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Executive Summary

The Enlarging EU as a Security Actor: Capacity Building in the Eastern Neighbourhood
and the Western Balkans

The European Union's (EU) security role in its neighbourhoods is undergoing a significant
transformation. Russia's full-scale war against Ukraine is reshaping both the EU's concrete

security activities in and with neighbouring countries and the justifications and objectives
that the Union attaches to its security engagement. These developments unfold in the con¬

text of - and also represent a response to - a changing European security architecture, in

which the roles of the existing security organisations and arrangements are in flux. Notably,
the EU reinvigorated its enlargement policy in 2022, opening a membership perspective
for Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia, while advancing the accession of the Western Balkan
candidates. This creates a new rationale for the EU's security engagement, as partners are

increasingly expected to become future members of the Union.

This InvigoratEU Long Policy Report traces the EU's evolving security practice and narratives

in the Eastern neighbourhood and the Western Balkans, both before and after the outbreak
of Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine. It focuses in particular on how, and to what
extent, the EU's approach to security engagement in the neighbourhoods, including capac¬
ity building, changed in 2022. Capacity building is not a single policy or instrument but
rather a cross-cutting approach within the EU's security activities, encompassing training,
equipping, and advising. It is conducted by a variety of EU actors and through different
instruments such as the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) missions and opera¬
tions and the European Peace Facility (EPF) support measures. The report discusses how
different logics have shaped the EU's capacity building as part of the Union's broader se¬

curity role in the neighbourhoods. Drawing on approximately one hundred EU documents,
it examines the justifications that the EU has provided for its security policies and tests four
key hypotheses. First, it analyses the role of a geopolitical logic in the EU's capacity building
efforts in the neighbourhoods. Second, it explores the impact of the logic of modernization
on the EU's engagement. Third, it investigates the extent to which demand or requests from
partners in the neighbourhoods have shaped EU security policies. Finally, it assesses
whether, and how, the objectives linked to EU enlargement are reflected in the Union's
capacity building efforts.

Overall, the report argues that, while the EU's policies in the Eastern neighbourhood and
the Western Balkans previously centred on comprehensive security, the external-internal se¬

curity nexus, and reform support, they now increasingly focus on defence, in some cases

resembling pragmatic security and defence partnerships. This change has been particularly
evident in the Eastern neighbourhood, culminating in the military aid provided to support
Ukraine in its fight against the Russian invasion. At the same time, the EU's narrative re¬

garding the Eastern neighbourhood has shifted away from earlier geopolitical ambiguity
and an emphasis on transformation towards more openly geopolitical agenda-setting and
a recognition of the neighbourhoods' urgent security needs in an increasingly hostile envi¬
ronment. In the case of the Western Balkans, the rhetorical change has not been as marked,
as geopolitical motivations were already prominent in the EU's narrative regarding the re¬

gion before Russia's 2022 invasion of Ukraine. However, the growing importance of de¬
fence issues represents a novel turn in the Western Balkans as well.



                                                                                                                

The EU's expanded role in defence support across both neighbourhoods reflects the evolv¬
ing security environment and architecture, where demand for European defence solutions
is increasing. At the same time, the EU's earlier niche - incentivising reform and embracing
a comprehensive approach to security- remains relevant. The report highlights that the EU's
capacity building concept is increasingly shifting away from international intervention to¬

wards pragmatic security partnerships. It then turns to policy recommendations, urging the
EU to build upon the current geopolitical momentum to respond more effectively to its

neighbours' security needs, while avoiding an overemphasis on reform when other forms of
support are required. On the other hand, it also recommends careful consideration of the
risks of military capacity building in contexts where regime legitimacy is questionable, and
underlines the importance of reform in strengthening democratic control.
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1 Introduction

Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine is generally viewed as a watershed moment for the Eu¬
ropean Union (EU), shaping the way in which the Union engages in and with its neighbourhoods
(e.g. Blockmans 2022). To support Ukraine's fight against the invasion, the EU - for the first
time ever - has provided lethal weapons to a country at war, in what amounts to a marked
shift in the Union's approach to security policy. However, changes in the EU's security role are

not limited to weapon deliveries to Ukraine. The Union's security- and defence-related activi¬
ties across the Eastern neighbourhood and the Western Balkans are evolving in response to

geopolitical rivalry and hybrid threats. Furthermore, funding and facilitating the build-up of
the EU member states' own defence preparedness - including through tailored partnerships
with candidate countries and other partners - is now at the forefront of the EU's policy agenda.
Many new EU defence initiatives accordingly envisage close defence-industrial cooperation
with Ukraine, and the EU has also signed Security and Defence Partnerships with Albania,
North Macedonia, and Moldova.

At the same time, the process of EU enlargement has been revived (Bechev 2022; Anghel &
Dzankic 2025), and the EU's evolving security role is increasingly being implemented in coun¬

tries that are potential new members of the Union. To push back against Russian influence, the
EU has extended the promise of a membership perspective to Ukraine,Moldova, and Georgia,
granting them the status of candidate countries. Furthermore, the EU granted candidate sta¬

tus to Bosnia and Herzegovina and opened accession negotiations with Albania and North
Macedonia after years of impasse. Importantly, these steps were taken even though serious

concerns persist about the commitment of many of these countries to the kinds of reforms that
traditionally condition the advancement of EU enlargement, underlining the (geo)political na¬

ture of the process.

Taken together, these developments have led some to argue that a geopolitical logic has chal¬
lenged, or even replaced, the so-called modernization logic that has long guided the EU's
approach towards its neighbourhood (see e.g. Brandt et al. 2024; Anghel 2025; Keil 2025).
At the heart of the modernization logic, or the EU's transformative power, is candidate coun¬

tries' willingness to move towards democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights, the
protection of minorities, and a functioning market economy in order to gain membership in the
EU (e.g. Schimmelfennig 2025; Schimmelfennig & Kakhishvili n.d.). By contrast, the geopolitical
logic focuses primarily on preparing for and responding to geopolitical rivalries and security
threats, with the reform of state institutions in candidate countries being a secondary concern

at best (e.g. Karjalainen 2025; Brandt & Tekin 2024).

The EU is a unique regional organisation in that it can offer its neighbours both practical sup¬
port and cooperation in the field of security and defence, as well as the comprehensive EU
accession process that is known for its transformative effect (e.g. Schimmelfennig & Scholtz
2008; Grabbe 2006). While the EU's enlargement and security policies tend to be viewed as

two separate silos in decision-making, literature on the European security architecture con¬

siders security and integration to be closely intertwined: the process of European integration
itself can be considered a security arrangement (Waever 2000). The relationship between the
geopolitical and modernization logics in the EU's actorness in its neighbourhoods can accord¬
ingly be expected to be complex.

2
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To examine whether, and to what extent, the EU's role in its neighbourhoods and the logics
underlying EU action are changing, this InvigoratEU Long Policy Report analyses the trajectory
of the EU's security and defence engagement in and with the countries of the Eastern neigh¬
bourhood and the Western Balkans both before and after Russia's 2022 full-scale invasion of
Ukraine. The report studies all the EU's security-related measures in the neighbourhood, as well
as the narratives that the Union has used to justify its activities. It devotes particular attention

to uncovering the evolving forms of capacity building by the EU in and with the neighbour¬
hoods. While building partners' capacities has always been an important part of the EU's se¬

curity activities abroad, capacity building as a form of engagement started to dominate the
EU's crisis responses and external security activities some years before the 2022 war and
especially after it (e.g. Mustasilta et al. 2025; Hagström Frisell & Sjökvist 2021; leyen 2018).
The trend culminates in the EPF assistance measures, which have become a flagship of the
EU's security role in the context of the war in Ukraine and beyond (e.g. Mustasilta & Karjalainen
2025). Capacity building is also a central concept in the EU's regional and sectoral policies.
While the literature acknowledges that capacity building increasingly characterises the EU's
external action and conflict responses (e.g. Mustasilta 2025), there has been limited academic
engagement with the concept itself. Hence, the policy report aims to clarify what capacity
building entails in the context of the EU's evolving security role.

The EU's Evolving Security Role amid Europe's Changing Security Dynamics and Architecture

The EU's evolving security role is studied in this report against the backdrop of contemporary
European security dynamics and architecture. The European security landscape has shifted
fundamentally in the 2020s following Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine, which rep¬
resents a broader attack on Europe's existing security order. The war comes on top of several
protracted and frozen armed conflicts in the EU's neighbourhoods. Moldova has emerged as

another key target of Russia's intensified hybrid operations, illustrating the spillover effects and
broad objectives of Russia's war. Meanwhile, Georgia's internal tensions highlight the multi¬
faceted nature of security challenges on the continent, extending beyond military threats. The
Western Balkans have transitioned from the wars of the 1990s to a state of fragile regional
stability. However, tensions persist, particularly between Serbia and Kosovo, as well as within
Bosnia and Herzegovina, often exacerbated by the involvement of external actors, above all
Russia. At the same time, new security challenges loom not only behind the EU's borders, but
also affect the Union itself. Examples include Russia's airspace violations and its diverse hybrid
influencing operations against EU and NATO members.

These developments are prompting changes not only to the EU, but to the European security
architecture in general. On the one hand, the long-term division of labour between Europe's
security organisations has remained intact, or even consolidated. NATO remains responsible
for deterrence and the collective defence of Europe, maintaining only a limited presence be¬
yond its borders (primarily through Operation KFOR in Kosovo). The EU, for its part, focuses on

supporting the development of its member states' military capabilities and the European de-
fence-industrial base, as well as on external action, where it follows its integrated approach
and a comprehensive conception of security. Finally, the Organisation for Security and Coop¬
eration in Europe (OSCE) offers a platform for dialogue with non-like-minded Eurasian coun¬

tries, with its peace talk formats and field missions representing limited shared interests on an

increasingly divided continent (Saari & Karjalainen 2025).
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On the other hand, some notable changes have also taken place. The EU's decision to provide
military aid to Ukraine and to train Ukrainian troops in the framework of the EU Military Assis¬
tance Mission to Ukraine (EUMAM Ukraine) indicates an extension of the Union's security policy
remit. At the same time, Finland's and Sweden's accession to NATO, as well as the opening of
the EU membership perspective for Ukraine,Moldova and Georgia, are reconfiguring Europe's
security architecture. Moreover, new security arrangements are emerging, including the Coa¬
lition of the Willing in support of Ukraine (Karslrud & Reykers 2025). This informal grouping,
initiated by France and the United Kingdom, has been working on military arrangements to

uphold an eventual ceasefire in Ukraine and to deter Russia from attacking the country again.
In doing so, the coalition both responds and contributes to US-led efforts to end Russia's war
on Ukraine. All of these changes are not only a result of the war in Ukraine but also reflect
broader developments in international politics, including the beginning of President Donald
Trump's second term and the concomitant new US priorities. The Trump administration has
clearly signalled its willingness to transfer responsibility for European security to European ac¬

tors, although this process is strained by Europe's lack of the necessary military capabilities,
different strategic cultures among European states as well as intra-European political frictions
centred around Hungary. This policy report understands the EU's evolving role in its neighbour¬
hoods to be connected to the changing roles of other security actors.

The EU's focus on capacity building also originates in part from the long-standing division of
labour between international organisations in crisis and conflict contexts. While NATO has
worked with external partners in multiple ways and formats - including through capacity build¬
ing - it is particularly experienced in, and capable of, conducting executive and coercive op¬
erations. The EU, by contrast, has not developed similar capabilities, focusing instead for the
most part on non-executive military missions mandated to build the capacities of partner
armed forces, as well as on civilian missions aimed at strengthening civilian security sectors in

the neighbourhood. Historically, the development of the EU's specific niche in conflict contexts

has also reflected the ongoing activities and presence of the United Nations in the same con¬

texts. To an extent, the EU's CSDP was developed to address tasks that UN peace operations
and NATO's activities were not already covering (see e.g. Lindström & Tardy 2019; Tardy 2015).

Structure of the report

To summarise, this InvigoratEU Policy Report has two key aims. First, it seeks to understand
whether, and how, the EU's security role in its neighbourhoods has evolved before and after
Russia's 2022 full-scale invasion of Ukraine. Second, it explores capacity building as a partic¬
ular type of EU intervention in the context of contemporary European security dynamics and
the changing security architecture. To achieve these aims, the report traces the trajectory of
the EU's security engagement in and with the Union's Eastern neighbourhood and the Western
Balkans, as well as the narratives that the EU has used to justify its security role and actions in

official documents.

The report is organised as follows. The next section briefly reviews the literature on the EU's
security actorness to build hypotheses and then describes the methods and data used for the
purposes of this research. Sections three and four present the two case studies on the Eastern
neighbourhood and the Western Balkans, respectively, each divided into sub-sections on policy
practice and narratives. Section five discusses the findings of the case studies in the context

4
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of earlier literature on the EU's security actorness and international interventions. The sixth and
final section of the report presents recommendations for policymakers.

2 The EU as a Security Actor in the Literature: Formulating Four Hy¬
potheses for the Union's Capacity Building in the Neighbourhoods

The question of what kind of security actor the EU is has puzzled scholars both within and
beyond the field of EU studies since the Union's establishment. The literature has long focused
on whether the EU is a (credible) security actor at the global level (e.g. Biscop & Whitman
2012), pointing out that it lacks the capacities of a state and that its member states do not

share a joint strategic culture (Meyer 2012). Scholars have also highlighted the gap between
the Union's aspirations and capabilities (Rieker 2009). A range of theories and concepts have
been employed to understand how the EU's security agency has developed (e.g. Rieker & Giske
2024; Bergmann & Muller 2021), translating into growing agreement among scholars that the
EU is indeed a security actor whose policies can be critically reviewed. To some extent, atten¬

tion has therefore shifted to the question of where the agency in EU security and defence
policies actually lies: on the one hand, the member states decide on security and defence
matters but, on the other, both the Commission and the External Action Service have expanded
their role in parallel with the increasing geopolitical tensions (e.g. Hakansson 2025, 2025).1

The EU's security role has also been analysed in the context of the European security architec¬
ture (e.g. Engelbrekt, 2024; Bengtsson, 2024). Such analyses draw on the literature of the
1990s, when many scholars sought to make sense of the European security order or system
after the collapse of the USSR (e.g. Buzan & Little 1995, 2000; Buzan 1991; Adler 1998; Baylis
1998). Since the beginning of Russia's full-scale war against Ukraine, scholars have aimed to

analyse changes in European security at the system level and to relocate the EU's role within
it (Vicere & Sus, 2025; Ditrych & Lary , 2025; Ewers-Peters, 2024; Tyushka, 2024). In compar¬
ison to the concepts of security order and security system, which capture the logics of global
ordering and complex interactions at the system level, this policy report uses the term Euro¬
pean security architecture to denote the network of international organisations and coopera¬
tion formats in Europe, including NATO, the EU, and the OSCE at its centre (for a discussion,
see Ditrych & Lary 2024). The notion of security architecture also pays attention to the division
of labour between these security organisations, reflecting their respective capabilities, ca¬

pacities and instruments for achieving security and defence policy objectives. The focus on,
and this particular understanding of, the European security architecture not only builds on

academic literature (e.g. Hofmann 2011; cf. Cooley & Nexon 2020) but also resonates with
contemporary policy debates to which this report aims to contribute.

1 Siloes in EU policy sectors are partly reflected in academic literature, which has subjected different EU security
tools to critical scrutiny rooted in different academic traditions. Not only are enlargement and security policies
usually studied separately and with different theories, but the military and civilian strands of the EU's security
agency have also been assessed against different yardsticks. Civilian CSDP missions have been explored and as¬
sessed as state-building (e.g. Gourlay 2012), while research on military CSDP has been more focused on the
problems of cooperation between the member states and on EU integration (e.g. Biscop and Coelmont 2012).
The EU's internal and external security are also often dealt with and studied separately, despite today's internal
and external security problems being interconnected (e.g. Carrapico and Barrinha 2017).
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Another scholarly perspective on the EU's security role has been that of the target regions and
host countries of the Union's external action. This branch of the literature proposes that the
needs and demands in the neighbourhood should shape the EU's security policies and capacity
building (see e.g. Zarembo 2017). At the same time, the literature often observes that this is

not the case: a thorough assessment of capability gaps in the target country/region is seldom
the starting point for international capacity building (e.g. Hagelsteen & Becker 2015). Instead,
the security needs of the external actors engaging in capacity building tend to shape their
interventions (e.g. Gaji 2017). For instance, Delcour and Wolczuk (2018) criticised the EU's
capacity building in the South Caucasus for focusing on the wrong capacities and sidelining
Russia's aggressiveness. Litra and others, for their part, criticised the CSDP mission in Ukraine
for not building the capacities that would have been needed in the wartime context (Litra et
al. 2017; see also Zarembo 2017; Rieker 2016). A related problem is the lack of involvement of
local actors in planning capacity-building activities, which is often raised in the literature (e.g.
Litra et al. 2017).2

As the needs of the neighbours have not been found to guide the EU's security policies, schol¬
ars have investigated other motivations and logics driving the Union's external action. Member
states of varying sizes and from different geographical locations have been shown to project
differing expectations onto the EU's security role (e.g. Wivel 2005), with the result that the
Union's foreign and security policies emerge from bargaining and compromise (e.g. Czu no

2021). The debate about whether the EU is like other security policy actors, driven by its own
(or its members') security interests, or whether its actions are motivated by more altruistic and
universal objectives of advancing peace and democracy has continued in EU studies for dec¬
ades (e.g. Manners 2002; Palm and Crum 2019; Grimmel and Starsheim 2021; Skare 2022).
This debate is not specific to the security field but also concerns the EU's neighbourhood and
enlargement policies, materialising in the question of whether geopolitical or transformative
objectives are prioritised in the Union's approach to its neighbours and to the countries seeking
EU membership (Bargues & Lupi 2025; Keil 2025; Schimmelfenning 2025).

The literature has also focused on the concepts driving EU security policies. These concepts
have often been conceived and developed in cooperation between policy planners or politi¬
cians on the one hand, and researchers or think-tank analysts on the other. "Normative Power
Europe" (NPE) is the most well-known example of a concept that emerged partly from aca¬

demia and partly from the EU's self-communicated identity, and has developed into a branch
of literature both criticising and echoing this identity projection (see e.g. Manners 2002, 2009;
Whitman 2011; Bicchi 2015).5

The academic debate that has sought to capture the EU's transformative power in its neigh¬
bourhoods has developed under several labels and in different strands, ranging from Europe¬
anisation to norm diffusion (e.g. Dandashly & Noutcheva 2021; Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier
2019; Grabbe 2006). Europeanisation literature has focused on the process of European

2 Several critical theories have been employed to assess the EU's agency with broadly aligned conclusions, often
highlighting the mismatch between the EU's communicated value-driven commitments and the reality in which old
power hierarchies are reproduced (e.g. Sachseder & Stachowitsch 2023). On the other hand, these critiques of
the EU's security role have also come to contradictory conclusions: critical voices from the neighbourhood often
underline the EU's inability to offer protection or to address insecurity caused by military aggressors, while critical
theorists, on the other hand, criticise the militarisation of the EU's security policies.
3 A branch of empirical literature already investigates CSDP operations and missions as sites of normative power
(e.g. Björkdahl 2011) or as attempts by the EU to modernize its neighbouring countries (e.g. Sagrera 2013).
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integration in which "European" norms and practices are adopted in the member states and
applicant countries. According to Europeanisation scholars, the goals of the integration pro¬
cess would also guide and enable EU security policies in the neighbourhoods (e.g. Violakis
2018).4 In recent years, scholars and analysts have focused on analysing the weakening of the
EU's transformative power as a result of the enlargement fatigue and the erosion of the cred¬
ibility of the merit-based approach due to political blockages (e.g. Bargues et al. 2024;
Bechev 2022; Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier 2019; Anastasakis 2008).

The NPE literature is connected to an earlier branch of scholarship on modernization, which
conveys the assumption that states tend to follow the same developmental path - one on

which the EU is further ahead - and that this "modernity", including a liberal state and eco¬

nomic model, can be promoted in other contexts. The concept of modernization was applied
in post-Communist studies, among others (see e.g. Blokker 2005), but the academic commu¬

nity quickly became critical of the notion, questioning the assumption that universal patterns
characterise states' development (e.g. Bernstein 1971; Tipps 1975). Aware of the problems with
the concept, this Policy Report refers to modernization as an assumption and examines

whether it continues to shape the EU's security role and capacity-building activities in the
neighbourhoods (aligned with Brandt & Tekin 2024).

Like the NPE, the concepts of "comprehensive approach" and "integrated approach", which
have been particularly prominent in EU security policy, have been used by researchers to assess

whether the Union actually lives up to its declared objectives (see e.g. Faleg 2018; Major &
Moiling 2015; Smith 2015; EEAS 2024). Both concepts have their roots in the division of labour
within the European security architecture, whereby the EU does not primarily deal with matters

of military security or defence, focusing instead on civilian activities such as conflict preven¬
tion, conflict management, and security sector reform. In principle, a comprehensive and/or
integrated approach to security would guide EU policies to cover aspects of human security
and internal security in addition to territorial security, and lead to a more coherent use of
security instruments addressing different stages of conflicts and several levels of governance
(Brandt & Tekin 2024). However, both concepts have lost some of their appeal since the be¬
ginning of Russia's 2022 full-scale invasion of Ukraine, as both EU policies and the scholars
studying them have increasingly shifted their focus to traditional defence issues. This report,
too, highlights the evolution of the EU's security conception. On the one hand, it observes that
the comprehensive approach to security has remained relevant in the EU's policies. On the
other hand, there is also a significant degree of change that manifests itself in the Union's
growing focus on defence.

Another central concept in the EU's security policies has been that of "resilience", which
started to dominate both EU policy documents and related academic literature after the pub¬
lication of the EU's Global Strategy in 2016 (Joseph & Juncos 2019). In the academic literature
on international interventions, resilience was treated as an alternative to concepts such as

"defence" or "stabilisation" (see e.g. Corry 2014; Juncos 2017a; Chandler & Reid 2016; de Co¬
ning 2016). Resilience responded to the problem that security issues were seen as becoming
increasingly interlinked, ambiguous and unpredictable: instead of seeking to eliminate threats,

4 Literature on the European security order also views security and the process of European integration as closely
connected: As Waever put it, the European integration process "holds the potential rivals [...] together [...], pre¬
empts conflicts [...] through the power of 'magnetism' and finally has a certain and probably increasing role to
play as more direct intervenor further away from the Western core" (2000, p. 500).

7



^^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

the concept of resilience concentrated on the ability to adapt, cope and recover from shocks
(Juncos 2018; Dunn Cavelty et al. 2015). The concept also allows for ambiguous policy lan¬
guage, as it avoids explicitly pointing to any third parties as the threat (Juncos 2017a: 12; Corry
2014). The initial enthusiasm around the concept was linked to the broader "local turn" in the
fields of international interventions, state-building and peace-building, shifting the responsi¬
bility for managing risks to local stakeholders (Juncos 2018: 562; de Coning 2016), also in re¬

sponse to criticism of state-centrism (Manyena & Gordon 2015). Later, resilience was incorpo¬
rated into strategies for responding to hybrid threats, serving to highlight how internal and
external security problems are inherently interlinked (Brandt & Tekin 2024).

In contrast to the concepts of NPE, the comprehensive approach and resilience, "capacity
building" - another popular concept in EU security and defence policies - has not attracted
similar academic attention. While studies on EU security and defence policies frequently refer
to the concept, they rarely clarify what it entails, how it has developed, or how it is justified.
Only a few attempts have been made to define the concept in relation to other forms or means

of security cooperation. The few existing studies have found capacity building to be closely
connected to security assistance, training, equipping, advising and reform support (Nilsson &
Zetterlund 2011, pp. 10-11). The InvigoratEU project understands capacity building as the "de¬
velopment and expansion of military and security capabilities to ensure a robust regional eco¬

system in the prospective era of military threats and (hybrid) security risks" (Brandt & Tekin
2024, p. 7).

The literature on international interventions advances an understanding of capacity building
as a specific type of international intervention, and in particular as a lighter, increasingly pop¬
ular "hands-off" approach to addressing conflicts and crises (e.g. Jackson 2017). As a form of
international intervention, capacity building reflects the idea that conflict-ridden states can

take care of their own security problems (of. the use of the resilience concept) - which is why
capacity building is often introduced when international actors are seeking an exit from con¬
flict situations. Despite being seen as representing a light-footprint approach, capacity build¬
ing has also been closely associated with state-building (Nilsson & Zetterlund 2011). The legit¬
imacy of capacity building as an international intervention has been found to derive from mul¬
tilateralism, the historic relationship between the capacity provider and the recipient, profes¬
sional conduct, and effectiveness (ibid., pp. 19-20). According to Jacobsen (2017), there has
been a shift from a narrow understanding of capacity building as "the transfer of technical
knowhow" towards a broader definition (p. 240). This broader understanding recognises ca¬

pacity building as embedded in structures of power and considers not only skills but also gov¬
ernance as part of "capacities" (see e.g. Brinkerhoff 2010; Hagelsteen & Becker 2015).

More recent literature recognises capacity building as a policy option that fits the contempo¬
rary geopolitical context, as it conveys the idea of countering the influence of competing
powers, is seemingly technical in nature, and appears risk-free in comparison to other security
interventions (Mustasilta 2025:12). Like the concept of resilience, capacity building carries

ambiguity and does not (necessarily) point to any third party against whom capacities would
be built. On the other hand, empirical research has been critical of the ability of EU capacity
building to address geopolitical problems: Litra et al. (2017) found EU capacity building in

Ukraine to be shaped by the need to send the right kind of signal to Russia, while Karjalainen
and Siddi (2025) in turn suggested that relations between the (West) European and Russian
power centres limited capacity building in Ukraine.
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Four Hypotheses to Guide the Analysis

Building on both earlier and more recent research on the EU's external action and security and
defence policies, including the rare existing accounts of EU capacity building, this report for¬
mulates four hypotheses that guide the analysis. By testing these hypotheses, the report aims

to capture changes in the EU's security actorness in its neighbourhoods in the context of recent

changes in Europe's security environment and the European security architecture. In doing so,
the research also aims to contribute to the academic understanding of the EU's capacity¬
building activities in the neighbourhood.

First, the report examines whether the geopolitical landscape, marked above all by Russia's
full-scale war on Ukraine, has led to a geopolitical logic driving the EU's security engagement
in and with the neighbourhood more than before, as suggested by many recent analyses (see
e.g. Anghel 2025; Dimitrova et al. 2025). It is clear that the enlargement process is now often
explicitly referred to as a "geopolitical imperative" (see e.g. Michel 2024). However, we want
to assess whether, and to what extent, this is visible in both the practice of and the narratives

behind the EU's security activities in the neighbourhood - and whether this represents a signif¬
icant shift compared to earlier periods. This could mean that geopolitical motivations take
precedence over the EU's ambitions as a transformative power, namely the modernization
logic, with the Union showing readiness to engage in - and expand - pragmatic security co¬

operation with its neighbours even if they do not commit themselves to the kinds of reforms
that the EU formally requires. In other words, the primary motivation for the EU's relationship
with its neighbours would be to advance the Union's security interests and to respond to geo¬
political rivalries, above all Russia's attempts to control its neighbourhood by various means (in
line with InvigoratEU project's understanding of the geopolitical logic as formulated by Brandt
& Tekin 2024, p. 5). The first hypothesis is therefore:

H1. A geopolitical logic shapes the EU's security role and capacity building in the neigh¬
bourhoods (A), and does so increasingly post-2022 (B).

