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 FROM SPECICAL PARTNERSHIP AND  

UKRAINE-NATO ACTION PLAN TO NON-BLOCK STATUS 

he basis for relations of Ukraine with North Atlantic Alliance was approval of 

the Charter on Special Partnership between Ukraine and North Atlantic Treaty 

Organisation of 1997.1    The document back at that time made the foundations 

for consultancies and cooperation of Ukraine with the Alliance for the issues related to 

security, in particular, of development of European and Atlantic security and stability, 

including the security of Ukraine. 

Later on, in 2002 officially it was declared that Ukraine intends to join the North Atlantic 

Alliance – on 23 May 2002 by the Decision of the National Security and Defence Council 

of Ukraine “On Strategy of Ukraine with regard to North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

(NATO)”. The respective Decree of the President of Ukraine was signed on 8 July 2002. 

In October 2002 the parliamentary hearings “On Relationship and Cooperation of 

Ukraine with NATO” took place in the Verkhovna Rada, based on which the respective 

recommendations were elaborated2. On 19 June 2003 the European and Atlantic 

ambitions of Ukraine were proved by the Law of Ukraine “On Principles of National 

Security of Ukraine”3, which stated the intentions of Ukraine in terms of “...acquisition of 

membership in the European Union and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation while 

keeping good neighbourhood and strategic partnership with the Russian Federation, other 

countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States as well as with other states of the 

world”. On 15 June 2004, the respective provisions were also incorporated into the new 

edition of “Military Doctrine of Ukraine”4. 

The Ukrainian intentions to join NATO were also resonated with the Alliance. At Prague 

NATO Summit in 2002, Ukraine was proposed the Ukraine-NATO Action Plan5. 

Although this document was not, by its status, the Membership Action Plan (MAP) but, 

by content, it fully met it and contained, among its objectives, the preparation of Ukraine 

towards NATO membership not only by military criteria, but also in the issues related to 
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reforming of economy, judicial and law enforcement systems, assurance of freedom of 

speech, human rights etc. Except for the Ukraine-NATO Action Plan, the meeting of 

NATO-Ukraine Commission approved also the “Ukraine-NATO Target Plan for 2003”6. 

Unlike more general Action Plan the Target Plans envisaged, on an annual basis, an 

implementation of quite concrete actions focused on fulfillment of the Plan in general. 

Additionally, the tasks for fulfilment of specific items of the Action Plan were entrusted 

to clearly defined ministries and agencies. Moreover, the system of state coordinators for 

NATO cooperation at the level of deputy ministers was introduced in Ukraine. 

Monitoring of the Ukraine-NATO Action Plan fulfillment was carried out by the National 

Euro-Atlantic Integration Centre (which also guided the activity of state coordinators) and 

the Temporary Parliamentary Commission for monitoring of parliamentary hearings “On 

Relationship and Cooperation of Ukraine with NATO” and the Ukraine-NATO Action 

Plan. However, sometimes the assessments of fulfillment of Target Ukraine-NATO Plans 

and the Ukraine-NATO Action Plan differed and one could hear the critics of negligent 

attitude of executors in charge to the their tasks, in general Ukraine made a certain 

progress towards approximation to the MAP. 

Paradoxically, certain regress in relations with NATO took place when Viktor Yuschenko 

came to power. Although, at the level of declarations and top level visits the dynamics 

remained and one of the governmental priorities was assurance of implementation of state 

policy in terms of cooperation of Ukraine with NATO, including achieving the criteria of 

Ukraine’s membership in NATO – implementation of objectives, in practice, caused 

certain questions. It was related to both lack of political unity within the so called 

“Orange Team” and to the fact that the opposition forces, by all means, were using the 

“Euro Atlantic Map” to mobilise their own constituents and to form the division lines in 

Ukraine. Representatives of the Alliance have been sequently urging Ukraine to do more 

but at the same time, they were receiving only general declarations. Thus, for example, on 

7 October 2005 Jaap de Hoop Scheffer urged Ukraine “to stop discussions about 

expectations to join NATO and to get focused on development of robust democracy in the 
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country”. Such statement was made by the NATO General Secretary after his talks in 

Brussels with Prime Minister of Ukraine Yuriy Yekhanurov. On 16 October 2005 Pierre 

Lellouche, President of NATO Parliament Assembly came to Ukraine. And again, the 

content of his statements meant the following: place of Ukraine is among the countries of 

democratic family. However, the content, which is being embedded into Ukraine-NATO 

dialogue, would depend on democratic and economic reforms7. The high point was the 

visit to Ukraine of Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, NATO General Secretary, on 18 October 2005. 

