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Abstract 

This ar  cle addresses Europeaniza  on in third countries and aims to map and explain compliance 
pa  erns in EU’s Eastern neighbourhood. This study a  empts to de  ne under what condi  ons the EU can 
trigger the transforma  on beyond its borders and to explore whether EU’s condi  onality principle in the 
absence of membership prospect can mo  vate reforms at domes  c level and if not, what drives Europe-
anisa  on processes in these countries. This research is concerned with sector - speci  c explana  ons and 
dynamics of sectoral reforms under the European Neighbourhood Policy and Eastern Partnership. Me  c-
ulous inves  ga  on of Border Management reforms in Georgia and Ukraine provide profound insights for 
the  nal research  ndings. 
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Introduc  on

This research contributes to the academic discussion regarding the Europeanisa  on processes outside the Eu-
ropean Union. The analysis proceeds within the framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy. It can be seen as 
“most-likely case for Europeanisa  on beyond Europe because it deals with close neighbours, covers a broad range 
of policies and is based on the explicit commitment of the EU to extend its acquis beyond membership” (Schim-
melfennig, 2015, p. 6). In exploring third countries’ rapprochement with the European Union standards and norms, 
scholars observe varying pa  erns of ins  tu  onal adjustment across countries and across policy areas and develop 
theore  cal  ndings that are puzzling and inconsistent. They have introduced contras  ng arguments whether the EU 
is able to mo  vate domes  c change in neighbouring countries or not in the absence of membership condi  onality, 
which represents the most e  ec  ve tool for Europeanisa  on. In line with this backdrop, scholars argued that the 
ENP countries may not be induced to undertake domes  c reforms (e.g. Kelley, 2006; Schimmelfennig and Scholtz, 
2008). However, against this pessimis  c view, research on Europeanisa  on in neighbouring countries revealed that 
there is a surprising degree of ins  tu  onal change in these countries (e.g. Börzel and Risse, 2012; Lavenex, 2014). 
In developing a plausible explana  on for the reasons inducing the approxima  on with European standards in third 
countries, scholars have recently focused on Europeanisa  on of speci  c sectors and EU’s condi  onality  ed to 
them (e.g. Ademmer and Börzel, 2013;Ademmer and Delcour, 2014; Langbein and Wolczuk, 2012). Conforming to 
this sight of thought, this paper aims to address the causes behind the third countries’ mo  ves to Europeanise and 
iden  fy media  ng factors for policy change. The research will shed light to whether there is a causal link between 
the European Union’s pressures emana  ng from Brussels and domes  c policy adjustment. While, “it is too early to 
present a consistent theore  cal framework to explain di  eren  al policy change across policy  elds and countries in 
the EU’s neighbourhood” (Langbein and Börzel, 2013, p. 574), this research is concerned with the contribu  on to 
the process of theory development rather than the theory itself. The ar  cle proceeds in the following way:  rstly, 
theore  cal framework for analysis based on the EU’s condi  onality principle is developed; a  erwards, the empirical 
evidence from two di  erent case studies are examined and  nally, main  ndings and concluding remarks are drawn 
from the compara  ve analysis. 



78  Georgian Journal for European Studies,  4-5, 2018-2019

Framework for Analysis 

The European Neighbourhood Policy covers wide range of countries in East and South. Eastern neighbours of 
the EU grouped under the Eastern Partnership are Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan. To 
the South, EU cooperates with 15 countries, which share with the EU the Union for Mediterranean. These coun-
tries di  er in terms of size, region and poli  cal system, which represents a challenge for researchers to present 
explanatory Europeanisa  on mechanism that would be generalised to all these countries. Therefore, in order to 
produce methodologically grounded  ndings, this research is focused on the Eastern Neighbours in the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, which according to the classi  ca  on by Emerson, cons  tutes one of the Europe’s circles of 
neighbours outside the EU (Emerson, 2011, p. 54). 

For this study, I have selected two countries of Eastern Neighbours such as Georgia and Ukraine. These coun-
tries represent comparable cases since they are regarded to be “among the most ac  ve and most liberal par  ci-
pants in the ENP” (Freyburg, et. al. 2009, p. 919). Both countries share a rela  onship of asymmetric interdepen-
dence with the EU. Moreover, Georgia and Ukraine are dis  nguished with their European aspira  ons and have 
made EU membership goals as part of foreign policy agenda. Towards this road, on 27 June 2014, the EU signed 
Associa  on Agreement with Georgia and completed the signature process with Ukraine, each providing for a Deep 
and Comprehensive Free Trade Area. In other words, they cons  tute most-similar cases, which means that we can 
generalise only nega  ve  ndings: if the European Union is ine  ec  ve in Europeanising these countries, then it is 
more likely that it will be ine  ec  ve in other Eastern Neighbouring countries as well. 

In contrast to country level Europeanisa  on explana  ons, this paper focuses on examina  on of meso-level 
factors at respec  ve policy  eld in a compara  ve perspec  ve. Thus, this research is mo  vated to observe policy 
level Europeanisa  on processes and constella  on of internal as well as external determinants, which can induce 
countries to download EU norms to domes  c arena. This type of research, concentrated on more detailed scru  ny, 
aims to produce methodologically sound  ndings located at sectoral level. Furthermore, “the empirically grounded 
discussion of concrete policy areas and countries allows for more nuanced  ndings of diverging e  ects” (Sasse, 
2008, p. 300).

This research engages in seeking the evidence of whether third countries’ Europeanisa  on processes are syn-
chronised with the EU demands and explains how they respond to EU pressures coming from Brussels in the absence 
of membership ‘carrot’. In other words, the research ques  ons of the paper are: (1) Can the European Union be 
e  ec  ve in Europeanising countries without the accession perspec  ve? (2) To what extent these countries adapt to 
European norms, standards and values? (3) Which factors facilitate domes  c change, which results in downloading 
of EU condi  ons in the domes  c arena? In rela  on to the  rst research ques  on, the paper de  nes ‘e  ec  veness’ 
as “the capacity of the ins  tu  on to engage ‘ac  vely and deliberately’ in rela  on to other actors in the interna  onal 
system”(Sjöstedt 1977, p. 16 cited in Bretherton and Vogler, 2006, p.17). 

In order to address the research ques  ons and observe sector - speci  c condi  onality, the research analyses 
border management issues in Georgia and Ukraine. The observa  on covers the period from the introduc  on of the 
ENP un  l the visa free regime with the EU. Although this  eld is under Jus  ce, Freedom and Security of EU’s coop-
era  on umbrella with third countries, which includes wide range of areas such as “the rule of law and respect for 
human rights, protec  on of personal data, treatment of workers; mobility of workers; …  ght against money laun-
dering and terrorism  nancing; coopera  on on the  ght against illicit drugs; the  ght against crime and corrup  on; 
coopera  on in  gh  ng terrorism and legal coopera  on” (EEAS, Guide to Associa  on Agreement), the selec  on of 
respec  ve policy  eld is jus   ed. Firstly, the inves  ga  on of the unit of analysis in the outlined period reveals mile-
stones for change in the  elds of border management in Georgia and Ukraine. Secondly, the methodology allows 
to test ‘domes  c changes’ against the visa liberalisa  on condi  onality, which was o   cially introduced to Georgia in 
2013 and to Ukraine in 2010 through Ac  on Plans. Technically speaking, border management falls under the second 
block of the Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plans (VLAP) and this research is limited to this policy  eld. This approach 
enables to empirically observe the inter-temporal varia  on over the dependent variable and make appropriate 
 ndings based on the detailed scru  ny of policy adjustment to European standards. 

It is noteworthy, that while the European Union stands for European values and promotes the fundamental 
principles of human rights and democracy, it is predominantly “a system of issue-speci  c, technical interna  onal 
rules applied to a great variety of public policy areas make up its  (Magen 2007, pp. 364-366; Lavenex 2014;cited in 
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Schimmelfennig, 2015, p. 12). Therefore, we observe Georgia’s and Ukraine’s convergence with EU rules in border 
management, while the Europeanisa  on is conceptualised as the impact of the policy on domes  c arrangements. 
In these cases adapta  onal pressure rests on the compa  bility between the European Union and domes  c poli  cs, 
policies and ins  tu  ons (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002, p. 259).

This paper inves  gates the transforma  on of domes  c structures and prac  ces or crea  on of new ones line 
with European requirements. I de  ne ‘policy change’ as the dependent variable of the research, which is measured 
based on the EU and other interna  onal organisa  ons’ o   cial assessments of the progress achieved by the country 
at sectoral level. The opera  onalisa  on of the ‘policy change’ is based on the ful  lment of EU requirements re  ect-
ed in Ac  on Plans, Progress Reports and other o   cial documenta  ons issued by the European Commission.

In order to engage in the inves  ga  on of our case studies, I develop theore  cal framework in line with classic 
Europeanisa  on literature based on the ‘ra  onal-choice ins  tu  onalism’ (Börzel and Risse, 2003). However, for our 
research purposes, I classify the theory in three general steps: (1) top-down adapta  onal pressures and their ap-
plica  on through poli  cal condi  onality; (2) ins  tu  onal and policy compa  bility between European and domes  c 
arrangements; (3) constella  on of factors of explaining domes  c change. 