Secondly, and conversely, the report examines whether, and to what extent, there has been a

(relative) de-emphasis on the EU's values and transformative ambitions in the Union's engage¬
ment with its neighbours compared to the period before Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine
in February 2022. In particular, the decisions to grant candidate status to several countries,

among them Georgia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, have been viewed as largely (geo)political
decisions, justified more by the need to revive enlargement in the face of Russia's geopolitical
ambitions than by the progress of these states on the path of democratic reforms and the rule
of law. This has led some to conclude that the reform-oriented modernization logic, which
arguably long guided the EU's enlargement policies and the Union's actions in the neighbour¬
hood more broadly (Brandt & Tekin 2024, 5), has lost relevance. The second hypothesis is

therefore:

H2. A modernization logic shapes the EU's security role and capacity building in the
neighbourhoods (A), but less so post-2022 (B).

Thirdly, the report analyses whether the EU now pays more attention to the concrete needs of
its neighbours in its security and defence-related capacity-building activities. Above all, Rus¬
sia's escalation of its war in Ukraine since 2022 has led to a critical reassessment of the EU's
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earlier capacity-building activities in Ukraine, which were mostly civilian in nature - a topic
already raised in the literature prior to the events of 2022 (Litra et al. 2017; see also Zarembo
2017). This comes on top of findings in the literature that highlight how the security needs of
the external actors engaging in capacity building, rather than those of the recipient states,
tend to determine the capacity- building efforts of international actors (e.g. Gaji 2017).
Against this backdrop, the third hypothesis is:

H5. A perception of demand in the neighbourhoods drives the EU's security role and
capacity building (A), and does so more strongly post-2022 (B).

Fourthly, the report explores whether the EU's higher level of ambition regarding the enlarge¬
ment process leads to more capacity building in and with the neighbourhood. By reinforcing
its political commitment to enlargement after 2022, the EU has significantly raised the stakes
in the enlargement process. A faltering of the process now would be even more detrimental
to the EU's credibility than previously. At least in theory, the EU's renewed political commitment

could therefore be expected to translate into an extension of the Union's concrete capacity¬
building activities in, and security cooperation with, the neighbourhood, as these are important
instruments for tying candidate states closer to the Union. Taking this into consideration, the
fourth hypothesis is:

H4. Ambitions and objectives of the Eld enlargement process shape the EU's security
role, including capacity building, in the neighbourhoods (A). Higher ambitions come

with more capacity building (B).

Data and Method

The research data allows us to trace the EU's security role and capacity-building practices in

the Eastern neighbourhood and the Western Balkans, and to analyse how those practices are

justified and framed in EU policy documents. The data consists of over one hundred EU docu¬
ments from 2010 to 2025 and encompasses European Council Conclusions, Council Conclu¬
sions, declarations adopted in summits such as Eastern Partnership or EU-Western Balkans
summits, and other EU communications - including documents drafted by the European Com¬
mission - that provide justifications for the EU's security engagement and capacity-building
activities. The different document types complement each other: while European Council Con¬
clusions reflect the broader beliefs and interpretations underpinning the EU's security policies,
press releases, by contrast, provide particularly explicit justifications for the Union's security
measures. The data also includes public summaries of mandates for CSDP missions and oper¬
ations, as well as the assistance measures under the European Peace Facility5. We also occa¬

sionally reference additional sources, including opinion polls and surveys that help us to ana¬

lyse EU capacity building in the context of need and demand in each target country. Among
others, we refer to the results of a sociological survey conducted by the sociological service

of the Razumkov Center in Kyiv in February-March 2025 as part of the InvigoratEU project.

5 The list of data items is available on Zenodo: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17880287
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Data analysis was conducted qualitatively and organised around the four hypotheses outlined
above.6 The analysis was informed by the framing analysis method, which directs attention to

how the EU's security role and capacity-building policies are framed and justified in EU doc¬
uments. The concept of framing underlines the power (of a policy agent) to define a policy
problem in a particular way or to highlight certain aspects of reality to justify certain policy
responses: alternative framings would have pointed to other strategies (see e.g. van Hulst et
al. 2025; Benford and Snow 2000). By studying justifications and framings, the report seeks
to understand the logics behind the EU's security policies. As indicated by the hypotheses, the
report is particularly interested in whether and how a geopolitical logic, the idea of moderni¬
zation, the needs and demands of the neighbours, as well as the goals linked to EU enlarge¬
ment shape the Union's security role.

As with any research examining motivations and logics in EU actorness, this report faces the
problem that the Union's policies are influenced by the varying objectives and ideas of many
different EU stakeholders. The documents studied in the report therefore capture only a frac¬
tion of the objectives and logics that EU member states and institutions may attach to the EU's
security policies. Each document can be treated as a compromise or a bargain between dif¬
ferent views, thereby reflecting the EU's internal power dynamics, whether between the mem¬

ber states or between the different EU institutions. Finally, this report does not treat EU docu¬
ments as transparent accounts of the motivations behind EU policies, but as narratives and
descriptions communicated by the EU

5 The Eastern Neighbourhood: from Ambiguous Support to Lethal Aid
that changed the EU

This section explores the EU's security role in the Eastern neighbourhood. The first sub-section
outlines the EU's concrete policies and activities in the region, while the second analyses the
narratives used to justify these policies. Before turning to these discussions, however, the sec¬

tion briefly introduces the context in which the EU's policies unfold - namely, the neighbour¬
hood and particularly Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia, where the EU's security engagement
has been most significant.

In Eastern Europe, the borders of the EU and NATO coincide inasmuch as the countries that
the EU considers its Eastern neighbourhood are not members of either organisation. The "East¬
ern neighbourhood" consolidated its status as a distinct region in EU policy when the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) was complemented by the Eastern Partnership (EaP) programme
in 2009, following a joint initiative by Poland and Sweden. The EaP established a forum for
cooperation with six neighbours, notably without a membership perspective. The targeted area

was geographically wide, covering Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine along the current EU border,
as well as the South Caucasian states of Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia between the Black
Sea and the Caspian Sea. The region was also politically heterogeneous, characterised by the

6 This is a policy report, and the use of hypotheses should be interpreted within that epistemological context. The
hypotheses in this policy report serve to build a bridge between existing literature and the empirical data of this
research, as well as act as a vehicle for integrating the research interests arising from the InvigoratEU project
framework into the analysis of the policy documents.
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six countries' different balancing acts between an Eastern and a Western orientation, including
between memberships in Eastern and Western regional organisations (e.g. Kuzio 2005, 2006;
Shumylo-Tapiola 2012; Kakachia et al. 2015; Cantir & Kennedy 2015; Kakachia & Cecire 2015;
Gvalia et al. 2013; Roper 2008).

Moldova is constitutionally neutral: the country does not pursue NATO membership, only EU
accession (e.g. Brender 2025). Georgia and Ukraine sought to join NATO's Membership Action
Plan as early as 2008 but were rejected.7 Since the beginning of the war in Donbas in 2014,
Ukraine in particular has aimed to deepen security cooperation and has systematically re¬

quested military support from the EU, NATO and their member states (Oliver 1.2.2015; Entous
14.5.2014; Kimball 2.5.2015; Caitlin and O'Brien 28.8.2019). In 2019, Ukraine included the ob¬
jective of joining NATO and the EU in its constitution.

The Association Agreements and the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area agreements,
signed with Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia in the 2010s, sought to offer more tailor-made
avenues for cooperation with these selected neighbours. In the 2010s, the heterogeneity of
the neighbourhood only increased, with Belarus experiencing an authoritarian development
and moving closer to Russia, eventually backing Russia's full-scale war in Ukraine. While Belarus
suspended its participation in the EaP in 2021, the earlier "Association Trio", on the other hand,
applied for EU membership in 2022. All three obtained candidate status, after which their
paths began to diverge. The domestic and foreign policies of the current Georgian govern¬
ment prevent it from moving forward in the accession process (European Commission
4.11.2025), while Ukraine's accession talks have been blocked by Hungary's opposition, in ad¬
dition to the ongoing war, which is not only a theoretical obstacle to accession but also con¬

strains the required reform efforts (see e.g. Cenusa 2025). Moldova's EU integration, in turn,
is contested by domestic opposition, which is fuelled by Russia's hybrid interventions (see e.g.
latco 2025; Nizhnikau & Moshes 2024).

The Eastern neighbourhood continues to be marked by several ongoing and frozen conflicts,
as well as breakaway and occupied territories. The frozen conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh esca¬

lated most recently in 2025, but a fragile settlement was achieved in 2025 when Azerbaijan
and Armenia reached a deal, supported by US President Donald Trump after numerous other
mediation efforts had failed (e.g. Ohanjanyan 2025). Georgia, which experienced a five-day
war with Russia in 2008, has two breakaway regions, South Ossetia and Abkhazia, where the
conflicts date back to the 1990s. Today, Russia controls around a fifth of Georgian territory
(e.g. Kelmendi & Kapanadze 2025). Moldova's breakaway region, Transnistria, hosts Russian
military forces and has sought annexation to Russia (Barros et al. 2024). Transnistrian leaders
and residents oppose Moldova's current Western orientation (Kelmendi & Kapanadze 2025).
During the full-scale war in Ukraine, Russia has expanded its control in Abkhazia, South Ossetia
and Transnistria, with some analysts warning of full annexation or de facto control by Russia
(e.g. Kelmendi & Kapanadze 2025). Finally, the full-scale war in Ukraine represents the most

recent escalation in more than a decade of armed aggression by Russia, which began with
the annexation of Crimea in 2014 and continued with the war in Donbas.

While local elites play key roles in the conflicts in the EU's Eastern neighbourhood, Russian
military presence or backing is also a common denominator. This made the Eastern

7 On the other hand, at this summit, the two countries were acknowledged as states that could become members
at some point. See e.g. Rynning 2024, p. 227.
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neighbourhood a particularly geopolitical context for the EU's security role even before Rus¬
sia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 (e.g. de Waal & von Twickel 2020). At the same

time, the security implications of the various conflicts extend far beyond geopolitics, as local
residents suffer from insecurity, lack of services, and human rights violations linked to the con¬

flicts (e.g. Racz 2016).

Finally, the countries of the Eastern neighbourhood differ in terms of their public opinion and
support for security cooperation with, and/or integration into, the EU and NATO. In Ukraine,
key shifts in public opinion took place around 2014 and 2022. According to Kyiv International
Institute of Sociology (KIIS) surveys, in 2006 a notable majority of Ukrainians preferred an alli¬
ance with Russia and Belarus over membership in the EU (KIIS 30.1.2006), and in 2013 joining
the Customs Union with Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan was still slightly more popular than
joining the EU (KIIS 21.6.2013).8 In 2015 - after the Revolution of Dignity and the annexation of
Crimea - public opinion turned more favourable to EU accession compared to the Customs
Union (Sakhno/KIIS 7.10.2015). In May 2017, KIIS reported that 69 per cent of Ukrainians were
in favour of EU membership and 56 per cent in favour of NATO accession (Sakhno/KIIS
23.8.2017; see also Sakhno /KIIS 25.10.2017). In July 2022, 81 per cent of Ukrainian respondents
were ready to vote for joining the EU and 71 per cent for joining NATO (Hrushetskyi/KIIS
29.7.2022; see also IRI 2014; see also Razumkov centre 2025).

In Georgia, public support for EU and NATO integration has remained steady. According to

National Democratic Institute surveys, in 2012, 77 per cent of Georgians approved of the gov¬
ernment's stated goal of joining the EU, while 71 per cent approved of the goal of joining NATO
(NDI I CRRC Georgia 2023). In 2016, 64 per cent of Georgians supported the goal of seeking
NATO membership and 72 per cent approved of the goal of EU accession (NDI 2016). In 2023,
every second Georgian considered EU and NATO membership good for Georgia's national
security in particular, with the perception that EU membership would contribute to national
security growing significantly compared to 2019. In 2023, the government's (declared, increas¬

ingly questionable) goal of joining NATO was approved by 67 per cent of respondents, and the
goal of joining the EU was approved by 79 per cent of Georgians (NDI / CRRC Georgia 2023).

Moldova in turn has remained sceptical and notably divided on these issues. According to
National Democratic Institute surveys, in 2014, only 47 per cent of Moldovans considered the
Association Agreement to be a good thing for their country. Moreover, Moldovans were even

more divided on whether the country should join the EU or the Eurasian Customs Union. NATO
accession was particularly unpopular, with only 18 per cent of respondents expressing support
for it. When asked what they found appealing about the EU, national security ranked only fifth,
after freedom of movement, "respect for order and the rule of law", human rights and free¬
doms, and economic aspects (NDI 2014). In 2024 and 2025, Moldovans voiced their support
for the country's European integration in several elections and a referendum, albeit by a very
small margin. When an EU NEIGHBOURS east survey asked Moldovans how they would vote if
a referendum on EU membership were held that week, 63 per cent responded that they were
in favour of membership. The perceived benefits of membership were largely associated with
non-security aspects, with "peace and security" ranking only seventh (EU NEIGHBOURS east

25.8.2025).

8 Soon after the official and public opinions clashed during Ukraine's Revolution of Dignity in 2015, demonstrators
objected to President Yanukovych's decision not to sign the Association Agreement with the EU.

13



^^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

During the full-scale war in Ukraine, surveys have specified the type of security support de¬
manded from the EU. A Razumkov Centre survey, conducted in February-March 2025 as part
of the InvigoratEU project, revealed that military aid was seen as the EU's most important
contribution to Ukraine's security, with 56 per cent of respondents listing it as such. The acces¬

sion process (19 per cent), security guarantees (18 per cent) and economic support (14 per
cent) were also seen as contributing to Ukraine's security, while support for reforms (4 per
cent) was not considered important at the time. When asked what else the EU could do to

help Ukraine in addition to the ongoing assistance, nearly one-third of respondents mentioned
providing more military aid, while peacekeepers and financial assistance ranked second and
third on the list. In terms of the most important form of EU support, arms supplies were appre¬
ciated significantly more than military training. When asked to name the preferred form of help
apart from military support, respondents most valued support for the effectiveness and ac¬

countability of government bodies, followed by the protection of critical infrastructure, the
investigation and punishment of war crimes, and the training of law enforcement agencies
(Razumkov Centre survey data in the InvigoratEU database in Zenodo 2025; Nizhnikau et al.
2025; see also Razumkov Centre 2025).9

Tracing the EU's Security Role and Capacity-Building Practice

This section argues that the EU's security role in the Eastern neighbourhood has consisted of
two key streams. On the one hand, and primarily, the EU has focused on addressing the con¬

flicts and other sources of instability in the region through its crisis management missions. On
the other hand, and more recently, the Union's engagement has expanded to include an ele¬
ment of defence support.

CSDP Missions - Responding to Conflicts

Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) operations and missions constitute the core of
the EU's conflict-response toolbox and have been a key part of the Union's engagement with
the Eastern neighbourhood. The oldest CSDP mission in the region, the EU Monitoring Mission
(EUMM) in Georgia, was established in 2008 following peace talks between Russia and Geor¬
gia, in which EU Council President Nicolas Sarkozy played a facilitating role. The ceasefire in

Georgia was initially monitored by an OSCE mission, whose mandate was not renewed, how¬
ever, due to Russian demands concerning the status of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The EU
mission replaced the OSCE mission, also without access to the breakaway regions (e.g. Saari
2014). The EUMM was mandated to "ensure that there is no return to hostilities" by patrolling
particularly in the areas around Abkhazia and South Ossetia, to "facilitate the resumption of
a safe and normal life for the local communities", to build confidence, and to inform EU policy
(EUMM, n.d.). The mission's budget from 2022 to 2024 was approximately 47 million euros

9 In terms of security guarantees, KIIS data from May 2022 indicated that the population was still rather divided
on accepting security guarantees from a group of countries if NATO accession were to be blocked. The Razumkov
survey data from winter 2025 similarly indicates that NATO's Article 5-type security guarantees were still pre¬
ferred, but more than half of respondents thought that a coalition of EU member states should protect Ukraine
(Razumkov Centre survey data in InvigoratEU database in Zenodo 2025). These two surveys are, of course, not
fully comparable, and the questions were posed differently. See also Hrushetskyi / KIIS 24.5.2022.
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(EUMM 16.2.2025).10 The EUMM exemplifies what EU security actorness looks like when not

pursuing a capacity-building or reform agenda.

After the annexation of Crimea and the beginning of the armed conflict in Donbas in 2014,
the EU Advisory Mission (EUAM) in Ukraine was established with a mandate to advise, mentor,
train and support Ukrainian agencies responsible for law enforcement and the rule of law,
including the National Guard, National Police,Ministry of the Interior, Security Service, and the
Prosecutor's Office, among others. The mission is intended to contribute to developing "a sus¬
tainable, accountable, and efficient civilian security sector that strengthens the rule of law" in

Ukraine (EUAM Ukraine, n.d.), with a budget of 125 million euros from June 2024 to May 2027
(EUAM1.6.2024)." It exemplifies a CDSP mission with a reform agenda that prioritises capacity
building of partners instead of executive action, its "theory of change" relying on local actors

becoming more capable of building peace and stability in the country.

The EU Border Assistance Mission to Moldova and Ukraine (EUBAM) has a similar function. It
was established as early as 2005 by the Commission, which is why it is not considered a CSDP
mission despite its similar outlook and mandate. The mission is tasked with building the capac¬
ities of Ukrainian and Moldovan border and customs authorities, promoting EU standards for
border management, assisting in combating crime, facilitating cooperation, and contributing
to the settlement of the Transnistrian conflict (EUBAM, n.d.). The mandates of EUAM and EU¬
BAM were updated in 2022 to also build Ukraine's capacities in the investigation and prose¬
cution of "international crimes" (EUAM, n.d.), and for EUBAM to include executive powers, al¬
lowing mission staff to conduct border control in cooperation with the European Border and
Coast Guard Agency, Frontex (EUBAM 2.6.2022).

Since 2022, three new missions have been established in the Eastern neighbourhood, includ¬
ing the Military Assistance Mission in support of Ukraine (EUMAM), which not only trains Ukrain¬
ian soldiers but also equips them with weapons, and the EU Partnership Mission (EUPM), which
builds the capacities of Moldovan authorities in combating hybrid threats. The two missions

differ from the EU's traditional approach to conflicts and crises: rather than responding to
frozen, low-intensity, or localised conflict dynamics, both missions primarily address Russia's
asymmetric aggression and build capacities to counter Russian attacks, be they military or

hybrid in nature. Researchers have pointed out that the two missions represent a new trend in

EU CSDP that deviates from the earlier conflict-response logic and instead resembles a secu¬

rity partnership (e.g. Mustasilta et al. 2025).

EUMAM was officially established on 17 October 2022 and mandated to build the capacities
of the armed forces of Ukraine in defending Ukrainian territorial integrity and borders, and "to
deter and respond to possible future military offensives by Russia and other potential aggres¬
sors" (EUMAM 2022 n.p..; Council of the EU 15.11.2022). The mission was established with two
headquarters, one in Poland and one in Germany, with 24 EU member states contributing to

the training. The budget for common costs from November 2024 to November 2026 is 409
million euros (Council of the EU 8.11.2024).12 The training is accompanied by the provision of

10 This excludes costs covered by the member states directly, linked to seconding experts most notably.
11 This excludes costs covered by the member states directly.
12 This excludes costs covered by the member states directly. The joint budget is used to reimburse the Member
States providing training, including costs linked to trainees and equipment used during the training (e.g., ammuni¬
tion).
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equipment, including weapons. The mission is also extraordinary in that it is implemented within
EU borders, as opposed to most CSDP missions and operations, which operate outside the
Union. In addition to the two headquarters, EUMAM activities take place in several member
states. The mission achieved its training objectives ahead of time and has been popular among
both member states and Ukrainian stakeholders (e.g. Mustasilta & Karjalainen 2025).

EUPM was officially launched on 24 April 2023 with a mandate to strengthen "Moldova's crisis

management structures and to enhance its resilience to hybrid threats, including cybersecurity,
and countering foreign information manipulation and interference" through strategic advice,
the identification of capability gaps, and implementation support (EEAS 31.5.2023). The mis¬

sion is relatively small, with 72 permanent staff members. EUPM's budget from May 2025 to

May 2027 is approximately 19 million euros (Council of the EU 21.5.2025). Its core mandate
has been complemented with projects, and the mission has also been accompanied by the EU
Hybrid Rapid Response Team (HRRT), which is the EU's novel, flexible and modular instrument

that can be deployed both inside and outside the EU with an executive mandate.

The third new mission in the EU's Eastern neighbourhood is the Mission in Armenia (EUMA),
which was launched on 20 February 2023 and deployed on the Armenian side of the interna¬

tional border. It was tasked with “observing and reporting on the situation on the ground, con¬

tributing to human security in conflict-affected areas and supporting the confidence building
between Armenia and Azerbaijan, where possible" (EEAS 1.3.2025, n.p.). The mission has up
to 225 staff members. In addition to the EU member states, Canada contributes to the mission

(EEAS 1.3.2025). Its budget from February 2025 to February 2027 amounts to 44 million euros

(Council of the EU 30.1.2025). EUMA's mandate more closely resembles the EU's traditional
approach to conflicts, combining a confidence-building element with a monitoring mandate.

While CSDP missions constituted the core of the EU's security role in the Eastern neighbour¬
hood in the 2010s, a handful of other initiatives and cooperation formats were also launched
between the EU and neighbourhood stakeholders, following the goal of deepening coopera¬
tion in security and defence established in the Association Agreements (e.g. Official Journal
of the European Union 29.5.2014, Articles 7 and 10). Among others, the European police
agency Europol and Eurojust signed bilateral agreements with Eastern neighbourhood coun¬

tries to facilitate joint efforts in combating organised crime (see e.g. Eurojust 27.6.2016; Eu¬
rojust 10.7.2014; Europol 14.12.2016; EEAS 4.4.2017). The European Border and Coast Guard
Agency, Frontex, also operated in the region, focusing on improving border control between
the EaP countries and the EU (Frontex 20.11.2018; Jones 2017). In 2015, the European Defence
Agency and Ukraine's defence ministry signed an "administrative arrangement", enabling
Ukraine to join EDA projects and programmes (EDA 7.12.2015; European Commission
9.12.2016). The EaP countries have also contributed to the EU's CSDP missions and operations.

Concrete cooperation in defence matters remained limited, however, following a broader
trend among international organisations operating in the region. NATO maintained some co¬

operation with the EaP countries, all of which had signed Partnership for Peace agreements
(NATO 7.3.2024; see more on cooperation with Ukraine below). The OSCE has also maintained
a presence in the region through a number of field offices and other activities, including its

mission in Georgia since 1992, several missions in Ukraine since 1994, and offices in Minsk,
Yerevan and Baku, with mandates that largely overlapped with or were similar to the EU's
conflict-management efforts (OSCE n.d.). To this day, the OSCE continues to facilitate
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negotiations aimed at resolving the Transnistrian conflict through a field operation launched
in 1993 (OSCE 1993).15

European Peace Facility - Supporting Defence

In 2021, the adoption of the European Peace Facility marked a new chapter in the EU's security
role in the Eastern neighbourhood. The first decision concerning an EPF assistance measure in

support of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine was adopted in December 2021 (Council of the EU
02.12.2021). With lethal materiel excluded, the assistance measure provided funding for med¬
ical and engineering equipment and mobility assets for Georgia, worth 12.75 million euros;
medical equipment and explosive ordnance-disposal equipment for the engineering battalion
of the armed forces of Moldova, worth 7 million euros; as well as non-lethal military support
for Ukraine, worth 31 million euros (Council of the EU, 2.12.2021).

Moldova received its second EPF decision in June 2022, which extended the support to cover
"logistics, mobility, command and control, cyber-defence, unmanned aerial reconnaissance

and tactical communications units" for its armed forces, worth 40 million euros (Council of the
EU, 30.6.2022, p. 1). In December 2022, the Georgian defence forces received a further 20
million euros to strengthen their medical, logistics, engineering and cyber-defence capabilities
(Council of the EU 1.12.2022). In 2023, a further EPF decision would "contribute to enhancing
the operational effectiveness of the Armed Forces" of Moldova and Georgia: the 40-million-
euro package for Moldova included support related to air surveillance, mobility, logistics, cyber
defence and command and control, while Georgia would benefit from 30 million euros linked
to engineering, command and control, medical logistics and cyber-defence equipment (Coun¬
cil of the EU 4.5.2023). In 2024 and 2025, additional assistance decisions were taken, aiming
to strengthen Moldova's air-defence capabilities, electronic warfare and logistics, worth 110
million euros in total (Council of the EU 13.6.2024). In July 2024, an EPF assistance measure

was also adopted in support of the armed forces of Armenia, to "allow the provision of a fully-
fledged deployable tent camp for a battalion-sized unit". The cost of this assistance measure

was 10 million euros (Council of the EU 22.7.2024).

Before examining the trajectory of EU support to Ukraine, it is already evident that the EPF
assistance measures marked a shift in the EU's engagement in the Eastern neighbourhood -

both in terms of volume and substance. Notably, support to Moldova's defence forces followed
a steep upward curve, with the country receiving 197 million euros through the EPF between
2021 and 2025. Before 2021, the EU was not funding Moldova's defence forces. The equip¬
ment and operations funded through the EPF assistance measures bear little resemblance to
the EU's earlier integrated approach to conflicts. Instead, this robust capacity building consti¬

tutes defence support by nature, as evidenced by the equipment and operations funded, rang¬
ing from electronic warfare to air-defence capabilities. Notably, however, the emergence of
the defence-support element in the EU's security role in the Eastern neighbourhood has not

meant abandoning the earlier conflict-management activities: the CSDP missions designed to

monitor and support reforms still continue to operate in the same context.

13 Moreover, individual member states were active in the neighbourhood, including, for instance, the Lithuanian-
Polish-Ukrainian Brigade, whose history dates to the KFOR operation in Kosovo (LITPOLUKRBRIG n.d.).
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Support for Ukraine's Defence: From No to Yes and Towards a Defence Partnership

Despite Ukraine's requests, the EU did not support Ukraine's defence before 2022.14 Several
member states specifically objected to the inclusion of any military element in the EU's security
policy on Ukraine, for reasons elaborated in earlier research (e.g. Karjalainen & Siddi 2025).
In the first years of the Donbas war, Europe was not alone in this restraint: the Obama admin¬
istration in the US was also reluctant to support Ukraine's defence efforts militarily. The Trump
administration, in turn, took the decision to provide lethal aid in support of Ukraine in 2017, a

move interpreted as a shift in US strategy towards the country (Caitlin & O'Brien 28.8.2019).
As early as 2016, the US and Ukraine had agreed on a partnership concept focused on devel¬
oping and reforming Ukraine's military capabilities and began co-hosting annual military ex¬

ercises. The cooperation also aimed at harmonising Ukraine's defence capabilities with NATO
standards (U.S. Department of War 7.11.2019). In the years preceding the full-scale invasion,

the US, Canada and the UK played a key role in building the capacities of the Ukrainian armed
forces both within the NATO framework (Joint Multinational Training Group-Ukraine) and bilat¬
erally. Most EU member states did not join these efforts (see e.g. Murauskaite 2024).15

The historic EU decision on lethal materiel was taken on 28 February 2022. Two separate
decisions on EPF assistance measures were adopted simultaneously to allow constitutionally
neutral member states to constructively abstain from the weapon supplies (Official Journal of
the EU 28.2.2022, L60 and L61).,d In the following months, new assistance measures were sys¬
tematically adopted in support of the Ukrainian armed forces, including 500-million-euro
tranches in March, April, May, July and October 2022. The seventh 500-million-euro tranche,
adopted in February 2025, raised the total figure of EPF-funded military support to Ukraine to
close to 12 billion euros. The funding instrument, which originally had a 5.5-billion-euro ceiling
for 2021-2027 for a global purpose (intended to cover international partnerships such as Af¬
rican Union peace operations as well as all common costs of the EU's military operations and
missions abroad), turned into the EU's flagship tool for responding to Russia's full-scale war
(Karjalainen & Mustasilta 2023). During the war, the EPF funding has been used primarily to
reimburse the costs of weapon deliveries from the member states to Ukraine, in addition to

covering the costs of the EUMAM and ammunition initiatives (Council of the EU 5.5.2023). By
2025, 11.647 billion euros had been allocated to Ukraine through the EPF (Bilquin/ European
Parliament's Research Service 2024).

