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oldova, which declared its independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, is
a young and very poor state with few diplomatic resources and with little
experience in foreign policy compared with Romania, for example.1 Moldova is a
small state, consisting of a population of about 4.3 million.2 Moldova also is a
multiethnic society,3 with a population that is approximately 65 percent Romanian
extraction, with the remainder consisting of Russians (about 13 percent) and
Ukrainians (about 14 percent), numbering approximately 650,000 of Ukraninians.4
There also are approximately 150,000 Gagauz, a Turkic–Christian group of people
who live in the southern part of the country and have managed to acquire a certain
degree of political autonomy. Moldova, which no longer shares a border with Russia (separated from Russia by Ukraine), is located in the former Soviet West and
shares close historic and cultural ties with Romania, underscoring the existence of
a special or privileged relationship between the two states. Most of current-day
Moldova, previously known as Bessarabia, was once part of historical Greater
Romania.5 As a small state, Moldova finds itself in a weak and vulnerable position
in the post-cold war international system. Moldova faces the problem of trying to
preserve its independence, sovereignty, and territorial integrity while undergoing a
difficult transition to democracy and a market economy.
The victory of the Party of Moldovan Communists in 2001 marked a major
change in the internal power structure of Moldova. The Communists gained control of a majority of seats in parliament in the elections of February 25, 2001.
This occurred after parliament had been dissolved by President Petru Lucinschi,
following the legislature’s failure to elect a president on three separate occasions.6 On April 4, 2001, the single-chamber legislature elected the leader of the
Moldovan Communist Party as president by a vote of seventy-one out of one
hundred one.7 The triumph of the Party of Moldovan Communists underscores
the need to realize the importance of the relationship between the historical and
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cultural context of a country, especially the “legacies of the past” approach, and
to understand the foreign policy behavior of the Voronin administration. The historical legacy or path dependency of a country’s past has an important effect on
the foreign policy behavior of a state, as argued by the realist school of thought
known as neoclassical realism. In short, the foreign policy of a country clearly
has domestic roots.8 An example of the influence of path dependency on Moldova occurred at the Fourth Congress of the Party of Moldovan Communists in
April 2002, when President Voronin talked about the “rebirth of socialism” and
the historic mission of the Communist Party of Moldova, the only country in
Europe that returned the Communists to power.9 As a further example of the grip
of the Communist legacy on Moldova, President Voronin also expressed his
“great interest in the experience” of the Communist parties of China, North
Korea, Cuba, and Vietnam.10 The return of the Communists to power in Moldova reflects the need to consider the importance of path dependency by previous rulers of the country, specifically by the Communists, to understand the
nature and scope of Moldova’s foreign policy. Voronin apparently believed that
the collapse of Communism in Europe was only temporary and that the socialist system would be restored.
Realism and Moldovan Foreign Policy Concepts
Voronin’s foreign policy also can be explained by classical realism and its variations, such as neoclassical realism and neorealism. Classical realism always has
stressed the primary importance of the state as a rational, unitary actor, focusing
on the pursuit of its foreign policy goals in the international system. The classical
realist believes that the state is the most important actor in the international system;11 however, classical realists have been criticized for not paying enough attention to the role of domestic factors to explain a state’s foreign policy behavior. A
variation of classical realism, known as neoclassical realism,12 places more emphasis on domestic factors to explain the foreign policy behavior of a state. Neoclassical realists focus on the importance of “Innenpolitik,” such as ideology, the
nature of political regimes and systems, political institutions, the political economy of the state, and the perceptions that leaders have of the world around them
as it affects the formulation and execution of their state’s foreign policy behavior.
These factors certainly should be considered important to understand the foreign
policy of the Voronin administration. In a postcommunist transitional state such as
Moldova (although Moldova currently is not a postcommunist state, because it has
suffered a regression and is currently not pursuing a unilinear path toward democracy), the neoclassical realist would argue that “foreign policy choices are made
by actual political leaders and elites, and so it is their perception of relative power
that matters, not simply relative quantities of physical resources or forces in
being.”13 Other factors that are supposedly devoid from the framework of classical realist theorists, such as Hans Morgenthau,14 but are considered important by
the neoclassical realist are the impacts of culture and history on the foreign policy behavior of a state. Another tenet of neoclassical realism that should be considered is the importance of national identity—the extent to which a group of peo-
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ple consider themselves to constitute an imagined community. This is another factor that explains the behavior of a state in the world political system, and certainly this seems to have been the case in Moldova. Clearly, Moldovan foreign policy
under Voronin can be partially explained by neoclassical realism.