Graph 1 Analy  cal Framework
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This research analyses Europeanisa  on as a top-down process, where countries receive and implement reforms 
at domes  c level in response to pressures coming from suprana  onal ins  tu  on. In this regard, Europeanisa  on 
proceeds through ver  cal mechanism, where the EU prescribes a speci  c model which should be downloaded in 
na  onal legisla  ons and prac  ces. On the other hand, incumbents base their decisions on cost-bene  t calcula  ons. 
Sectoral policy represents a good framework for analysing top-down pressures in third countries. The research 
inquires to show how the EU exerts adapta  onal pressures through the use of poli  cal condi  onality, which is in 
line with the ra  onalist theore  cal model. EU condi  onality mainly follows a strategy of reinforcement by reward. 
Under this strategy, the “EU pays the reward if the target government complies with the condi  ons and withholds 
the reward if it fails to comply” (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2004, p. 671). 

It is important to show that there was a dominant view in the literature of Europeanisa  on beyond the EU that 
poli  cal condi  onality could not have an explanatory power in inducing neighbouring countries for change since it 
did not hold the most credible incen  ve - membership. (e.g. Kelley, 2006; Schimmelfennig and Scholtz, 2008)). On 
the other hand, recent research in the  eld was focused on the policy speci  c condi  onality, i.e. speci  c rewards 
 ed to convergence within a par  cular policy area (e.g. Gawrich, et. al, 2010; Langbein and Wolczuk, 2012; Adem-

mer and Börzel, 2013). In advancing this argument, this paper researches border management in Eastern Partner-
ship region, where the EU introduced condi  onal rewards for visa free travel for the ci  zens of respec  ve countries 
in return of compliance. Moreover, these cases sa  sfy two main criteria for the applica  on of condi  onality:  rstly, 
interdependence between the EU and Eastern neighbouring countries is highly asymmetrical in favour of the EU. 
Whereas these countries, in this regard, Georgia and Ukraine are of only marginal importance to the EU economy, 
they are heavily dependent on the EU market and will bene  t strongly from their associa  on (Schimmelfennig and 
Scholtz, 2008, p. 191). Secondly, EU incen  ves can be regarded as credible, because “the higher the costs of the 
rewards to the EU are, the more doub  ul their payment to the target countries will be”. (ibid). On this basis of rea-
soning, visa free perspec  ve entails to be a more credible reward rather than accession. Consequently, this research 
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explores what cons  tutes adapta  onal pressures through condi  onality in border management area in Georgia and 
Ukraine by looking at EU requirements such as changes in legisla  on and prac  ces at na  onal level. Thus, I opera-
 onalise adapta  onal pressures as EU demands at sectoral policies in Georgia and Ukraine. 

A  er iden   ca  on of EU requirements, the research inves  gates the degree of (mis)match between the Euro-
pean and na  onal ins  tu  onal se   ngs, rules and prac  ces. The second step of this approach applies to ‘goodness 
of (mis)  t’ framework put forward by Risse, Cowles and Caporasso, 2001; Börzel and Risse, 2003). In other words, 
the empirical inves  ga  on in policy areas in Georgia and Ukraine looks at what are the gaps in na  onal arena, 
which have to be  lled by the reforms in order to comply with European rules and standards. In op  ng for top-
down ra  onalist framework, ‘goodness of (mis)  t’ represents a valid argument. It “assumes a clear, ver  cal, chain-
of-command”, in which EU policy is descended from Brussels to na  onal level (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004, p. 9). 
Adapta  onal pressures and ‘goodness of  t’ can be regarded as point for departure for our research analysis. Since 
they cons  tute necessary, but not su   cient condi  ons for domes  c change, we turn to the constella  on of factors 
for explaining pa  erns of domes  c adapta  on.

As it has been noted, previous empirical  ndings reveal the diverging pa  erns of policy change in neighbouring 
countries. On the basis of this reasoning, there is no single approach for explaining EU’s domes  c impact and there 
is a need to consider di  erent independent variables in order to account for the varying degree of Europeanisa  on. 
Drawing on the literature, previous research projects and primary observa  ons, this study considers the following 
factors: the determinacy of condi  ons, credibility of incen  ves and assistance and capacity building as derived 
from ‘the external incen  ves model’ (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2004); in addi  on, the presence of other 
interna  onal actors and ‘  t’ with domes  c agenda are analysed. Op  ng for more variables rather than only a few 
allows us to control for alterna  ve observa  ons and avoid spurious rela  onship between theorised caused and 
observed e  ects (Gschwend and Schimmelfennig, 2007, p. 6). Pa  erns of rela  onship between variables posited in 
our framework for analysis can provide understanding of the interac  on between these factors and possible impact 
of this rela  onship. 

Graph 2 Opera  onalisa  on of Independent Variables

Operationalisation of Independent Variables
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Determinacy of Conditions Clarity, formality and consistency of EU requirements 

Credibility of Incentives Promise for visa liberalisation and increased economic assistance 

Assistance and Capacity Building Financial aid and capacity building programmes

Presence of Other International Actors Cooperation frameworks, projects and programmes with donor 
organisations as well as other international agencies 

Institutional Capacity ‘Fit’ with domestic agenda, political priorities of the countries 

 

The empirical inves  ga  on of the policy across countries of EU’s Eastern Neighbourhood is focused merely 
not on outcome of reform against EU demands. It also digs down to observa  ons of evolving dynamics and par  c-
ular context of change. This proceeds through in-depth and systema  c inquiry of embedded units of compara  ve 
case-studies through applica  on of process tracing technique, which enables us to uncover causal mechanisms and 
iden  fy hindering or s  mula  ng determinants for policy compliance. 
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Empirical Evidence from Georgia 

EU demands and top-down adapta  onal pressures through condi  onality

The European Union exerts adapta  onal pressures on target countries through already determined rules and 
speci  c requirements hierarchically. Theore  cally speaking the degree to what extent this mechanism is u  lised 
by the EU can be largely reasoned how clear, determinate, consistent these condi  ons are. The substance of rules 
also indicates the importance of the topic.“In order to observe a high direct EU pressure on non-member states, EU 
policies should be determinate, that is unambiguously designed and holding a binding power. (Franck, 1990, pp. 
52-83; Legro, 1997, p. 34; Schimmelfennig and Schwellnus, 2006, p. 5). Some scholars have referred to it as the ‘den-
sity’ of the rules or the extent of EU demands (Jacoby 2004, pp. 9-10)” (Timu  , 2007, p. 16). In order to assess the 
determinacy of EU rules in border management in Georgia, European Commission country progress reports from 
2008 un  l 2015 are analysed. In addi  on, the ENP Ac  on plan (2006) and Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plan (2013) are 
considered as they set out the concrete steps and objec  ves for the policy convergence in Georgia. Furthermore, 
observing EU’s condi  ons over an extended period of  me gives a broader picture how consistent the EU has been 
with its condi  ons, which would lead to extending adapta  onal pressures on Georgian o   cials in complying with 
European and Interna  onal standards. 

Georgia signed Partnership and Coopera  on Agreement with the EU in 1996, which served as a legal basis for 
rela  ons un  l Associa  on Agreement. The PCA came into force in 1999. However, it made no reference to border 
issues. EU-Georgia ENP ac  on plan iden   es enhanced coopera  on in the area of Jus  ce, Freedom and Security, 
which includes border management as one of the perspec  ves of the new partnership and lists speci  c ac  ons to 
be undertaken by Georgian o   cials. EU’s requirements in this area refer to the development of the border manage-
ment strategy; ra   ca  on and implementa  on of the UN Conven  on against trans-na  onal organised crime and its 
three “Palermo Protocols” as well as UN Protocol on illicit manufacturing and tra   cking of  rearms; ful  lling bor-
der management reform; dialogue on  ght against terrorism and organised crime, tra   cking, illegal arms trading; 
inter-agency coopera  on; border delimita  on, demarca  on and control; implementa  on of border coopera  on 
agreements; educa  on and training strategy on border management; enhance e   ciency of Georgian relevant au-
thori  es; adopt and implement a strategy for integrated system of border management (EU-Georgia Ac  on Plan, 
2006, pp. 8, 18-19). 

EU’s requirements in border management became more speci  c and determinate once the visa liberalisa  on 
dialogue was launched and its corresponding ac  on plan was released. The VLAP once again pressured Georgia 
to adjust sectoral policies to European standards. In border management, legal and ins  tu  onal framework, in-
ter-agency coopera  on, ethical code and training programmes, IBM strategy and ac  on plan were further em-
phasised. EU has been consistent with its demands in border management in its annual country progress reports. 
Although 2011, 2012 and 2013 makes no reference to border issues, EU’s monitoring was complemented at visa 
dialogue pla  orm during this period - in 2012 Georgia submi  ed a comprehensive report on the measures in re-
gard to visa dialogue and from 2013 European Commission issued annual progress reports on the implementa  on 
by Georgia of the ac  on plan on visa liberalisa  on. Moreover, VLAP introduced benchmarks for e  ec  ve compli-
ance under each block. These set milestones for assessment introduced by the EU. The complementary monitoring 
mechanism under visa dialogue strengthened EU’s clarity and determinacy of condi  ons. 