Researchers have estimated that EPF funding for Ukraine not only financially incentivised mem¬

ber states to send weapons to the country but also provided political backing for those deci¬
sions (Mustasilta & Karjalainen 2025; Karjalainen & Siddi 2025). Considering the past restraint

in military cooperation with Ukraine, several member states were hesitant to send weapons in

the first days of the war. This hesitation was not limited to the traditionally risk-averse Germany

14 The internal opposition to EU support for Ukraine's defence continued until the very start of the full-scale war: in
autumn 2021, an initiative for a military training mission was rejected in the EU (Brzozowski 4.10.2021), and the
EPF assistance measure to Ukraine was limited to “military medical units, including field hospitals, engineering,
mobility and logistics units, and support on cyber" (Council of the EU, 2.12.2021).
15 There were some exceptions, including, among others, Poland's, Lithuania's and Sweden's cooperation with
Ukraine.
16 Some months earlier, a joint statement of the EU-Ukraine Summit (October 2021) and, in January, EU Council
conclusions (Council of the EU 24.1.2022) had already indicated readiness for this, noting that the “EU is defining
modalities of support to Ukraine also in the area of professional military education" (Council of the EU 24.1.2022,
p. 5).
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but also included, for instance, the Nordic countries, which followed the principle of not send¬
ing weapons to conflict zones. The joint EU-level decision to fund weapon deliveries was seen

as partly shifting the political risk from the member states to Brussels. Moreover, the joint de¬
cision was believed to mitigate the risk of aggressive reactions from Russia towards individual
member states (ibid).17 These financial and political incentives were considered particularly
significant in the first weeks of the war. In 2025, EPF funding for Ukraine stalled, primarily due
to Hungary's blocking behaviour, but also because Germany grew critical of its high share of
EPF costs and France disagreed with some other member states about the permitted origin of
the funded materiel (Mustasilta & Karjalainen 2025; Karjalainen & Siddi 2025).

In addition to the EPF, novel instruments and initiatives were adopted by the EU to support
robust capacity building in Ukraine. In March 2025, the EU agreed on a three-track approach
to speed up the delivery and procurement of artillery ammunition for Ukraine, including the Act
in Support of Ammunition Production (ASAP). The initiative covered donations of materiel from
existing stocks, a joint procurement of 155 mm ammunition from the European defence indus¬
try, and support for ramping up related industrial capacities (Council of the EU 20.5.2025). A
year later, the Ukraine Assistance Fund was established in connection with the EPF, addressing
the need to strike a balance between the EPF's global tasks and those linked to Ukraine (Coun¬
cil of the EU 18.5.2024).

Ukraine also began to benefit from the EU's defence-funding instruments and programmes.18
Both the European Defence Industrial Strategy (EDIS) and the Commission's White Paper on

Defence established the goal of including Ukraine in the EU's defence-industry programmes
(European Commission 5.5.2024; European Commission 2025 A). The European Defence In¬
dustry Programme (EDIP), which aims to translate the objectives of the EDIS into practice,
allows Ukraine to participate in joint procurements with the EU member states. Similarly, the
Security Action for Europe (SAFE) instrument, which seeks to incentivise joint procurement and
develop European defence-industrial production capacity, treats Ukraine's defence as part of
the European defence-industrial base (EEAS 27.5.2025). Most recently, the EU's Defence
Readiness Roadmap highlighted partnerships between Ukrainian and European defence in¬

dustries, proposing, among other things, a drone alliance with Ukraine (European Commission
16.10.2025). Although many of these plans remain aspirational, the envisaged cooperation
goes beyond EU defence support for Ukraine, moving towards a two-sided partnership in

which Ukraine contributes to and participates in the EU's defence cooperation.19

Defence support to Ukraine marked a major shift in the EU's security policies in the Eastern
neighbourhood - and more broadly, in the EU's global security role.20 At the same time, the
EU's footprint within the context of international efforts to support Ukraine's defence remained

17 More broadly, what characterised the EU's defence support for Ukraine was its multilateral and cooperative na¬
ture: the assistance measures were aligned with, and coordinated alongside, international allies, most importantly
the US. Norway's participation in capacity building through the EPF was also highlighted (see e.g. Josep Borrell in
Council of the EU press release, 25.7.2025).
18 Moldova is also eligible. Foreseeing this, the EU and Moldova signed a security and defence partnership in
2024, facilitating Moldova's inclusion in EU defence cooperation (Council of the EU 21.5.2024).
19 There were some examples of Ukraine's contribution to the CSDP even before 2022, including participation in
missions and operations as well as in the EU battlegroups. Concretely, however, this cooperation was limited,
particularly in comparison with the new avenues for cooperation.
20 The historic decision to provide lethal materiel in support of Ukraine also inspired similar decisions by the EU in

other contexts (see e.g. Mustasilta and Karjalainen 2025).
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limited. While NATO has kept its distance from direct involvement in the war, it has taken a

leading role in coordinating military assistance through the Ukraine Defense Contact Group
(UDCG, also known as the Ramstein format) and the capability coalitions. In addition to EU-
MAM, key international training efforts include the UK-led Operation Interflex, which several
EU member states have also joined (GOV UK 26.6.2025). Europe has shouldered the greatest
financial burden in supporting Ukraine, except in the field of military assistance, where the US
covered most of the costs between 2022 and 2025 (Trebesch et al. 2025). Since the begin¬
ning of President Trump's second term, Europe has been pushed to take the lead in covering
the costs of military support as well (Irto et al. 2025). While struggling to secure new funding
sources, the EU's and Europe's challenges are not limited to the availability of money: Europe
lacks the military capabilities that Ukraine needs and falls short particularly in terms of what
the US can provide (ibid.).

Innovative contemporary solutions to these problems include NATO's Prioritized Ukraine Re¬
quirements List (PURL) initiative, which organises European funding for "ready-to-use" weap¬
ons from US stockpiles. More than 20 countries have reportedly joined the initiative, including
a number of EU countries (Zakharchenko 5.12.2025). Moreover, the Coalition of the Willing
has emerged as a key framework for coordinating support to Ukraine, including preparing the
potential deployment of an international reassurance force in Ukraine, should a ceasefire or

peace agreement be reached (Karlsrud & Reykers 2025). This flexible format has proved useful
in mitigating sensitivities surrounding transatlantic burden sharing, facilitating cooperation
among European stakeholders, including the non-EU member UK, while also providing a mech¬
anism to bypass Hungary's blocking behaviour within EU decision-making structures. Finally,
bilateral cooperation between EU states and Ukraine has evolved significantly: in contrast to

the pre-2022 "no" to defence support, by 2025 most EU countries had signed bilateral secu¬

rity agreements with Ukraine, committing to long-term support for Ukraine's defence (Ministry
of Defence of Ukraine 8.11.2025).

This section outlined the evolution of the EU's security role in the Eastern neighbourhood, trac¬

ing a shift from the conflict-management and reform-support missions of the 2010s towards
substantial investments in partners' defence through the European Peace Facility and, in

Ukraine's case, towards a two-way defence partnership. This analysis already revealed the
geopolitical context of the EU's security role; a systematic focus on reform; a mismatch be¬
tween the neighbourhood's needs and the EU's capacity-building efforts; and a changing pol¬
icy on the inclusion of Eastern neighbours in EU security and defence cooperation. Further
examination of policy documents is needed, however, to understand the logic behind these
policies and their evolution in response to the shifting security dynamics in the region. The next

section analyses how these activities were framed and justified in EU policy documents.

Tracing the Capacity-Building Narrative

In this section, the aim is not to capture the EU's overarching narrative on its security policies
in the Eastern neighbourhood. Instead, the section analyses EU documents through the lens of
the four hypotheses formulated in Section 2.1. Specifically, it examines whether and to what
extent a geopolitical logic, a modernization logic, the demands and needs of the neighbour¬
hood, and the objectives of EU enlargement are used to justify the Union's security role in the
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Eastern neighbourhood before and after 2022. The analysis is supported by illustrative data
samples.

Evolving Geopolitical Logic behind the EU's Security Role and Capacity Building (Hl)

The analysis of EU documents reveals an almost complete reversal in the geopolitical logic
shaping the Union's security role in the Eastern neighbourhood - from a logic that constrained
security cooperation to one that now motivates it. Although this shift characterises the EU's
security policy across the entire neighbourhood, it is most evident in the case of Ukraine. The
transformation in the geopolitical logic can be captured in two key elements: first, a move

from ambiguity to clarity regarding Russia's role; and second, a transition from an emphasis on

de-escalation to a narrative in which "Russia must not prevail" (European Council 17.10.2024,
p. 1).

The ambiguous framing of Russia's role was most pronounced at the start of the armed conflict
in Donbas, which is viewed today as the beginning of Russia's war on Ukraine. Rather than
describing Russia as the aggressor, early EU documents framed it as an international actor

contributing to and cooperating in mediation efforts, with some noting that it could use its

influence over the armed groups in Eastern Ukraine. For example, in April 2014, Council con¬

clusions on Ukraine acknowledged "actions undertaken by armed individuals in cities of East¬
ern Ukraine" (Council of the EU 14.4.2014, p. 2),21 and three months later, European Council
conclusions recognised "illegal activities by armed militants in Eastern Ukraine" (European
Council 16.7.2014, p. 5; see also Council of the EU 5.5.2014; European Council 6 March 2014
and 26/27.6.2014; FAC 5.5.2014 for similar framings). Similarly, the Eastern Partnership summit

declaration in 2015 still vaguely referred to “the acts against Ukraine" (Council of the EU
22.5.2015).

The ambiguity was accompanied by the belief that the EU and Ukraine should avoid provoca¬
tion and keep tensions low. While Council conclusions in March 2014 commended “the meas¬

ured response demonstrated so far by Ukraine" (Council of the EU 5 March 2014, p. 2; similarly
European Council Conclusions 20.5.2014), a statement by the Council in April declared that
"the EU calls on all parties to keep utmost restraint and commends the Ukrainian authorities
for pursuing their [...] operations in a measured manner and encourages the government in

Kyiv to contribute further to reducing tensions" (Council of the EU 14.4.2014, p. 1). In May, the
Council called upon all sides to exercise "restraint", urging "an end to violence and provoca¬
tions", encouraging "the Ukrainian authorities to maintain their measured approach in pursuing
law and order operations", and calling on "all sides to the conflict to contribute further to

reducing tensions" (Council of the EU 12.5.2014, p. 2). The same conclusions also urged
Ukraine "to immediately develop a national disarmament programme together with OSCE
specialists targeting all illegally armed groups throughout the country and to end all illegal
occupation of public buildings and squares" (Council of the EU 12.5.2014, p. 2). A Council
statement on 27 May 2014 likewise encouraged Ukraine to engage the population of all re¬

gions in dialogue (see also Council of the EU 12 May 2014).

21 In contrast, the same documents clearly point to Russia being behind the illegal annexation of Cri¬
mea (e.g. FAC 5.5.2014).

21



•^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Security policies established in the documents matched these framings. The Council conclu¬
sions in April 2014 declared the EU's readiness “to assist the Ukrainian government in building
trust across the country" (Council of the EU 14.4.2014, p. 4) and “to assist Ukraine in the field
of civilian security sector reform, support of police and rule of law" (p. 5; see also Council of
the EU 12.5.2014). European Council conclusions in July 2014 mentioned the readiness of the
EU and its member states to contribute to a monitoring mission that the OSCE was preparing
(European Council 16.7.2014; see also European Council 20.5.2014). Even the Council conclu¬
sions in March 2014, which recognised acts of aggression by Russia in Crimea and the threat¬
ening position of Russian armed forces near the Ukrainian border, envisioned that the EU would
focus on dialogue first and foremost (Council of the EU 5.5.2014, p. 1; see also European
Council 20.5.2014).

The EU-Ukraine Summit statement in October 2021 marked a shift in the narrative, openly
mentioning the "Russian backing" for the "armed formations" in Eastern Ukraine (p. 11) and the
“presence of Russian military equipment and personnel in the non-government-controlled ar¬

eas of Ukraine" (Council of the EU 12.10.2021, p. 11). Full clarity on Russia's military aggression
against Ukraine, however, emerged in EU documents only after Russia's full-scale invasion be¬
gan in 2022 (Council of the EU 28.2.2022). At the same time, the earlier focus on de-esca¬
lation was lifted: the documents framed the historic decision to provide lethal equipment to
Ukraine as a response to Russia's aggression - as one of the “severe consequences on Russia
for its actions' (ibid., p. 1). Moreover, the documents for the first time referred to Ukraine's right
to self-defence: “As Ukraine exercises its inherent right to self-defence, the European Council
calls for the delivery of military support to Ukraine to be stepped up" (European Council
27.6.2024, p. 1). A press release on the establishment of the EUMAM mandated it to “continue
supporting Ukraine against the ongoing Russian war of aggression" (Council of the EU
15.11.2022, p. 1). The European Council in 2024, in turn, backed the "unwavering commitment"
to Ukraine's defence with the assertion that "Russia must not prevail' (European Council
17.10.2024, p. 1).

A similar trend of increasing clarity and a firmer stance against Russia can be observed in the
cases of Moldova and Georgia, albeit not as distinctly. Continuing the earlier ambiguity over

Russia's role, the European Council in 2025 referred merely to "destabilising activities by ex¬

ternal actors" in Moldova (European Council 25.5.2025). The European Council in 2024, by
contrast, recognised "Russia's persistent foreign information manipulation and interference" in

Moldova (European Council 17.10.2024, p. 10). Support for Moldova's defence was not framed
against Russia: the second EPF decision in support of Moldovan air-defence capabilities, for
instance, was communicated by Kaja Kallas, High Representative of the Union for Foreign Af¬
fairs and Security Policy, as a measure to modernize Moldova's army and enhance its defence
capabilities while fully respecting Moldova's neutrality (Council of the EU press release,
24.4.2025). In the case of Georgia, Council conclusions in 2024 exemplify the more assertive
language, stating that the EU “will also continue to support Georgia in strengthening its resil¬
ience and addressing the challenges it faces as a consequence of Russia's actions to under¬
mine Georgia's territorial integrity as well as Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine"
(Council of the EU 21/22.5.2024, p. 5).

There is thus evidence for the first part of the first hypothesis - that a geopolitical logic shapes
the EU's security role, including capacity building, in the neighbourhoods. At the same time,
the analysis above provides evidence against the second part: the geopolitical logic did not

22



•^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

emerge in the EU narrative after 2022; rather, it changed entirely. Whereas the geopolitical
logic had previously been used to justify refraining from security cooperation with Ukraine, it

has since become the rationale for robust capacity building. The next sub-section turns to the
question of how the EU's use of the modernization logic evolved during the same time period.

More for More: Lack of Reform justifies less Security Support - Until 2022 (H2)

This analysis identifies two key trends in how the modernization logic features in EU documents
justifying security policies in the Eastern neighbourhood. Firstly, there is a shift from an almost
exclusive emphasis on the necessity of reform to emphasising reform much less. Secondly, the
lack of reform - previously used to justify avoiding security cooperation and capacity building
- is increasingly replaced by the argument that capacity building itself can support reform.

The first trend - a shift from a dominant and imperative modernization logic towards less em¬

phasis - is most visible when comparing how EU documents responded to Russian aggression
in Ukraine in 2014 and 2022, two occasions when the security situation in Ukraine changed
dramatically. The Council conclusions on Ukraine of 5 March 2014, which first recognised the
acts of aggression by Russia in Crimea and the threatening position of its armed forces (Coun¬
cil of the EU 5.5.2014, p. 1), immediately shifted to emphasising the necessity of reforms in

Ukraine (p. 2). Likewise, the Council of the EU statement of 27 May 2014, which condemned
Russia's illegal annexation of Crimea, went on to declare support for reforms in response (see
also Council of the EU 12 May 2014).

The dominance of the reform requirement is not limited to Ukraine, but also characterises the
EaP documents in general in the early 2010s. A joint declaration of the 2015 EaP Summit, for
instance, recognises "partners faced with new challenges for their stability and proposes ad¬
dressing these challenges through state-building, such as security sector reform (Council of
the EU 21/22.5.2015, p. 7). The Council conclusions of the following year note the neighbours'
interest in deeper cooperation in the field of security, proposing security sector reform as the
first solution (Council of the EU 14.11.2016, p. 5). The joint declaration of the 2017 EaP Summit
clarifies the expected logic: societal resilience can be improved through reforms, and devel¬
oping accountable and democratic institutions contributes to "fostering human security"
(Council of the EU 24.11.2017, p. 6). In 2021, the "Post-2020 Eastern Partnership priorities"
were titled "Recovery, resilience and reform", underlining the continued emphasis on the mod¬
ernization logic (see e.g. Council of the EU 15.12.2021).

Council conclusions on Ukraine after the full-scale invasion in 2022, by contrast, tend not to

mention reform. In particular, reform is no longer linked to security and defence - except in the
Council conclusions adopted just before the full-scale war, which noted that "the EU is defin¬
ing modalities of support to Ukraine also in the area of professional military education" and
that "the Council underlines the importance of Ukraine's reform agenda [...] as a vehicle for
enhancing Ukraine's external and internal resilience" (Council of the EU 24.1.2022, p. 5). From
2025 to 2025, reforms are mentioned occasionally but without an imperative tone (mostly
commending the efforts), generally in connection with the accession process rather than with
security and defence, and notably not as a prerequisite for the security and defence-related
capacity building that is now proceeding at full speed. The EU's earlier support for civilian
security sector reform in Ukraine is now acknowledged as part of the accession process
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(European Council Conclusions 21/22.5.2024, p. 4) - the main change being, however, that
it no longer dominates the security policy on Ukraine.

Moldova's reform efforts are likewise referred to positively after the start of the full-scale war.
For instance, the joint declaration of the EU-Moldova Summit welcomes "the reform progress
made by Moldova despite the significant challenges caused by external factors" (4.7.2025, p.
1). Reforms and security and defence are typically discussed separately: reforms are framed
as a means of moving forward in the accession process, whereas security cooperation now
appears in a separate paragraph. In the case of Georgia, by contrast, the earlier imperative
tone continues (see e.g. European Council 17.10.2024; European Council 22.5.2024).

The second trend begins with the belief that a lack of reform should lead to less security co¬

operation, whereas reform can be rewarded with more support. EU documents throughout the
2010s highlight this incentive-based approach, articulated as the "more for more" principle in

the Eastern Partnership summit declarations. “The pace of reforms will determine the intensity
of cooperation and partners most engaged in reforms will benefit most from their relationship
with the EU", as Council conclusions on the Eastern Partnership summarise (Council of the EU
18.2.2015, p. 1). Responsibility for reforms lies primarily with the partners. However, the expec¬
tation that reforms would be rewarded with cooperation in the field of security enters the
picture only later: in the early 2010s, political association and economic integration dominate
(see e.g. Council of the EU 14.4.2014 on Moldova and Georgia). The joint declaration of the
EaP summit in 2021, for instance, proposes that reforms resulting in more efficient and ac¬

countable administration would be linked to more cooperation in the field of security and
defence, including capacity building through the EPF (Council of the EU 15.12.2021, p. 8).

In 2022, the idea that modernization must precede security cooperation and capacity building
seems to have been abandoned. This is particularly evident in the case of Ukraine and, to some

extent, Moldova, both of which received historic EPF support despite the lack of reforms pre¬
viously highlighted. A new logic emerges: security cooperation and capacity building come to
be framed as contributing to modernization. Although this new function for capacity building
is not dominant, it is visible, for instance, in EU-Moldova security cooperation. The EU-Moldova
Summit declaration in 2025 refers to "EU support to Moldova in the modernisation of its de¬
fence capabilities" (Council of the EU 4.7.2025, p. 5), and a press release on a 20-million-
euro assistance measure for Moldova's armed forces states that “The equipment we are de¬
livering - such as vehicles, protective gear and mobile ambulances - [...] aim at modernising
Moldova's army"(Council of the EU 24.4.2025, p. 1).

Overall, the analysis provides evidence for the second hypothesis: modernization logic did in¬

deed dominate the EU's security role and capacity building in the Eastern neighbourhood be¬
fore 2022, and faded after the start of the full-scale war. Moreover, the earlier assumption
that modernization must precede capacity building was replaced by the belief that the EU's
robust capacity-building efforts can contribute to modernization. The next sub-section exam¬

ines the extent to which demands within the neighbourhood shaped these same security poli¬
cies.
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Capacity Building can be justified by Demand, but not all Demand leads to Capacity
Building (H5)

The connection between demand or requests in the neighbourhood and the EU's security role
appears vague or ambiguous in the EU documents examined. We have three key observations
in this respect. Firstly, if capacity building requires justification, needs or demand are referred
to. Secondly, however, not all needs or expressions of demand lead to security cooperation or

capacity building. Thirdly, not all security cooperation or capacity building is justified by ref¬
erence to needs or demand.

The two latter observations are particularly visible in EU documents prior to 2022. As already
noted, EaP partners voiced increasing interest in, and demand for, cooperation in the security
field during the 2010s, yet this demand was addressed only to a very limited extent by the EU.
Policy documents before 2022 sometimes acknowledge the neighbourhoods' demand for
more security cooperation, but this demand is not used to justify increased support and is

certainly not highlighted. The Joint Declaration of the EaP Summit in 2015 mentions"the need
for stronger EU engagement" in response to the conflicts in the region (Council of the EU
21/22.5.2015, p. 5), but does not establish or foresee any substantial policy measures in this
regard. The EaP summit declarations repeat the phrase "interested partners", highlighting the
voluntary nature of any cooperation or partnership (see e.g. Council of the EU 15.12.2021), but
do not specify partners' interest in the field of security cooperation. Conclusions and state¬

ments by the European Council and the Council of the EU in the first months of Russian ag¬
gression in Eastern Ukraine in 2014 do not even mention Ukrainian demand for security support
from the EU.

At the same time, the (limited) security activities that the EU launched in the Eastern neigh¬
bourhood in the 2010s were not usually justified by referring to demand. Why the specific se¬

curity policy measures implemented by the EU would be useful in each context is not explained.
In particular, whether EUMM, EUAM or EUBAM were based on needs identified by the Geor¬
gian, Ukrainian or Moldovan governments, or by other local stakeholders, is not mentioned in

the key communications.

As the full-scale war began, the need and demand for support became a central justification
for the EU's increased capacity building in the Eastern neighbourhood. "Following the request
by the Foreign Affairs Minister of Ukraine, we are immediately responding by mobilising the
European Peace Facility [...] to finance the supply of lethal and non-lethal materiel to the
Ukrainian army", the press release of the historic February 2022 Council of the EU meeting
(28.2.2022) declared. "Ukraine needs more arms; we will provide them", HRVP Josep Borrell
was cited as saying in the Council of the EU press release (22.7.2022), establishing another
EPF decision that increased military-support funding for Ukraine to 2.5 billion euros. "The Eu¬
ropean Union and Member States are increasing their efforts to help meet Ukraine's pressing
military and defence needs", European council conclusions stated in March 2025 (25.5.2025,
p. 5).

With the new focus on demand and needs, member states were also encouraged to respond
accordingly. The European Council, for instance, underlined "the importance of Member
States' continued efforts to help meet Ukraine's pressing military and defence needs" (Euro¬
pean Council 2025). Additional costs and innovative solutions were justified particularly by
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the urgency of these needs: "The Ukrainian Armed Forces need substantial amounts oh ammu¬

nition [...]. They need it Tast", Borrell was cited as saying in a Council of the EU press release
(5.5.2025), which justified spending an additional 1 billion euros on ammunition. Specific
needs and demands from Ukraine were frequently mentioned, including the need for air-de¬
fence systems or ammunition (European Council 17.10.2024, p. 2). The focus on needs and
demand was encapsulated in the repeated pledge to support "Ukraine and its people Tor as

long as it takes and as intensely as needed"(ibid., p. 1).

The focus on demand and needs appears to be partly specific to Ukraine and to the robust
capacity building conducted through the European Peace Facility. Although not emphasised
to the same extent, some of this new attention to needs is echoed in documents justifying
support for Georgia and Moldova. For instance, European Council conclusions in 2025 stated
that "the European Union will continue to support the Republic oT Moldova and Georgia in

addressing the challenges they Tace as a consequence oT Russia's war oT aggression against
Ukraine" (European Council 14/15.12.2025, p. 4). As early as 2021, the EPF assistance measure

adopted in support of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine mentioned requests for such support:
"measures are in response to requests sent to the High Representative [...] by the countries

involved" [Council of the EU, 2.12.2021). Similarly, an EPF assistance measure in support of the
Moldovan armed forces in 2024 refers to a Moldovan request for such assistance (Council of
the EU 4.4.2024). Wider societal support for the EU's security role or capacity building is not
reflected in the documents either before or after 2022.

There is therefore some evidence to support the second part of the third hypothesis - that
demand drives the EU's security role and capacity building more post-2022. However, the
analysis does not support the first part of the hypothesis, namely that demand in the neigh¬
bourhood generally drives the EU's security role and capacity building. Importantly, not all de¬
mand was acted upon, nor were all security policies justified with reference to demand. In
conclusion, demand seems to serve as a justification only when needed.

From Exclusion to the Security-Integration Nexus (H4)

Finally, the analysed documents reveal a shifting dynamic between the EU's enlargement and
security policies. A trend can be observed in which the earlier exclusion of Eastern Partnership
countries from both the enlargement process and EU security and defence cooperation has
given way to a narrative that presents security and integration as interconnected, with se¬

lected candidates included in both. At least on paper, higher ambitions for integration appear
to be linked to an increased emphasis on capacity building.

Before 2022, EU documents such as EaP summit declarations and Council conclusions set
clear limits on cooperation with Eastern neighbours: they focused on political association and
economic integration, excluding military or security cooperation (e.g. Council of the EU
18.2.2015). Reflecting this division, security problems in the neighbourhood were addressed
separately from the deepening cooperation in other policy sectors; for instance, the armed
conflict in Donbas concretely appeared in distinct paragraphs from those on the deepening
economic and political cooperation with Ukraine.

The idea that EU integration and the security of EaP countries are connected emerged grad¬
ually in the documents. The joint statement following an EU-Ukraine Summit in October 2021,
for example, addressed Ukraine's sovereignty and territorial integrity in the same paragraph
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as the Association Agreement and the DCFTA. In December 2021, a decision on the use of the
EPF to build the capacities of the armed forces of Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine was linked
to the objective of "enhancing] the capacity and interoperability of local armed forces to

contribute to Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) military missions and operations"
(Council of the EU 2.12.2021, p. 1).