However, during that visit the dominating issue was not the relations of Ukraine with the 

Alliance but the Ukrainian intra-political discussion with regard to Ukraine’s membership 

in the Alliance.  

Certain difficulties occurred with development and approval of the Ukraine-NATO Target 

Plan for 2007. Firstly, the document was signed by the President on 18 June 2007, at the 

end of the first half the year, during which the most part of the Target Plan, should have 

already been fulfilling and, to some extent, to be fulfilled. Secondly, the most part of 

concrete actions was under the Ministry of Defence, which indeed was diligent dealing 

with the Plan. Instead, many other executors of the Target Plan as early as at the stage of 

its preparation were restricted to proposals to abstractly “refine an issue” or “conduct 

consultancies” that, obviously, did not contribute to material filling in the document. 

Thus, the Orange Revolution gave to Ukraine the chance to, fairly quickly, achieve 

compliance with NATO criteria and to join this organization with all bonuses resulted 

from this step. Moreover, the new leadership of Ukraine informed about its wish not only 

declaratively but also formally to join the community of democratic states and NATO 

welcomed this decision. Besides during 2005-2008 the pace of real reforms in political, 

economic and resource areas was extremely low, therefore, on the eve of 2008 Summit in 

Bucharest the positions of Ukraine at MAP talks were weakened.  

The situation has been also deteriorated by the fact that the third party interfered into the 

talks – the Russian Federation strictly objected the possibility of granting the MAP to 

Ukraine and Georgia. The USA were unable to prove its European partners the necessity 
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of granting MAP and, therefore, the 2008 Summit in Bucharest became for Ukraine the 

summit of lost opportunities. 

The situation in relationship with the Alliance merely worsened when Viktor Yanukovych 

took power in Ukraine. Upon his initiative and support on 1 July 2010 the Verkhovna 

Rada of Ukraine approved the Law of Ukraine “On Principles of Domestic and Foreign 

Policy”8, which secured the so-called non-block status as a basis of foreign policy. 

Refusal from Euro Atlantic integration was secured legislatively. 

 

 REVOLUTION OF DIGNITYAND RUSSIAN AGGRESSION  

AS ACCELERATOR OF UKRAINE-NATO RELATIONS 

he Revolution of Dignity and change of power in Ukraine resulted also in the 

changes in foreign policy guidelines. In particular, the non-block principles 

were revised. The state returned to Euro Atlantic vector as to one of the 

fundamental principles when formulating the foreign policy. On 24 September 2014 the 

newly elected President of Ukraine Petro Poroshenko, with his Decree, put into force the 

Decision of the National Security and Defence Council of Ukraine of 28 August 2014 

“On Immediate Actions Focused on Defence of Ukraine and Strengthening of its 

Defence Capacity”9. The Decision specified that the prior national interest of Ukraine in 

the area of foreign policy activity in 2014 and onwards is further development of 

strategic partnership relations of Ukraine with USA, EU and NATO. 

On 23 December 2014, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine took a decision on cancelling 

Ukraine’s non-block status. Such decision was supported by the constitutional majority of 

members of the Parliament of Ukraine. The respective changes, under which the Euro 

Atlantic integration direction was restored, and the priorities included deepening the 

cooperation with North Atlantic Treaty Organisation to achieve criteria necessary to 

acquire membership in this organization, were incorporated into the Law “On 

Foundations of National Security of Ukraine” and the Law of Ukraine “On Principles of 
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Domestic and Foreign Policy”. The new Strategy of National Security of Ukraine 

stipulates a comprehensive review of security and defence sector of Ukraine, 

improvement of coordination system for cooperation between Ukraine and NATO, 

increase of efficiency during preparation and implementation of Annual National 

Programmes (which since 2008 replaced the Target Plans). 