In case of Georgia, credibility of EU’s rewards holds signi  cant importance as reinvigora  ng the rela  onship 
with the EU permanently stays in the country’s foreign policy agenda. And although the ENP does not o  er the 
most tangible incen  ve at its disposal, the it is assumed to be a “proper tool for EU engagement in the process of 
Georgia’s reforms, and a good ins  tu  onal anchor making devia  on from the “European way” less likely” (Gogo-
lashvili, 2009, p. 90). The Partnership and Coopera  on Agreement (PCA) represented a legal framework governing 
EU-Georgia’s rela  ons un  l 2014, when Georgia signed Associa  on Agreement with the European Union. The PCA 
was a pla  orm for poli  cal dialogue to provide “support for Georgia’s e  orts to consolidate its democracy and to 
complete the transi  on into a market economy, to promote trade and investment and harmonious economic re-
la  ons” (Art. 1, EU-Georgia PCA) and enhance social,  nancial, civil, scien   c, technological an cultural aspects of 
coopera  on. EU-Georgia partnership was accelerated a  er “the so-called ‘Rose Revolu  on’ in 2003 where a new 
Georgian government started to seek closer coopera  on with the US, NATO and the EU” (Ghazaryan, 2010, p. 227). 
The process was followed by Georgia’s inclusion in European Neighbourhood Policy, which expanded the scope of 
coopera  on. 

The European Neighbourhood Policy also introduced predetermined rules to be downloaded at na  onal level 
in a partner country and established monitoring mechanism to observe compliance. This hierarchical i.e. top-down 
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approach is largely facilitated by EU’s condi  onality, which is consistently men  oned in strategic documents by the 
EU in ENP policy. Commission Communica  on on ‘Wider Europe’ (2003) stated that “in return for concrete prog-
ress demonstra  ng shared values and e  ec  ve implementa  on of poli  cal, economic and ins  tu  onal reforms ... 
the countries ... should be o  ered the prospect of a stake in the EU’s Internal Market and further integra  on and 
liberalisa  on to promote the free movement of – persons, goods, services and capital’ (Commission, 2003, p. 4). 
Furthermore, ENP Strategy Paper (2004) referred to the condi  onal incen  ves in the following terms: “the level of 
ambi  on of the EU’s rela  onships with its neighbours will take into account the extent to which these values are 
e  ec  vely shared” (ENP Strategy Paper, 2004, p. 3). This approach is also embedded in EU’s rela  ons with Georgia 
as proven in the ENP Ac  on Plan. The pace of progress of the rela  onship would be dependent on the Georgia’s 
“commitment to common values and as well as its capacity to implement jointly agreed priori  es, in compliance 
with interna  onal and European norms and principles” (EU-Georgia Ac  on Plan, 2006, p. 1). 

General reference to condi  onality became more clear and credible a  er the introduc  on of the Eastern Part-
nership, which marked the next stage of development in Georgia’s rela  ons with the European Union. An extraor-
dinary Council mee  ng in 2008, which discussed post war developments in Georgia, rea   rmed its posi  on and un-
derlined the need to step up rela  ons with Eastern Neighbours (European Council, Factsheet #3, 19 and 20 March, 
2009, p. 1). EaP brought a mul  lateral dimension of coopera  on between countries on four policy pla  orms, but 
“with the bulk of its implementa  on pursued bilaterally with the par  cipa  ng states” (Whitman, Juncos, 2009, p. 
203). EaP’s key element was the prospect for AA with neighbouring countries and establishing be  er market access 
and Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA). Discussing capabili  es and costs, Schimmelfennig 
and Sedelmeier (2004, p. 665) argue, that associa  on can be more credible reward rather than membership. Ap-
parently, this was the case with ENP countries. In addi  on to that, EU promulgated sector  ed condi  onal rewards 
- country’s prospect for visa free travel regime with the EU, which would be largely determined by the degree of 
implementa  on of internal reforms related to migra  on, border management and other relevant clauses of Jus  ce 
and Home A  airs. 

Georgia’s ‘homework’ was very well illustrated in Visa Liberalisa  on Dialogue launched in 2012 and was organ-
ised under four blocks: document security, including biometrics; integrated border management, migra  on man-
agement, asylum; public order and security; and external rela  ons and fundamental rights. This represented a good 
case for the credibility of EU’s condi  onal promises since visa dialogue with Georgia was launched only a  er the 
“e  ec  ve implementa  on of the visa facilita  on and readmission agreements with Georgia” (Warsaw Eastern Part-
nership Summit Declara  on 29-30 September, 2011 cited in EU-Georgia VLAP, 2013, p. 1). “The EU is able to exert a 
strong pressure on Georgia because of the linkage between an e  ec  ve implementa  on of readmission agreements 
and further progress towards visa liberalisa  on” (Delcour, 2013, p. 350). 

The EU’s condi  onal rewards were accompanied by  nancial aid and capacity measures as well. EU Assistance 
Na  onal Indica  ve Programme was de  ned by 300 million EUR in 2007-2013 years, which itself is divided into An-
nual Ac  on Plans. Since 2012 under the EU new ini  a  ve “More for More” addi  onal funds were allocated for Geor-
gia. Apart from that, in order to facilitate the implementa  on of Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plan as well as Associa  on 
Agreement, 8 Million EUR was provided within the Comprehensive Ins  tu  on Building (CIB) Programme (O   ce of 
the State Minister of Georgia on European and Euro-Atlan  c Integra  on, O   cial Website). 

Converging with European standards, ins  tu  onal and policy compa  bility 
and pa  erns for domes  c change

The border management has been one of the sectoral policy areas, where the progress achieved over years 
is observed. Georgia has been successful in its e  orts to converge with European standards in accordance with EU 
requirements under the ENP AP, Visa liberalisa  on dialogue and Eastern Partnership pla  orm. As the European 
Commission notes, “Georgia has managed to transform its former military-based system for border protec  on into 
a law enforcement system based on the European Model” (European Commission, VLAP Report, 2013, p. 6). Indeed, 
reforms related to the border management of Georgia has been smoothly implemented by Georgian government 
over years. In response to EU demands, Na  onal Border Management Strategy was adopted in 2008 and its con-
sequent Ac  on Plan for implementa  on was approved in 2009. The strategy was in line with European Model of 
Integrated Border Management and envisaged the ac  ons regarding the “a  ainable goals, assigned responsibili  es 
and ensuring the necessary supervision” (ibid, p. 7). The Na  onal Security Council had a leading role in crea  ng this 
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document from 2006 un  l 2008 and involved all line ministries. A  er the Georgian-Russian war in 2008, the strat-
egy and its comprehensive Ac  on Plan were updated in 2012 in order to illustrate the structural changes in border 
agencies. European Union’s capacity building measures were absorbed in this process. The EU provided technical 
exper  se to Georgian authori  es in dra  ing and upda  ng strategic documents through EU special representa  ves’s 
Border Support Team and EU-funded South Caucasus Integrated Border Management Programme (SCIBM) (IOM, 
2008a, p. 43; European Commission Progress Reports, 2010, p. 5; Samkharadze, 2013, p. 148). The fact that the 
Temporary Interagency Commission on Border Reforms under Na  onal Security Council of Georgia was created in 
2008 in charge of elabora  ng the Na  onal Strategy on Border Management, underlines increased administra  ve 
capacity dealing with the Europeanisa  on processes in the policy area. Moreover, Na  onal Security Council of 
Georgia was the governmental body dealing with the monitoring of the implementa  on process. As Samkharadze 
notes, “another important step in terms of ins  tu  onalisa  on of the strategy elabora  on process was to include 
border management in the na  onal security review process, “which envisages mainstreaming the elabora  on of 
all security related strategic documents in the same period” (Samkharadze, 2013, p. 149). Amending the strategy 
a  er Georgian Russian war in 2008 and discussion of border management issues impera  ve to Georgia’s na  onal 
security considera  ons underline the importance of the topic for Georgian government and its resilience on the 
poli  cal agenda. The strategy for the consequent years of 2014-2018 regarding state Border Management and its 
associated ac  on plan were adopted in 2014, which were posi  vely evaluated by the Commission (European Com-
mission Progress Report Georgia, 2015, p. 13). 