In and after 2022, the connection between security and EU integration clearly emerged - and
became increasingly emphasised - in the EU documents. In 2025, the European Council
framed EU enlargement as "a geo-strategic investment in peace, security, stability and pros¬
perity" (European Council 15.12.2023, p. 4). The new status of the Eastern neighbours in the
enlargement process was presented as linked to deeper security cooperation. For instance,

the European Council conclusions in 2025 stated that "the European Union will continue to

provide all relevant support to the Republic of Moldova, including to strengthen the country's
resilience, security, stability, economy and energy supply in the face of destabilising activities

by external actors, as well as support on its accession path to the European Union" (European
Council 25.5.2025, p. 5). Similarly, the May 2025 decision on an EPF assistance measure in

support of both Moldova and Georgia was justified by accelerating "compliance with EU
standards and interoperability and by supporting their participation in CSDP missions and
operations (Council of the EU 4.5.2025, p. 1).

The new integration-security nexus appears to encompass both old and new opportunities for
security cooperation and capacity building. Some ongoing activities are reframed with the
new objective of EU accession: for instance, EUAM Ukraine now frames capacity building in

the field of integrated border management as a crucial contribution to the country's EU inte¬

gration (EUAM Ukraine n.d.). Moldova's opportunity to benefit from EU defence-financing
mechanisms, in turn, exemplifies new forms of security cooperation justified by the accession

perspective. The EU-Moldova Summit declaration refers to an “opportunity offered to candi¬
date countries, including Moldova, to benefit from the new Security Action for Europe (SAFE)
instrument by means of common procurement and potentially also industry participation"
(Council of the EU 4.7.2025, p. 6).

As noted in the previous section, Ukraine's integration into European defence-capability de¬
velopment initiatives is far-reaching. However, the documents do not clarify whether this in¬

clusion is justified primarily by the wartime context or by the accession perspective. Notably,
Ukraine is viewed as an important participant in EU defence cooperation, contributing to joint
efforts to develop capacities. As one example, the Defence Readiness Roadmap 2050 states
that “European anti-drone capabilities should build on the lessons learned from Ukraine" (Eu¬
ropean Commission 16.10.2025, p. 6).

The data thus provides some support for the fourth hypothesis in the Eastern neighbourhood.
Before 2022, the limited ambitions and objectives of EU enlargement went hand in hand with
the EU's limited security role and capacity building. After 2022, higher ambitions in EU en¬

largement were accompanied by more robust capacity building, and the two became increas¬

ingly connected in the EU's narratives. However, the documents do not clarify whether there is

a direct (or a causal) link between the invigorated enlargement policy and the evolved security
policy, or whether both policies were responding to a third factor, such as the shift in geopo¬
litical context and its framing. The report now moves on to analyse these logics in the context
of the Western Balkans.
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4 The Western Balkans: Capacity Building as a Symbol of a Renewed
Enlargement Drive?

This part of the report analyses the way in which the EU's security policy role has evolved in

the Western Balkans region both before and after the watershed moment of Russia's full-scale
invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. It examines how, and to what extent, both the EU's
concrete capacity-building activities in the region and the Union's narratives surrounding those
activities have changed between the late 2000s and the present. Section 4.1 traces the tra¬

jectory of the EU's capacity-building practices, and Section 4.2 analyses the development of
the Union's narratives. Before turning to the analysis, a short introduction to the EU's engage¬
ment in the Western Balkans - and the broader context in which it takes place - is provided.

The Western Balkans have been on the EU's agenda since the 1990s, as the breakup of Yugo¬
slavia and the resulting conflicts presented a demanding test for the Union's nascent CFSP
(Gross 2007). While the EU struggled to respond to the violence, the 1990s saw significant
security engagement in the region by other international actors, including the United Nations,
NATO, the United States as well as individual EU member states. The United Nations deployed
several peacekeeping operations to the region, while the NATO-led Implementation Force
(IFOR) and the similarly NATO-led Stabilisation Force (SFOR), for their part, played major roles
in post-war Bosnia and Herzegovina. During the Kosovo War, NATO intervened by launching an

air campaign against Serbian forces, and after the war, it assumed command of the Kosovo
Force (KFOR), which remains in place to this day.

The instability in the Balkans - and the EU's difficulties in responding to it - were arguably an

important catalyst for establishing the EU's own security and defence policy (Gross 2007).
Accordingly, the Western Balkans became one of the main focal points of the EU's missions

and operations once the newly established CSDP was put into use in the 2000s. In this context,

responsibility for some of the international missions and operations in the region was trans¬
ferred from NATO to the EU.

While the presence of some EU missions and operations in the Western Balkans region has
continued, enlargement policy has also been a central - or rather the central - framework for
the EU's engagement in and with the region since the early 2000s. The 2005 Thessaloniki
Summit between the heads of state and government of the EU member states, the acceding
and candidate states, the President of the European Commission and representatives of the
Western Balkan states marked a major milestone. At the summit, the EU expressed its “une¬
quivocal support to the European perspective of the Western Balkan countries', stating that
“[t]he future of the Balkans is within the European Union" (European Commission 2005, n.p.).
At the time, Croatia's application for EU membership was already under review by the Euro¬
pean Commission.

However, in practice, progress in the EU enlargement process has been slow. Among the West¬
ern Balkan states, the promise of full EU membership has so far been fulfilled only for Croatia,
which joined the EU in 2015. Shortly after Croatia's accession, in 2014, the candidate for Pres¬
ident of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, declared that the EU would not en¬

large during the 2014-2019 political cycle in order to "consolidate" what had been achieved
(Juncker 2014). His statement reflected broader sentiments within the EU, which was grappling
with several significant internal and external challenges, giving rise to a sense of "enlargement
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fatigue" (Kmezi 2015). Understandably, this situation was a major disappointment for the
Western Balkan states and a source of growing frustration with the EU. It has since been seen

as one factor behind the stalling or even reversal of political and democratic reforms in the
region, with the Western Balkan states experiencing a form of enlargement fatigue of their
own (e.g. Borja Lasheras & Tcherneva 2015; Kmezi 2015).

Apart from seeking membership in the EU, most of the Western Balkan states have also pursued
membership in NATO. Albania and Croatia joined NATO as early as 2009, Montenegro in 2017,
and North Macedonia in 2020. Bosnia and Herzegovina was invited to join NATO's Membership
Action Plan (MAP) in 2010. MAP provides advice, assistance and support to countries that wish
to join NATO, but it does not guarantee membership. Despite presenting its first Reform Pro¬
gramme under MAP in 2019, Bosnia and Herzegovina's NATO path has been hampered in par¬
ticular by the rejection of the country's NATO ambitions by one of its constituent entities, Re¬
publika Srpska (European Western Balkans 2017). Kosovo has repeatedly expressed its willing¬
ness to join NATO, but the dispute over its sovereignty - including its non-recognition by four
NATO member states - remains a major obstacle (Zweers & Kelecevic 2025, p. 9). Finally,
Serbia - in contrast to most of its Western Balkan neighbours - has declared neutrality. Under
its current government, Serbia has pursued a multi-vector foreign policy, pragmatically bal¬
ancing between different external actors (ibid., p. 7). Significantly, Serbia maintains close re¬
lations, also in the military sphere, with both Russia and China, and the nature of its neutrality
has been questioned (Morina 2022).

Both the EU and NATO have viewed the presence of other external actors in the Western Balkan
states with suspicion. Particularly since the mid-2010s, the Western Balkan region has been
increasingly described as a "geopolitical chessboard" on which different powers compete for
influence (Bieber & Tzifakis 2019). A growing sense of being faced with geopolitical rivalry duly
started to inform the EU's policy towards the Western Balkans in the latter half of the 2010s,
forming a central rationale for the Union to reengage with the region (see Petrovic & Tzifakis
2021). This "geopolitical turn" (ibid.) was embodied by the European Commission's revamped
Western Balkan strategy, published in 2018 (European Commission 6.2.2018). However, the EU's
actions were hampered by the lack of political consensus among the member states, impeding
the Union to start accession negotiations with Albania and North Macedonia (Petrovic &
Tzifakis 2021).

Russia, in particular, has been identified as an external actor with considerable disruptive po¬
tential in the Western Balkan region, stoking both inter-state and inter-ethnic tensions and
seeking to undermine the integration efforts of the EU and NATO (Stanicek & Caprile 2025).
Russia's influence in the Western Balkans is primarily based on close bilateral relationships with
some countries and/or governments, the role of the Orthodox Church, and the existence of
pro-Russian political forces and figures in several Western Balkan states (Zweers et al. 2025;
Todorovi 2025a). Russia's political and societal influence is at its strongest in Serbia, Bosnia
and Herzegovina and Montenegro, whereas it is very low in North Macedonia, Kosovo and
Albania (Todorovi 2025a, pp. 50-51). Moreover, while Russia's economic clout in the Western
Balkans is limited compared to that of the EU and has declined between 2015 and 2025 (Todo¬
rovi 2025a), Russia does have some notable business and energy ties in the region (Zweers
et al. 2025). In addition to Russia, China and Turkey have also made inroads into the Western
Balkans, the former having established particularly close relations with Serbia (Bonomi 2025)
and the latter exerting the most notable influence in Albania, Kosovo, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
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as well as North Macedonia (Todorov! 2025b). However, China acts more as a "strategic op¬
portunist" rather than a direct challenger of the EU and NATO (Bonomi 2025), whereas Turkey
- itself a NATO member - can even be supportive of some Euro-Atlantic priorities in the neigh¬
bourhood (Todorovi 2025b). Other notable external actors in the Western Balkans include
many of the countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council, such as the United Arab Emirates,
Saudi Arabia, Qatar and Kuwait (Rrustemi et al. 2019).

Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine has affected the Western Balkan region in multiple ways.
It has injected a new sense of energy and purpose into the EU's enlargement policy. While the
recent enlargement debates have revolved primarily around the EU's eastern neighbours and,
above all, Ukraine and Moldova, the Western Balkans have profited, and could continue to

profit, from the renewed enlargement drive (Kacarska et al. 2025). Bosnia and Herzegovina
was officially granted candidate status by the European Council in December 2022, and ac¬

cession negotiations were finally opened with Albania and North Macedonia. Kosovo formally
applied for EU membership in December 2022. The majority of the citizens in the Western
Balkan region support EU integration, although the level of support has decreased somewhat
in recent years (Burguete et al. 2025, p. 11). The support for EU integration is highest in Albania
and lowest in Serbia (WeBalkans 2025). While in favour of their respective countries' EU ac¬

cession, many citizens in the Western Balkans remain sceptical about the feasibility of this
goal. Only in Kosovo and Albania a clear majority of the population believes that EU member¬
ship is possible by 2035 (Burguete et al. 2025, p. 11).

As a consequence of Russia's war of aggression, there is now an even stronger willingness than
before to push back Russian influence in the region, be it economic, political or hybrid. Both
the EU and NATO have incentives to increase their security and defence cooperation with the
region, with several Western Balkan states having the potential to contribute to European de¬
fence readiness in different ways (e.g. Kristinovska & Marrone 2025; Bechev & Gjoni 2025).
However, the region has also recently seen the emergence of some minilateral security and
defence partnerships that are not linked to the EU or NATO and that may, at least in some

cases, revive the lingering inter-state and inter-ethnic tensions (Bargues & Lupi 2025). It is

against the backdrop of these different dynamics that the following analysis of the EU's ca¬

pacity-building practice and narratives is conducted.

Tracing the Capacity-Building Practice

This section illustrates how the EU's security engagement in and with the Western Balkans has
developed over time. It argues that the EU's security activities can be understood as consisting
of three different strands that have followed one another but also overlapped. In the 2000s,
the EU's main security instruments for dealing with the Western Balkan region were CSDP mis¬

sions and operations, which aimed at maintaining peace and stability in the region and at

building the capacities of local security authorities, especially the police forces. In the 2010s,
the EU's attention turned increasingly to issues at the interface between internal and external
security, such as terrorism, irregular migration, cyber security and - especially after 2014 -

hybrid influencing by external actors. Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 did not
diminish the relevance of this established security agenda. However, it meant that the EU's
security activities in and with the Western Balkan states have increasingly extended to defence
issues that were previously largely absent from the cooperation between the Union and the
Western Balkans. In practice, the EU's defence agenda in the region has mainly involved the
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increasing use of EPF assistance measures to support the armed forces of the region's states,
as well as efforts to include them in the Union's existing defence initiatives.

The 2000s: The Era of CSDP Missions and Operations

As the EU established its presence in the Western Balkans in the aftermath of the Yugoslav
wars, its engagement had a very clear and explicit security dimension from the outset. Notably,
the Western Balkan region became one of the focal points of the EU's newly created CSDP in

the early 2000s (Gross 2007). Accordingly, the EU's first-ever CSDP mission, the European
Union Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUPM), was established in the region in Jan¬
uary 2005. The EUPM's primary task was to support the police reform process in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, with the aim of creating a professional and multiethnic police service in the
country (Merlingen 2009). The mission also sought to build the capacities of the authorities in

Bosnia and Herzegovina to fight organized crime according to international and European
standards, an aspect of the mandate that gained importance over time (ibid.). By placing
emphasis on both the reform of local structures and tangible security concerns, the EUPM
reflected the closely intertwined nature of the geopolitical and modernization logics in the
EU's (civilian) capacity building in the Western Balkans. The EUPM was dissolved in 2012.

The Western Balkans was also the scene of the EU's first-ever military CSDP operation, the EU
military operation in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (EUFOR Concordia), which
was deployed to North Macedonia (then known as the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedo¬
nia, FYROM) in March 2005. EUFOR Concordia's mandate was to contribute to a stable secu¬

rity environment for implementing the Ohrid Framework Agreement, the peace deal that ended
the armed conflict between North Macedonia's government and representatives of the Alba¬
nian minority (Gross 2009). Concordia symbolised the increasing role of the EU and the CSDP
in the Western Balkans, taking over from a NATO operation (Allied Harmony). Concordia was
established in the framework of the newly agreed Berlin Plus agreement, which was designed
to facilitate operational cooperation between the EU and NATO, allowing the EU to draw on

NATO assets in planning and executing its operations (ibid.). Concordia ran only until Decem¬
ber 2005. However, the EU continued its presence in FYROM/North Macedonia through two
civilian CSDP missions, the EU Police Mission (EUPOL Proxima) and the European Union Police
Advisory Team (EUPAT), both of which monitored, mentored and advised local authorities in

policing and judicial matters (loannides 2009). EUPOL Proxima worked until December 2005,
followed by EUPAT until June 2006.

While none of the aforementioned CSDP missions and operations remains active, the presence
of the CSDP in the Western Balkans has continued to the present in the form of one military
operation and one civilian mission. The European Union military operation in Bosnia and Her¬
zegovina (EUFOR ALTHEA) was established in July 2004 to ensure compliance with the 1995
Dayton Agreement, signed at the end of the Bosnian War, and to contribute to a safe and
secure environment in the country (EUFOR ALTHEA 2024). Similarly to EUFOR Concordia,
EUFOR ALTHEA followed earlier NATO operations in Bosnia and Herzegovina, replacing the
initially 50,000-strong Stabilisation Force (SFOR) that had been significantly downsized by the
time of the handover (Keohane 2009). At first, the EU deployed around 7,000 troops to match
the size of the preceding NATO operation (EUFOR ALTHEA 2024). Over time, there have been
many debates about the relevance and role of EUFOR ALTHEA, but the operation has not been
discontinued. However, it has been restructured several times (Palm 2017). In 2007, the troop
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level was decreased to 2,500 after the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina was deemed sta¬
ble enough to allow for such a step (EUFOR ALTHEA 2024). In 2010, the mandate of EUFOR
ALTHEA was extended to include non-executive capacity building and training support for the
Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The emphasis on capacity building and training was
strengthened further in 2012 when another force restructuring reduced the number of troops
to 600 (Palm 2017, pp. 78-81). The capacity building and training programme was concluded
in 2018. At present, EUFOR ALTHEA supports the Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina
"collective and combined training", thereby helping them to move towards NATO standards
(EUFOR ALTHEA 2024). While EUFOR ALTHEA is currently small in size, it can be strengthened
by bringing in designated reserve forces (ibid.).

The EU's remaining civilian CSDP mission in the Western Balkans is the EU rule-of-law mission

in Kosovo (EULEX Kosovo). It has a broad mandate to support local judicial authorities and law
enforcement agencies. It also seeks to ensure that cases of war crimes, terrorism, serious and
organised crime, corruption, fraud and financial crimes are properly investigated (Grevi 2009).
It was, and remains, the most ambitious and sizeable civilian mission launched by the EU (ibid.).
Moreover, it is the only civilian CSDP mission to have certain executive functions, acting as

Kosovo's second security responder after the Kosovo Police and ahead of NATO's KFOR oper¬
ation (EEAS 2020). The authorised strength of EULEX Kosovo is 505 staff members, but in

practice the number of local and international staff is around 450 (ibid.). The budget of the
mission for 2025 to 2027 is approximately 170.9 million euros, including 64.5 million euros to

cover mandate implementation in Kosovo (Official Journal of the EU 2025/1181).

Initially, NATO was much more visible in the Western Balkans compared to the EU. While NATO
transferred responsibility for its operations in North Macedonia and Bosnia and Herzegovina
to the EU, the alliance has maintained its military presence in Kosovo, where KFOR continues

to play a central role. Besides KFOR, the ambition of most Western Balkan states - with the
exception of Serbia - to achieve full NATO membership has ensured that the alliance has re¬
tained an important place in the region's security dynamics. Albania and Croatia became
NATO members as early as 2009, followed later by Montenegro (2017) and North Macedonia
(2020). Both Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo aspire to NATO membership, but their path
towards accession is riddled with internal and external obstacles, meaning that neither has
progressed very far (Zweers & Kelecevic 2025).

As part of the enlargement process, the EU has encouraged the Western Balkan states to align
their foreign and security policies with the Union's CFSP and to actively contribute to the CSDP
alongside the member states. In 2015, Serbia signed an administrative arrangement with the
European Defence Agency (EDA 2015). All the Western Balkan states, except Kosovo, have also
concluded Framework Participant Agreements (FPAs) with the EU, which allow them to con¬

tribute to CSDP missions and operations. Notably, all the Western Balkan states with an FPA
have also participated in CSDP missions and operations (Tardy 2014; 2018). In the case of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the country has therefore both hosted a CSDP operation on its soil
and contributed to CSDP missions and operations elsewhere (Tardy 2018).

The 2010s: A Security Agenda at the Interface of Internal and External Security

Although enlargement policy arguably became the EU's main framework for managing its re¬

lationship with the Western Balkans over the course of the 2000s, security issues have
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continued to play an important part in the EU's engagement in and with the region. The West¬
ern Balkans have been a region that the EU has considered central to its (external) counter¬

terrorism activities (Tammikko & Iso-Markku 2020) and its efforts to fight organised criminality
- issues that were also included in the mandates of some CSDP missions and operations in the
region. Terrorism and the phenomenon of foreign fighters gained increased attention in the
context of the civil war in Syria, with ISIS attracting a considerable number of recruits from the
Western Balkan region in the early 2010s (Petrovi 2016). In 2018, a Joint Action Plan on Coun¬
ter-Terrorism for the Western Balkans was drawn up by the EU together with the Western Balkan
states. It outlined three broad objectives: 1.) creating a robust institutional and legal framework
for countering terrorism and preventing/countering violent extremism, 2.) increasing the ef¬
fectiveness of the prevention and countering of violent extremism, and 5.) enhancing infor¬
mation exchange and operational cooperation (Council of the EU 17.5.2018). In practice, the
action plan envisaged various types of EU support for the Western Balkans, mostly in the form
of expertise, knowhow, training and operational cooperation.

With the 2015 refugee and migration crisis, irregular migration became a central element of
the EU's agenda towards the Western Balkans and led to considerable EU activity in, and with,
the Western Balkan authorities to manage entries (Wunsch & Dimitrov 2016; Borja Lasheras et
al. 2016). Working Arrangements between Frontex on the one hand and Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina,Montenegro, North Macedonia and Serbia on the other had been signed as early
as in 2009, but after 2015 the cooperation deepened (Frontex 2021, p. 4). In 2016, the EU-
funded project Regional Support to Protection-Sensitive Migration Management in the West¬
ern Balkans and Turkey was launched, and in 2017, the first Frontex Liaison Officer was de¬
ployed to the Western Balkans (ibid.). Kosovo signed a Working Arrangement with Frontex in

2016. In 2018, Albania became the first Western Balkan state to sign a Status Agreement with
the EU, allowing Frontex to implement joint operations with executive powers at land and sea

borders (ibid., p. 5). Agreements with Montenegro, North Macedonia and Serbia later fol¬
lowed. In 2025, Bosnia became the fifth Western Balkan state to sign a Status Agreement with
the Union, paving the way for the launch of a "fully-fledged" Frontex operation in the country
(Frontex 51.10.2025).

In addition to the issues of organised criminality, terrorism and irregular migration, Russia's
2014 annexation of Crimea and the start of the war in Eastern Ukraine increased concern

about the use of diverse hybrid influencing tactics, including in the Western Balkan countries.

Since then, both the EU and NATO have paid growing attention to Russia's role in the region,
which involves disinformation operations and the use of political proxies, among other activi¬

ties (e.g. Bieber & Tzifakis 2019). Consequently, the EU and NATO have sought to develop their
own instruments to counter disinformation in the region and have also aimed to develop local
capacities to deal with such activities. In this context, resilience emerged as a key concept for
the EU to promote in the Western Balkans (Lange et al. 2017; see also Bargues & Morillas 2021).

After 2022: Increasing Focus on Defence

Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 did not present a major break in the
EU's activities in the Western Balkans. If anything, it highlighted the importance of many previ¬
ous endeavours. Attempts to counter Russian disinformation and other hybrid activities have
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only gained in importance in the context of Russia's war on Ukraine, as Russia is actively trying
to promote its narratives of the war and undermine the EU's and NATO's efforts to build or

maintain a broad political front against it (Zweers et al. 2023).

Indeed, the EU has continued to work with the Western Balkan states in areas such as strategic
communication, media literacy and cyber security (Council of the EU 13.12.2023, p. 12). This
has included measures such as the Cybersecurity Rapid Response project. Worth 2.6 million,
it has focused on increasing the cyber resilience and cyber preparedness of the Western Bal¬
kan partners (ibid.). Similarly, the regional programme on Western Balkans cybersecurity ca¬

pacity building seeks to support the region's cyber resilience. The programme, which is funded
through the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, is worth 5 million. Other forms of cyber
security cooperation entail increased cooperation with ENISA and the European Cyber Com¬
petence Centre (ibid.). Apart from its efforts to counter hybrid influencing and threats, the EU
also continues its counter-terrorism activities in the Western Balkans. A new Joint Action Plan
on Preventing and Countering of Terrorism and Violent Extremism for the Western Balkans was
adopted in October 2025 (Council of the EU 30.10.2025), following up on the 2018 plan.

However, while the previous agenda has remained relevant, the war has also clearly given new

impetus to the EU's activities in the area of defence. Importantly, the establishment of the EPF
in 2021 provided the EU with a new instrument to build the capacities of partner countries.

The Western Balkans has been among the target regions of EPF assistance alongside the East¬
ern neighbourhood and Africa, although the assistance sums have been significantly lower
than those received by Ukraine or Moldova.

In June 2022, the EU adopted an assistance measure worth 6 million in support of the Balkan
Medical Task Force (BMTF), a multinational medical unit consisting of medical professionals
from Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia and Slovenia.
The EPF assistance was intended for the procurement of the necessary equipment and mate¬
riel for the medical units participating in the BMTF (Council of the EU 10.6.2022). In December
2022, the Council approved an assistance measure worth 10 million aimed at strengthening
the Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina (AFBiH). This assistance measure was targeted
at strengthening the capacities of the AFBiH's tactical support brigade, which can be de¬
ployed for operations in the framework of the CSDP, NATO or the UN (Council of the EU
1.12.2022). Separately, the EU has also supported demining efforts in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
For example, in October 2025, the EU donated protective equipment worth 130,000 to de¬
miners in the country (European External Action Service 29.10.2025).

North Macedonia has benefited from three different assistance measures funded by the EPF.
In March 2023, the Council approved 9 million to be used for enhancing and upgrading the
equipment of the light infantry battalion group of the army of North Macedonia. The proposed
support spanned logistics, medical equipment, communication and information systems, intel¬
ligence capacities, chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN), engineering and
training equipment (Council of the EU 16.3.2023). A second assistance measure, worth 13
million, was adopted in September 2024. This measure included support for technologies re¬

lated to intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, electronic warfare and signal intelli¬
gence, logistics and engineering equipment, as well as communication and information sys¬
tems (Council of the EU 25.9.2024). In April 2025, a third measure worth 15 million was

adopted by the Council. This encompassed equipment related
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to intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, electronic warfare, and combat training,
mobility and engineering vehicles, as well as communication and information systems (Council
of the EU 25.4.2025). For all three assistance measures, the EU highlighted their contribution
to strengthening North Macedonia's potential to participate in CSDP operations.

Albania has been the beneficiary of two EPF assistance measures. The first, adopted in July
2024, was worth 15 million and included light armoured multipurpose vehicles to improve the
mobility, manoeuvrability and protection of the Albanian Armed Forces (Council of the EU
15.7.2024). The second, worth 15 million, was adopted in July 2025. Apart from the light ar¬

moured multipurpose vehicles, this assistance measure also included tactical and engineering
vehicles, as well as related supplies and services, including operational and maintenance

training (Council of the EU 25.7.2025). As with the EPF support for North Macedonia, the EU
emphasised that the measures would improve Albania's possibilities to participate in CSDP
missions and operations.

Finally, a decision to build the capacity of the Armed Forces of Montenegro through the EPF
was taken in February 2025. The assistance measure, worth 6 million, included real-life sup¬
port equipment for extreme cold weather, equipment for chemical, biological, radiological
and nuclear defence operations, and equipment for the helicopter-borne search-and-res-
cue units (Council of the EU 28.2.2025).

In response to the war in Ukraine, the EU has also established several instruments that aim to

support the Union's own member states in strengthening their defence capabilities and the
European defence-industrial base. Although these instruments are first and foremost geared
towards the needs of the member states themselves, many of them are also open to, and
explicitly aim at, the involvement of third states, which is a stated objective of the Strategic
Compass of 2022 (Council of the EU 21.5.2022). To deepen defence relations with non-EU
countries, the EU has signed several Security and Defence Partnerships with particularly close
partners. These partnerships are intended to allow partners to plug into the EU's defence ac¬

tivities. Two Western Balkan countries, Albania and North Macedonia, are among the states
that have so far been offered such an agreement and have signed it. The Security and Defence
Partnerships with both countries were adopted in November 2024. As of yet, it is somewhat
unclear what kind of practical relevance the partnerships will acquire going forward, although
they are likely to increase in relevance (Weber 2025).

The EPF and the Security and Defence Partnerships present the most important post-2022
additions to the EU's security, defence and capacity-building activities in the Western Balkan
region. While the Union's security engagement with the Western Balkan states was previously
mainly about issues that straddle the line between internal and external security - counterter¬

rorism, the curbing of organized crime and irregular migration, and strengthening resilience
against hybrid influencing and threats - it has now extended to matters of defence proper. At
the same time, the EU's previous security agenda in the region has hardly lost any of its rele¬
vance. In this sense, there has been a widening of the scope of the EU's security and capacity¬
building activity rather than a major reorientation thereof since February 2022.