Neoclassical realism focuses on the effect of domestic factors on the foreign
policy behavior of a state, but an understanding of Moldovan foreign policy also
has to take into account the approach known as neorealism. Neorealism is an
approach that pays a great deal of attention to the effect of the structure of the
international system on the state’s participation in that system. This is helpful in
understanding the nature of Voronin’s foreign policy. “Neorealist or structural theory leads one to believe that the placement of states in the international system
accounts for a good deal of their behavior.”15 The location or position of a state
in the international hierarchy of power is an important component of neorealism
theory. Weak and small states, such as Moldova, are dependent on external actors
such as the Great Powers (Russia and the United States), medium-sized regional
hegemons (Ukraine and Romania), and on nonstate actors (the European and
Euro-Atlantic international organizations, such as the European Union, the Council of Europe, NATO, and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe [OSCE]), for their survival.
These factors help us understand the shifts that have taken place in Moldova’s
foreign policy from 2001–04. The primary concern of a small, weak state, such
as Moldova, in the international system is to ensure its security, since Moldova’s
existence following independence has been marked by the constant potential
threat of war and instability in its relationship with the separatist region of
Transnistria. Realism postulates that “defending the state from military threats”
is most important.16 According to the realist perspective, the international system
is marked by a considerable amount of anarchy, because there is no central governmental authority to guarantee security. “States have to do whatever they think
necessary for their own preservation, since no one can be relied on to do it for
them.”17 Security is a very real problem for Moldova. In such an anarchic world,
Moldova has opted for a policy of permanent neutrality but also has pursued a
survival strategy by engaging in balance-of-power politics. Moldova has to practice a form of “defensive realism” to protect its sovereignty and territorial integrity.18 The leadership of Moldova also perceives itself currently as threatened by
the “offensive realism” of the great and medium-size powers (regional hegemons)
that are its neighbors, such as Russia, Ukraine, and Romania.19 On June 1, 2004,
Voronin called for these states, along with the United States and the European
Union, to negotiate a stability and security pact to guarantee Moldova’s security
in the aftermath of the failure to reach a Transnistrian settlement.
It is also not surprising, from a realist perspective, that the first postcommunist
foreign policy concept elaborated by the Moldovan government in 1995 prioritized
the preservation of its independence and territorial integrity.20 As Moldova’s 1995
foreign policy concept states, a major priority is “the establishment of the legal status of Moldova as an independent state with all the characteristics and responsibilities resulting from this status.”21 It is important to stress that the 1995 post-
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communist foreign policy concept of Moldova did not place relations with Russia
as a top foreign policy priority. Rather, the 1995 foreign policy concept stressed collaboration with the CIS countries, primarily Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus, “which
should be done primarily for economic reasons, and should not hinder Moldova’s
major foreign policy priority of integration into the European structures.”22
An interim set of foreign policy principles for 1998–2000, sketched out by
the Moldovan foreign ministry, also stressed the importance of maintaining
good bilateral relations with Moldova’s neighbors. The foreign policy concept
developed by the Voronin administration in 2002 elevated Russia to the status
of a long-term strategic partner. Given that a basic premise of Moldovan foreign policy is a balance of interests between the East and West, Chişinău argued
that elevating Russia to the status of a long-term strategic partner would not
affect Moldova’s orientation toward Europe and would facilitate the integration
of Russia with Europe. Chişinău’s neorealist perspective of international relations was evident in the perception of Moldova’s leadership of the structure of
power in the post–cold war international system as delineated in the foreign
policy concept of 2002, which had a bearing on the priorities sketched out by
the Communist regime.23 The Moldovan foreign policy concept of 2002
stressed that the bipolar world of the cold war had been replaced, in terms of
the structure of the international system, by a multipolar distribution of power.