 

 CURRENT CHALLENGES  

TO INTENSIFICATION OF RELATIONS 

espite visible intensification in bilateral relations, certain challenges to 

ambitious goal of Ukraine to joint NATO still remain. First of all, they exist 

because of priorities and long-term commitments.  

The Alliance plays the key role of contributor of security worldwide, thus, it cannot treat 

only Ukraine or Eastern Partnership countries. For instance, let’s say, on the NATO 

Summit in Warsaw in July 2016 the allies have agreed to keep their military presence in 

Afghanistan, to continue war with the Taliban, to allocate funds for the Afghan security 

forces (about USD 5 billion per annum till 2020). Such considerable aid shows a critical 

interest of the Alliance to regulate the situation in Afghanistan. Instead, the careful 

statements of certain allies towards Ukraine can sound pessimistically for Ukrainian 

politicians and public. For example, the statement of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 

Poland, Witold Waszczykowski during the Summit in Warsaw that the talks on joining the 

Alliance will become possible only after the Russian-Ukrainian conflict is over. Besides 

the statement of the former President of Poland A. Kwasniewski that Ukrainians have to 

stop dreaming about NATO; such statement was made on the eve of the Summit.   

Additionally, during the period since 2014, from start of the conflict on the territory of 

Ukraine the allies replenished the trust funds of Ukraine with an amount of only EUR 5 

mln. that is not a patch on the respective funds for Afghanistan.  
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Certain disappointment for Ukrainians was the fact that the U.S. President Barack 

Obama, before the NATO Summit in Warsaw, did not visit Kyiv, having become the first 

American president since R. Reagan, who did not visit Ukraine, For Ukraine, which in 

most cases relied in its Euro Atlantic aspirations on the U.S. Administration, such signal 

on the eve of the Summit was quite conspicuous.  

Such coincidence of facts, events and statements creates the risk of frustration inside 

Ukraine. Lack of clear signals concerning the prospect of membership, restriction to 

declarations on “open doors of the Alliance” contradicts to quite high expectations of 

Ukrainian public. Support of membership in the Alliance, which reached high figures on 

the eve of the Summit, which is proved by research of “Ilko Kucheriv Democratic 

Initiatives”, Foundation can “overripen”.  

This process, according to the Georgian experts, is already ongoing in Georgia, where one 

can observe the trends towards cooling down of public support to European and Euro 

Atlantic integration on the background of absence of full “reciprocity” from the West. In 

this context, the discourse with regard to necessity of future referendum concerning 

membership in the Alliance is wrong. The NATO experienced the cases of joining the 

Alliance without referendum in the state-candidate, so the Alliance itself does not require 

it. Instead, the favourable public opinion on NATO is currently a positive trend, however, 

since it can change and undergo transformations under influence of anti-atlantists and 

populists, there is no need for the Ukrainian party to rely on such referendum. Experience 

of previous referenda in the Netherlands and the Great Britain proves how unpredictable 

such way can be.  

On the other hand, it would be not fair to accuse West in underreacting to the challenges 

Ukraine faces. The Ukrainian party also tries to be quite careful in its steps that 

sometimes hampers intensification of cooperation. For instance, firstly, Ukraine, despite 

rejection of non-block status tries to replace, at the level of documents, the integration 

into NATO with euphemisms like “approximation to standards” that indicates just the 

direction of integration but neglects its strategic purpose, i.e. membership. Secondly, one 
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can observe the inertia of “frozen” relations of V. Yanukovych times. For example, for the 

long period as early as after the Yanukovych regime has changed the NATO consultants 

did not have access to Ukrainian documents with limited access. It restricted an influence 

of such consultants on the process of defence reform in Ukraine, reforming of the 

Security Service of Ukraine, the General Staff, Ministry of Defence etc. The situation 

started to be improved only recently. Thirdly, the Ukrainian party quite often, as under L. 

Kuchma presidency, focuses higher attention on achieving the compliance with the 

Alliance Standardisation Agreement (STANAG) but paying less attention to achieving the 

democratic standards, human rights, management quality etc. It weakens our negotiation 

positions with the Alliance.  

The outrageous fact, which restricts cooperation between NATO and Ukraine, was a 

continuous absence of Ukraine’s representative to NATO. Delay with such designation 

affects mutual relations and limits their potential. 