All in all, the EU's engagement in and with the Western Balkans has evolved considerably. From
the CSDP missions and operations of the 2000s, it moved to address issues at the interface of
internal and external security in the 2010s. After 2022, the security agenda of the 2010s has
maintained its importance. However, it has been increasingly complemented by a defence
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component that was previously lacking in the cooperation between the EU and the Western
Balkans.

Tracing the Capacity-Building Narrative

This section turns to the narratives that the EU has used to justify its security engagement in

the Western Balkan region both before and after 2022. The narratives are examined in light
of the four hypotheses formulated in Section 2.1. The section therefore studies how, and to

what extent, a geopolitical logic, a modernization logic, the needs and demands of the West¬
ern Balkans, as well as the EU's own enlargement-related ambitions, have shaped the Union's
security activities before and after Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022.

An Expanding and Reinforced Security Agenda (Hl)

Regarding the geopolitical logic, the analysed EU documents present a narrative that mirrors

the trajectory of the Union's practical security engagement in the Western Balkan region. While
security has always been an important part of the EU's relationship with the Western Balkans,
underlining the region's geopolitical weight, the documents portray how the EU's security ac¬

tivities have evolved from the CSDP missions and operations aimed at maintaining stability in

the region to an increasing emphasis on countering terrorism, curbing irregular migration and
addressing cyber and hybrid threats, as well as, since 2022, building the capacities of local
defence forces. The need to respond to the actions of third-state actors - namely the idea of
geopolitical rivalry - has been visible in EU documents since the latter part of the 2010s.

Initially, the EU's security engagement was largely about maintaining the fragile peace in the
region after the Yugoslav wars. The Stability and Association Agreements signed with North
Macedonia (2004), Albania (2009), Montenegro (2010) and Serbia (2015) all refer briefly and
in very general terms to the commitment of both the EU and the signatory states to contribute
“to the strengthening of national and regional security" (Official Journal of the European Union
20.5.2004, p. 15; Official Journal of the European Union 28.4.2009, p. 167; Official Journal of
the European Union 29.4.2010, p. 4; Official Journal of the European Union 18.10.2015, p. 17).
They also highlight the aim of the EU and the signatory states to intensify political dialogue to

promote, among other things, "common views on security and stability in Europe, including in

the areas covered by Common Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union" (Official
Journal of the European Union 20.5.2004, p. 15; Official Journal of the European Union
28.4.2009, p. 167; Official Journal of the European Union 29.4.2010, p. 4; Official Journal of
the European Union 18.10.2015, p. 17).

In the 2010s in particular, the EU's security agenda in and with the Western Balkans started to

focus primarily on issues at the interface between internal and external security. The Western
Balkans were seen as a region affected by several security threats that could have a knock-
on effect on the EU as well, thereby requiring joint action to address them (see Section 4.1).
The level of attention paid to the varying security challenges in the EU narrative can be inter¬

preted as a sign of the Western Balkan region's geopolitical importance for the Union.

A good example of the breadth of the EU's security agenda in the Western Balkans, and of the
issues on that agenda, is provided by the Council conclusions on enlargement of December
2015. In its conclusions, the Council (15.12.2015, p. 5) "recalls the importance of a reinforced
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cooperation with the Western Balkans and Turkey to fight terrorism, in particular regarding the
fight against illegal trafficking of firearms, the fight against financing of terrorism, combat and
prevention of radicalisation and reinforced border checks, making best use of regional plat¬
forms such as the Western Balkans counter-terrorism initiative and the Salzburg Forum". More¬
over, the Council"calls on Western Balkans partners to step up legal and operational measures

against illegal trafficking of firearms, in particular by improving the use of existing databases
and the exchange of information" (ibid). Accordingly, the Council also invites the Commission
"to address this issue in the framework of its pre-accession support" (ibid.).

Apart from terrorism, the Council conclusions of December 2015 pay particular attention to
the refugee and migration crisis, then at its height. The Council "commends Turkey and the
Western Balkans, at present in particular Serbia and the former Yugoslav Republic of Mace¬
donia, for their efforts in addressing the refugee and migration crisis which has seriously af¬
fected the region" (15.12.2015, p. 5). Furthermore, the Council "calls for increased cooperation
between the EU and the region, as well as within the region", as "[t]his is urgently required to

further address the situation, in order to identify people in need of protection, to provide as¬

sistance, to secure the EU's external borders, to fight trafficking and smuggling of migrants,
and to prevent irregular migration" (ibid.).

The Council conclusions of December 2016 continue along similar lines, highlighting that "[ter¬
rorism and radicalisation continue to pose a security threat to the EU and to the whole region"
and stressing the importance of "the external dimension of the EU s counter-terrorism work
and of further strengthening cooperation in counter-terrorism with Turkey and the Western Bal¬
kans, in particular regarding the fight against foreign terrorist fighters, the financing of terror¬

ism, combat and prevention of radicalisation, reinforced border checks and illegal trafficking
of firearms" (Council 15.12.2016, p. 8). As part of this work, the Council also calls for further
efforts "in the fight against organised crime, especially in the area of dismantling organised
crime groups and tackling money laundering, including illicit money flows" (ibid.).

The Sofia Declaration of 2018, agreed between the EU and the Western Balkan states, contin¬

ues to highlight "[c]ountering terrorism and extremism, including financing, radicalisation and
the return of foreign terrorist fighters" as topics that "require our increased cooperation"
(Council of the EU 17.5.2018, p. 5). Furthermore, the declaration mentions the importance of
fighting against corruption and organised crime, including "human trafficking, drug cultivation,
and smuggling of human beings, drugs and arms" (ibid.). However, the Sofia Declaration also
pays growing attention to hybrid threats and disinformation. According to the declaration,
"[disinformation and other hybrid activities will be fought together through greater collabo¬
ration in resilience, cyber security and strategic communication" (ibid.).

The Zagreb Declaration of 2020 is even more explicit in dealing with these issues. It pledges
reinforced cooperation between the EU and the Western Balkans "on addressing disinfor¬
mation and other hybrid activities originating in particular from third-state actors seeking to

undermine the European perspective of the region", although the document refrains from nam¬

ing those actors (Council of the EU 6.5.2020, p. 5). It again mentions resilience-building, cy¬
bersecurity and strategic communication as priority areas in which cooperation should be
deepened (ibid.).

As an examination of the EU's capacity-building practice revealed, Russia's full-scale invasion

reinforced the importance of the EU's existing security agenda in and with the Western Balkans,
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rather than completely reorientating it. Illustratively, the Tirana Declaration of 2022 (Council
of the EU 6.12.2022, p. 9) states that "[t]he EU and the Western Balkans share a number of
security challenges that demand coordinated action, which has become even more important
in the context of Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine".

At the same time, the war led to an extension of the EU's security engagement in and with the
Western Balkan states to topics of defence that had not played an equally important role in

the 2010s. To exemplify this trend, the 2022 Tirana Declaration states that [t]he EU and the
Western Balkans are determined to further strengthen the cooperation on core security and
defence issues, including at the operational level" (Council of the EU 6.12.2022, p. 9). Apart
from mentioning the Western Balkan states' contribution to CSDP missions and operations, the
EU promises to "continue to work together with the region to further develop its defence ca¬

pabilities and capacities, including through the European Peace Facility (ibid.), also mention¬

ing cooperation on space as well as military mobility. Finally, ‘‘[t]he EU welcomes the Partners'
continued commitment to the development of effective instruments for intra-Western Balkans
cooperation in the area of security and defence" (ibid.), although it does not mention any of
these instruments.

Similarly to the Tirana Declaration, the Brussels Declaration of 2023 (Council of the EU
13.12.2023, p. 11) underlines the "fundamental security challenges" posed by Russia's war
against Ukraine and renews the EU's promise"to further strengthen cooperation with the West¬
ern Balkans on core security and defence issues, including at the operational level'. According
to the declaration, the EU is committed to contributing "to security in the region, including
through its CSDP operation EUFOR Althea and its EULEX mission" (ibid.). In addition, the EU
again mentions the EPF as an instrument to build the Western Balkan states' defence capabil¬
ities and capacities.

Nevertheless, as mentioned above, much of the EU's previous security agenda has also main¬

tained its relevance in the context of Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine, especially
when it comes to countering disinformation and hybrid threats. Accordingly, the Brussels Dec¬
laration states that "[t]he EU will continue to support the Western Balkans in fighting Foreign
Information Manipulation and Interference (FIMI), including disinformation as well as other hy¬
brid threats that seek to undermine the region's stability, democratic processes and its EU
perspective" (Council of the EU 13.12.2023, p. 11). In practice, this translates into the EU's com¬

mitment to "further strengthen our cooperation to build resilience, also by fostering media
professionalism and media literacy, and by increasing the impact of strategic communication

about EU-Western Balkans relations and the enlargement process in particular" (ibid.). In this
context, the declaration specifically mentions that "[t]he EU will also intensify its work with
partners to counter false Russian narratives and disinformation about Russia's war of aggres¬
sion against Ukraine" (ibid.).

Lastly, the Brussels Declaration mentions the aim to enhance "our collective cybersecurity in

collaboration with the Western Balkans, including through coordinated operational and tech¬
nical support, and involvement of the region in EU cybersecurity mechanisms" (Council of the
EU 13.12.2023, p. 12). According to the declaration, this work would largely build on existing
programmes, as well as on cooperation with the EU Agency for Cybersecurity (ENISA) and the
European Security and Defence College, combined with bilateral initiatives of EU member
states and other partners.
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Overall, the analysis provides evidence for the first part of the first hypothesis: a geopolitical
logic is indeed central to the EU's role in the Western Balkan region. At the same time, there is

evidence against the second part of that hypothesis. The detected geopolitical logic did not

enter the Union's narrative in the Western Balkans only in 2022 but had emerged much earlier.
The new dimension in the EU's security-related action and rhetoric regarding the Western Bal¬
kans since 2022 is the focus on defence, an area that hardly featured in the relationship
between the Union and the Western Balkan countries before that. The next sub-section turns

to the question of whether the geopolitical logic has been highlighted at the expense of the
modernization logic.

A Continued (Rhetorical) Commitment to Reforms (H2)

Despite the work on a broad range of security issues, references to values, democratic reforms
and the rule of law - namely to the modernization logic - run as a common thread through all
EU documents on the Western Balkans. Importantly, implementing governance reforms and
addressing key security issues, above all fighting organised crime and corruption, are seen as

inherently linked. This approach is visible in the Council conclusions of December 2014, wherein
the Council "underlines the central importance of the rule of law" (16.12.2014, p. 5). It then lists
"key challenges that require particular and urgent attention", including "judicial reform, the
fight against organised crime and corruption, the freedom of expression and the media, the
rights of persons belonging to minorities, the non-discriminatory treatment of national minori¬

ties, as well as tackling discrimination of vulnerable groups such as the Roma, and lesbian,
gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex (LGBTI) persons" (ibid.).

The modernization logic is also very prominently present in the Council conclusions of Decem¬
ber 2015. In the document, the Council "welcomes the continued efforts of the Commission to

strengthen the focus on addressing fundamental reforms early in the process, in particular on

rule of law issues, fundamental rights, economic development and competitiveness, and on

the strengthening of democratic institutions and public administration reform" (Council of the
EU 15.12.2015, p. 5).

As in many EU documents on the Western Balkans, the Sofia Declaration of 2018 (Council of
the EU 17.5.2018, p. 1) emphasises "the shared commitment of the Western Balkans partners to

European values and principles, and to the vision of a strong, stable and united Europe, un¬

derpinned by our historic, cultural and geographic ties and by our mutual political, security
and economic interests". In the EU's narrative, values and reforms on the one hand, and secu¬

rity interests on the other, therefore go hand in hand.

In the same Sofia Declaration of 2018 (Council of the EU 17.5.2018, p. 1), the EU explicitly
expresses its own determination "to strengthen and intensify its engagement at all levels to

support the [Western Balkan] region's political, economic and social transformation, including
through increased assistance based on tangible progress in the rule of law, as well as in socio¬

economic reforms, by the Western Balkans partners". At the same time, the Western Balkan
states are also expected to do their part in the reform processes. In its conclusions of June
2018, the Council of the EU reminds all partners that "[e]mbracing and committing to core

European values is a choice, and is essential for all partners aspiring to EU membership (Coun¬
cil of the EU 26.6.2018, p. 2). The Council goes on to state that “[i]n line with this, the Council
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Similarly, the Zagreb Declaration of 2020 illustrates that the modernization logic is both about
the enlargement candidates implementing the reforms and the EU supporting them in the pro¬
cess. According to the declaration, the EU "is determined to further intensify its engagement
at all levels to support the [Western Balkan] region's political, economic and social transfor¬
mation and welcomes the pledge of the Western Balkans partners to uphold European values
and principles and to carry out necessary reforms thoroughly and vigorously (Council of the
EU 6.5.2020, 2). At the same time, "[i]ncreased EU assistance will be linked to tangible pro¬
gress in the rule of law and in socio-economic reforms, as well as on the Western Balkans
partners' adherence to EU values, rules and standards" (ibid.).

Whether the modernization logic is as important to the EU as the key documents produced by
the Union's institutions suggest is, of course, debatable. A rhetorical commitment to values and
reforms is no guarantee that these would have driven the EU's policies in the Western Balkan
region in practice. Particularly in the context of the refugee and migration crisis, the EU was
blamed for promoting "stabilitocracy" (Bieber 2017), namely turning a blind eye to a lack of
reform or democratic backsliding in several Western Balkan states in exchange for political
stability and cooperation on tackling irregular migration, which was perceived as a key issue

for securing the EU's own security and stability (Wunsch & Dimitrov 2016).

Unlike what recent talk about the dominance of the geopolitical logic and the idea of the
enlargement process as a geopolitical imperative might suggest, at least the rhetorical com¬

mitment to modernization and reforms has been maintained also after 2022 - although it is

for the most part treated separately from security issues. As the 2022 Tirana Declaration
(Council of the EU 6.12.2022, p. 1) clarifies,"[t]he EU reconfirms its full and unequivocal com¬

mitment to the European Union membership perspective of the Western Balkans and calls for
the acceleration of the accession process, based upon credible reforms by Partners, fair and
rigorous conditionality and the principle of own merits, which is in our mutual interest".

According to the same document, the EU also welcomes"the Western Balkans Partners' resolve
to uphold core European values and principles, in line with international law" as well as "the
restated commitment of the Western Balkans Partners to the primacy of democracy, funda¬
mental rights and values and the rule of law, including separation of powers" (Council of the
EU 6.12.2022, p. 2). In this context, the EU also "underlines the need for sustained efforts in

the fight against corruption and organised crime, strengthened support for good governance,
human rights, gender equality and the rights of persons belonging to minorities" (ibid.). As
stated in the Tirana Declaration, "[t]he credibility of these commitments depends on the

expects partners to take ownership and fully commit to European values and the vigorous
pursuit of necessary reforms in the interest of their people" (ibid.).

In June 2019, the Council "recalls that the rule of law is a fundamental value on which the EU
is founded and which is at the heart of both the Enlargement Process and the Stabilisation
and Association Process" (Council of the EU 18.6.2019, p. 1). In this context, the Council also
emphasises that "[s]ince only some partners have advanced in this crucial area, credible and
sustainable progress remains one of the main challenges which needs to be addressed as a

matter of priority, notably in ensuring an independent, impartial, accountable and efficient
judiciary, and in the fight against corruption and organised crime, as well as money laundering"
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meaningful implementation of the necessary reforms, and on building a solid track record un¬

derpinned by clear and consistent public communication in the interest of their people" (ibid..).

The same formulations, almost word to word, can be found in the 2025 Brussels Declaration.
The document stresses "the need for sustained and irreversible reform achievements on the
rule of law, the functioning of democratic institutions, the economy and public administration
reform" in the Western Balkan states (Council of the EU 13.12.2023, p. 2). Even the Security
and Defence Partnerships between the EU and North Macedonia, and between the EU and
Albania, refer to the "shared values of democracy, protection of human rights and fundamen¬
tal freedoms, and the rule of law" (Council of the EU 19.11.2024a, 1; Council of the EU
19.11.2024b, 1) as the basis on which relations between the signatory countries rest.

There is therefore evidence for the first part of the second hypothesis. A modernization logic
is present in the EU's narrative regarding the Western Balkan region throughout the analysed
time period. However, there is no conclusive evidence for the second part of the hypothesis,
namely that the modernization logic would have lost importance after 2022. By contrast, ref¬
erences to values and reforms are consistently present also in EU documents published since

2022. On the other hand, this does not reveal much about the kind of balance that the EU
strikes between geopolitical and modernization goals in practice. Indeed, the EU's real com¬

mitment to the reform agenda in the Western Balkans has frequently been cast into doubt over

the last 10-15 years. The next sub-section examines the extent to which the needs and demands
of the Western Balkan countries themselves have been used to provide grounds for the kind of
security activities that the EU has conducted in the region.

An Emphasis on Mutual Interests (H5)

In general, the EU documents on the Union's security and defence engagement in and with
the Western Balkans do not make explicit references to the specific needs or requests of the
Western Balkan countries to justify the Union's actions. Instead, they usually stress the inter¬

connected nature of the security of the EU and the Western Balkan region, as well as the
shared (security) interests of the Union and the Western Balkan states. This is well exemplified
by the standard description by the Council of EU enlargement as a key policy that contributes
to "mutual benefits of peace, democracy, security and prosperity in Europe" (Council of the
EU 2014, p. 2). In a similar vein, the EU Global Strategy of 2016 emphasises that "[w]ithin the
scope of the current enlargement policy, the challenges of migration, energy security, terrorism

and organised crime are shared between the EU, the Western Balkans and Turkey. They can

only be addressed together" (EEAS 2016, p. 24). The Zagreb Declaration of 2020, for its part,
states that "[t]he EU and the Western Balkans partners share the objective of a peaceful,
strong, stable and united Europe, underpinned by our historical, cultural and geographical ties

and by our mutual political, security and economic interests" (Council of the EU 6.5.2020, p.
2).

Russia's 2022 full-scale invasion of Ukraine has not fundamentally changed this rhetoric. How¬
ever, in the context of the war, the EU has started to underline the significance of the part¬
nership with the Western Balkan states even more than before. According to the Tirana Dec¬
laration of 2022, "Russia's escalating war of aggression against Ukraine is putting European
and global peace and security at risk and underscores the importance of the strategic part¬
nership between the EU and the Western Balkans region" (Council of the EU 6.12.2022, p. 1).
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Similarly, the Brussels Declaration of 2024 notes that the EU and the Western Balkan countries

“share a common future and face urgent challenges that we can only overcome together"
(Council of the EU 18.12.2024, p. 1).

The emphasis on shared interests is also visible in the Security and Defence Partnerships signed
between the EU on the one hand and Albania and North Macedonia on the other. As stated
in the partnership agreement signed by North Macedonia,“[t]he security and prosperity of the
EU and North Macedonia are interconnected and interdependent. These links have geopoliti¬
cal, economic, and security dimensions, including in areas that go beyond traditional strategic
issues, such as cyber and hybrid, space, the resilience of critical infrastructure and economic

security (Council of the EU 19.11.2024b, p. 1). The Security and Defence Partnerships are de¬
scribed as "tailor-made, mutually beneficial" agreements that will frame the cooperation of
the parties "across the security and defence spectrum" (Council of the EU 19.11.2024a, 2;
Council of the EU 19.11.2024b, 2). In addition, as both Albania and North Macedonia are NATO
members, the Security and Defence Partnerships between them and the EU are framed as

important steps to strengthen "the mutually beneficial EU-NATO strategic partnerships" (ibid.).

Explicit mentions of the needs of the Western Balkan partners can only be found in some of
the recent statements regarding the assistance measures funded through the EPF. In Decem¬
ber 2022, as the Council approved an assistance measure worth 10 million for the Armed
Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, it noted that "[t]he assistance was requested by the Min¬
ister for Foreign Affairs of Bosnia and Herzegovina in June 2022" (Council of the EU 1.12.2022,
n.p.). Similarly, as the Council adopted the first of its altogether three EPF assistance measures

for North Macedonia in March 2025, it mentioned that "[t]he assistance was requested by the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of North Macedonia" (Council of the EU 16.5.2025, n.p.). However,
it is noteworthy that, in the case of the majority of decisions on EPF assistance to the Western
Balkan states, the requests of the countries in question are not referred to.

All in all, there is therefore some evidence for the third hypothesis. The needs and demands of
the Western Balkan states have in some cases been used as justification for capacity-building
measures under the umbrella of the EPF. However, for the most part, EU documents both prior
to and after 2022 simply emphasise that the EU's actions are driven by the mutual interests of
the Union and the target countries in the Western Balkans. The next sub-section focuses on the
question of whether the EU's own (growing) ambitions regarding the enlargement process are

reflected in an increased willingness to engage with the Western Balkans.

A Combination of Ambition and Pragmatic Considerations (H4)

Unlike those in the Eastern neighbourhood, the Western Balkan states have long had a Euro¬
pean perspective. Initially, this went hand in hand with considerable EU security engagement
in the region, primarily in the form of the various CSDP missions and operations outlined in

Section 4.1. On the other hand, to some extent, the increasing management of relations with
the Western Balkan states in the framework of the enlargement policy was also seen as a sign
that they were moving beyond the CSDP context - from targets of crisis management efforts
towards future members of the Union.

In the 2010s, and particularly after Juncker's declaration that the EU would not enlarge during
the 2014-2019 institutional cycle, the EU's interest in security engagement with the Western
Balkan region did not wane. Instead, as the security agenda described in the EU documents
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during the 2010s indicates, the EU's interest in cooperating with the Western Balkan states in

areas such as counterterrorism and irregular migration in particular even increased. Moreover,
with the increasing use of resilience as a guiding concept in EU-Western Balkan relations, some

scholars argued that the EU's enlargement ambitions (and particularly the modernization logic)
had become increasingly disassociated from the Union's security activities in and with the re¬

gion. Principled pragmatism, so the argument goes, replaced any straightforward link between
the EU's enlargement ambitions and its security activities (see Juncos 2017b).

Russia's full-scale invasion has arguably led the EU to re-evaluate the relationship between
enlargement policy and security engagement. The EU has defined enlargement as a geo¬
strategic imperative - and wants to match its rhetoric by building closer ties with the Western
Balkan states, especially in terms of security and defence. In this context, it is noteworthy that
some of the EU's recent security activities have been explicitly linked to the advancement of
the Western Balkan states' accession processes and their progress in aligning their foreign,
security and defence policies with those of the EU. The Security and Defence Partnership be¬
tween the EU and Albania (Council of the EU 19.11.2024a, pp. 1-2) recognises "Albania's sub¬
stantial progress and commitment to reforms on its EU path", which led to the opening of
accession negotiations with the country. The agreement particularly emphasises Albania's
readiness to contribute to the CSDP. Exactly the same formulations can also be found in the
document establishing the Security and Defence Partnership between the EU and North Mac¬
edonia (Council of the EU 19.11.2024b).

Similarly, as the Council adopted the third bilateral assistance measure to support the armed
forces of North Macedonia, it noted that this was a signal of the EU's continued engagement
with the country. Furthermore, it stated that the assistance measure reflected "the country's
full alignment with the EU Common Foreign and Security Policy (Council of the EU 25.4.2025,
n.p.). According to High Representative Kaja Kallas, "[i]n addition to the total of 58 million
the EU has now provided to North Macedonia for conflict prevention and strengthening re¬

gional stability, the EU is fully behind North Macedonia's path towards EU membership" (ibid.).

Similar rhetoric was repeated when the EU adopted the second support measure for the
armed forces of Albania in July 2025. Again, the EU emphasised this as illustrating "the EU's
strong continued engagement with Albania on security and defence" (Council of the EU
25.7.2025, n.p.). Moreover, as in the case of North Macedonia, it was noted that "[t]he adop¬
tion of a new support package recognises Albania's full alignment with the EU's Common For¬
eign and Security Policy" (ibid.) - concretely linking the security support to one of the key ac¬

cession criteria.

Overall, the war has prompted the EU to pay more attention to the readiness of the Western
Balkan states to adopt the views and positions of the Union on Russia, the war in Ukraine and
the various issues surrounding it. While the enlargement process has always aimed at the align¬
ment of Western Balkan states' foreign policies with the EU's CFSP, now this appears even

more crucial than before. Accordingly, the Tirana Declaration of 2022 states that " [s]tanding
together with the EU is a clear sign of Partners' strategic orientation, now more than ever, as

Russia escalates its war of aggression against Ukraine" (Council of the EU 6.12.2022, p. 2).
According to the declaration,"[a] common vision of the future involves mutual responsibilities
and shared values. As we deepen our cooperation with Partners, we urge them to make swift
and sustained progress towards full alignment with the EU Common Foreign and Security
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Policy (CFSP) and to act accordingly, including on EU restrictive measures. We commend those
Western Balkans Partners that are already demonstrating their strategic commitment in this
regard by fully aligning with the EU CFSP and encourage those that have not done so to follow
suit" (ibid., p. 2).

However, the ability and readiness of the EU to follow through on its approach has been ques¬
tioned by researchers and policymakers. Most notably, Serbia's unwillingness to join the sanc¬

tions regime against Russia has not led to any notable measures on the part of the Union to

apply pressure on the Serbian government. Furthermore, the EU's credibility has been weak¬
ened by its internal frictions, with countries such as Hungary and Slovakia repeatedly threat¬
ening to break the Union's ranks, or concretely doing so.

Despite such challenges, it seems that the link between the EU's and the Western Balkan states'
enlargement ambitions on the one hand, and the Union's security engagement on the other, is

indeed strengthening. In other words, there is some evidence for the fourth hypothesis. How¬
ever, while this connection has been highlighted rhetorically, it is not clear whether it is as

explicit in practice. Several scholars remain suspicious of the EU's commitment to the enlarge¬
ment process and actual reforms, arguing that the Union prioritises pragmatic security coop¬
eration instead (see D anki et al. 2023). However, particularly in the case of the Western
Balkan states, these arguments are not new.

5 Discussion: The EU's Evolving Security Role and Capacity Building
in the Neighbourhoods in the Context of the European Security Ar¬
chitecture

This policy report has aimed to capture changes in the EU's security role in its neighbourhoods
by exploring the EU's capacity-building practice and narratives in the Eastern neighbourhood
and the Western Balkans. This section highlights the key findings of the report and discusses
their implications in the context of the European security architecture. Moreover, it compares
the report's observations about the EU's capacity-building concept with the findings of the
earlier literature.

First, the report highlights that a geopolitical logic is indeed an important factor shaping the
EU's security role and capacity building in the neighbourhoods (supporting H1A). However, the
report underlines that this geopolitical logic did not enter EU security policies in 2022 but had
shaped them even before that (rejecting H1B). The geopolitical logic seems to have functioned
both as a driver of and as a constraint on the EU's capacity building. Before 2022, geopolitical
ambiguity and the avoidance of tensions materialised in restraint in capacity building in the
Eastern neighbourhood, but since 2022, the geopolitical logic has driven historic investments

in building robust military capacities in the region. In the Western Balkans, the changing geo¬
political logic similarly led to the inclusion of a defence dimension in the cooperation between
the EU and the region, which had previously focused on issues such as conflict management,
fighting organized crime, counterterrorism, curbing irregular migration, cybersecurity, and re¬

sponding to hybrid threats. Importantly, however, the shifting geopolitical logic has not meant
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abandoning the EU's earlier "comprehensive security" agenda in the region - the earlier poli¬
cies are now simply complemented with defence support.