The development of the legal framework in convergence with European norms has been posi  vely assessed. 
The main laws regula  ng border management issues in Georgia such as the Law on the 1998 State Border of Geor-
gia, the 2013 Law on Police, the 2006 Law on Border Police, the 1998 Law on Mari  me Space, the 1997 law on 
Defence and Presiden  al Decrees as well as other agreements are in alignment with EU standards (European Com-
mission, VLAP Report, 2013, p. 6). A  er the introduc  on of the visa dialogue, several important amendments have 
been made. For example, in 2012 the Order #265 of the Minister of Internal A  airs on Regula  on on Border Rep-
resenta  ves-Border Commissioners was adopted according to which, “a border commissioner is responsible for 
implementa  on of the Georgia’s state border policy, addressing the issues related to protec  ng the border regime 
and resolving border incidents” (Transparency Interna  onal, 2014, p. 18). These changes approximated Georgian 
legisla  on with European regula  ons that brought “Tbilisi close to ful  lling of all the requirements in this  eld” 
(Chkhikvadze and Mrozeck, 2014, p 5). Furthermore, European Commission in its evalua  on reports under Visa Lib-
eralisa  on Ac  on Plan posi  vely assesses not only the development of these legal acts but also the implementa  on 
process (2015a, p. 3). 

Strengthening the coordina  on mechanism and administra  ve resources for e   cient governance of the bor-
der management issues was illustrated in the changes in ins  tu  onal framework. The reform started in parallel with 
the European Neighbourhood Policy and intensi  ed in later years. The State Border Defence Department, which 
was incorporated in the Ministry of Internal A  airs (MIA), was renamed as the Border Police Department in 2006. 
As Mr. Samkharadze, Manager of Integrated Border Management Programmes at UNDP Georgia in 2010-2017 in his 
interview men  ons, in 2006 new government made a poli  cal decision to reform border system and transform it 
from military-based to law-enforcement organ. Ini  ally, it was based on the German model and European exper  se 
was exploited in this process. It coincided with the introduc  on of the European Neighbourhood Policy (Interview 
2). The reform process con  nued in 2008, when Georgian government made Patrol Police responsible for carrying 
out the opera  ons of the border entry points. It has been argued, that it was “necessitated by the need to avoid an 
overlap of func  ons and addi  onal expenses” (Pataraia, 2011, p. 62). These changes resulted in consolida  on of 
di  erent governmental bodies sharing responsibili  es and du  es for border management. It s  mulated an e   cient 
inter-agency coopera  on between all agencies involved in the border management, which represented another 
important EU condi  on. “Today, Border Police of Georgia is fully  edged law enforcement organ as well as Patrol 
Police each of them having explicit func  ons: MIA Border Police of Georgia is responsible for land border defence 
and coast guard, while Patrol Police is assigned its role forstate border control at check points”(Interview 2). In-
ter-agency coopera  on is streamlined by joint order between the Ministers of Internal A  airs and Finance; between 
ministers of Jus  ce, Foreign A  airs and Internal A  airs. Coordina  on is further enhanced through the memoran-
dum of coopera  on on “General Rules of Coopera  on between the Patrol Police and Border Police Departments 
and the Revenue Service” the Border Police Department and Patrol Police Department of the Ministry of Internal 
A  airs and the Revenue Service of the Ministry of Finance are responsible for managing borders (Transparency In-
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terna  onal, 2014, p. 18; European Commission, VLAP Report, 2013, p. 6). Addi  onally, a Joint Mari  me Opera  ons 
Centre was established with the aim to enhance coordina  on in mari  me border (Samkharadze, 2013, p.150; State 
Minister O   ce of Georgia Report, 2014, p. 99). In response to European standards, increasing knowledge and skills 
for Georgian agencies in border management was pursued through the Ministry of Internal A  airs Academy, which 
includes FRONTEX Common Core Curriculum. Mr. Samkharadze, in his interview men  oned that it represented an 
important component of the reform process. Ini  ally, MIA academy was more specialised for training of patrol po-
lice personnel and o  ered only short courses to border guard sta  . However, the situa  on improved a  er 2012 with 
the governor of the academy. In terms of career development, there is s  ll space for improvement (Interview 2). As 
for the adop  on of the Ethical Code, this requirement was ful  lled only in 2013 by several codes governing Border 
Police and Patrol Police, Georgian Customs O   cers (European Commission, VLAP Report, 2013, p.7). 

In terms of state border demarca  on and delimita  on, a slow progress is observed. Among neighbouring coun-
tries, Turkey is the only state with which borders are fully demarcated and delimited. The talks are being held with 
Armenia and Azerbaijan. However, the situa  on with Russia is stalled due to the military con  ict in 2008. Although 
no evident results are achieved in this area, experts note that “this is a bilateral process and it would be wrong to 
blame only Georgian authori  es for the lack of the progress” (Samkharadze, 2013, p. 149). In regards to interna  on-
al coopera  on, Georgia concluded its coopera  on plan for 2013-2015 with FRONTEX and created dra   agreements 
on Border Commissioners that were bilaterally discussed with Armenia and Azerbaijan (European Commission, 
VLAP Report, 2014, p. 3).

European Union demands in border management outlined in the European Neighbourhood Policy are clear 
and focused and they are very similar, though further detailed, in Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plan. This underlines 
the consistency of EU demands and importance of determinacy in appealing country to reproach with its stan-
dards. Since 2000 Border Management issues were men  oned in each o   cial document signed between Georgia 
and the EU. The condi  onality principle was strengthened a  er the introduc  on of the Eastern Partnership which 
introduced incen  ves for Easternneighboring countries including visa dialogue. As the 2011 EaP Summit declares 
“EU and partner countries will take gradual steps towards visa-free regimes in due course on a case-by-case basis, 
provided that the condi  ons for well-managed and security mobility set out in the two phase ac  on plans for visa 
liberalisa  on are in place” (EaP Summit Declara  on, 2011, p. 4). A  er introducing mo  va  ng s  mulus for posi  ve 
change, the EU was further equipped to reinforce adapta  onal pressure on the country if the la  er was willing to 
intensify its rela  ons. However, as the evidence suggests, EU condi  onality has not been the primary and most 
important driving factor in accelera  ng reforms in border management, since it does not coincide with  ming. The 
changes in this area started from 2006 in parallel to the European Neighbourhood Policy(Pataraia, 2011, p. 62). 
“When we moved to more intensi  ed dialogue on visa issues with the EU, reform process in border management 
con  nued. In fact, many EU standards had already been implemented in Georgia by the  me VLAP was introduced. 
In my opinion, VLAP did not introduce a s  mulus for posi  ve change in Border Management since reform had start-
ed much earlier”, men  ons Mr. Samkharadze in his interview. Europeanisa  on process can be explained by other 
facilita  ng factors such as ‘  t’ with domes  c agenda and mo  ves for increased  nancial assistance from the EU and 
other interna  onal actors. 

The European Union provided substan  al  nancial assistance as well as technical exper  se for border man-
agement agencies in border, which increased the capacity of the country to actually modernise the policy sub-  eld 
based on the European and interna  onal standards. Support to Integrated Border Management Systems in the 
South Caucasus (SCIBM) programme has been created by the EU funding a  er the introduc  on of the ENP, which 
aimed to strengthen strategic border management in the region. The project had been implemented during 2010-
2012 by the UNDP with ICMPD as implemen  ng partner. The total budget of the project amounted EUR 6 million 
and covered Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. As Manager of Integrated Border Management Programmes at UNDP 
Georgia notes, the project had di  erent components including legal aspects, infrastructure development, trainings, 
pilo  ng border crossing points, etc. It was the  rst EU funded project in the area. (Interview 2). The project also 
supported Georgia’s border management strategy elabora  on and development process. (European Commission 
Progress Report Georgia, 2010, p. 15). Further technical exper  se was provided by the EU through the EU special 
Representa  ve (EUSP) Border Support Team, which was opera  onal in Georgia from 2005 and closely collaborat-
ed with the Georgian Border Police. In terms of coopera  on in South Caucasus region, 2 EU-funded projects with 
Armenia were launched: “Enhancement of the border management capaci  es at Bavra-Ninotsminda Border Cross-
ing Point (BCP)” with Armenia (European Commission Progress Report Georgia, 2012, p.12) and another one on 
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Sadakhlo-Bagratashen border crossing point started in 2013. Addi  onally, 2 projects with Azerbaijan were funded 
by the EU: “Pilot project on Introduc  on of advanced Integrated Border Management at the land border between 
Azerbaijan and Georgia within the framework of the Eastern Partnership Programme (EPPIBM)” was launched in 
2014 (State O   ce on European and Euro-Atlan  c Integra  on Report, 2012, p. 54) and the second project aimed at 
improvement of veterinary and phytosanitary control at the Red Bridge crossing point of Azerbaijan-Georgia border 
(European Union External Ac  on Service, Press Release, 2017). Furthermore, under capacity building mechanisms 
of the BM Flagship Ini  a  ve Training Project under EaP (EaP IBM FIT) Georgian personnel skills were enhanced in 
order to facilitate border related coopera  on in the wider region of East of Europe (State O   ce on European and 
Euro-Atlan  c Integra  on Report, 2012, p. 53). Incen  ves for EU’s increased  nancial assistance provided Georgian 
agencies with be  er mo  va  on to implement reforms. “Georgian agencies saw that more convergence with EU 
standards and norms would lead to more  nancial assistance. They were par  cularly interested in infrastructure 
development, because border guards had to work in really di   cult condi  ons. Ini  ally the EU restrained from allo-
ca  ng money to infrastructure. However, once the EU saw that country achieved the progress, it started to allocate 
 nances in infrastructure as well. Apart from that, the prospect to receive more  nancial support through ‘More for 

More’ appeared” (Interview 1). In 2012 the EU provided EUR 12 million to Georgian government in order to sup-
port Border management and migra  on reforms within the framework of “More for More” ini  a  ve (State O   ce 
on European and Euro-Atlan  c Integra  on, O   cial Website, EU Financial Assistance). EU’s blueprint was evident in 
Georgia’s progress in the area. Apart from convergence with EU norms in legisla  ve and ins  tu  onal framework, 
Georgia’s border checkpoints were modernised and the infrastructure was compliant with interna  onal standards 
for organised movement of di  erent entry and exit  ows (ICMPD, 2015, p. 14). 