The pressure from the Russian Federation both on Ukraine and on the NATO states 

remains high and it is focused on not allowing the further expansion of the Alliance. 

Along with other factors, it already played the defining role during the 2008 Alliance 

Summit in Bucharest and highly likely, it will intensify as Ukraine approximates to 

NATO membership. Considering the fact that the Alliance requires cooperation with the 

Russian Federation in Syria and Iraq it is unlikely the voice of Moscow could be 

neglected. 
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“WINDOW OF OPPORTUNITIES” – PROSPECTS  

OF DEVELOPMENT OF RELATIONS AFTER THE WARSAW SUMMIT 

Events, political steps and statements both of leaders of the Alliance and Ukraine prove 

that despite a complex heritage in the history of relationship, the inertial processes make 

risks of change of positive trends into the contrary ones, Ukraine and NATO face new 

“window of opportunities” for intensive cooperation. 

First of all, from NATO’s side there is a clear understanding that the Russian Federation 

deliberately creates challenges at the Eastern borders of the Alliance. It is frankly stated 

by, even until quite recently, continent proponents of non-confrontation with Moscow like 

the Head of the German Government A. Merkel.   

The NATO European States realizing an increase of conventions threats are talking about 

the necessity to invest more in security and defence as well as to provide the allies with 

proper assistance and to demonstrate their solidarity under the Alliance in practice. The 

leaders of the Alliance have agreed to deploy four battalions on a rotational basis at the 

Eastern borders of the Alliance. Germany will treat the multinational battalion in 

Lithuania, the USA – in Poland, Great Britain – in Estonia, Canada – in Latvia. Besides, 

in the Black Sea Region due to the Romanian-Bulgarian brigade the cooperation between 

Bucharest and Sofia will be intensified. Such state of affairs allows to state that 

understanding of security situation in the region by leaders of NATO Member-States and 

Ukraine coincides. Moreover, NATO realizes that the Russian Federation can exploit for 

its purposes the weakness of Ukraine and Moldova to destabilize the region. 

Understanding of this fact by NATO is already a considerable achievement for the 

Ukrainian party.  

Realizing an importance of ensuring stability and security in Ukraine and its territorial 

integrity the Alliance enhances its cooperation with Kyiv. As it was already noted, the 

Ukrainian party is being consulted in terms of reforming of the Ministry of Defence and 

structure of the Armed Forces. It is a question of re-focusing of the Ukrainian defence and 

industrial sector to the NATO standards. Ukraine can rely on assistance from the Alliance 
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in restoring the Navy, interaction in counterstanding the hybrid threats. And all that on the 

background of keeping and strengthening of current dynamics in conducting the joint 

exercises and activity of trust funds, which have been launched after 2014 Summit in 

Wales. An important achievement, which makes foundations for absolutely new, by 

quality, cooperation was the fact that the Declaration of NATO Summit in Warsaw pays 

high attention to Ukraine – over 30 references. Evidently, the Declaration gives an 

impetus to enhancement of special partnership, the foundations of which were made as 

early as in the Charter of 1997. 

On its hand, Ukraine also makes certain steps to meet expectations of the Alliance in 

terms of cooperation. In particular, jointly with NATO experts the Strategic Defence 

Bulletin10, which meets the NATO standards, was drafted. Among priorities highlighted 

by the Bulletin: new structure of defence forces command, proper management of 

resources, development of combat capacities necessary to address the current defence 

tasks, assurance of logistics and military medicine system in accordance with Alliance 

standards as well as creation of military reserve. Implementation of provisions of the 

Strategic Defence Bulletin is directly related to capacities of financial support by NATO 

and NATO Member-States. for example, the US budget for the next year allocates to 

Ukraine about USD 500 mln. However, these funds will be allocated only if the strategic 

guidelines incorporated into the Bulletin are implemented. 