Second, the report finds hypotheses one and four to be more interlinked than assumed, making
it difficult to test hypothesis four. One of the aims of the report was to find out whether a

geopolitical logic shapes the EU's security role and capacity building in the neighbourhoods,
and does so increasingly post-2022 (Hl), and if objectives of EU enlargement shape the EU's
capacity building in the neighbourhoods and higher ambitions come with more capacity build¬
ing (H4). In other words, it was assumed that the EU's capacity-building activities are shaped
by both the geopolitical logic and the enlargement policy. Instead, our findings tentatively
suggest that both capacity building and the enlargement policy are shaped by the geopolitical
logic. In other words, the analysis implies that both "objectives of EU enlargement"22 and "ca¬
pacity building" might function as dependent variables in an equation where "geopolitical
logic" represents the changing variable. However, the report could not confirm the linkages
between the three - it only found them to be more complex than assumed - and calls for more

research on the matter. In particular, future research should examine whether elevated en¬

largement objectives commit the EU to continued capacity building in its neighbourhoods be¬
yond the context of the full-scale war.

Third, the analysis supported the assumption that the so-called modernization logic shapes
the EU's security role and capacity building in the neighbourhoods (H2A). It found the earlier
dominance of the modernization logic to fade in 2022 but did not see this logic disappearing
completely (H2B). Especially in the case of the Western Balkans, the modernization logic con¬

tinues to feature prominently in key EU documents. The analysis highlights that the moderniza¬
tion logic performs a gatekeeping function when needed: when restraint in capacity building
has required justification, the lack of reform has served that purpose (the "more for more"
approach). In 2022, the earlier assumption that modernization needs to precede capacity
building was replaced with the belief that the EU's robust capacity building can contribute to
modernization. Importantly, however, the analysis did not comment on which forms of EU ca¬

pacity building are most effective in supporting transformation. Earlier research has already
pointed out that if enthusiasm for train-and-equip-style capacity building comes at the ex¬

pense of broader reform agendas, there is a risk that security forces are strengthened without
ensuring their democratic control and accountability to the broader society (e.g. Mustasilta et
al. 2025).

Fourth, as expected based on earlier literature, the connection between demand and capacity
building turned out to be sporadic. Little evidence was found for the demands of the neigh¬
bours driving the EU's security role and capacity building in the neighbourhoods (H5A and H5B).
Instead, the analysis suggests that if capacity building needs justification - which seems to be
the case with recent robust capacity building resembling defence support - references are

made to needs and demand. Exemplifying this, during the full-scale war, the EU's robust ca¬

pacity building in Ukraine has been justified by highlighting urgent need and demand. Im¬
portantly, however, our analysis highlighted that not all needs and demand lead to capacity
building. Many security activities conducted by the EU are not justified by demand at all, and

22 By the changing objectives of Eli enlargement, we referred to the lack of political will to enlarge before 2022
(the so-called enlargement fatigue) and to the invigorated enlargement drive thereafter, including the new ob¬
jective of Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia joining the Union.
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on some occasions the EU's capacity building has addressed needs other than those voiced
by the partners.

The EU's Evolving Role in the Context of the European Security Architec¬
ture

The above findings suggest that the EU's security role is not only evolving but, more specifically,
that its responsibilities - particularly in robust capacity building - are expanding in the context
of Europe's changing security architecture. This includes, first, the EU's earlier civilian role now
being complemented by defence-support tasks; second, the continued relevance of its inte¬

grated approach to security; and third, the EU's growing added value in incentivising reform.
All three have implications for the division of labour among international organisations and
actors operating in the European neighbourhoods. Additionally, the EU is increasingly invested
in a novel role: facilitating contributions from the neighbourhoods to European security.

Robust capacity building, which resembles defence support, only emerged on the EU's neigh¬
bourhood agenda in 2022. Previously, the EU's security role in the Eastern neighbourhood and
the Western Balkans had excluded direct military support and focused instead on monitoring,
reform support and tackling organised crime, terrorism and hybrid threats, among other issues.

While the shift towards robust capacity building - funding, training and equipment deliveries
to defence forces - expands the EU's mandate, it does not overlap or conflict with what other
international actors or organisations are doing in these contexts. In the context of the war in

Ukraine, there is a deficit - not a surplus - of military support. Both the UN Security Council and
the OSCE have been unable to respond to the war effectively due to Russia's role in these
organisations, while NATO has also kept its distance from the war. The EU's military capacity¬
building efforts, including training and weapon deliveries, have been closely coordinated with
allies, notably through NATO's Ukraine Defence Contact Group. As another example of com¬

plementarity, the EPF assistance measures in the Western Balkans have focused on supporting
the three NATO members - Albania, North Macedonia and Montenegro - thereby contributing
to the shared objective of strengthening European defence. The EU's growing defence role
also corresponds with the US expectation that Europe should take more responsibility for Eu¬
ropean security, also in terms of covering the costs.

While expanding its role in defence support, the EU has not abandoned its earlier niche linked
to a comprehensive conception of security and an integrated approach to crises and conflicts.
The EU has continued to launch activities that build on its long-standing tradition of conflict
management. For instance, the new civilian monitoring mission established in Nagorno-
Karabakh in 2025 exemplifies this continuity. Similarly, the earlier non-military security coop¬
eration with Western Balkan states continues to address problems at the interface of internal
and external security, which often require a whole-of-society approach. Some of the new
capacity-building activities in the context of the war in Ukraine also embrace a comprehensive
conception of security. For instance, EUAM now builds Ukraine's capacity to investigate and
prosecute war crimes. Thus, the reinforcement of the defence dimension in the EU's security
role seems to be more of a complement to its previously predominant civilian approach than
a replacement thereof.

Yet there seems to be a degree of trade-off between the two: although the integrated ap¬
proach persists, the resourcing of the civilian CSDP is increasingly under strain. If the shift
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towards robust capacity building and defence support undermines other parts of the EU's in¬

tegrated approach, there is a risk of a gap emerging in international efforts to address inse¬

curity in Europe's neighbourhoods. The EU's added value in conflict contexts once lay in not

viewing security solely through a military lens - and should it discontinue its efforts towards
comprehensive security, which international organisation would step in to fill the void in the
Western Balkans or the Eastern neighbourhood?

In terms of its niche in reform support, the EU's added value has only grown. On the one hand,
the EU has given up some of its earlier over-emphasis on modernization in its security policies
- namely the requirement for reform before security cooperation. On the other hand, the EU's
enlargement policy was 'rebooted' in 2022, granting the EU much more leverage in encour¬

aging reform in its neighbouring states. No other international organisation or external actor

is as well positioned as the enlarging EU to incentivise transformation in the Eastern neigh¬
bourhood or the Western Balkans. The EU's transformative power - including its ability to in¬

centivise stronger rule of law, greater democratic control over security forces and hence more

sustainable relationships between governmental security actors and society - benefits security
in Europe in a comprehensive sense, including for citizens of both the neighbouring states and
the EU. What is more, if the EU's broadening capacity-building activities are geared towards
supporting reforms (rather than merely expecting them under the "more for more" principle),
the EU's role in the neighbourhoods has the potential for an increasingly transformative foot¬
print.

Finally, our analysis revealed a novel dimension in the EU's thinking about the European security
architecture and the neighbourhoods. As demonstrated by the defence partnerships with East¬
ern and Western Balkan neighbours, and by the inclusion of candidate states in the EU's de¬
fence capability development programmes and funding schemes, the neighbourhood itself is

expected to take on a new role in the European security architecture. Beyond building capac¬
ity in nearby regions, the security architecture is now expected to benefit from neighbouring
countries' own contributions to Europe's security and defence. Advanced candidate countries

are envisioned as part of the European defence industrial base, and Ukraine in particular is

expected to bring its experience and capabilities to bear in support of European security and
defence policies. While some of these plans still exist only on paper, it is already clear that the
EU has a unique role to play in facilitating these emerging avenues: by integrating candidate
countries into the various forms of European security and defence cooperation while simulta¬
neously supporting reforms through the enlargement policy, the EU can contribute to an out¬

come in which the neighbouring countries are building Europe's capacities in security and
defence - rather than the other way around.

Capacity Building as an International Intervention

Finally, we can propose a few clarifications to the concept of capacity building based on

these empirical cases.

Firstly, our analysis challenges the assumption in earlier research that capacity building resem¬

bles state building. Whereas state building is understood as a specific form of international
intervention that aims at transforming local governance structures and developing liberal state

institutions, our empirical research proposes a different understanding of capacity building
(see the earlier literature review on pp. 12-15). A key difference lies in the centrality of reform:
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while state building aims at transforming state structures towards greater democratic legiti¬
macy, the EU's capacity building in the field of security and defence has focused on narrower
aims. While capacity building can obviously support reform and is expected to do so at least
in the narrow sense of modernizing capabilities, its current core - the (military) train-and-equip
approach - does not itself incentivise greater rule of law, democratic control or good govern¬
ance.

Moreover, secondly, the earlier literature's understanding of capacity building as an interna¬

tional intervention can be challenged based on this empirical research. While international
interventions - particularly those with a military element - are typically mandated by the United
Nations Security Council, our empirical cases suggest instead that capacity building can be
understood as a form of security or defence partnership that falls under the political will of
both parties. In comparison to other types of international interventions, capacity building is

often implemented without a heavy international presence in the target country; it is non¬

executive, and the level of coercion or interference is limited.

Thirdly, and linked to this, some scholars have viewed capacity building as a manifestation of
the "local turn" in international interventions (e.g. Nilsson & Zetterlund 2011; Juncos et al. 2017).
Indeed, the capacities fall under the ownership and control of local governments and their
security forces, while external control is limited. To an extent, capacity building seems to re¬

flect a recognition of neighbouring states as actors instead of targets of security policies. In

comparison to the CSDP missions and operations that manage conflicts on behalf of local
actors through external military presence (e.g. ALTHEA in its early phase) or civilian monitors

(e.g. EUMM) or take an executive role in security sectors (e.g. EULEX), capacity building ac¬

tivities (e.g. EPF assistance measures) rely on neighbouring states planning, implementing, and
controlling security- and defence-related activities themselves.

Yet our analysis is critical of the assumption that local ownership would characterise capacity
building in principle. Our analysis demonstrates that capacity building is not closely connected
to demand: local needs can be used as a justification for capacity building, but not all needs
have led to support, and not all capacity building has been demand-based. In contrast, ca¬

pacity building seems to be closely connected to the security and defence policy objectives
of the capacity builder. Despite resembling a partnership, capacity building is an asymmetric
activity in which the power to provide (or not provide) equipment, training, financing or mainte¬

nance is often accompanied by the power to insist that the provided capabilities are used in

a certain way (see also Sus et al. 2017, pp. 15-17).

Fourthly, and relatedly, the literature often understands capacity building as a provider-recip¬
ient relationship (e.g. Nilsson & Zetterlund 2011, p. 8). However, our empirical analysis suggests
that this assumption might be misleading. In particular, if capacity building serves the security
interests of all parties involved - as has long been highlighted in the EU's capacity building in

the Western Balkans, for instance - the assumption oversimplifies the roles assigned to each.
Our analysis proposes instead an understanding of capacity building as a form of security and
defence partnership to which parties contribute through designated tasks. This is best exem¬

plified in the case of Ukraine, where the Ukrainian armed forces are countering the Russian
invasion with EU-funded weapons, thereby advancing joint security interests. In this context,
EU capacity building does not make the EU the provider and the Ukrainian armed forces the
recipient - quite the contrary.
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6 Conclusion: Policy Recommendations
In 2022, Europe's security landscape shifted as a result of Russia's full-scale war of aggression
against Ukraine, marking a watershed moment for the European Union and its security role in

the neighbouring regions. Most notably, the EU's earlier security focus on conflict manage¬
ment, reform support and resilience in the neighbouring countries expanded towards defence
partnerships, reflected in robust capacity building: funding weapon deliveries, providing mili¬
tary training, and developing new defence-industrial partnerships with old and new candidate
countries.

This policy report has highlighted how the EU's security role - including its capacity-building
activities in the neighbourhoods - has always been embedded in the geopolitical context. The
EU's role in the neighbourhoods has never been driven solely by the needs and demands of
neighbouring countries; it has always been shaped - and at times constrained - by geopolitical
considerations. In the past, the geopolitical logic placed limitations on the EU's security role,
especially in the Eastern neighbourhood, but at present the geopolitical context is adding
volume and ambition to the EU's capacity-building efforts.

A distinctive feature of the EU's security role is its emphasis on reform. As highlighted in this
report, the reform agenda has at times served as a gatekeeping mechanism for security co¬

operation. Yet it also represents the EU's unique added value: the ability to demand and sup¬
port democratic reform differentiates the EU from many other international organisations. Be¬
low, we highlight key policy recommendations arising from this analysis to support the EU's
security policies and capacity building in and with its new and old candidate states in the
Eastern neighbourhood and the Western Balkans.

Leverage the current geopolitical momentum to respond more effectively to

neighbouring countries' security needs.
In the past, the geopolitical logic placed limitations on the EU's security role in the
European peripheries (see section 5.2). While the focus on de-escalation served
several member states' strategy of managing relations with Russia, it sidelined the
needs and demands for security support and partnerships of the countries situated
between the Eurasian power centres. While the 2020s have marked a deteriorating
trend in European security, they have also opened a window of opportunity for building
bilateral relations between the EU and those neighbouring countries that were
previously viewed through the prism of great-power competition.

Do not ask for Moscow's permission for robust capacity building in Ukraine or

elsewhere in the neighbourhood.

Even in an era of geopolitical tensions, the EU stands out as a security actor committed
to upholding international law, as highlighted in the justifications for military capacity
building in Ukraine (see p. 28). This commitment is a source of strength on the global
stage. As the EU becomes more geopolitically assertive, it will be remarkable if it

manages to maintain its image as a principled actor - one that does not sacrifice legal

49



→

→

• 

→

→

• 

•^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

norms in the face of competition. Continued cooperation with allies and other security
organisations will reinforce this image and strengthen the EU's legitimacy.

Support Ukraine's legal right to self-defence.

Underline the legal basis of the security cooperation and capacity building in

strategic communications.

Hamess the EU's transformative power as a unique asset.

While academics are often critical of the EU's ability to diffuse norms or export values
through its external action, research highlights the transformative power of the EU's
enlargement process (see section 2). State-building interventions or trade agreements
are not expected to be as effective in incentivising reforms as the EU's accession

process. However, enlargement scholars have long warned about the risk of the
enlargement process losing its transformative power: the continuing politicisation of
the process and the blocking behaviour of member states undermine the credibility of
the merit-based approach.

Analysts have also criticised the EU's inability to address the security needs of its

candidate countries, arguing that this undermines the enlargement policy. States with
contested borders or threats to their national sovereignty struggle to join the Union.
Security cooperation, including capacity building in the neighbourhoods, can support
EU enlargement by addressing security problems and enhancing deterrence in

candidate countries. At the same time, the transformative power of the enlargement
process should be mobilised to ensure democratic legitimacy and control of the
security sectors whose capacities have been built.

The rebooting of the EU's enlargement process in 2022 has created momentum that
allows the EU to rebuild the credibility of its enlargement method. If the EU can

concretely demonstrate that commitment to reforms leads to becoming a member
state, it can evoke hope and commitment in the neighbourhoods towards the
accession process. Gradual integration of candidate countries into tangible forms of
EU cooperation can also send the right signal. Moreover, cooperation in selected
policy sectors can respond to shared interests: for instance, defence cooperation and
defence-industrial integration of candidate states into EU structures can demonstrate
to both EU member states and candidate countries - including their citizens - the
benefits of the enlargement process.

Repair the enlargement method.

Use enlargement and security policies in a coherent manner.

Avoid overemphasising reform when local contexts demand other forms of security
support.
While the EU's added value in the European security architecture stems from its

transformative power, timing matters. Although citizens in the EU's neighbourhoods
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generally support democratic transformation, Ukrainians currently prioritise military
support over reform (pp. 18-19). Democratic aspirations have context-specific
meanings. Similarly, in the Western Balkans, the local effort invested in reform has not
been rewarded by the EU with progress in the accession process. Calls for reform
should take into account these context-specific sensitivities to avoid backlash.

Match the means with the needs: Ukraine's democratic future currently depends on

its ability to repel Russia's full-scale war.

Be mindful of the fact that the reform mantra may inadvertently fuel Euroscepticism.
Manage expectations, and be strategic where timing is concerned.

Assess the risk of empowering ruling regimes that may lack long-term legitimacy;
ensure reform remains integral to capacity building.
The EU's evolving security role has shifted away from (over-)emphasising reform and
now increasingly resembles a defence partnership in the neighbourhoods (see section

4.1). This shift enables the Union to respond more directly to the security needs of its

partners, but it also entails new risks and responsibilities. In its integrated approach to

conflicts and crises, the EU has long recognised civil societies as essential watchdogs
of state security sectors. This insight should not be overlooked: training and equipping
security actors must be accompanied by robust checks and balances.

The EU should continue to invest in and empower civil society actors in contexts where
new defence partnerships are being developed. Civil society can both help EU
stakeholders to better identify the risks and opportunities associated with these
partnerships and contribute to advancing the core objectives of security cooperation
over the long term.

Follow the integrated approach.

51



‐

^^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Bibliography

Adler, E. and Barnett. M. (1998). Part I Introduction and theoretical overview. In Adler, E. and
Barnett. M. (eds.) Security Communities. Cambridge. 1-67.

Adler, E. (1998). Seeds of peaceful change: the OSCE's security community-building model. In
Adler, E. and Barnett. M. (eds.) Security Communities. Cambridge. 119-160.

Anastasakis, O. (2008). The EU's political conditionality in the Western Balkans: towards a more
pragmatic approach. Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, 8(4), 565-377.
https://doi.org/l0.lQ80/14683850802556384.

Anghel, V. (2025). Why the EU is a geopolitical power: wartime enlargement, integration, and
reform. Journal of European Public Policy, 1-24.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2Q25.2558974.

Anghel, V., and Dzankic, J. (2023) Wartime EU: Consequences of the Russia-Ukraine War on
the Enlargement Process. Journal of European Integration 45 (3): 487-501.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.21901Q6.

Bargues, P. andMorillas, P. (2021) From democratization to fostering resilience: EU intervention
and the challenges of building institutions, social trust, and legitimacy in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Democratization, 28:7, 1319-1337, DOI: 10.1080/13510347.2021.1900120.

Bargues, P., Dandashly, A., Dijkstra, H., & Noutcheva, G. (2024). Engagement against All
Odds? Navigating Member States' Contestation of EU Policy on Kosovo. The Interna¬
tional Spectator, 59(1), 19-58.

Bargues, P. and Lupi, F. (2025). Policy Paper on demands for European security and defence
cooperation in the Western Balkans after Russia's invasion. InvigoratEU Report.

Barros, G., Kagan, F. W., Harward, C. and Evans, A. (2024). WARNING: Transnistria May Organ¬
ize a Referendum on Annexation to Russia to Support Russian Hybrid Operation Against
Moldova. ISW Assessment. https:/ /understandingwar.org/research/russia-
ukraine/warning-transnistria-may-organize-a-referendum-on-annexation-to-russia-
to-support-russian-hybrid-operation-against-moldova/

Bartenstein, A. Hendrik Hegemann & Oliver Merschel (2025). The everyday life of a security
project: the "Security Union" in the EU's "engine room", European Security, 54:], 85-
106, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2024.2519250.

Baylis, J. (1998). European security in the post cold war era: The continuing struggle between
realism and utopianism, European Security, 7:5, 14-27, DOI:
10.1080/09662859808407570.

Bechev, D. and Gjoni, I. (2025). How the Western Balkans Can Contribute to European De¬
fense. Carnegie Europe, https://carnegieendowment.org/europe/strategic-eu-
rope/2025/10/how-the-western-balkans-can-contribute-to-european-de-
fense?lang=en.

52

https://doi.org/10.1080/14683850802556384
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2025.2558974
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.2190106
https://understandingwar.org/research/russia-ukraine/warning-transnistria-may-organize-a-referendum-on-annexation-to-russia-to-support-russian-hybrid-operation-against-moldova/
https://understandingwar.org/research/russia-ukraine/warning-transnistria-may-organize-a-referendum-on-annexation-to-russia-to-support-russian-hybrid-operation-against-moldova/
https://understandingwar.org/research/russia-ukraine/warning-transnistria-may-organize-a-referendum-on-annexation-to-russia-to-support-russian-hybrid-operation-against-moldova/
https://carnegieendowment.org/europe/strategic-europe/2025/10/how-the-western-balkans-can-contribute-to-european-defense?lang=en
https://carnegieendowment.org/europe/strategic-europe/2025/10/how-the-western-balkans-can-contribute-to-european-defense?lang=en
https://carnegieendowment.org/europe/strategic-europe/2025/10/how-the-western-balkans-can-contribute-to-european-defense?lang=en


InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Bechev, D. (2022). What Has Stopped EU Enlargement in the Western Balkans? Carnegie Eu¬
rope Article, https://carnegieeurope.eu/2022/06/20/what-has-stopped-euen-
larqement-in-western-balkans-pub-87348.

Benford, R. D., and D. A. Snow. (2000). Framing Processes and Social Movements. Annual
Review of Sociology 26: 1: 611-639.

Bengtsson, R. (2024). Complex Role Enactment Amid Global Value Contestation: The Euro¬
pean Union and the Crisis of the European Security Order. In Friedrichs, G. and Panke,
D. (eds.) International Organizations Amid Global Crises. Analysing Role Selection and
Impact through Role Theory. 31-48. Brill. https://doi.org/10.56687/978152924298Q.

Bergmann, J. (2019). Neofunctionalism and EU external policy integration: the case of capacity
building in support of security and development (CBSD), Journal of European Public
Policy, 26:9, 1253-1272, DOI: 10.1080/13501763.2018.1526204.

Bergmann, J., & Müller, P. (2021). Failing forward in the EU's common security and defense
policy: the integration of EU crisis management. Journal of European Public Pol¬
icy, 28(10), 1669-1687. https://doi.org/l0.lQ80/l3501763.202l.l954064.

Bernstein, H. (1971). Modernization theory and the sociological study of development. The Jour¬
nal of Development Studies, 7(2), 141-160.
https://doi.org/10.1080/002203871Q8421356.

Bicchi, F. Heidi Maurer & Kolja Raube (2024). Maturation by practice: shaping the EU's inter¬
national identity in the absence of formal institutional change, European Security, 33:3,
364-382, DOI: 10.1080/09662839.2024.2383405.

Bicchi, F. (2013). 'Our size fits all': Normative power Europe and the Mediterranean. In Civilian
or Military Power? (pp. 118-135). Routledge.

Bieber, F. (2017). What is stabilitocracy? BiEPAG Blog 5 May 2017.
https://www.biepag.eu/bloq/what-is-a-stabilitocracy.

Bieber, F. & Tzifakis, N (2019). The Western Balkans as a Geopolitical Chessboard? Myths, Re¬
alities and Policy Options. BiEPAG Policy Brief, https://www.biepag.eu/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2021/07/The Western Balkans as a Geopolitical Chessboard.pdf.

Bilquin, B./ European Parliament's Research Service 2024 (2024). Ukraine, the European
Peace Facility and additional financing.
https://epthinktank.eu/2024/09/03/ukraine-the-european-peace-facility-and-ad-
ditional-financing/.

Brinkerhoff, D. W. & Morgan, P. J. (2010). Capacity and capacity development: coping with
complexity. Public Admin, 50: 2-10.

Biscop, S. and Whitman, R. (2012). Introduction. In Biscop, S. & Whitman, R. (eds.) The
Routledge Handbook of European Security. Taylor & Francis Group, pp. 19-21.

55

https://carnegieeurope.eu/2022/06/20/what-has-stopped-euenlargement-in-western-balkans-pub-87348
https://carnegieeurope.eu/2022/06/20/what-has-stopped-euenlargement-in-western-balkans-pub-87348
https://doi.org/10.56687/9781529242980
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1954064
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220387108421356
https://www.biepag.eu/blog/what-is-a-stabilitocracy
https://www.biepag.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/The_Western_Balkans_as_a_Geopolitical_Chessboard.pdf
https://www.biepag.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/The_Western_Balkans_as_a_Geopolitical_Chessboard.pdf
https://epthinktank.eu/2024/09/03/ukraine-the-european-peace-facility-and-additional-financing/
https://epthinktank.eu/2024/09/03/ukraine-the-european-peace-facility-and-additional-financing/


InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Biscop, S. and Coelmont (2012). Military CSDP. The quest for capability. In Biscop, S. & Whit¬
man, R. (eds.) The Routledge Handbook of European Security. Taylor & Francis Group,
pp. 125-140.

Blockmans, S. (2022). Editorial: The Birth of a Geopolitical EU. European Foreign Affairs Re¬
view 27 (Issue 2): 155-160. https://doi.org/10.54648/EERR2022016.

Blokker, P. (2005). Post-Communist Modernization, Transition Studies, and Diversity in Eu¬
rope. European Journal of Social Theory, 8(4), 505-
525. https://doi.org/10.1177/1568451005059705.

Bonomi, M. (2025). Chinese Influence in the Eastern Trio and the Western Balkans: Strategic
Fragmentation in the EU's Enlargement Countries. InvigoratEU. https://ze-
nodo.org/records/17558857.

Borja Lasheras, F. & Tcherneva, V. (2015). Is the EU losing the Western Balkans. What local
experts think? ECFR Commentary. https://ecfr.eu/article/is the eu los¬
ing the western balkans what local experts think5095/.

Borja Lasheras, F., Tcherneva, V. & Wesslau, F. (2016). Return to instability: How migration and
great power politics threaten the Western Balkans. ECFR Policy Brief.
https://ecfr.eu/publication/return to instability 6045/.

Bosse, G. (2024). The EU's Response to the Russian Invasion of Ukraine: Invoking Norms and
Values in Times of Fundamental Rupture. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Stud¬
ies, 62: 1222-1258. https://doi.org/l0.llll/jcms.15569.

Bossong & Thorsten Benner (2012). Capacity-building at the Headquarter Level: The Case of
EU Civilian Peace Operations, Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 6:4, 551-568,
DOI: 10.1080/17502977.2012.655606.

Bossuyt, F., Amoris, L., & Riabchuk, M. (2024). The subaltern strikes back, or how Ukraine is
claiming agency from Russia and the European Union. European Security, 53(4), 644-
664. https://doi.org/10.1080/09662859.2024.241Q011.

Brandt, H. and Tekin, F. (2024). Analytical Glossary. InvigoratEU Publications, https: //iep-ber-
lin.de/site/assets/files/5700/invigorateu analytical glossary.pdf.

Brandt, H., Tekin, F. Bargues, P. & Vilpisauskas, R. (2024). Growing Resilient Together: Reshap¬
ing EU-Enlargement and Neighbourhood Policy in a Geopolitical Era. InvigoratEU con¬
ceptual background paper, https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/ln-
vigoratEU deliverables D5.2 public final-ueberarbeitet.pdf.