As evidence suggests, there is a substan  al correla  on with Georgia’s posi  ve change in BM and EU’s capacity 
building measures. However, merely EU’s assistance cannot explain posi  ve convergence process. ‘Fit’ with domes-
 c agenda and presence of other interna  onal organisa  ons in the  eld should be taken into account. First of all, 

as men  oned above, the reform started from 2006 in parallel to the ENP. It was priori  sed by the new government, 
which came to power a  er revolu  on, there was a high poli  cal will and these issues were high on the agenda 
(Interview 1). From that period onwards Georgian authori  es were assisted in these reforms by other interna  onal 
donors and organisa  ons. As IOM report claims, Georgian Border Police cooperates with IOM, OSCE, EU, ICMPD, 
UNDP (IOM, 2008a, p. 43). Although involvement of these interna  onal actors are of par  cular importance in re-
form process, ac  ons delivered by them are most frequently implemented under EU funding. As experts in the  eld 
note, another interna  onal key player in this  eld is US state agencies, which also supports the Georgian Border 
Police and the assistance is mainly addressed at training and equipping border check-points (Pataraia, 2011, p. 63). 
As State O   ce on European and Euro-Atlan  c Integra  on of Georgia in its 2012 report men  ons, “all road, sea, 
railroad and air BCPs are fully equipped with radia  on detec  on equipment, provided by US DoE; […] In the frame 
of South Caucasus Integrated Border Management project as well as US State Department “Georgian Border Se-
curity and Law Enforcement program” (GBSLE), second line document inspec  on equipment has been purchased: 
 xed integrated passport readers, mono-microscopes video spectral comparators, etc. (2012, pp. 52-53). As Mr. 

Hulst, Georgia Programme O   ce at IOM men  ons, US was a big donor and there was coordina  on between the 
EU and the US regarding the alloca  on of  nances in border management areas (Interview 3). Georgia has been 
implemented reforms in border management not only under EU requirements, but also under the NATO Individual 
Partnership Ac  on Plan (IPAP) as well (ICMPD, 2015, p. 14). The reform started as early as 2005 and coincides with 
the  me when Georgia o   cially joined the ini  a  ve for Individual Partnership Ac  on Plan at NATO Summit held 
in Istanbul in 2004. Georgia’s commitment for NATO integra  on has been paramount in Georgia’s poli  cal agenda 
a  er country gained independence and rela  ons intensi  ed a  er Rose Revolu  on. Accession to the organisa  on is 
one of the top foreign and security policy priori  es (Ministry of Foreign A  airs of Georgia, O   cial Website, 2014). 
NATO Integra  on bears security considera  ons for Georgia, which have been highly sensi  ve for country due to 
its secessionist regions as a result of the con  ict with Russian Federa  on. Thus, NATO integra  on could have been 
another important and strong s  mulus for Georgian government to modernise border management. As Defence 
Minister of Georgia by that  me, Bachana Akhalaia noted in 2010 at the mee  ng of the NATO-Georgia Commission, 
Georgia is “ready for successful implementa  on of the reform process and are commi  ed to use intensively all the 
exis  ng partnership mechanisms to accelerate Georgia’s integra  on into NATO” (Ministry of Defence, O   cial Web-
site, NATO-Georgia Commission, 2010). The poli  cal priority of NATO Integra  on did not change a  er the change of 
government in 2012. A new prime minister, Bidzina Ivanishvili had reportedly claimed his inten  on to intensify  es 
with NATO and even intended to get NATO Membership Plan in year of 2014 (Kucera, 2013). Therefore, Georgian 
successive governments successfully managed to u  lise EU resources in pursuing its own poli  cal agenda since 
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modernisa  on of Border issues were of paramount importance in Georgia’s Euro-Atlan  c Integra  on aspira  ons. 
Posi  ve domes  c change in border management in convergence with European and Interna  onal standards was 
further facilitated by EU demands’ ‘  t’ with domes  c agenda. 

Empirical Evidence from Ukraine 

EU demands and top-down adapta  onal pressures through condi  onality

Jus  ce and Home A  airs has been one of the most dominant issues on EU-Ukraine coopera  on agenda. In ob-
serving adapta  onal pressures coming from Brussels on Ukrainian government in the  eld of border management, 
a review of EU-Ukraine contractual agreements as well as prominent policy documents, ac  on plans and European 
Commission country progress reports provide good basis for analysis. Ukraine signed the Partnership and Cooper-
a  on Agreement with the EU in 1994 which entered into force in 1998. The document de  ned the goals for coop-
era  on with the dimension of the JHA being “limited to the issue of internal market-related legal harmonisa  on 
only” (Gawrich, Melnykovska and Schweickert, 2010, p. 1224). In late years, EU’s rela  ons with Ukraine in the area 
of Jus  ce and Home A  airs, notably in border management was regulated with separate ac  on plans (2001, revised 
version in 2007). This underlines the important substance of EU’s requirements for Ukraine. 

A  er the inclusion in the ENP, a joint Ac  on Plan with Ukraine was developed in 2005. As for the speci  c con-
di  ons in border management, the reference was made to the already agreed EU Ac  on Plan on Jus  ce and Home 
A  airs with Ukraine (2001). While the la  er document laid the founda  ons for broad range of ac  vi  es including 
the security issues of border management, the revised Ac  on Plan in 2007 made more precise and clear demands 
in the  eld. In other words, within the framework of ENP, more emphasis was made on legal harmonisa  on and 
prac  cal implementa  on of interna  onally recognised standards. It is noteworthy, that coopera  on became more 
prominent a  er 2004 enlargement which resulted in a EU-Ukraine common border. The EU urged for Ukraine’s 
compliance in the  eld border management with the aim to “improve the management of migra  on; […] facilitate 
human contacts and travels while strengthening coopera  on in the  elds of border management and document 
security” (EU-Ukraine Ac  on Plan on Freedom, Security and Jus  ce, 2007, pp. 2-3). The EU has been consistent in 
its requirements for Ukraine and pressured o   cials for the approxima  on of Ukrainian standards with the European 
ones. 

Border management issues were incorporated in EU-Ukraine’s rela  ons from the very  rst Ac  on Plan on Jus-
 ce and Home A  airs. However, more required ac  ons were more speci  ed in 2007 as a result of revised Ac  on 

Plan and VLAP in 2010. The EU introduced following demands border management: adop  on and implementa  on 
of na  onal integrated border management strategy; demarca  on of Ukraine’s borders in line with interna  onal 
standards; improvement of legal framework and procedures of integrated border management; development of the 
State Border Service; improvement of border crossing points; implementa  on of the law enforcement programmes; 
support for an e  ec  ve border management; con  nua  on of a dialogue on visa issues (more speci  cally outlined 
in VLAP). As for the condi  on regarding the coopera  on and improved coordina  on with Moldova on border issues 
and with the EU Border Assistance Mission is expressed in all strategic documents except for VLAP. This could be an 
indica  on that EU’s demands have been more result oriented when a speci  c condi  onal reward such as promise 
for visa liberalisa  on was introduced and benchmarks for e  ec  ve implementa  ons were set. Furthermore, EU 
stressed for compliance in iden   ed areas in each annual country progress reports issued by European Commis-
sion and has been consistent with its demands deriving from relevant Ac  on Plans and strategic documents. The 
pressure for adapta  on became stronger from 2010 when the EU issued VLAP with Ukraine and strengthened its 
monitoring of border management issues in corresponding progress reports. 

The degree of importance of EU’s condi  onality in Ukraine can be merely assessed by the fact that the country 
declared its European aspira  ons back in 1993 in the decision of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine (the Parliament 
of Ukraine) “On the Key Direc  ons of the Foreign Policy of Ukraine”. The document men  oned that “the priority 
of Ukrainian foreign policy is Ukrainian membership in the European Communi  es, as long as it does not harm its 
na  onal interests” (Mission of the Ukraine to the EU, O   cial Website). The  rst step in this regard was Partnership 
and Coopera  on Agreement, which represented a legal basis for EU-Ukraine rela  ons un  l signature of the Associ-
a  on Agreement. 