An activity focused on creation of Inter-departmental Commission for Coordination of 

Euro Atlantic Integration of Ukraine headed by Vice-Prime-Minister for European 

and Euro Atlantic Integration Ivanna Klimpush-Tzintzadze is completed. Although the 

established mechanism does not fully compensate the losses of institutional memory, 

Ukraine incurred under the Yanukovysh times, but it is a material step to restore the full-

scale institutional cooperation. In particular, the Commission includes the national 

coordinators at the level of deputy ministers who will be in charge of the concrete areas of 

cooperation with NATO. Additionally, an activity related to development of the State 

Public Awareness Programme in the area of Euro Atlantic Integration for 2017-2020 is 
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ongoing. The previous similar programmes suffered from lack of funding and reports on 

their fulfilment have been produced due to actions implemented by public organisations 

and coalitions. So, if now the document does not have such drawbacks its implementation 

could be also considered as a material step towards approximation of Ukraine to NATO.  

Besides, beyond NATO the military and political as well as military and technical 

cooperation of Ukraine with individual states of the Alliance is being enhanced. In 

particular, the prospect of signing of an Agreement on Defence Cooperation between 

Ukraine and Canada is clearly highlighted. Approval of this document will allow Canada 

to provide Ukraine with more considerable military, defence and technical assistance. 

Besides an Agreement on mutual supplies of arms and military equipment was signed 

during the Warsaw Summit between Ukraine and Poland. The Agreement stipulates also 

the provision of military and technical services.  

Thus, beyond cooperation of Ukraine with NATO, there are, in general, the pre-requisites 

being created for deepened partnership with individual Alliance Member-States that 

indirectly also approximates Kyiv to the strategic goal – membership in the Alliance with 

security guarantees resulting from it. 

 

 CONCLUSIONS  

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Apparently, the history of Ukraine-NATO relationship and new “windows of 

opportunities” being opened after the Alliance Summit in Warsaw, prove the prospects of 

this direction of foreign and security policy of Ukraine. The most important is not to stop 

on the achievements and to make efforts to properly implement the already planned ones.  

In this context, the following steps seem to be reasonable to keep the positive dynamics. 

At intra-political level: 

1 1) Ukrainian politicians and officials should make efforts to keep and strengthen the 

consensus with regard to NATO’s role in Ukraine, membership in NATO as one of the 
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foreign policy priorities of Ukraine. In this context an experience of Georgia is reasonable 

where the leaders of all political forces proved such consensus on the eve of the Summit 

with the respective statement. Preparation of the similar statement from leaders of 

parliamentary political forces (or, at least, from leaders of political forces – members of 

the governmental coalition) would become a signal for NATO about availability in 

Ukraine of such political consensus in terms of a wish to join the Alliance. The President 

of Ukraine should become an initiator of such step since practical implementation of 

foreign policy of Ukraine is his role.  

2) Subject to political consensus in the governmental coalition and bearing in mind 

the current indicators with regard to support of Euro Atlantic integration by the 

population of Ukraine the President should stop the rhetoric on necessity of Ukraine’s 

NATO membership referendum. Such referendum is not envisaged by the NATO 

requirements and can be an unnecessary step on the way of Ukraine towards the 

membership in the Alliance. 

3) Currently there is a declaration to establish the Inter-departmental Commission for 

Coordination of Euro Atlantic Integration of Ukraine, however, the parliamentary 

dimension of cooperation remains also equally important and in this context it seems 

reasonable to intensify an activity of members of the Parliament taking into account the 

positive experience of functioning in 2003-2006 of Special Parliamentary Commission 

for Monitoring of Ukraine-NATO Action Plan. It is recommended to establish the 

Temporary Special Commission for monitoring of Ukraine-NATO cooperation and 

implementation of Annual National Programmes.  

Availability of parliamentary control would encourage proper implementation of the 

Annual National Programmes, principles of the Strategic Defence Bulletin as well as it 

will ensure proper pace of law-making activity with regard to approximation of Ukraine 

to NATO. In case such Commission is established, it is necessary to launch the practice of 

regular (quarterly) meetings of the Commission for Coordination of Euro Atlantic 

integration of Ukraine and the mentioned parliamentary commission. 
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4) The awareness raising activity for Euro Atlantic topics, in particular, under 

drafting and fulfillment of the State Public Awareness Programme in the area of Euro 

Atlantic Integration for 2017-2020, should be implemented at a proper level and in 

conditions of thorough financing by the state. The previous practice when the Programme 

executors in charge have been passing their tasks on “shoulders” of public sector is 

unacceptable. Additionally, the awareness raising should be done in a way, which would 

allow to keep the level of NATO support at high level and to balancing the effect of 

“disappointment” from lack of membership in short-term future, which anti-atlantists will 

try to use. 