Brender, R. (2025). Moldova's EU Path: Between Moscow's Shadow and Brussels' Promises.
Egmont Policy Brief, 582. https://www.egmontinstitute.be/app/up-
loads/2025/06/Reinhold-Brender Policy Brief 582 vFinal.pdf?type=pdf.

Brzozowski, A. (4.10.2021). EU might consider military training mission for Ukraine. EURACTIV.
https://www.euractiv.com/news/eu-might-consider-military-training-mission-for-
ukraine/.

54

https://doi.org/10.54648/EERR2022016
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431005059703
https://ecfr.eu/article/is_the_eu_losing_the_western_balkans_what_local_experts_think3093/
https://ecfr.eu/article/is_the_eu_losing_the_western_balkans_what_local_experts_think3093/
https://ecfr.eu/publication/return_to_instability_6045/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13569
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2024.2410011
https://iep-berlin.de/site/assets/files/3700/invigorateu_analytical_glossary.pdf
https://iep-berlin.de/site/assets/files/3700/invigorateu_analytical_glossary.pdf
https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/InvigoratEU_deliverables_D3.2_public_final-ueberarbeitet.pdf
https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/InvigoratEU_deliverables_D3.2_public_final-ueberarbeitet.pdf
https://www.egmontinstitute.be/app/uploads/2025/06/Reinhold-Brender_Policy_Brief_382_vFinal.pdf?type=pdf
https://www.egmontinstitute.be/app/uploads/2025/06/Reinhold-Brender_Policy_Brief_382_vFinal.pdf?type=pdf
https://www.euractiv.com/news/eu-might-consider-military-training-mission-for-ukraine/
https://www.euractiv.com/news/eu-might-consider-military-training-mission-for-ukraine/


ł

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Bull, H. (1977). The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics. London: Macmillan.

Burguete, V., Farres, O., Plottka, J. and Vorberg, K. O. (2025). Western Balkans and Eastern
Partnership candidate countries' path to the EU: present and future. InvigoratEU.
https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Horizon-scanning-for-lnvigor-
atEUs-visioning-process.pdf.

Buzan, B. & Little, R. (2000). International System in World History. Remaking the study of In¬
ternational Relations. Oxford University Press.

Buzan, B., Jones, C. & Little, R. (1995). The Logic of Anarchy. Neorealism to Structural Realism.
Columbia University Press.

Buzan, B. (1991). People, States, and Fear. An agenda for international security studies in the
post-cold war era. Brighton: Wheatsheaf.

Caitlin, E. and O'Brien, C. (28.8.2019). Trump holds up Ukraine military aid meant to confront
Russia. Politico. https://www.politico.com/story/2019/Q8/28/trump-ukraine-mili-
tary-aid-russia-l689551?ref=readtangle.com.

Cantir, C. and Kennedy, R. (2015). Balancing on the Shoulders of Giants: Moldova's Foreign
Policy toward Russia and the European Union, Foreign Policy Analysis, 11 (4), pp. 597-
416, https://doi.org/l0.1111/fpa.l2051.

Carrapico, H. and Barrinha, A. (2017). The EU as a Coherent (Cyber)Security Actor? Journal of
Common Market Studies, 55 (6): 1254-1272. DOI: 10.1111/jcms.12575

Cenusa, D. (2025) The Path Towards EU Membership for Ukraine and Moldova: In "Tandem" or
"Separate"? Moldovan Analytical Digest, 4. DOI: 10.5929/ethz-c-000784976.

Chandler, D., and Reid, J. (2016). The Neoliberal Subject. Resilience, Adaptation and Vulnera¬
bility. London: Rowman & Littlefield International.

Cooley, A. and Nexon, D. (2020). Exit from Hegemony: The Unraveling of the American Global
Order. New York: Oxford Academic.

Corry, O. (2014). From defense to resilience: environmental security beyond neo-liberalism.
International Political Sociology, 8 (5).

Czu no, P. (2021). Theorizing and Testing Cross-Loading: The EU Common Foreign and Security
Policy and Polish Concessions to Germany's Russia Policy. JCMS: Journal of Common
Market Studies, 59: 1247-1266. https://doi.org/l0.l111/jcms.15178.

Dandashly, A., & Noutcheva, G. (2021). Conceptualizing norm diffusion and norm contestation
in the European neighbourhood: introduction to the special issue. Democratiza¬
tion, 29(5), 415-452. https://doi.org/10.1080/15510547.2021.2Q12161.

55

https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Horizon-scanning-for-InvigoratEUs-visioning-process.pdf
https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Horizon-scanning-for-InvigoratEUs-visioning-process.pdf
https://www.politico.com/story/2019/08/28/trump-ukraine-military-aid-russia-1689531?ref=readtangle.com
https://www.politico.com/story/2019/08/28/trump-ukraine-military-aid-russia-1689531?ref=readtangle.com
https://doi.org/10.1111/fpa.12051
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13178
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2021.2012161


š

Invigorating Enlargement and Neignbc
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Dannreuther, R. (2007). The European Security Strategy's regional objective: The neighbour¬
hood policy. In: Biscop, S. & Andersson, J. J. (eds.) The EU and the European Security
Strategy. Forging a Global Europe. London: Routledge.

de Coning, C. (2016). From peacebuilding to sustaining peace: Implications of complexity for
resilience and sustainability. Resilience. International Policies, Practices and Dis¬
courses. 4:5, pp. 166-181.

Delcour, L. & Wolczuk, K. (2018). 'Well-Meaning but Ineffective? Perceptions of the EU's Role
as a Security Actor in the South Caucasus', European Foreign Affairs Review, SI, pp.
41-60, https:/ /kluwerlawonline-com.ezproxy.utu.fi /journalarticle /European+For-
eign+Affairs+Review/25.Special7o20lssue/EERR2018010.

Dimitrova, A. L., Gürkan, S., & Koops, J. (2025). Stuck on the stairway of change: the EU's
enlargement and security and defence policies post 2022. West European Politics, 1-
27. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402582.2025.2559010.

Ditrych, O. & Martin Lary (2025). What can European security architecture look like in the
wake of Russia's war on Ukraine?, European Security, 34:1, 44-64, DOI:
10.1080/09662859.2024.2547221.

Ditrych, O., & Kucera, T. (2022). Defence cooperation and change: How defence industry in¬

tegration fostered development of the European security community. Cooperation and
Conflict, 58(1), 129-152. https://doi-org.ezproxy.utu.fi/10.ll77/00l0856722l099086.

Dunne, T. (2005). The New Agenda. In Bellamy, A. (ed.) International Society and its Critics.
Oxford University Press. 65-79.

Dunn Cavelty,M. and Kaufmann,M. and Soby Kristensen, K., (2015). Resilience and (in)security:
Practices, subjects, temporalities. Security Dialogue, 46:], pp. 5-14.

Engelbrekt, K. (2024). The European Security Order. In: Bakardjieva Engelbrekt, A., Ekman, P.,
Michalski, A., Oxelheim, L. (eds) The Borders of the European Union in a Conflictual
World. Palgrave Macmillan.

Entous, A. (14.5.2014). Obama Administration Turns Down Request from Ukraine for Weapons
and Ammunition. Atlantic Council NATOSource. https: //www.atlantic-
council.org/blogs/natosource/obama-administration-turns-down-request-from-
ukraine-for-weapons-and-ammunition/.

EU NEIGHBOURS east (25.8.2025). Moldova annual survey 2025 - country report.
https://euneighbourseast.eu/news/publications/moldova-annual-survey-2025-
country-report/.

European Western Balkans (2017). Republika Srpska Resolution on military neutrality to under¬
mine NATO integration of BiH? 26 October. https://europeanwesternbal-
kans.com/2017/10/26/republika-srpska-resolution-military-neutrality-undermine-
nato-integration-bih/.

56

https://kluwerlawonline-com.ezproxy.utu.fi/journalarticle/European+Foreign+Affairs+Review/23.Special%20Issue/EERR2018010
https://kluwerlawonline-com.ezproxy.utu.fi/journalarticle/European+Foreign+Affairs+Review/23.Special%20Issue/EERR2018010
https://doi-org.ezproxy.utu.fi/10.1177/00108367221099086
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/natosource/obama-administration-turns-down-request-from-ukraine-for-weapons-and-ammunition/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/natosource/obama-administration-turns-down-request-from-ukraine-for-weapons-and-ammunition/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/natosource/obama-administration-turns-down-request-from-ukraine-for-weapons-and-ammunition/
https://euneighbourseast.eu/news/publications/moldova-annual-survey-2025-country-report/
https://euneighbourseast.eu/news/publications/moldova-annual-survey-2025-country-report/


ć

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Ewers-Peters, N. M. (2025). Positioning member states in EU-NATO security cooperation: to¬
wards a typology, European Security, 32:1, 22-41, DOI:
10.1080/09662859.2022.2076558.

Ewers-Peters, N. M. (2024). Germany's positioning in the triangular relations with Russia and
the US: towards a (new) European security order? International Politics.
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41511-024-00620-6.

Faleg, G. (2018). The EU: From Comprehensive to Integrated Approach. Global Affairs, 4 (2-
5), pp. 171-185.

Fairclough, N. (2015). "Critical Discourse Analysis and Critical Policy Studies." Critical Policy
Studies 7 (2): 177-197.

Fernandes, S. (2011). European Security through EU-Russian Relations: Towards a New Multi¬
lateral Order?, Journal of Contemporary European Research, 7 (2), pp. 195-215.

Fiott, D. (2025). In every crisis an opportunity? European Union integration in defence and the
War on Ukraine, Journal of European Integration, 45:5, 447-462, DOI:
10.1080/07056557.2025.2185595.

Gaji ,S. S. (2017). Capacity Building for Security Sector Reform in Kosovo. EU-CIVCAP Working
Paper No. 02-17. https://eucivcap.wordpress.com/wp-content/up-
loads/2017/09/eucivcap-workingpaper-02-17-stojanovic gajic.pdf.

Gvalia, G., Siroky, D., Lebanidze, B., & lashvili, Z. (2015). Thinking Outside the Bloc: Explaining
the Foreign Policies of Small States. Security Studies, 22(1), 98-151.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09656412.2Q15.757465.

German, T. and Tyushka, A. (2022). Security challenges at the EU's eastern border: which role
for CSDP? European Parliament In-Depth Analysis. https://www.europarl.eu-
ropa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2022/655655/EXPO IDA(2022)655655 EN.pdf.

GOV UK (26.6.2025). Operation Interflex reaches three-year milestone. UK Ministry of Defence
webpage. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/operation-interflex-reaches-
three-year-milestone.

Grabbe, H. (2006). The EU's Transformative Power. Europeanization Through Conditionality in
Central and Eastern Europe. Palgrave Macmillan.

Grevi, G. (2009). EULEX Kosovo. In Grevi, G., Helly, D. & Keohane, D. (eds.) European Security
and Defence Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009). European Union Institute for Secu¬
rity Studies, pp. 555-568. https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFi-
les/ESDP 10-web O.pdf.

Grimmel, A. and Starsheim, J. (2021). Introduction: Weathering the Storm? The EU as a Global
Peace and Security Actor in Turbulent Times. European Review of International Studies,
8: 515-526. doi:10.1165/21967415-08050007.

57

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-024-00620-6
https://eucivcap.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/eucivcap-workingpaper-02-17-stojanovic_gajic.pdf
https://eucivcap.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/eucivcap-workingpaper-02-17-stojanovic_gajic.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2013.757463
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2022/653653/EXPO_IDA(2022)653653_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2022/653653/EXPO_IDA(2022)653653_EN.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/operation-interflex-reaches-three-year-milestone
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/operation-interflex-reaches-three-year-milestone
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf


Invigorating Enlargement and Neignbc
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Gross, E. (2009). Operation CONCORDIA (fYROM). In Grevi, G„ Helly, D. & Keohane, D. (eds.)
European Security and Defence Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009). European Union
Institute for Security Studies, pp. 173-180. https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/fi-
les/EUISSFiles/ESDP 10-web O.pdf.

Gross, E. (2007). European Union Foreign Policy towards the Balkans. In Casarini, N. and Musu,
C. (eds.) European Foreign Policy in an Evolving International System. Palgrave Mac¬
millan, pp. 97-111.

Gourlay, C. (2012). Civilian CSDP: a tool for state-building. In Biscop, S. & Whitman, R. (eds.)
The Routledge Handbook of European Security. Taylor & Francis Group, pp. 141-512.

Hagelsteen, M. & Becker, P. (2013). Challenging Disparities in Capacity Development for Dis¬
aster Risk Reduction. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 3: 4-13.
doi:l0.l0l6/j.ijdrr.20l2.1l.00l.

Hagström Frisell, E. and Sjökvist, E. (2021). To Train and Equip Partner Nations - Implications of
the European Peace Facility. FOI memo: International Military Missions. Swedish De¬
fence Research Agency. https://www.foi.se/rapportsammanfattning?re-
portNo=FOI%20Memo%207468.

Hansen, P. (2025). The Return of the Repressed: The Colonial History of the EU's Geopolitical
Turn. Journal of Common Market Studies, 65 (5): 1420-1437.

Hansen, S., Husieva, O. & Frankenthal, K. (2023). (eds.). Russia's War of Aggression against
Ukraine. "Zeitenwende" for German Security Policy. ISPK, Nomos.
doi.org/10.5771/9783748917205.

Heisbourg, F. (2024). Planning for a Post-American Europe, Survival, 66:5, 7-20, DOI:
10.1080/00396338.2024.2357473.

Häkansson, C. (2025). Understanding the European Union's Response to the Russian war on
Ukraine: The role of the European External Action Service. Defence Studies, 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2Q25.2562978.

Hofmann, S.C. (2011). Why Institutional Overlap Matters: CSDP in the European Security Archi¬
tecture. Journal of Common Market Studies, 49. 101-120. https: //doi.org /10,1111/j.1468-
5965.2010.02131.x.

Hrushetskyi, A. /KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (24.5.2022). Acceptability of
refusing to join NATO in obtaining security guarantees from individual countries: results
of a telephone survey conducted on 13-18 May 2022.
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lanq=eng&cat=reports&id=11l0&page=51.

Hrushetskyi, A. /KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (29.7.2022). Press releases and
reports Geopolitical orientations of residents of Ukraine: results of a telephone survey
conducted on July 6-20, 2022. KIIS Press Releases and Reports.
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lanq=eng&cat=reports&id=1125&page=49.

58

https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.foi.se/rapportsammanfattning?reportNo=FOI%20Memo%207468
https://www.foi.se/rapportsammanfattning?reportNo=FOI%20Memo%207468
https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2025.2562978
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02131.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02131.x
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=1110&page=51
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=1125&page=49


İş

•^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Häkansson, C. (2025). The Ukraine war and the emergence of the European commission as a
geopolitical actor. Journal of European Integration, 46(1), 25-45.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07056557.2Q25.2259998.

van Hulst, M., Tamara Metze, Art Dewulf, Jasper de Vries, Severine van Bommel & Mark van
Ostaijen (2025). Discourse, framing and narrative: three ways of doing critical, inter¬

pretive policy analysis, Critical Policy Studies, 19:1, 74-96, DOI:
10.1080/19460171.2024.2526956.

latco, M. (2025). Electoral Clientelism and Democratic Legitimacy in Moldova After 2024:
Balancing Political Realities and European Commitments. Moldovan Analytical Digest,
4. DOI: 10.5929/ethz-c-000784976.

loannides, I. (2009). EUPOL PROXIMA / EUPAT (fYROM). In Grevi, G„ Helly, D. & Keohane, D.
(eds.) European Security and Defence Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009). European
Union Institute for Security Studies, pp. 187-200. https://www.iss.eu-
ropa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP 10-web O.pdf.

IRI (International Republican Institute) (2014). Public Opinion Survey Residents of Ukraine
March 14 - 26, 2014. https://www.iri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/201420Ap-
ril20520IRI20Public200pinion20Survey20of20Ukraine2C20March2014-
262C202014.pdf.

Irto, G., Kharitonov, I., Nishikawa, T. and Trebesch, C. (2025). Ukraine Aid: How Europe Can
Replace US Support. KIEL Policy Brief, 186. https://www.kielinstitut.de/publica-
tions/ukraine-aid-how-europe-can-replace-us-support-17995/.

leyen, B. (2018). Building capacities, exerting power: The European Union police mission in
the Palestinian Authority, Mediterranean Politics, 25:5, 521-559, DOI:
10.1080/15629595.2017.1519750.

Jackson, P. (2017). Capacity Building and Security Sector Reform. In: Dover, R., Dylan, H.,Good¬
man,M. (eds) The Palgrave Handbook of Security, Risk and Intelligence. Palgrave Mac¬
millan, London, https://doi.org/10.1057/978-l-157-55675-4 16.

Jacobsen, K. L. (2017) Maritime security and capacity building in the Gulf of Guinea: On com¬
prehensiveness, gaps, and security priorities, African Security Review, 26:5, 257-256,
DOI: 10.1080/10246029.2017.1291441.

Jayasundara-Smits, S. (2018). Bracing the wind and riding the norm life cycle: inclusive peace¬
building in the European capacity building mission in Sahel-Mali (EUCAP Sahel-Mali),
Peacebuilding, 6:5, 255-247, DOI: 10.1080/21647259.2018.1491685.

Jones, C. (2017). Briefing Frontex: cooperation with non-EU states. Statewatch analysis.
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/analyses/no-509-frontex-third-
countries-agreements.pdf.

Joseph, J., and Juncos, A. E. (2019). Resilience as an Emergent European Project? The EU's
Place in the Resilience Turn. Journal of Common Market Studies, 57: 995-1011.
https://doi.org/10.llll/jcms.12881.

59

https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.2239998
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.iri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/201420April20520IRI20Public20Opinion20Survey20of20Ukraine2C20March2014-262C202014.pdf
https://www.iri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/201420April20520IRI20Public20Opinion20Survey20of20Ukraine2C20March2014-262C202014.pdf
https://www.iri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/201420April20520IRI20Public20Opinion20Survey20of20Ukraine2C20March2014-262C202014.pdf
https://www.kielinstitut.de/publications/ukraine-aid-how-europe-can-replace-us-support-17993/
https://www.kielinstitut.de/publications/ukraine-aid-how-europe-can-replace-us-support-17993/
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53675-4_16
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/analyses/no-309-frontex-third-countries-agreements.pdf
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/analyses/no-309-frontex-third-countries-agreements.pdf


Đ ć

º

ž ć
ž ć

•^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Juncker, J.-C. (2014). A New Start for Europe: My Agenda for Jobs, Growth, Fairness and Dem¬
ocratic Change. Political Guidelines for the next European Commission. Opening
Statement in the European Parliament Plenary Session, https://commission.eu-
ropa.eu/system/files/2019-09/juncker-political-guidelines-speech en.pdf.

Juncos, A. E., Algar-Faria, G., Edmunds, T., oki , K., Planitz, E., Abdi, K., Simons, S. (2017). DL
6.1 Evaluating international efforts on local capacity building. EU-CIVCAP publication.

Juncos, A. E. (2017a). Resilience as the new EU foreign policy paradigm: a pragmatist turn?
European Security, 26: 1, 1-18, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2016.1247809.

Juncos, A. E. (2017b). Principled pragmatism and resilience. In Lange, S., Nechev, Z. and
Trauner, F. (eds.) Resilience in the Western Balkans. European Union Institute for Secu¬
rity Studies, Report N 36, 75-80. https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/de-
fault/files/EUISSFiles/Report_56_Resilience%20in%20the%20Western7o20Bal-
kans_0.pdf.

Juncos, A. E. (2018). Resilience in peacebuilding: Contesting uncertainty, ambiguity, and com¬
plexity. Contemporary Security Policy, 59:4, pp. 559-574.

Kacarska , S., Keil, S. & D anki , J. (2025). Introduction - A Year Later: War in Ukraine and
Western Balkan Geopolitics. In D anki , J., Kacarska, S. & Keil, S. (eds.) A Year Later:
War in Ukraine and Western Balkan (Geo)Politics. European University Institute.
https://cadmus.eui.eu/server/api/core/bitstreams/f0b20ed6-1b51-51a5-b4e0-
d50dfda20e55/content.

Kakachia, K. and Cecire, M. (2015). Georgian Foreign Policy. The Quest for Sustainable Secu¬
rity. Konrad Adenauer Stiftung and The Georgian Institute of Politics.

Kakachia, K., & Minesashvili, S. (2015). Identity politics: Exploring Georgian foreign policy be¬
havior. Journal of Eurasian Studies, 6(2), 171-
180. https://doi.Org/10.1016/j.euras.2015.04.002.

Karjalainen, T. (2025). EU enlargement in wartime Europe: three dimensions and scenar¬
ios, Contemporary Social Science https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2Q25.2289661.

Karjalainen, T. and Mustasilta, K. (2025). Aseapu Ukrainaan rikkoi tabun - Rauhanrahasto
kasvattaa EU:n muskeleita [Arms aid to Ukraine breaks taboo - Peace fund flexes EU's
muscles]. Ulkopolitiikka. https://ulkopolitiikka.fi/aseapu-ukrainaan-rikkoi-tabun-
rauhanrahasto-kasvattaa-eun-muskeleita/.

Karjalainen, T. and Siddi, M. (2025). From role change to policy change: EU member states
and change in EU foreign policy after Russia's invasion of Ukraine. Journal of European
Integration. https://doi.org/10.1080/07056557.2Q25.2574424.

Karjalainen, T. (2025). EU enlargement in wartime Europe: three dimensions and scenar¬
ios. Contemporary Social Science, /8(5), 657-656.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2Q25.2289661.

60

https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2019-09/juncker-political-guidelines-speech_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2019-09/juncker-political-guidelines-speech_en.pdf
https://cadmus.eui.eu/server/api/core/bitstreams/f0b20ed6-1b51-51a5-b4e0-d50dfda20e55/content
https://cadmus.eui.eu/server/api/core/bitstreams/f0b20ed6-1b51-51a5-b4e0-d50dfda20e55/content
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euras.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2023.2289661
https://ulkopolitiikka.fi/aseapu-ukrainaan-rikkoi-tabun-rauhanrahasto-kasvattaa-eun-muskeleita/
https://ulkopolitiikka.fi/aseapu-ukrainaan-rikkoi-tabun-rauhanrahasto-kasvattaa-eun-muskeleita/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2025.2574424
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2023.2289661


ž ć

č

º

Invigorating Enlargement and Neignbc
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Karlsrud, J. and Reykers, Y. (2025). Coalition of the Willing for Ukraine: A Multinational Force
in the Making. Policy Brief 26/2025. Norwegian Institute of International Affairs.
https://www.nupi.no/content/pdf preview/51]58/file/NUPI Pol¬
icy Brief 26 2025 Karlsrud Reykers.pdf.

Kelmendi, T. and Kapanadze, S. (2025). Occupational therapy: Frozen conflicts, Russian ag¬
gression and EU enlargement. ECFR European Security Publication.
https://ecfr.eu/publication/occupational-therapy-frozen-conflicts-russian-aggres-
sion-and-eu-enlargement/.

Keil, S. (2025). Enlargement Politics Based on Geopolitics? A Proposal for a Geopolitics-Driven
Enlargement Policy. In D anki , J. Kacarska, S. and Keil, S. (eds.) A Year Later: War in
Ukraine and Western Balkan (Geo) Politics. European University Institute, pp. 117-124.

Keohane, D. (2009). EUFOR ALTHEA (Bosnia and Herzegovina). In Grevi, G., Helly, D. & Keohane,
D. (eds.) European Security and Defence Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009). Euro¬
pean Union Institute for Security Studies, pp. 211-220. https://www.iss.eu-
ropa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP 10-web O.pdf.

KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (50.1.2006). The views and opinions of the Ukrain¬
ian population, January 2006. KUS Press Releases and Reports.
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=455&page=154.

KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (21.6.2015). Thoughts of the population of Ukraine
on the Customs Union and European Union. KIIS Press Releases and Reports.
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=175&page=126.

Kimball, S. (2.5.2015). Weapons to Ukraine. Deutsche Welle, https://www.dw.com/en/propo-
sed-us-weapons-deliveries-to-ukraine-raise-fears-of-further-escalation/a-18255091.

Kmezi , M. (2015). The Western Balkans and EU Enlargement: Lessons learned, ways forward
and prospects ahead. European Parliament. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/Reg-
Data/etudes/IDAN/2015/554999/EXPO IDA(2015)554999 EN.pdf.

Kristinovska, A. & Marrone, A. (2025). Europe's Overlooked Allies: Why the Western Balkans
Matter for EU Defence Readiness. Think Nea - New Narratives of EU Integration, The¬
matic Report No. 2. https://osfwb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/think-nea-de-
fense-report-FINAL compressed.pdf.

Kuzio, T. (2005). Neither East Nor West: Ukraine's Security Policy Under Kuchma. Problems of
Post-Communism, 52(5), 59-68. https://doi.org/10.1080/l07582l6.2005.llQ522l5.

Kuzio, T. (2006). Ukrainian Foreign and Security Policy Since the Orange Revolution. The Inter¬
national Spectator, 4.

Lange, S., Nechev, Z. and Trauner, F. (eds.) Resilience in the Western Balkans. European Union
Institute for Security Studies, Report N 56, 75-80. https://www.iss.eu-
ropa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Report 56 Resili-
ence7o20in%20the%20Western%20Balkans O.pdf.

LITPOLUKRBRIG (n.d.). History, https://litpolukrbrig.wp.mil.pl/en/tradition/history/.

61

https://www.nupi.no/content/pdf_preview/31158/file/NUPI_Policy_Brief_26_2025_Karlsrud_Reykers.pdf
https://www.nupi.no/content/pdf_preview/31158/file/NUPI_Policy_Brief_26_2025_Karlsrud_Reykers.pdf
https://ecfr.eu/publication/occupational-therapy-frozen-conflicts-russian-aggression-and-eu-enlargement/
https://ecfr.eu/publication/occupational-therapy-frozen-conflicts-russian-aggression-and-eu-enlargement/
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=453&page=154
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=175&page=126
https://www.dw.com/en/proposed-us-weapons-deliveries-to-ukraine-raise-fears-of-further-escalation/a-18235091
https://www.dw.com/en/proposed-us-weapons-deliveries-to-ukraine-raise-fears-of-further-escalation/a-18235091
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2015/534999/EXPO_IDA(2015)534999_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2015/534999/EXPO_IDA(2015)534999_EN.pdf
https://osfwb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/think-nea-defense-report-FINAL_compressed.pdf
https://osfwb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/think-nea-defense-report-FINAL_compressed.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2005.11052215
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Report_36_Resilience%20in%20the%20Western%20Balkans_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Report_36_Resilience%20in%20the%20Western%20Balkans_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Report_36_Resilience%20in%20the%20Western%20Balkans_0.pdf
https://litpolukrbrig.wp.mil.pl/en/tradition/history/


•^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Litra, L, Medynskyi, I. & Zarembo, K. (2017). Assessing the EU's conflict prevention and peace¬
building interventions in Ukraine. WOSCAP Deliverable.

Little, R. (1995). Continuity and Transformation in the International System. In Buzan, B., Jones,
C. &

Little, R. (eds.). The Logic of Anarchy. Neorealism to Structural Realism. Columbia University
Press. 155-168.

Manners, I. (2002). Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms? Journal of Common
Market Studies, 40(2), 235-258.

Manners, I. (2009). The Concept of Normative Power in World Politics. Danish Institute for In¬
ternational Studies Brief. Retrieved September 50, 2022,
from https://pure.diis.dk/ws/files/68745/B09 maj Concept Norma¬
tive Power World Politics.pdf.