Ukraine was one of the forerunners in Eastern European region. A  er the introduc  on of the ENP it was the 
 rst country along with Moldova who agreed the Ac  on Plans with the EU. Besides its European aspira  ons, Eastern 

enlargement in 2004 and 2007 made the county an important neighbour in the east for the EU. Due to no reference 
to membership promise in ENP, Ukraine declared that this policy did not meet country’s determined European 
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choice and was eager to get more than the EU was o  ering. “There was a strongly held opinion within the Ukrainian 
poli  cal elite that the country, geographically situated in the centre of the European con  nent, should not par  ci-
pate in the ENP; her aspira  ons are more ambi  ous than merely subscribing to partnership with the EU” (Stegniy, 
2011, p. 54). On the other hand, “the EU con  nuously bemoaned the patchy implementa  on of the PCA, which was 
presented as the  rst step towards any new type of rela  onship” (Sasse, 2008, p. 306). EU’s condi  onality was also 
re  ected in EU-Ukraine Ac  on Plan 2005, which stated that “the pace of progress of the rela  onship will acknowl-
edge fully Ukraine’s e  ort and concrete achievements in mee  ng commitments to common values” (EU Ukraine 
Ac  on Plan, p.1). EU’s condi  onal promises referred to closer degree of integra  on, stake in EU’s internal market 
and Ukraine’s par  cipa  on in key aspects of EU policies (ibid, p. 2).

A  er “Orange Revolu  on” Ukraine’s demonstrated determina  on for closer rela  ons with the EU was welcome 
by the EU in its “10 point programme”, which listed prepara  ons for a free trade area and more intense coopera  on 
about visa facilita  on among other incen  ves such as consulta  ons on an enhanced agreement to succeed the PCA. 
This promise was delivered when in 2007 the EU started nego  a  ons on a new type of agreement, which would 
“renew the EU - Ukraine common ins  tu  onal framework, facilitate the deepening of rela  ons and strengthen po-
li  cal associa  on and economic integra  on” (EU-Ukraine Associa  on Agenda, 2009, p. 2). This perspec  ve included 
Ukraine’s access to Free Trade Area, upon the entry of Ukraine to the World Trade Orgraniza  on. The speed of deep-
ening rela  ons with the EU would be reasoned by country’s implementa  on of iden   ed priori  es on a sector by 
sector basis. This was pre-condi  onal for the Associa  on Agreement. The progress would be monitored, reported 
and assessed annually. Despite the fact that the EU did not o  er membership incen  ve with this new agenda, its 
condi  onality was s  ll credible due to the promise for Associa  on Agreement and its entailing DCFTA. 

In case of Ukraine, when determining condi  ons in the  eld border management, EU-Ukraine Associa  on 
Agenda (in 2009 and then updated version of 2013) referred to the revised EU Ac  on Plan on Freedom, Security 
and Jus  ce (ENP Ac  on Plan made reference to AP on JHA with Ukraine of 2001). This document noted that the FSJ 
AP would be “reviewed to strengthen the partnership between the EU and Ukraine and to take stock of progress 
made in the light both of the development of the EU’s area of Freedom, Security and Jus  ce and of the new shared 
border” (Revised EU-Ukraine Ac  on Plan on Freedom, Security and Jus  ce, 2007, p. 1). The new momentum was 
marked in 2010, when the EU o  ered the prospect for visa liberalisa  on and provided VLAP to Ukraine. It created a 
new impetus for the country to comply with EU demands. Scholars argue that the only visa liberalisa  on could be a 
credible mo  va  on for domes  c reforms because visa free regime was regarded as one of the key priori  es for all 
Ukrainian governments (Nizhnikau, 2015, p. 499; Jaroszewicz 2011 cited in Wetzel, 2016, p. 78).

The country’s commitment to convergence with European standards and interna  onally established prac  ces 
was precondi  on for the EU’s increased  nancial assistance as well. The EU provided impetus for change through 
 nancial aid. In 2007-2013, the EU commi  ed €1 billion for bilateral assistance to Ukraine under the ENPI. Fur-

thermore, Ukraine could bene  t from addi  onal  nancial assistance through ‘more for more’- the incen  ve-based 
mechanism that rewards progress towards building deep and sustainable democracy (European Commission. 2016. 
Countries of the Region. Ukraine).

Converging with European standards: ins  tu  onal and policy compa  bility
 and pa  erns for domes  c change

European Union’s coopera  on in border management issues is dominated by the security considera  ons and 
concerns regarding the threats emana  ng from the illegal immigra  on from Ukraine to the EU. Among other neigh-
bouring countries, Ukraine remained to be a major transit country for irregular migrants (Filippova, 2016, p. 73; IPP, 
IDSI “Viitorul” & ICPS, 2008, p. 35). Due to the undeveloped infrastructure for deten  on and accommoda  on of ille-
gal migrants, Ukraine detained persons illegally entering to the country only at the border crossing points. According 
to es  mates included in informa  on received during the two missions, the Ukrainian authori  es only apprehend 
a small part of all irregular migrants crossing the territory. (ICMPD, 2006, p. 13). In regard to ‘  ght against illegal 
migra  on’, the border management coopera  on is central tool the EU employs with third countries “with the un-
ambiguous objec  ve of strengthening control capaci  es par  cularly in directly bordering countries” (Wunderlich, 
2013, p. 29). Ukraine, as a border country to EU member states of Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and Romania, repre-
sented a challenge for the European con  nent due to its “incomplete legal frameworks, un  nished delimita  on and 
demarca  on processes, a lack of e   cient infrastructure, and the existence of so-called “frozen con  icts” (Sushko, 
2006, p. 45). This encouraged European counterparts to put pressure on the government of Ukraine to introduce 
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legisla  ve and ins  tu  onal changes in the area of border management and at the same  me provided technical and 
 nancial assistance in order to upgrade and modernise border crossings and management related issues. 

EU requirements in border management issues were mainly related to adop  on, development and implemen-
ta  on of the border management strategy; enhancing inter-agency coordina  on; improve legisla  ve framework; 
increase the e  ec  veness of the administra  ve capacity; support the process of border delimita  on and demarca-
 on; providing training for sta  ; etc. These demands were consistently reiterated in all strategic documents under 

EU’s coopera  on on JHA with Ukraine star  ng from AP of 2001 including Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plan. 
The EU has been generously suppor  ng reforms to be undertaken in Ukraine in border issues. First of all, the 

technical assistance was provided for the modernisa  on of the State Border Guard Service (SBGS) through the 
collabora  on with the European Agency for the Management of Opera  onal Coopera  on at the External Borders 
of the Member States of the EU (FRONTEX). FRONTEX, that became opera  onal since 2005, is “the EU agency in 
charge of coordina  ng opera  onal coopera  on along with the EU external Border”, in par  cular to Russia and 
Eastern Partnership (Sagrera, 2014, p. 171). There is a prac  cal coopera  on between SBGS and FRONTEX on joint 
opera  ons that cover the total lengths of the EU’s external border with Ukraine through the ‘Five Borders’ joint-pilot 
project. (Commission of the European Communi  es, Progress Report Ukraine, 2009, p. 12). In addi  on to FRONTEX, 
the promo  on of the Integrated Border Management by the EU was pursued by the EU Border Assistance Mission 
(EUBAM). With the aim of to support the con  ict-resolu  on process, EUBAM was set up in 2005 with the mandate 
to assist and advise Moldovan and Ukrainian border and customs services “on the reduc  on of irregular migra  on 
 ows, comba  ng cross border crime as well as providing know-how in the  eld” (Sagrera, 2014, p.171). EUBAM 

provided support under the Integrated Border Management  agship ini  a  ve launched within the framework of 
the Eastern Partnership (EUBAM 2011). In addi  on to that, Ukraine par  cipates in cross border coopera  on pro-
grammes adopted in 2008 for the period 2007– 2013: Romania– Moldova–Ukraine, with a budget of EUR126.718 
million, Poland– Belarus– Ukraine (EUR186.201 million) and the Black Sea Basin (EUR17.306 million) (Olga Filippova, 
2016, p. 75). A  er the launch of the visa dialogue and establishing speci  c demands for converging European mod-
els and prac  ces in border management, the EU sector budget support was provided to Ukraine in the area with the 
amount of 66 million EUR for the period of 2011-2017 (Mission of Ukraine to the European Union, O   cial Website, 
EU’s assistance to Ukraine). It supported the implementa  on of Integrated Border Management Strategy and Ac  on 
Plan (European Commission, Progress Report Ukraine, 2013, p. 14). Through EaP IBM Flagship Ini  a  ve under ENI, 
the EU also provided  nancial assistance for enhanced integrated border management along the Moldovan-Ukraine 
border in 2016 with the total amount of EU budget contribu  on: EUR 4 750 000. (European Commission, Annex 1 
of the Commission Implemen  ng Decision on the ENI East Regional Ac  on Programme 2016 Part II). In assessing of 
Ukraine’s capaci  es to ensure aid e  ec  veness, Valeriya Shamray claims that the coopera  on between the EU and 
State Border Guard Service of Ukraine exempli  es a posi  ve in  uence of external assistance in Ukraine (Shamray, 
2012, p. 12). “On the one hand, the EU assisted in developing border infrastructure and construc  on of the migra-
 on custody centers and temporary holding facility through the CBMM, READMIT BOMUK and GUMIRA projects. 