5) In this context, it is reasonable to develop the National Awareness Raising 

Security Strategy, which would take into account this risk and influence of the Russian 

propaganda that could hamper national consensus with regard to NATO. Such document 

should be drafted by the Government of Ukraine and the National Security and Defence 

Council (with participation of consultants comprising of NATO and public sector 

representatives) and it should contain a set of actions focused on weakening of 

dominating positions of the Russian Federation in information space of Ukraine as well 

as to meet the principles of Road Map of Partnership in the area of strategic 

communication between the National Security and Defence Council of Ukraine and 

NATO International Secretariat.11 

4) Cooperation with public sector remains a convincing took in the process of advocacy 

of Ukraine’s integration into the Alliance. In this context Ukraine (Government, President 

and the Verkhovna Rada) and the Alliance (NATO Representation to Ukraine and NATO 

International Secretariat) should use, in full, the potential of public organizations, 

facilitate enhancement of coordination of their activity, in particular, under auspices of 

Ukraine-NATO Partnership Network12 – entity, which combines organisations dealing 

with formulation of policy with regard to the Alliance, monitoring of achievements of the 

state towards 

Euro Atlantic integration, development of information strategies. 
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At foreign policy level: 

1) 1) Ukraine should make efforts to enhance the Alliance at its Northeastern and 

Southeastern borders. In particular, along with other Black Sea NATO Member-States 

Georgia and Ukraine have to advance an idea of establishment of NATO Black Sea fleet, 

put forward the initiatives focused on balancing the forces in the Black Sea Region, 

support NATO military exercise in the Region and to provide necessary infrastructure.  

2) The convincing component of counteracting the Russian aggression and hybrid 

war is an exchange of intelligence data between Ukraine and the Alliance. Maintenance of 

an efficient exchange of such information and joint response to the challenges will be a 

material achievement in cooperation between Ukraine and the Alliance.  

2) Ukraine should enhance the awareness raising campaign with regard to support of 

Ukraine’s membership in NATO within the NATO States themselves ensuring the 

strategic communication of such sort with  partners of the Alliance, which are not the 

highest proponents Ukraine’s integration into the Alliance. In this context, it is necessary 

to enhance potential and coordinating role of the Public Diplomacy Division to the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In addition, it is necessary to enhance the political role of the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs when elaborating foreign policy messages of state bodies of 

Ukraine. 

3) Necessity of providing strong arguments in favour of Ukraine’s membership in the 

Alliance will require enhancement of Ukraine’s contribution into activity of the Alliance’s 

states (de-facto, membership in the Alliance), in particular, in the area of counteracting 

the hybrid war where Ukraine already has certain achievements; participation in out-of-

area missions of the Alliance (Ukraine is a significant contributor in this area, besides, it 

can keep providing the support due to servicemen with the direct experience of military 

actions and this argument has to be enhanced and used in the course of membership 

dialogue); provision to the Alliance of assistance and support in the area of strategic air 

transportation, with regard to which Kyiv has both capacities and experience; usage of 

experience of joint Lithuanian-Polish-Ukrainian military brigade to form the similar units 
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with other states of Eastern NATO flank. It would be advisable to launch consultancies 

with regard to establishment of security cluster with participation of the Baltic States, 

Poland, Romania and Turkey. 

The Government of Ukraine should also initiate participation of the Ukrainian 

servicemen in training of multinational NATO battalions in the Baltic States and Poland. 

4) Ukraine already ranks first among the countries-partners of the Alliance by 

number of scientific projects (in particular, under the Programme “Science for Peace and 

Security”), however, taking into account the prospects of further approximation of 

Ukraine to the Alliance, this area should be intensified, including due to training of 

experts from NATO states as well as training/improvement of skills of the Ukrainian 

experts on the basis of the NATO Defence College. 

 

Implementation of these recommendations along with proper and timely fulfilment of 

strategic documents, which govern the relationship with the Alliance, will become a 

significant contribution in deepening the cooperation with NATO and it will allow to 

assess, from new angle, the role of Ukraine during the NATO Summit in Brussels in 

2017. 
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