This represented a classic neorealist depiction of the international system
which, in Moldova’s estimation, was still characterized by the existence of
spheres of power and influence.24 According to Chişinău, the European Union
constitutes a major pole of power and attraction on the continent within this
framework, even for a peripheral European state such as Moldova. This explains
why a major strategic priority of Moldovan foreign policy, as elaborated in the
Communists’ foreign policy concept of 2002, continued to be membership in
European institutions, such as the European Union. Moldova’s foreign policy
under Voronin actually shows an element of continuity with the various “postcommunist” administrations that preceded it, in that it is balanced and pragmatic in pursuit of its national interest, seeking an equilibrium between its East
and West interests, given its geographical location.25 Geopolitics continues to
be an important determinant of foreign policy under Voronin, just as it was in
the previous regimes. Although Moldova sees itself as located in the geographical space between the former Soviet Union (as a member of the Commonwealth of Independent States) and Eastern Europe, it also sees itself as Central European (attending the annual summit meetings of the Central Europe
leaders), as well as a southeastern European state. Moldova also envisages itself
as a bridge, located in the space between Europe and the Commonwealth of
Independent States (IS), although the concept of functioning as a bridge is an
example of the imitative quality of Moldovan foreign policy, as it copies the
foreign policy of Romania, which also has touted itself as a bridge in a number of different contexts. The notion of bridge-building also is a major feature
of Romanian foreign policy. Neorealists contend that weak states tend to imitate the successful foreign policies of larger states.
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Moldovan-Russian Relations
The new foreign policy concept unveiled by the Communists in 2002, which was
marked by an eastern orientation, was followed by frequent official and unofficial visits to Moscow to meet with Russian President Vladimir Putin during
Voronin’s first year in office. The Moldovan president’s foreign policy style was
to place emphasis on personal diplomacy. There was a certain element of balance,
as Voronin also visited Washington and met with President Bush in 2002.
Moldova’s eastern orientation was explained as motivated by economic diplomacy, because Russia and the CIS constituted Moldova’s largest markets. Moldova
also was overwhelmingly dependent on Russia for energy
supplies. Moldova had accumu- “Voronin also pushed a policy of Ruslated a large debt to the Russian sification, seeking the adoption of
energy giant Gazprom, and
Russian as the second official state
throughout the next three years,
the relationship between Mol- language of the country, despite condova and Russia was character- siderable internal opposition, as well
ized by an effort to secure a as criticism from Romania.”
reduction in the amount of the
debt owed to Moscow. In
Voronin’s presidential campaign, he had advocated that Moldova join the Russian-Belarus political union.26
Over the next three years, this foreign policy goal was allowed to lapse, because of
a lack of public support for approval of a referendum. During the past three years,
Moldova and Belarus have cooperated with one another in economic and military
affairs, although Lukashenko’s neo-Stalinist regime was hardly a model of good
governance, the kind of benchmark standard necessary for membership in the European institutions.27 Voronin also pushed a policy of Russification, seeking the adoption of Russian as the second official state language of the country, despite considerable internal opposition, as well as criticism from Romania.
Moldova belongs to GUUAM—a subregional organization consisting of Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and Moldova—created with United States
influence in 1997.28 The relationship between Moldova and GUUAM has deteriorated somewhat during Voronin’s presidency. Chişinău sees GUUAM as an
organization created by the United States to provide a framework for the transit
of Caspian Sea energy to the West.29 Chişinău also believes that GUUAM was
set up as a counterweight to the Russian-created CIS.30 Consequently, Moldova
has resisted efforts to provide GUUAM with a military dimension. Voronin did
attend GUUAM summit meetings in 2001 and 2002, but sent the deputy foreign
minister to represent Moldova at the 2003 summit meeting. President Voronin
also announced that he would not attend the 2004 GUUAM summit meeting that
was scheduled to meet in a territorially disputed area of Georgia, tilting toward
the Russian position on the dispute. Keeping in line with its policy of balance,
Moldova also is a member of the Russian-sponsored CIS, its membership pre-
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dating the Communists’ rise to power, although Moldova initially was reluctant
to join the CIS when it was set up in 1991. In 2002, Moldova hosted the annual
summit meeting of the CIS. Moldova has stressed that its interest in the CIS is
primarily economic, although Moldova under the Voronin administration has
shown somewhat more interest in the military aspect of the organization. In June
2004, Moldova hosted a meeting of the interior ministers of the CIS to discuss
security and antiterrorist issues and suggested the creation of a single legal space
to deal with terrorism.31
Most of Moldova’s trade is with the CIS states, and Chişinău expressed interest
in the creation of a free trade zone within the organization. However, Moldova was
dissatisfied with the creation within the CIS of an economic organization known as
the Single Economic Space, consisting of Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan,
because Moldova did not have full economic access to it.32 Voronin stated that
Moldova does not want to withdraw from the CIS, but being frozen out of the Single Economic Space may have been another factor in the aftermath of the failure of
the Kozak Memorandum, which recently has propelled Chişinău in the direction of
the European Union. Moldova has suggested that the CIS statute be reformed so that
it would be more in alignment with European standards.