On the other hand, the HUREMAS projects contributed to the improvement of the human resources management 
of the SBGSU and its gradual transi  on from the military type organiza  on to the EU-like law enforcement agency” 
(ibid). 

Apart from EU assistance, other interna  onal actors including USA, UN, OSCE, Interna  onal Atomic Energy 
Agency contributed to the improvement of the border management. In 2007, the Administra  on of State Border 
Guard Service was a bene  ciary of 26 projects of interna  onal assistance (IPP, IDSI “Viitorul” & ICPS, 2008, p. 38). 
As Ms. Yuliya Ryzhykh, expert of IOM o   ce in Kiev no  ces, “the US as a donor through USAID has been very ac  ve 
covering lots of issues including border security” (Interview 4). The US investments in Eastern Border became of 
paramount importance a  er the Russian annexa  on of Crimea in March 2014 and two breakaway eastern provinc-
es seeking independence with Russia’s backing. As a result of these events, “an es  mated 2 million people forcibly 
were displaced as of May 2015 including 1.3 million internally displaced people” (Düvell and Lapshyna, 2015). “US 
provides assistance in Eastern Border by providing equipment in terms of security as well as durable solu  ons for 
IDPs”, men  ons Mr. Solodko, Analyst at CEDOS in Ukraine (Interview 6). 

These ac  ons posi  vely correlates with domes  c changes. “The borders became more and more secured, 
especially western border, where Ukraine has a common border with the EU countries. The progress was achieved 
with EU’s support and the capacity of personnel is at much higher level compared to previous years; border guards 
are more professional. Ukraine got access to INTERPOL databases in 2015. There are several lines of checking iden-
 ty and travel documents of foreigners and stateless persons arriving and exi  ng Ukraine” (Interview 4). However, 
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the ul  mate reforms started from 2006 and con  nued in parallel to the ENP and visa dialogue. Firstly, government 
adopted a concept and programme for the development of the State Border Guard Service of Ukraine in April 
2006 with the aim to “create modern integrated system of state border protec  on” (cited in EWB, 2012, p. 108). 
As a result, professionalism in the service increased, career development system became more transparent and 
merit-based. As for the legisla  ve changes, a number of laws were prepared to approximate to EU acquis. More 
importantly, in 2007 government approved a Resolu  on about a law enforcement programme ‘Organisa  on and 
Reconstruc  on of the State Border un  l 2015’, which aimed to upgrade a legisla  on, infrastructure and personnel 
training. The state budget also allocated up to about 133 million for these issues. (Commission of the European 
Communi  es, Progress Report Ukraine, 2006, p. 13; Commission of the European Communi  es, Progress Report 
Ukraine, 2008, p. 13). As a result, the Law on Border Control was adopted in 2009 and amended in 2010 accompa-
nied by adop  on of a number of implemen  ng regula  ons. In 2011 the Concept for the Mari  me Border Guard and 
the avia  on branch of the State Border Guard Service were adopted (VLAP Progress Report Ukraine, 2011, p. 4). In 
order to enhance inter-agency coopera  on, the Joint Order of 4 January 2011 of the State Customs Service and the 
Administra  on of the State Border Guard Service of Ukraine iden   ed the procedure for the exchange of informa-
 on and established coordina  on mechanisms (ibid). Addi  onally, Ukraine addressed one of the EU’s determined 

requirement in convergence with EU norms under Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plan and approved the Concept on the 
Integrated Border Management Strategy in 2010 for the period 2011-2015. (European Commission, Progress Report 
Ukraine, 2011, p. 15). Its implementa  on was generously supported by the EU with EUR 66 million sector budget 
support programme (European Commission, Progress Report Ukraine, 2013, p. 14). As European Commission mon-
itoring mission noted the IBM Concept and its corresponding AP demonstrated a strong commitment by Ukraine to 
transform the Border Guard Service into a modern law-enforcement agency (VLAP Progress Report Ukraine, 2012, 
p. 6). The consequent Integrated Border Management Concept for the period of 2016-2020 was also approved by 
the Cabinet of Ministers (O   cial Website of EUAM Ukraine, 2016). 

This reform process resulted in increased capacity of administra  ve resources and posi  ve change. The service 
was improved with be  er professionalism of the personnel and as Sagrera claims in his research, “the Ukraine State 
Border Guard service is considered to be the most developed body in the context of the European Integra  on of 
Ukraine, se   ng up controls according to EU standards. It is a leading agency in the context of the VLAP” (Sagrera, 
2014, p. 179). In regard to further enhancing the sta   exper  se, the ‘Code of Ethics for SBGS’ was adopted in 2008 
and ‘Code of Conduct’ was approved in 2011. The process of training and improvement for personnel quali  ca  on 
has become ac  ve since 2010 (VLAP Progress Report 2012, pp. 6-7). Process in regard to border demarca  on be-
gan with Belarus in 2014 and with Russia in 2012 with slow progress, while the demarca  on of Ukraine-Moldova 
border was almost complete at the end of 2013 (European Commission, Progress Report Ukraine, 2014, p. 17). The 
situa  on was implicated by Ukraine’s loss of the control over its borders with Russian Federa  on of Crimea and 
Sevastopol in 2014. Because of the changing context, “resources were redirected to the security of eastern bor-
ders” (VLAP Progress Report, Ukraine, 2015a, p. 3). It is noteworthy that although the EU appeals Ukraine to take 
measures in terms of border demarca  on and delimita  on under Revised AP on FSJ of 2007, speci  c requirements 
in the area are not set in VLAP. The overall progress was posi  vely evaluated by the European Commission under 
visa dialogue and in 2015 Ukraine had achieved the integrated border management benchmark under VLAP (VLAP 
Report Ukraine, 2015b, p. 4). Ms. Sushko, execu  ve director of EWB asserts that Border Management area was a 
success story. “Modern European concept of IBM was introduced in accordance with European standards, which 
embraces and follows very important path towards border control and supervision including risk assessment and 
explora  on, inves  ga  on of transna  onal crime in coopera  on with competent law-enforcement agencies and 
measures with third countries” (Interview 5). She observes that in the context of na  onal security and situa  on on 
Eastern borders, IBM strategy has a par  cular importance. Established system of risk analysis enable law enforce-
ment agencies to make informed decisions aimed at detec  ng crime, reducing security risks and facilita  ng legal 
movement of persons and goods (ibid). 

One can argue that posi  ve developments in the area of border management in Ukraine was reasoned by 
EU incen  ves. Empirical evidence also con  rms this explana  on - measures taken in reform process were largely 
in compliance with European standards and EU demands and the con  nuous progress was observed during Visa 
Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plan implementa  on as well. Experts a   rm that “bilateral coopera  on with the EU has driven 
Ukraine’s progressive reforms in its policies of migra  on and border management” (Kulchytska, Sushko, Solodko, 
2016, p. 4). Notwithstanding this argument, careful analysis of domes  c poli  cal context suggests that change was 
determined as a result of the cost-bene  t calcula  ons of the poli  cal elites, which conforms with the ra  onalist 



90  Georgian Journal for European Studies,  4-5, 2018-2019

approach of the Europeanisa  on processes. While reforms could be costly, border issues represented a cornerstone 
for na  onal security of the county and bene  ts were clear. This is proved by the fact that policy was priori  sed in 
domes  c agenda during Yushchenko, Yanykovych and Poroshenko presidencies. In fact, it hardly ma  ered “whether 
individual poli  cians adopted a pro-European or a pro-Russian stance. Ukraine’s border and borderlands played 
a signi  cant role in the de  ni  on of na  on, whether conceived as part of a wider European or a Slavic iden  ty” 
(Filippova, 2016, p. 68). EU requirements were well aligned with domes  c poli  cal priori  es and EU’s presence was 
exploited in this regard. “The EU-Ukraine coopera  on in this area [border management] has been driven by the 
common interest of the par  es to e  ec  vely manage the large migra  on  ows via the territory of Ukraine”, reiter-
ated Viktor Chumak, the Director of the Ukrainian Ins  tute of Public A  airs (Shamray, 2012, p. 12).

Another mo  ve behind the changes in border management was also related to some EU member states’ per-
cep  on of Ukraine as a ‘migra  on threat to the EU’ (EurAc  v, 2015, commentary by EWB). As Mr. Solodko men  ons, 
“during visa liberalisa  on processes, there was a discussion in the EU that Ukraine was a high risk migra  on since it 
represented a transit country to the EU. In addressing issues of preven  ng illegal migra  on of foreigners to Europe, 
Ukraine implemented changes at the borders of Ukraine, some IT technologies were integrated, equipment was 
modernised” (Interview 6). However, situa  on was further complicated a  er situa  on with Crimea and con  ict 
in Eastern Ukraine. In assessing “migra  on risk” from Ukraine to the EU, a civic ini  a  ve, Europe Without Borders 
based on research  ndings concluded that “the main route for Ukrainians from con  ict areas seeking well-paid work 
and asylum is into Ukraine itself or the neighbouring countries of Russia and Belarus, not the EU” (EurAc  v, 2015, 
commentary by EWB). 