Manyena, S. B. and Gordon, S., (2015). Bridging the concepts of resilience, fragility and stabi¬
lisation. Disaster Prevention and Management 24 (1), pp. 58-52.

Major, C. & Moiling, C. (2015). Towards an EU Peacebuilding Strategy: The Effects of the Lisbon
Treaty on the Comprehensive Approach of the EU in the Area of Civilian Crisis Man¬
agement. European Foreign Affairs Review 18(4): 45-62.

Maurer, H., Kolja Raube & Richard G. Whitman (2024). "Zeitenwende" as coming of age? EU
foreign & security policy through war & peace, European Security, 55:5, 545-565, DOI:
10.1080/09662859.2024.2576604.

Merlingen, M. (2009). EUPM (Bosnia and Herzegovina). In Grevi, G., Helly, D. & Keohane, D.
(eds.) European Security and Defence Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009). European
Union Institute for Security Studies, pp. 161-172. https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/de-
fault/f iles/EUISSFiles/ESDP 10-web O.pdf.

Meyer, C. O. (2012). European strategic culture. Tacking stock and looking ahead. In Biscop,
S. & Whitman, R. (eds.) The Routledge Handbook of European Security. Taylor & Francis
Group, pp. 87-100.

Mi, X. (2025). Strategic cultures between the EU member states: convergence or divergence?,
European Security, 52:4, 558-582, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2022.2159584.

Michel, C. (2024). Enlargement then and now: A geopolitical investment in peace and secu¬
rity. Speech by President Charles Michel for the 20th anniversary of the 2004 enlarge¬
ment. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-relea-
ses/2024/04/29/speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-ceremony-for-the-
20th-anniversary-of-the-2004-eu-enlargement/.

Ministry of Defence of Ukraine (8.11.2025). With whom Ukraine has security agreements and
what do they provide for - explanation of the Ministry of Defense.

62

https://pure.diis.dk/ws/files/68745/B09_maj_Concept_Normative_Power_World_Politics.pdf
https://pure.diis.dk/ws/files/68745/B09_maj_Concept_Normative_Power_World_Politics.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/04/29/speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-ceremony-for-the-20th-anniversary-of-the-2004-eu-enlargement/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/04/29/speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-ceremony-for-the-20th-anniversary-of-the-2004-eu-enlargement/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/04/29/speech-by-president-charles-michel-at-the-ceremony-for-the-20th-anniversary-of-the-2004-eu-enlargement/


Invigorating Enlargement and Neignbc
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

https://mod.gov.ua/news/z-kim-ukrayina-maye-bezpekovi-ugodi-i-shho-voni-
peredbachayut-poyasnennya-minoboroni.

Morina, E. (2022). Bound to Russia: Serbia's disruptive neutrality. ECFR Commentary. 14 March
2022. https://ecfr.eu/article/bound-to-russia-serbias-disruptive-neutrality/.

Murauskaite, E. E. (2024). The War in Ukraine. Understanding Western Tools Short of War. De
Gruyter.

Mustasilta, K. (2025). The EU's external conflict responses. Drivers and emerging trends in the
era of strategic competition. FIIA Working Paper 155. https://www.fiia.fi/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2025/09/wpl55 eus-external-conflict-responses.pdf.

Mustasilta, K. and Karjalainen, T. (2025). European strategic cultures in flux? Case study on
the European Peace Facility. European Journal of International Security.
https://doi.org/10.l0l7/eis.2025.lQ022.

Mustasilta, K., Karjalainen, T. and Tammikko, T. (2025). EU The European Union's crisis manage¬
ment efforts: Evolution amid a shifting international order and the war in Ukraine? FIIA
Briefing Paper.

Müftüler-Bac, M., Senem Aydm-Düzgit & Ezgi Uzun-Teker (2024). The EU's global strategic
partner(ship): a tool for the maturation of European foreign policy?, European Security,
33:5, 426-448, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2024.2376612.

NATO (7.5.2024). Signatures of Partnership for Peace Framework Document.
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 82584.htm.

NDI (National Democratic Institute) / CRRC Georgia (2016). Public attitudes in Georgia Results
of a June 2016 survey carried out for NDI by CRRC Georgia. https://www.ndi.org/NDI-
poll-georgian-voters-june-2016#downloads.

NDI (National Democratic Institute) (2014). Public Perceptions of Politics and Government
Findings from a June-July 2014 Survey of 1,577 adults over the age of 18 in Moldova.
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/LRP%20Analy-
sis%20of%20Survey%20Findings%20-%20NDI%20Moldova%20Public%20Ver-
sion%20082614 O.pdf.

NDI (National Democratic Institute) / CRRC Georgia (2025). Taking Georgians' pulse. Findings
from October-November 2025 face to face survey.
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/NDI%20Geor-
gia GGF%20poll October 2025 Eng VF O.pdf

Nilsson, C. & Zetterlund, K. (2011). Arming the Peace. The Sensitive Business of Capacity Build¬
ing. PCI Defence Analysis.

Nizhnikau, R. and Moshes, A. (2024). Moldova's European Course. To be continued or to be
reversed? FIIA Comment, 8. https://fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Com¬
ments Moldovas-European-course.pdf.

65

https://mod.gov.ua/news/z-kim-ukrayina-maye-bezpekovi-ugodi-i-shho-voni-peredbachayut-poyasnennya-minoboroni
https://mod.gov.ua/news/z-kim-ukrayina-maye-bezpekovi-ugodi-i-shho-voni-peredbachayut-poyasnennya-minoboroni
https://ecfr.eu/article/bound-to-russia-serbias-disruptive-neutrality/
https://www.fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/wp135_eus-external-conflict-responses.pdf
https://www.fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/wp135_eus-external-conflict-responses.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2025.10022
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_82584.htm
https://www.ndi.org/NDI-poll-georgian-voters-june-2016#downloads
https://www.ndi.org/NDI-poll-georgian-voters-june-2016#downloads
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/LRP%20Analysis%20of%20Survey%20Findings%20-%20NDI%20Moldova%20Public%20Version%20082614_0.pdf
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/LRP%20Analysis%20of%20Survey%20Findings%20-%20NDI%20Moldova%20Public%20Version%20082614_0.pdf
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/LRP%20Analysis%20of%20Survey%20Findings%20-%20NDI%20Moldova%20Public%20Version%20082614_0.pdf
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/NDI%20Georgia_GGF%20poll_October_2023_Eng_VF_0.pdf
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/NDI%20Georgia_GGF%20poll_October_2023_Eng_VF_0.pdf
https://fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Comment8_Moldovas-European-course.pdf
https://fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Comment8_Moldovas-European-course.pdf


č

Результатисоціологічногоопитуваннящопроводилося
соціологічноюслужбоюЦентруРазумковаз по вересняроку

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Nizhnikau, R., Karjalainen, T. and Jokela, J. (2025). Demands for European Security and De¬
fence Cooperation in Ukraine after Russia's Invasion. InvigoratEU Policy Paper.
I0.5281/zenodo.17566216.

Ohanjanyan, M. (2025). Armenia and Azerbaijan: peace or pause? Clingendael Policy Brief.
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-09/PB Armenia and Azer¬
baijan Peace or Pause.pdf.

Oliver, C. (1.2.2015). Ukraine appeals for military help in fight with pro-Russian rebels. Financial
Times, https://www.ft.com/content/c67c2ab0-a880-l1e4-ad01-00l44feab7de.

OSCE (n.d.). Closed field operations and related field activities.
https://www.osce.org/closed-field-operations.

OSCE (1995). CSCE Mission to the Republic of Moldova. CSCE Journal, 5.
https:/ /www.osce.org/files/f/documents/6/0/41157.pdf.

Palm, T. and Crum, B. (2019). Military operations and the EU's identity as an international se¬
curity actor, European Security, 28:4, 515-554, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2019.1667769.

Palm (2017) The changing character of EUFOR Althea: power politics or learning? Cambridge
Review of International Affairs, 50:1, 67-86, DOI: 10.1080/09557571.2016.1256947.

Petrovic, M. and Tzifakis, N. (2021). A geopolitical turn to EU enlargement, or another post¬
ponement? An introduction. Journal of Contemporary European Studies, 29:2, 157-168,
DOI: 10.1080/14782804.2021.1891028.

Petrovi , P. (2016). Islamic radicalism in the Balkans. Issue Alert 24. European Union Institute
for Security Studies. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meet-

docs/2014 2019/documents/dsee/dv/10 balkan radicalism/10 balkan radicalis-
men.pdf.

Plank, F. and Bergmann, J. (2021). The European Union as a Security Actor in the Sahel. Policy
Entrapment in EU Foreign Policy. European Review of International Studies, 8:582-412.

Racz, A. (2016). The frozen conflicts of the EU's Eastern neighbourhood and their impact on
the respect of human rights. European Parliament Policy Department.
doi:10.2861/716520.

Razumkov Centre (2025). ,
12 17 2025 . Sociological

survey. https://razumkov.org.ua/anons/rezultaty-sotsiologichnogo-opytuvannia-
shcho-provodylosia-sotsiologichnoiu-sluzhboiu-tsentru-razumkova-z-12-po-17-
veresnia-2025-roku.

Rieker, P. (2009) The EU — A Capable Security Actor? Developing Administrative Capabilities,
Journal of European Integration, 51:6, 705-719, DOI: 10.1080/07056550905274599.

Rieker, P. (2016, ed.). External Governance as Security Community Building. The Limits and
Potential of the European Neighbourhood Policy. Palgrave Macmillan London.

64

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17366216
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-09/PB_Armenia_and_Azerbaijan_Peace_or_Pause.pdf
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-09/PB_Armenia_and_Azerbaijan_Peace_or_Pause.pdf
https://www.ft.com/content/c67c2ab0-a880-11e4-ad01-00144feab7de
https://www.osce.org/closed-field-operations
https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/6/0/41137.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/dsee/dv/10_balkan_radicalism/10_balkan_radicalismen.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/dsee/dv/10_balkan_radicalism/10_balkan_radicalismen.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/dsee/dv/10_balkan_radicalism/10_balkan_radicalismen.pdf
https://razumkov.org.ua/anons/rezultaty-sotsiologichnogo-opytuvannia-shcho-provodylosia-sotsiologichnoiu-sluzhboiu-tsentru-razumkova-z-12-po-17-veresnia-2025-roku
https://razumkov.org.ua/anons/rezultaty-sotsiologichnogo-opytuvannia-shcho-provodylosia-sotsiologichnoiu-sluzhboiu-tsentru-razumkova-z-12-po-17-veresnia-2025-roku
https://razumkov.org.ua/anons/rezultaty-sotsiologichnogo-opytuvannia-shcho-provodylosia-sotsiologichnoiu-sluzhboiu-tsentru-razumkova-z-12-po-17-veresnia-2025-roku


Invigorating Enlargement and Neignbc
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Rieker, P. & Giske,M. T. E. (2024). European Actorness in a Shifting Geopolitical Order: Euro¬
pean Strategic Autonomy Through Differentiated Integration. Palgrave Macmillan.

Riddervold, M. & Pernille Rieker (2024). Finally coming of age? EU foreign and security policy
after Ukraine, European Security, 55:5, 497-516, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2024.2576616.

Rhode, B. (2025). Europe's Security Crisis: The Case for 'Active Pessimism', Survival, 67:2, 97-
106, DOI: 10.1080/00596558.2025.2481775.

Rhode, B. (2024). Europe Without America, Survival, 66:2, 7-18, DOI:
10.1080/00596558.2024.2552054.

Roper, S.D. (2008). Post-Soviet Moldova's National Identity and Foreign Policy. In: Schmidtke,
O., Yekelchyk, S. (eds) Europe's Last Frontier? Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
https://doi.org/l0.lQ07/978-1-l57-10170-9 5.

Rrustemi, A., de Wijk, R., Dunlop, C., Perovska, J. and Palushi, L. (2019). Geopolitical Influences
of External Powers in the Western Balkans. HCSS Security, https:/ /hcss.nl/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2021/01/Geopolitical-lnfluences-of-External-Powers-in-the-Western-
Balkans O.pdf.

Rynning, S. (2024) NATO. From Cold War to Ukraine, a History of the World's Most Powerful
Alliance. Yale University Press.

Saari, S. (2014). The Thin Line between Failure and Success. The OSCE's Competence and
Capability in Conflict Management: The Case of Georgia. Security and Human Rights,
25, pp. 255-241. doi 10.1165/18750250-02502008.

Saari, S. & Karjalainen, T. (2025) The boom and crash of cooperative security in Europe: Four
scenarios for the future, FIIA Briefing Paper https://fiia.fi/en/publication/the-boom-
and-crash-of-cooperative-security-in-europe.

Sachseder, J. and Stachowitsch, S. (2025). Gendering EU security strategies: a feminist post¬
colonial approach to the EU as a (global) security actor, European Security, 52:5, 404-
424, DOI: 10.1080/09662859.2025.2252742.

Sagrera, R. H. i. (2015). Exporting EU integrated border management beyond EU borders: mod¬
ernization and institutional transformation in exchange for more mobility? Cambridge
Review of International Affairs, 27(1), 167-185.
https://doi.org/10.lQ80/09557571.20l2.754784.

Sakhno, J. /KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (7.10.2015). What path of integration
should Ukraine choose: European Union, Customs Union. KUS Press Releases and Re¬
ports. https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=556&page=108.

Sakhno, J. /KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (25.8.2017). Geopolitical orientations
and attitude of the residents of Ukraine to the independence of Ukraine. KUS Press
Releases and Reports. https://www.kiis.com,ua/?lang=eng&cat=re-
ports&id=715&page=95.

65

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-10170-9_5
https://hcss.nl/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Geopolitical-Influences-of-External-Powers-in-the-Western-Balkans_0.pdf
https://hcss.nl/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Geopolitical-Influences-of-External-Powers-in-the-Western-Balkans_0.pdf
https://hcss.nl/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Geopolitical-Influences-of-External-Powers-in-the-Western-Balkans_0.pdf
https://fiia.fi/en/publication/the-boom-and-crash-of-cooperative-security-in-europe
https://fiia.fi/en/publication/the-boom-and-crash-of-cooperative-security-in-europe
https://doi.org/10.1080/09557571.2012.734784
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=556&page=108
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=713&page=95
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=713&page=95


ž ć

^^InvigoratEU*'
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Sakhno, J. /KIIS (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology) (25.10.2017) Geopolitical orientations
of the residents of Ukraine: September 2017. KIIS Press Releases and Reports.
https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=720&page=95.

Schimmelfennig, F. and Scholtz, H. (2008). EU Democracy Promotion in the European Neigh¬
bourhood: Political Conditionality, Economic Development and Transnational Ex¬
change. European Union Politics 9 (2): 187-215.

Schimmelfennig, F., & Sedelmeier, U. (2019). The Europeanization of Eastern Europe: the ex¬
ternal incentives model revisited. Journal of European Public Policy, 27(6), 814-855.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15501765.2Q19.1617555.

Schimmelfennig, F. (2025). The Advent of Geopolitical Enlargement and Its Credibility Di¬
lemma. In D anki , J., Kacarska, S. and Keil, S. (eds.) A Year Later: War in Ukraine and
Western Balkan (Geo) Politics. European University Institute, pp. 185-195.

Schimmelfenning, F. and Kakhishvili, L. (n.d.). Report on EU's Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy Toolbox. InvigoratEU Report. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.17540564.

Shumylo-Tapiola, O. (2012) Ukraine at the Crossroads: Between the EU DCFTA & Customs Un¬
ion. Ifri Russie.Nei.Reports, 11. https://carnegie-production-assets.sS.amazo-
naws.com/static/files/Ukraine at the Crossroads-
Between the EU DCFTA Customs Union.pdf.

Siddi, M., Karjalainen, T. & Jokela, J. (2022). Differentiated Cooperation in the EU's Foreign
and Security Policy: Effectiveness, Accountability, Legitimacy. The International Spec¬
tator, 57:1, 107-125 https://doi.org/10.1080/05952729.2022.2Q26685.

Skare, E. (2022). Staying safe by being good? The EU's normative decline as a security actor
in the Middle East. European Journal of International Security, 8: 557-555.
doi:10.1017/eis.2022.29.

Smith, M. E. (2015). Developing a 'Comprehensive Approach' to International Security: Institu¬
tional Learning and the CSDP. In J. Richardson (ed.), Constructing a Policy-Making
State? Policy Dynamics in the EU. Oxford University Press, 252-269.

Stanicek, B. & Caprile, A. (2025). Russia and the Western Balkans. Geopolitical confrontation,
economic influence and political interference. European Parliament Briefing.
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etu-
des/BRIE/2025/747096/EPRS BRI(2025)747096 EN.pdf.

Sus, M., and Martill, B. (2024). There and Back Again: How UK-EU De-lnstitutionalisation After
Brexit Shaped Re-Engagement After Ukraine. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Stud¬
ies, https:/ /doi-org.ezproxy,utu.fi/10.1111/jcms.15694.

Tammikko, T. & Iso-Markku, T. (2020). The EU's External Action on Counter-Terrorism. Develop¬
ment, Structures and Actions. FIIA Report 65. Finnish Institute of International Affairs.
https://www.fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/report65 the-eus-external-ac-
tion-on-counter-terrorism web.pdf.

66

https://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=eng&cat=reports&id=720&page=95
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2019.1617333
https://carnegie-production-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/static/files/Ukraine_at_the_Crossroads-Between_the_EU_DCFTA__Customs_Union.pdf
https://carnegie-production-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/static/files/Ukraine_at_the_Crossroads-Between_the_EU_DCFTA__Customs_Union.pdf
https://carnegie-production-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/static/files/Ukraine_at_the_Crossroads-Between_the_EU_DCFTA__Customs_Union.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/03932729.2022.2026683
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2023/747096/EPRS_BRI(2023)747096_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2023/747096/EPRS_BRI(2023)747096_EN.pdf
https://doi-org.ezproxy.utu.fi/10.1111/jcms.13694
https://www.fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/report65_the-eus-external-action-on-counter-terrorism_web.pdf
https://www.fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/report65_the-eus-external-action-on-counter-terrorism_web.pdf


ć

ć

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Tardy, T. (2014). Getting third states on board. Issue Brief 6/2014. European Union Institute for
Security Studies. https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFi-
les/Brief 6 CSDP and third states.pdf.

Tardy, T. (2015). CSDP in action. What contribution to international security? EUISS Chaillot
Papers, 154. https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/191520/Chaillot 154 CSDP missions.pdf

Tardy, T. (2018). Revisiting the EU's security partnerships. Issue Brief //2018.
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief%201%20Secu-
rity%20Partnerships.pdf.

Lindström, G. and Tardy, T. (2019). The EU and NATO. The essential partners. EU ISS.
https://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/08e9e07b-cd50-11e9-992f-
01aa75ed71a1.0001.01/DGC 1.

Trebesch et al. (2025). Kiel Working Paper "The Ukraine Support Tracker", https:/ /www.kie-
linstitut.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/.

Tipps, D.C. (1975). 'Modernization Theory and the Comparative Study of National Societies: A
Critical Perspective', Comparative Studies in Society and History, 15(2), pp. 199-226.
doi:10.1017/S0010417500007059.

Todorovi , M. (2025a). Long Policy Report on Russia's ambitions and leverage. InvigoratEU.
https://zenodo.org/records/17558255.

Todorovi , M. (2025b). Long Policy Report on Turkey's ambitions and leverage. InvigoratEU.
https://zenodo.org/records/17559529.

Tyushka, A. (2024). Post-war, past Russia: Russian war of aggression against Ukraine, regional
unpeace and the imperatives of post-war European security (re)ordering. Int Polit.
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41511-024-0Q645-z.

U.S. Department of War (7.11.2019). 5 Things to Know About the U.S.-Ukraine Defense Rela¬
tionship. https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/2011746/5-
things-to-know-about-the-us-ukraine-defense-relationship/.

Vicere, A. M.G., Sus, M. (2025). Organizing European security through informal groups: in¬
sights from the European Union's response to the Russian war in Ukraine. Int Polit.
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41511-024-0Q657-7.

Violakis, P. (2018). Europeanisation and the Transformation of EU Security Policy: Post-Cold
War Developments in the Common Security and Defence Policy (1st ed.). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4524/9781515100760.

de Waal, T. and Von Twickel, N. (2020). Beyond Frozen Conflict. Scenarios for the Separatist
Disputes of Eastern Europe. Edited by Emerson, M. CEPS, Brussels; Rowman & Little¬
field International, London.

67

https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief_6_CSDP_and_third_states.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief_6_CSDP_and_third_states.pdf
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/191520/Chaillot_134_CSDP_missions.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief%201%20Security%20Partnerships.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief%201%20Security%20Partnerships.pdf
https://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/08e9e07b-cd30-11e9-992f-01aa75ed71a1.0001.01/DOC_1
https://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/08e9e07b-cd30-11e9-992f-01aa75ed71a1.0001.01/DOC_1
https://www.kielinstitut.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/
https://www.kielinstitut.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/
https://zenodo.org/records/17338235
https://zenodo.org/records/17339529
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-024-00643-z
https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/2011746/5-things-to-know-about-the-us-ukraine-defense-relationship/
https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/2011746/5-things-to-know-about-the-us-ukraine-defense-relationship/
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-024-00657-7
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315100760


^^InvigoratEU*-
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Waever, 0. (2000). The EU as a security actor. Reflections from a pessimistic constructivist on
post-sovereign security orders. In Kelstrup, M. and Williams, M. (eds.) International Re¬
lations Theory and the Politics of European Integration : Power, Security and Commu¬
nity. Taylor & Francis Group, pp. 500-555.

Waever, O. (1996). Europe's Three Empires: A Watsonian Interpretation of Post-Wall European
Security. In Fawn, R. & Larkins, J. (eds.) International Society after the Cold War. Anar¬
chy and Order Reconsidered. Macmillan Press Ltd. 220-260.

WeBalkans (2025). Annual perception surveys 2025 published. 2 September 2025.
https://webalkans.eu/en/news/surveys-on-perceptions-of-the-eu-in-the-westem-
balkans-published/.

Webber, M. (2002). Security governance and the excluded states of postcommunist Europe.
In Cottey, A. & Averre, D. (eds.) New security challenges in postcommunist Europe.
Securing Europe's East. Manchester University Press. 44-67.

Weber, G. (2025). Friends with Benefits? EU Security Partnerships in a Changing European
and Global Order. CSDS Policy Brief 24/2025. https://csds.vub.be/publica-
tion/friends-with-benefits-eu-security-partnerships-in-a-changing-european-and-
global-order/.

Whitman, R. G. (2011, ed.). Normative Power Europe. Empirical and Theoretical Perspectives.
Palgrave Macmillan London.

Wivel, A. (2005). The Security Challenge of Small EU Member States: Interests, Identity and
the Development of the EU as a Security Actor. Journal of Common Market Studies, 45
(2): 595-412. https://doi-org.ezproxy.utu.fi:2445/10.1111/j.0021-9886.2005.00561.x.

Wunsch, N. & Dimitrov, N. (2016). The migrant crisis: A catalyst for EU enlargement? BiEPAG
Policy Brief. June 2016. https://www.balkanfund.org/publib/biepag/The-migrant-cri-
sis-a-catalyst-for-EU-enlargement-web.pdf.

Youngs, R. (2025). A Turning Point, or Not? Principles for a New European Order. Carnegie.
https://carnegie-production-assets.s5.amazonaws.com/static/files/Youngs Fu-
ture7o20of7o20Europe-1.pdf.

Zakharchenko, K. (5.12.2025). 21 Countries Commit to PURL, Backing for Ukraine Hits $4B. Kyiv
Post, https://www.kyivpost.com/post/65686.

Zarembo, K. (2017). Perceptions of CSDP effectiveness in Ukraine: a host state perspective.
European Security, 26:2, 190-206.

Zenodo (2025) Opinion poll on the demands for European security and defence cooperation
in Ukraine after Russia's invasion conducted by Razumkov Centre.

Zweers, W., Drost, N. & Baptiste, H. (2025). Little substance, considerable impact. Russian in¬
fluence in Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro. Clingendael Report. Au¬
gust 2025. https://www.clinqendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-08/little-sub-
stance-considerable-impact.pdf.

68

https://webalkans.eu/en/news/surveys-on-perceptions-of-the-eu-in-the-western-balkans-published/
https://webalkans.eu/en/news/surveys-on-perceptions-of-the-eu-in-the-western-balkans-published/
https://csds.vub.be/publication/friends-with-benefits-eu-security-partnerships-in-a-changing-european-and-global-order/
https://csds.vub.be/publication/friends-with-benefits-eu-security-partnerships-in-a-changing-european-and-global-order/
https://csds.vub.be/publication/friends-with-benefits-eu-security-partnerships-in-a-changing-european-and-global-order/
https://doi-org.ezproxy.utu.fi:2443/10.1111/j.0021-9886.2005.00561.x
https://www.balkanfund.org/publib/biepag/The-migrant-crisis-a-catalyst-for-EU-enlargement-web.pdf
https://www.balkanfund.org/publib/biepag/The-migrant-crisis-a-catalyst-for-EU-enlargement-web.pdf
https://carnegie-production-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/static/files/Youngs_Future%20of%20Europe-1.pdf
https://carnegie-production-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/static/files/Youngs_Future%20of%20Europe-1.pdf
https://www.kyivpost.com/post/65686
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/little-substance-considerable-impact.pdf
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2023-08/little-substance-considerable-impact.pdf


^^InvigoratEU*-
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

Zweers, W. & Kelecevic, I. (2025). Geopolitically Mapping the Western Balkans. A Tale of Mer¬
chants, Missionaries and Miracles. Clingendael Policy Brief. August 2025.
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-08/geopolitically-mapping-
the-western-balkans.pdf.

69

https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-08/geopolitically-mapping-the-western-balkans.pdf
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2025-08/geopolitically-mapping-the-western-balkans.pdf


^^InvigoratEU
'Invigorating Enlargement and Neighbourhood
Policy for a Resilient Europe

InvigoratEU | Policy Report

About InvigoratEU

InvigoratEU is a Horizon Europe-funded project, coordinated by the EU-Chair at the Uni¬
versity of Duisburg-Essen (UDE) together with the Institut für Europäische Politik (IEP) in

Berlin. The project, with a duration of 5 years from January 2024 until December 2026,
examines how the EU can structure its future relations with its Eastern neighbours and the
countries of the Western Balkans. The consortium has received around three million euros

for this endeavour.

How can the EU invigorate its enlargement and neighbourhood policy to
enhance Europe's resilience?

Our first goal is to investigate how to re¬

form the EU's enlargement strategy in a

new geopolitical phase, HOW TO RE¬
SPOND to other actors' geopolitical am¬

bitions in the Eastern Neighbourhood
and Western Balkans, and HOW TO RE¬
BUILD the EU's foreign policy arsenal in

view of a new era of military threats (tri¬
ple "R" approach) combining the mod¬
ernisation and geopolitical logics of EU
enlargement, leading to new data - e.g.
a public opinion survey in Ukraine, a set
of scenarios, an external influence index (Russia, China, Turkey), and a social policy compli¬
ance and cohesion scoreboard.
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Our second goal is to elaborate an evidence-based, forward-looking vision for the EU's
political agenda and institutional frameworks for co-designing a multidimensional toolbox
(i.e. two tailor-made toolkits), together with InvigoratEU s Expert Hub, Civil Society (CS)
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