stable. According to that logic Ukraine expects to get even bigger prize from the EU, because the country has fulfilled the EU conditionality and it has done it better than any other eastern neighbourhood country. On this level lays the ENP’s weakness, which does not allow it to offer more than what is stated in the Action Plans. According to the dark scenario the ENP is doomed to remain an average policy of democracy promotion, even if in principle it tries to do the right thing in helping Ukraine to be more modern. It seems that the membership perspective carries continuously more weight for Ukraine to go through reforms rather than the ENP’s mild approach to influence matters in the country.
In conclusion one might wonder why the EU has not offered Ukraine more help besides the ENP? Perhaps the strongest argument is that firstly, Ukraine’s economic state is not good enough guarantee to sustain democracy and secondly, the EU is afraid of the spill-over of crime and illegal migration, which might increase if Ukraine would be accepted as a member of the EU. Another quite simple argument would be that Ukraine is simply not ready to access the EU, at least from the latter’s point of view, and therefore even if the ENP is not the strongest policy of the EU, it helps to maintain a steady pace of progress in Ukraine.    

 Conclusion
This paper has tried to discuss whether the European Neighbourhood Policy has fulfilled its aims and made a difference in case of Ukraine by helping it to another level with its development. The outcome of the analysis shows that in principle the EU has helped Ukraine in many different ways, but the downside of the ENP has been its slow process and ambiguity of priorities. Despite the limits of the ENP, Ukraine has been stubborn reaching the goal of the EU membership even if the EU has declared it is not the aim of the current relationship. European integration has been a strong drive for Ukraine to go through reforms in politics, social sphere, economy and other areas of society. In this paper I have intended to show that, although, the EU has provided a lot of help in the framework of the ENP, it has not been satisfactory enough for Ukraine. The biggest dilemma for Ukraine lies in the fact that its achievements have not been considered worthy by the EU to offer Ukraine more than partnership.

In order to state whether the ENP has been successful or not, I have explored different variables and looked at general developments in Ukraine. As predicted, the EU considers its policy quite a success, because it has served the Union’s purpose as stated in the ENP strategy paper (2004) to “make a particular contribution to stability and good governance in our immediate neighbourhood [and] to promote a ring of well governed countries to the East of the European Union and on the borders of the Mediterranean with whom we can enjoy close and cooperative relations”
, whereas Ukraine is still frustrated about belonging to the same category with many of the Mediterranean countries, which are not even considering to become members of the EU. 
Ukraine has earned privileged relations with the EU, however, in Ukraine’s view those relations have become only obstacles on its way to the EU membership. By giving an overview of the ENP and Ukraine’s transition since its independence, I have tried to illustrate how the relations between the two have developed to the point nowadays, where the EU still does not have a clear vision where it wants Ukraine to end up, and the latter wants continuously to open membership negotiations no matter the domestic situation. Indeed, the EU has offered cooperation in exchange for reforms and Ukraine has done its part. How well Ukraine has managed to take advantage of the EU provided help is rather hard to measure, as the ENP is aimed to cover a number of areas in society and the implementation process is usually time-demanding. In the paper I have shown that according to the ENP’s 2007 progress report on Ukraine, the country has continued to make progress in most areas, however, there has been some slow down in economic and structural reforms compared to previous years. From the EU’s viewpoint the incentives of the ENP can make a difference in case of Ukraine as long as the government has the political will for reform. Although Ukraine’s membership aspirations have set a lot of pressure on the EU’s policy, especially what concerns the future enlargement of the Union, it has not triggered immense changes inside the EU, nor has it made the EU to state clearly what is the finalité of the ENP, as membership per se is not excluded. 
The theoretical arguments in the paper have demonstrated that Ukraine has the potential for democratic qualities, which make one to be optimistic about its future as a member of the EU. Perhaps the country is not economically and politically fit yet, but in my opinion it would be a strategic mistake on the EU side to leave Ukraine behind the EU door. As modernization theory emphasises the linkage between democracy and the level of economic development, Ukraine has relied on support of the ENPI and has improved its economic situation, which again has enhanced democratization in society. However, as I have argued in the theory part of the thesis, Ukraine still lacks many strong benchmarks in society that would strengthen the presence of democratic values. Nevertheless, there are clear signs that Ukraine has the potential to improve the conditions of democracy in society, especially if it uses the ENP help. One could argue that modernization theory has been challenged in case of Ukraine, as the country has demonstrated considerable development in areas of politics, economy and social sphere, but all those advances have not made Ukraine more prosperous or Western in that matter. Indeed, changes in economy do not appear over short period of time and perhaps Ukraine needs to structure more reforms before it can profit from modernization. 
The ENP has proven to be a success as regards Ukraine’s democratic developments, however, the EU could play an even stronger role if it did what it did for the ten new member states of 2004. The policy has definitely opened up different possibilties for cooperation and through mild conditionality it has managed to promote democracy, human rights, and rule of law. In addition the EU could improve its focus on financial assistance by linking policy priorities to reasonable funds, as the present sums are relatively small for promoting bigger projects. Ukraine has been eager to follow the ENP conditionality with the hope that it would bring the country forward. One could presume that Ukraine will continue its progress even without having the clear answer for membership from the EU, however, it is difficult to predict how long can the country carry on in the same pace. Another matter concerns the ENP and incentives for reform, as the policy is quite ambiguous it might run out of attractive incentives for target countries. As long as there is continuous interdependence between the EU and Ukraine, both sides are interested in strengthening their interests. The EU is interested in seeing greater economic development, stability and governance in its neighbourhood and it has made those principles the ENP’s cornerstones. Ukraine’s job is continuously to implement those objectives and take advantage of the modernizing power of the EU, however, it remains still unclear what is the real prize of the ENP. 
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