Modernisa  on of the border agencies and transforming them into law-enforcement organ was the great 
achievement by Ukraine in border reform. The IBM strategy was “the main strategic document that prepares 
Ukraine to leave behind the post-Soviet system of border control and join the four-  er model of border manage-
ment opera  onal in the EU” (EurAc  v, 2011; commentary by CES). Apparently, a number of latent border disputes 
and ‘frozen con  icts’ was a key factor in shaping domes  c interests. In Ukraine, where “borders are closely associat-
ed with poten  al threats and na  onal security” (Filippova, 2016, p. 68), changes introduced in Border Management 
and Europeanisa  on processes in the area were also largely domes  cally driven.

Main Findings 

Compara  ve analysis: constella  on of factors inducing domes  c change

The comparison of the Europeanisa  on processes at sectoral level across countries yields insigh  ul  ndings on 
the mechanisms and factors that revitalise the convergence with EU norms and standards beyond the EU’s borders. 
The me  culous inves  ga  on of the ‘units of analysis’ of the current research sheds light to the explana  on whether 
and through which means the EU intervenes with domes  c poli  cal arena and mo  vates local actors to translate 
their ac  ons in rapprochement with European and interna  onally established prac  ces. 

Detailed scru  ny of border management Europeanisa  on processes in Georgia and in Ukraine from the intro-
duc  on of the ENP un  l the visa free regime with the EU enables us to observe inter-temporal varia  on in compli-
ance pa  erns with EU norms and iden  fy driving factors for domes  c change in a compara  ve perspec  ve. Despite 
di  erent pace and speed of developments, both countries display a high degree of Europeanisa  on of border issues 
by 2016. The policy area under inves  ga  on of current study along with migra  on management and asylum issues 
fall under the second block of Visa Liberalisa  on Ac  on Plans. Indeed, an independent evalua  on of Eastern Part-
nership countries’ visa facilita  on and liberalisa  on processes with the EU assigns high indexes to Georgia (9.3 out 
of 10) and to Ukraine (9.2 out of 10) to this block, which are signi  cantly high compared to the third and fourth 
blocks of VLAP (EaP Visa Liberalisa  on Index Online). In order to explain which factors account for these changes 
and iden  fy necessary condi  ons for domes  c reforms towards more Europeanised sectoral policies, empirical 
research proposes interes  ng  ndings. 

The study reveals that the EU has been clear and determinate in its requirements related to border manage-
ment in Georgia and Ukraine. While the EU introduced a separate Ac  on Plan on JHA with Ukraine as early as 2001, 
border issues were men  oned under ENP AP with Georgia later in 2006. However, this was reasoned by EU’s secu-
rity considera  ons related to EU’s Eastern enlargement and despite these di  erences the EU has been consistent 
with its demands with both countries. Furthermore, higher degree of clearness is noted once Visa Liberalisa  on 
Ac  on Plans were handed to the governments of Georgia and Ukraine. These documents set determinate rules and 
clearly formulated the measures to be undertaken by countries in a number of areas including border management. 
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Clear demands that enable “more bargaining power to the EU and a more ac  ve involvement in observing the 
implementa  on of its requirements” (Timu  , 2007, p. 16), were present in this process. More determined require-
ments contributed to e  ec  ve monitoring and benchmarking as well, that is essen  al for the EU’s condi  onality.

While the credibility of incen  ves cons  tutes an axis of the EU’s applica  on of condi  onality (Schimmelfennig 
and Sedelmeier, 2004), promised rewards  ed to progress at sectoral level fails explain the approxima  on with 
European standards in border management issues in third countries. Although the EaP brought more incen  ves for 
the forerunner par  cipants such as Georgia and Ukraine, the discussion of the promise for visa liberalisa  on as a 
strong impetus for modernisa  on of border issues shows, that it did not act as a main driver for reforms in the  eld. 
The  ming for change does not coincide with the introduc  on of the VLAP. The changes in Georgia started from 
2006 in parallel to the ENP. When the country moved to more intensi  ed dialogue on visa issues with the EU, many 
EU standards had already been implemented (Interview 2). The similar pa  ern for domes  c change in observed in 
case of Ukraine. While the modernisa  on of border issues was accelerated under visa liberalisa  on dialogue with 
the EU, the research shows that the country had addressed these issues much earlier. Europeanisa  on process can 
be explained by other facilita  ng factors such as EU’s capacity building measures, the presence of other interna  on-
al actor s and ‘  t’ with domes  c agenda. 

The empirical evidence suggests that there is a correla  on between EU’s capacity building and domes  c policy 
adjustment with European rules. The EU provided substan  al assistance to Georgia as well as Ukraine and these 
measures posi  vely impacted on reform process. EU’s support put evident blueprint on the modernisa  on of bor-
der agencies in line with European prac  ces. Apart from that, the process was largely facilitated by the presence of 
other interna  onal actors, which have “complemented EU ac  vi  es or acted as agents in the implementa  on of EU 
policies” (Lavenex, 2016, p. 560). However, these factors represented necessary, but not su   cient condi  ons for 
domes  c change. 

The ins  tu  onal capacity of the countries to implement reforms was increased, when the EU’s demands coin-
cided with domes  c priori  es and poli  cal agenda largely allowed for posi  ve ac  ons. Checking the local contextual 
se   ng against external incen  ves exposits that ‘  t’ with local agenda can be a primary driver for convergence with 
EU standards. The analysis shows that countries exploited EU’s resources and successfully aligned with European 
regula  ons and standards, when demands from Brussels ‘   ed’ well with domes  c agenda. The empirical evidence 
from our case studies supports this argument. The reforma  on of Border agencies in Georgia started in parallel to 
the European Neighbourhood Policy, but the change was not determined as a result of EU’s pressures. New govern-
ment under Mikhail Saakashvili, who came to power a  er revolu  on, started to address border issues and aimed 
at the transforma  on of the military based agency into a law-enforcement organ (Interview 1). The reform process 
con  nued in 2008, when Georgian government made Patrol Police responsible for carrying out the opera  ons of 
the border entry points and intensi  ed later years. In fact, Georgia had many EU standards implemented by the 
 me VLAP was introduced. The EU’s demands for border management in Georgia under ENP posi  vely correlated 

with Governmental priori  es for several reasons. Firstly, it touched upon the security issues of the country, that 
became dominant especially a  er the war with Russia. On the other hand, EU requirements in the  eld coincided 
with Georgia’s commitments under NATO Individual Partnership Ac  on Plan and the  ming for change conforms 
this argument. NATO integra  on could have been another important and strong s  mulus for Georgian government 
to modernise border management, while country’s commitment for NATO integra  on has been paramount in Geor-
gia’s poli  cal agenda. Accession to the organisa  on is one of the top foreign and security policy priori  es (Ministry 
of Foreign A  airs of Georgia, O   cial Website, 2014). 

Ukraine also con  rms this line of logic. The detailed scru  ny of process in border management issues suggests 
that change was induced primarily due to the EU’s demands’ ‘  t’ with domes  c agenda. The policy was priori  sed 
in poli  cal arena during Yanukovych as well as Poroshenko presidencies, while each of them had di  erent foreign 
policy agendas. Despite this fact, border issues represented a cornerstone for na  onal security of the country and 
bene  ts were clear. Incumbents in the country managed to exploit EU assistance when EU requirements in sectoral 
policy coincided with the policy priority at domes  c level. As Ms. Sushko, execu  ve director of EWB claimed “Mod-
ern European concept of IBM was introduced in accordance with European standards. […] In the context of na  onal 
security and situa  on on Eastern borders, IBM strategy has a par  cular importance. (Interview 5). Accordingly, we 
can argue that Georgian and Ukrainian governments successfully complied with European standards in border is-
sues in pursuant of their own poli  cal priori  es, which were derived from the na  onal security considera  ons for 
respec  ve countries. 

The analysis traced the progress in sectoral coopera  on star  ng from the ENP un  l the introduc  on of visa free 
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regime with the EU and revealed the determinants that assist policy convergence with European standards while 
took the domes  c context into account. As a result of iden   ca  on of milestones for changes and looking at the pol-
icy development through process tracing, it can be argued that Europeanisa  on of border management issues was 
in line with ra  onalist argument of the cost-bene  t analysis and emphasised the prominence of poli  cal context in 
the country. While convergence with European standards were facilitated by the clarity of EU rules, EU’s capacity 
building measures as well as presence of other interna  onal actors, the posi  ve change was primarily induced as 
a result of domes  c agenda. Security considera  ons and poli  cal priori  es of the governments for border issues 
played an impera  ve role in Europeanisa  on of border issues in Georgia and in Ukraine. 
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