Most important, Voronin hoped that becoming a Communist regime would
give Moldova leverage with Moscow to pressure the separatist regime in
Transnistria to reach a settlement to the “frozen conflict” that had evaded a solution since 1992.
The new foreign policy concept was followed by the ratification of a Treaty on
Friendship and Cooperation between Russia and Moldova in 2002. The RussianMoldovan Basic Treaty consisted of thirty-three articles, and central to it was the
Russian commitment to find an end to the intractable conflict in Transnistria.33
Pavel Petrovsky, the Russian ambassador to Moldova, stated that “with the coming to power of RM President Voronin, Russian businessmen were convinced that
Moldova had turned its face toward Russia.”34
One of the top foreign policy priorities on Voronin’s agenda when he assumed
power in 2001 was the resolution of the situation in Transnistria. However, by
2004, there still was no resolution of the Transnistrian conflict. Given the proRussian orientation of Voronin’s foreign policy, Voronin tended to pursue a resolution of the problem based on a Russian model. The OSCE had unsuccessfully
tried to resolve the problem for more than a decade after the United Nations
turned the problem over. The OSCE supported a federal solution to the reintegration of Moldova, as did the United States in 2003–04. In October 2003, the
U.S. ambassador to Moldova, Pamela Hyde Smith, said that “The federal solution is the only effective plan launched in the last ten years.”35 The basic problem
was to figure out how to divide the powers between the central government and
Transnistria and Gagauzia. Moldova favored an asymmetrical federation in which
power would be concentrated in the central government. Igor Smirnov, the leader of
Transnistria, favored a federal solution in which power would be equally divided—
a confederation rather than a federation. There were many other complex issues
that had to be settled, such as the right of Transnistria to self-determination, the
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demilitarization of the two armies of Moldova and Transnistria, a referendum to
approve a new constitution, security guarantees, and more. The Transnistrian
leadership wanted “guarantees for the preservation of the Transnistrian state,”
“equality of all sides in the negotiating process,” and “no interference in each
other’s domestic affairs.”36 In November 2003, Voronin seemed prepared to sign
a Russian-sponsored settlement (“Basic Principles of the State Structure of a
United State”), as spelled out in a memorandum presented by Dmitry Kozak, the
deputy chief of staff to the Russian president.37
Before Voronin could sign the Kozak Memorandum, there was a firestorm of
protest by opposition political forces in Moldova. In an example of what neoclassical realists would call “Innenpolitik,” internal opposition political forces in
Moldova formed the National Committee to Defend Moldova’s Independence
and Constitution in opposition to the plan contained in the Kozak Memorandum,
as a majority of Moldovans were opposed to federalization. Important external
actors, such as the United States, the European Union, and the OSCE also
expressed their opposition to the Kozak Memorandum.38 Opponents of the Russian plan argued that, if accepted, it would have resulted in the “Transnistriazation” of Moldova. The plan would have transformed Moldova into a Russian protectorate, since Russia could have possibly been the sole military guarantor, with
its troops staying up to twenty years. The OSCE, which had not been completely
involved in the complex negotiations resulting in the Kozak Memorandum, stated
in November 2003 that it would adopt a neutral position as a sign of nonsupport.
The political system outlined in the Kozak Memorandum would have given
Transnistria a veto over decisions reached in the new federal structure and
recognized Transnistrian sovereignty. It would have given Transnistria and the
Turkic Christian area of Gagauzia coequal status with Moldova. Street demonstrations in Chişinău, led by Iurie Ro˛s ca, the leader of the Christian Democratic
People’s Party, frightened Voronin, as he feared a possible Georgian-style revolution, which had forced the resignation of Georgian President Eduard Shevardnadze at about the same time. Iurie Ro˛s ca protested that acceptance of the Kozak
Memorandum would have resulted in the reduction of Moldova to the status of a
Russian satellite. This, combined with pressure from the United States (which
also is a strategic partner of Moldova and provides about $40 million a year in
aid), the European Union, and the OSCE, forced Voronin to cancel his earlier
intention to sign the Kozak Memorandum.39 The failure of Voronin to sign the
Kozak Memorandum resulted in the first serious breach in Russian-Moldovan
relations since Voronin assumed office in 2001. In the aftermath of the Kozak
Memorandum imbroglio, Russia appointed Yuri Zubatov as the new ambassador
to Moldova, while Moldovan foreign minister Nicolae Dudau was replaced by a
Europeanist, Andrei Stratan. Russian officials used very strong language reprimanding Voronin. The result was a statement from Kozak accusing Voronin of
“lacking political courage.”40 Voronin explained that although the Russian plan
was a good one, it was necessary to consult with the European organizations
before signing on to it, since Moldova was a European state.41 The European
Union may have overzealously interpreted this to mean that Moldova had
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replaced its eastern orientation with a European orientation, but Moldova simply
was continuing to pursue its national interest through a policy of balance of
power, not jumping on the European Union bandwagon.42 In early January 2004,
Voronin stressed that a solution would not be feasible without the Russians, but
also pointed out that “there are certain forces in Russia that are not interested in
solving the problem.”43 After Voronin’s refusal to sign the Kozak Memorandum,
Russian withdrawal of material supposedly halted because of the obstruction by
the Transnistrian authorities.44 There was a hiatus in the negotiations on the
Transnistrian issue for about five months. Negotiations resumed at the end of
April 2004, after Smirnov had spent a week in Moscow preparing for them.
Moldova agreed to continue with the pentagonal format of negotiations (Ukraine,
Moldova, Transnistria, the OSCE, and Russia), although critics argued that the
pentagonal format for the conduct of negotiations provided Russia and Transnistria with an advantage. Moldova submitted a somewhat modified set of proposals designed to create an “asymmetric federation,” which Voronin claimed was
based on the Russian plan that had been contained in the Kozak Memorandum,
but still insisted on the withdrawal of Russian forces from Transnistria. The
Transnistrian stance did not change much from the previous position favoring a
confederal approach. The negotiations were inconclusive, and another round of
talks was scheduled to take place toward the end of June 2004. The “frozen conflict” remains frozen, with no movement expected until after the 2005 parliamentary elections in Moldova. There was speculation that Putin may have come
to the conclusion that he could no longer deal with Voronin and instead would
prefer to deal with Serafim Urecheanu, the mayor of Chişinău, hoping that Urecheanu will be elected president of Moldova in 2005. The negotiations also were
affected by the position of the United States, the European Union (which had
become more actively involved in seeking a resolution to the Transnistrian problem as it expanded eastward) and the United States, which supported Moldova’s
position that EU troops under an OSCE mandate could be deployed in Transnistria as a security guarantee, especially along the border between Transnistria and
Ukraine. The Transnistrian leadership has reacted with the position that they
would not accept NATO stabilization forces under any conditions and would
resist deployment of such forces with armed force.
Part of the solution to the reintegration of Transnistria lies in the ability of Russia to live up to the commitment that it made at the OSCE summit in Istanbul in
1999 to withdraw its troops and material from Transnistria. The Russian withdrawal of troops and material has been sabotaged at times by the leadership at
Tiraspol as a way to blackmail Moscow to reach a political settlement favorable
to their interests. Following the failure of Voronin to sign the Kozak Memorandum, the EU failed at a summit meeting in Maastricht in early December (December 1–3, 2003) to persuade Russia to provide a firm date for the withdrawal of its
forces and ammunition from Transnistria, resulting in a serious breach of
Moldovan-Russian relations.45 One also could argue that the slowness of the Putin
regime to live up to the OSCE commitments made in Istanbul in 1999 also is due
to a policy that is aimed at countering NATO’s eastward expansion. On the other
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hand, the West is not ratifying the revised CAFE (Conventional Armed Forces in
Europe) agreement until Russia lives up to its commitment to withdraw its military equipment and troops from Transnistria. The European Union and the United States were eager to see a solution to the problem because Transnistria was
viewed as a black hole of criminality and instability in the region, a source of illegal arms smuggling to terrorists, and a hotbed of other illicit activities. As the
European Union expanded eastward, it took a renewed interest in Moldova.
Romanian admission to NATO in 2004 also increased pressure to stabilize the situation in Moldova. On the other hand, the Putin administration seemed interested
in keeping Moldova in its sphere of influence. Although the Transnistrian issue
could be considered an internal Moldovan problem, it holds ramifications for
Moldova’s foreign policy.
Moldova and Europe
A major strategic priority of Moldovan foreign policy continues to be membership in the European institutions.46 Moldova was the first member of the CIS to
be admitted to the Council of Europe and later assumed the rotating chairmanship of the committee of ministers for six months, starting in May 2003. Membership in the Council of Europe is viewed as preparation for membership in the
European Union. Moldova would like to negotiate an economic stabilization and
association agreement and be admitted to the European Union as an associate
member in 2007, the same year that Romania expects to be admitted as a full
member of the organization.47 In November 2002, Moldova created a National
Commission for European Integration by presidential decree to prepare for EU
membership. Moldova would like the European Union to establish a permanent
mission in Chişinău to assist with preparations for European integration. In October 2003, Moldova drew up a Concept of European Integration, focusing on the
harmonization of its laws with the EU’s Acquis Communautaire. Moldova’s
European orientation gives the European institutions some leverage as external
actors to try and steer the process of democratization in Moldova, such as it is, in
the direction of “European standards.”48 Efforts to encourage acceptance by the
European Union as a state according to “European standards” have been set back
by the negative image of Moldova as an authoritarian state without freedom and
based on a “dictatorship of the laws,” which is not inclined to tolerate any opposition to the Voronin administration (although one assumes that there is internal
friction within the Communist party itself, based on some of Voronin’s foreign
policy stands). According to Voronin, Moldova will join the European Union
when conditions are “ripe”—when the Transnistrian problem has been solved and
when corruption has been eliminated, along with the double standards imposed
on the country by the international financial institutions.49
Moldova does not want the conclusion of a stabilization and association agreement with the EU to prolong the period of negotiations for associate membership
in the European Union. Moldova has been critical of the EU’s “New Neighbor”
policy, which may delay full membership in the EU for those states that have been
placed in that category. With the addition of ten new members in 2004 and the
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prospects that Bulgaria and Romania will join the EU in 2007, the “New Neighbor” policy represents an effort by the EU to stabilize its eastern borders.50 The
European Union does not want any instability on its eastern borders and has
become more involved in looking for a Transnistrian solution by creating a “ring
of friends” on its periphery.51 Moldova, which advocates a policy of differentiation toward aspiring EU members, resents being lumped together with Belarus,
Russia, and Ukraine as “new neighbors,” along with southern Mediterranean
states such as Algeria and Egypt, which are not European.52 Moldova sees itself
as having more in common with the neutral states that are already members of
the European Union, such as Austria, Finland, Ireland, and Sweden. The “New
Neighbor” policy was introduced in 2003 to encourage the
“The admission of Romania to NATO new East European neighbors
of the expanding EU to harmoin 2004 has pushed NATO’s borders
nize their laws with the Acquis
to Moldova, making Moldova more
Communautaire by rewarding
important to the United States in the them with increased invest‘war against terror.’”
ment from the European Bank
for reconstruction and development. Moldova also has
linked its prospects for joining
the European Union to membership in the various regional and subregional organizations that sprang up in
Central and Southeastern Europe after the end of the cold war. Moldovan foreign
policy supposedly is based on a dynamic approach to participation in regional and
subregional organizations. For example, with Romanian support, Moldova
became a member of the Stability Pact for Southeastern Europe on June 28, 2001.
Moldovan membership in the Stability Pact provides the West with further leverage to pressure Chi˛s inău into living up to Western standards in making the transition toward the consolidation of democracy, especially in the area of freedom
of the press, as well as promoting regional security. Also during the Voronin
administration, with Romanian support, Moldova was admitted to associate status in a subregional organization known as the SEECP (Southeastern European
Cooperative Process). Participation in this organization helps pave the way for
Moldovan membership in the European Union.
Moldova and NATO
Most important of all, the admission of Romania to NATO in 2004 has pushed
NATO’s borders to Moldova, making Moldova more important to the United
States in the “war against terror.” Moldova has become a more valuable asset in
the strategic calculations of the United States in connection with its geographical
location close to the Black Sea, the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus
region. However, the Voronin administration has continued to follow a policy of
permanent neutrality that is embodied in its constitution. Supposedly, Moldova’s
policy of permanent neutrality has meant that it would not allow any foreign mil-
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itary bases on its soil (in 2004 in the aftermath of the Kozak imbroglio, Voronin
called for the immediate withdrawal of Russian troops from Transnistria), would
not join any military alliances (but Moldova has continued to participate in
NATO’s Partnership for Peace, and continues to receive technical military assistance and training from the United States), and would not engage in overseas military activities (Moldova did send a team of mine removal experts to participate
in the U.S.-led coalition in Iraq).53 The position of the Voronin administration is
that although Romania has joined the military alliance, and there is a possibility
that Ukraine might join in the future, Moldova has no intention of joining
NATO.54
Moldova and Romania
Relations between Moldova and Romania worsened between 2001 and 2004. Following Voronin’s election in 2001, Romanian Prime Minister Adrian Nastase stated
that “Romania takes note of the geopolitical change on its Eastern border and the
creation there of a Moscow-oriented entity.”55 For example, although the two countries enjoyed a privileged relationship from the Romanian perspective as late as
the summer of 2004, a basic treaty between the two countries had not yet been
concluded, largely due to the unwillingness of Romania to cooperate. A “cold
war” developed between Moldova and Romania as relations between the two
states worsened—Chişinău accused Bucharest of intervening in its domestic
affairs, and Romania criticized the Voronin regime’s efforts at pursuing a policy
of Russification through the adoption of Russian as a second official state language, rewriting texts from a Moldovan historical perspective, and the policy of
creating a sense of national identity based on “Moldovaness” reminiscent of similar efforts undertaken during the Stalinist totalitarian era.
A major source of friction between the two countries also stemmed from
Romania’s position that there existed two Romanian states. Critical Romanians
referred to Moldova as an “imposter state” and a “political fiction.” Moldova
resented what it considered to be the Romanian paternalistic attitude toward
Chişinău. In 2003, Moldova appealed to the Council of Europe to persuade
Romania to sign a Basic Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation.56 In September
2003, for example, Romanian Prime Minister Nastase had stated that Romania
was not interested in concluding a Basic Treaty with Moldova. Romania was the
first to recognize Moldova as a sovereign, independent state and “conducted bilateral relations with it on the basis of international law.”57 As both NATO and the
European Union extend eastward, Romania is under pressure to stabilize its relations with Moldova. Therefore, it was not surprising that in April 2004, Romania
placed the issue of Transnistria on NATO’s agenda.58 Following the debacle over
the Kozak Memorandum, Moldova tried to balance things a bit by initiating a rapprochement of sorts with Bucharest. It looked like there was an effort by Chişinău
to thaw the “cold war,” during which Bucharest had accused Moldova of “Romaniaphobia.” Consequently, on May 28, 2004, President Voronin met with President
Ion Iliescu within the framework of the eleventh meeting of the Central European
leaders, which took place in Mamaila, Romania. At that time, Moldova expressed
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its desire to conclude the long-delayed Basic Treaty of Friendship between the two
countries, while Romania emphasized that it still followed a policy of a special
and privileged relationship between the two countries.
Conclusion
The foreign policy of the Voronin administration over the past three years has
been based on the classic principles of realism. Moldova has attempted to pursue
its national interest by engaging in balance of power politics between East and
West, attempting to carefully balance pro-Russian and pro-Western orientations.
This is not surprising, given Moldova’s position in the international stratification
of power as a small and weak state, in an international system that is dominated
by global and regional hegemons. The foreign policy of the Voronin administration (2001–04) also has been marked by elements of continuity with the previous
noncommunist regimes. This is not surprising either, given Moldova’s geographical location between the CIS and NATO countries. At the same time, a basic
theme of Moldovan foreign policy has continued to be permanent neutrality, as
stated in the country’s constitution. Moldovan foreign policy during the Voronin
administration also has been characterized by a fair amount of pragmatism. The
pragmatic character of Moldovan foreign policy can be attributed to the geopolitical realities of Moldova’s position in the region and in the international system. Other themes that characterize Moldovan foreign policy are self-identity as
a communist state, a neutral state, a Central as well as a Southeast European state,
and a Francophone state. Moldovan foreign policy also has been marked by an
imitative quality, whereby in some respects it has imitated the foreign policy of
Romania. In the final analysis, one would expect Moldova to continue to pursue
a carefully balanced policy in the future, designed to protect its national interests
and security.
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