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Ladies and Gentlemen,  

 

It is an honor for me to address you in this hall and speak about an issue that is of perhaps the 

greatest important for the present and future of my country – the Transnistrian conflict.  

 

This conflict is at the same time the heaviest burden inherited from the Soviet era by the 

Republic of Moldova. Shattering the very foundations of the Moldovan society in the late 

‘80s, the “Transnistrian syndrome” left a strong imprint on the social and political life of 

Moldova after we became independent from the Soviet Union in 1991, and often put under 

hazard its historical destiny.  

 

Despite different perspectives and views over the nature of the Transnistrian conflict, the 

absolute majority of the population and political forces on both banks of the Nistru river are 

deeply interested to overcome the problems brought by this conflict, often considered 

artificial and absurd. Its settlement would undoubtedly contribute to solving the numerous 

problems affecting common people on both banks of the river and open new perspectives to 

speed-up economic development, build a modern, democratic and prosperous state and satisfy 

its European aspirations.  

 

There is a quasi-general understanding that the Transnistrian conflict, unlike other “frozen 

conflicts” in the post-Soviet space is less complex, thus making it easier to quickly find an 

adequate solution for it. The artificial character of this externally-inspired conflict, as well as 

the lack of any antagonisms of ethical or religious nature, create proper conditions for a 

realistic settlement  

 

In spite of some differences in mentality and the negative impact of the violent war in 1992, 

people living on both banks of Nistru do not hate each other. Moldovans, Ukrainians, 

Russians and other ethnicities on both sides – mostly Orthodox Christians, united through 

deep historical roots, kinship, mixed marriages, common culture and traditions – are 

compatible and capable of living together in the same state in peace and understanding. They 

all share the common desire to finally get rid of the daily obstacles that hinder them from 

having a better, a normal life.   

 

The direct involvement as observers in the settlement process of the European Union and the 

United States inspires reasonable optimism in settling the Transnistrian conflict. Taken 

altogether, involved international actors have all needed economic and political potential to 

effectively contribute to the settlement of the Transnistrian conflict, based on a reasonable 

compromise that would ensure a balance of geopolitical interests in this part of Europe 

 

Beyond these “positive” characteristics of the Transnistrian conflict, that make it stand apart 

from similar regional crises, some natural questions occur, such as: Why two decades of 

efforts to solve the conflict have not been successful? How does a feasible and realistic plan 

to settle the Transnistrian conflict look like?  
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A first step to answer those questions has to be taken by defining the nature of the 

“Transnistrian syndrome” and identifying the true causes that generated its apparition. 

Obviously, this is not an easy thing to do, taking into consideration political implications and 

controversies perpetuated with regards to this issue for many years.   

 

The causes of “frozen conflicts” apparition are to be found in the complex processes taking 

place during the last years of the Soviet Union. It is evident that conflict outbreaks on the 

territories of some “rebellious” union republics have been inspired, stimulated and used by 

the Center. A Center which was interested in keeping its effective control over the whole 

Union space used these conflicts as an instrument to counterbalance their natural aspirations 

towards sovereignty, freedom and national rebirth.  

 

Moldovan authorities came to understand shortly after the beginning of the secessionist 

conflict that they lack the needed potential and possibilities to overcome it by themselves, 

especially after an attempt at the beginning of the 90s to solve it by force, and tried to 

concentrate their efforts towards involving foreign interested partners in the settlement.  

 

The first efforts to reach a peaceful, diplomatic settlement of the Transnistrian conflict 

through its internationalization have been initiated in the midst of the hostilities on the Nistru 

river in the spring and summer of 1992. Even though expectancies were high, attempts to 

involve Romania, the Russian Federation and Ukraine in the so-called “four-sided 

mechanism”, as well as to involve the United Nations did not have a practical finality.  

 

The internationalization of the Transnistrian conflict settlement process and its 

institutionalization began with the signing in Moscowon July 21 1992 of the Agreement on 

the principles of peaceful settlement of the armed conflict in the Transnistrian region of the 

Republic of Moldova, as well as through the adoption, in December 1992, in Stockholm, at 

the Ministerial Summit of the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe of a 

decision to establish a special CSCE Mission to Moldova. Peacemaking mechanisms created 

based on the aforementioned agreement –Joint Control Committee and the so-called 

“peacekeeping forces”, have contributed to maintaining the ceasefire.  

 

These have proven in the end to be quite ineffective when it comes to the fulfillment of the 

agreement objectives, in particular with regards to the demilitarization of the Security Zone 

and ensuring the freedom of circulation for people, goods and services between the two banks 

of Nistru. The Tiraspol regime continued to maintain military and paramilitary formations in 

the Zone and installed new “customs” and “border” checkpoints, thus creating serious 

obstacles in the way of free circulation.  

 

Negotiations between Moldova and Russia on the withdrawal of Russian troops that 

succeeded the 14th Soviet Army from Moldovan territory have not yielded the expected 

results yet. Consequently no adequate solution for the problem of the withdrawal of Russian 

troops from the region has been found at the level of Moldovan-Russian bilateral relations. 

Moscow did not let itself be convinced at the level of multilateral diplomacy either.  

 

Russia ignored decisions adopted with its participation within OSCE/CSCE, including the 

1994 Budapest Summit documents. These decisions stipulated that Russian troops had to be 

withdrawn “timely, orderly and completely”; the withdrawal of the 14th Russian Army and 

the identification of a politic solution for the Eastern part of Moldova were considered “two 

parallel processes which will not hamper each other”. 
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In the beginning, Moldovan authorities did not have a comprehensive and coherent plan for a 

settlement. Expressing its readiness to offer the Eastern districts an autonomy status, Chisinau 

chose to plead in favor of this concept in its dialogue with the exponents of the Tiraspol 

regime. In their turn, self-proclaimed authorities in Tiraspol insisted on accusing Chisinau for 

its initial refusal to grant the Transnistrian region the status of a “free economic zone” and 

rejected with ostentation the proposed autonomy status, promoting with perseverance the idea 

of a new state entity.  

 

Moldovan authorities channeled all their efforts in convincing their dialogue partners – the 

Tiraspol leaders and Russian officials both in bilateral contacts and in international fora to 

accept the concept of a “wide autonomy” for Transnistria within Moldova as a key to the 

settlement. Moldovan efforts have not been successful though with regards to both the 

settlement and the withdrawal of Russian troops.  

 

In its turn, the Russian Federation, albeit trying to impose itself in a triple role of “mediator, 

peacemaker and guarantor” in the Transnistrian settlement, has never missed the occasion to 

openly express its sympathy and “solidarity” with Transnistria. A notable active role in this 

regard was played by the Russian State Duma, where there is still a powerful Transnistrian lobby.  

 

Wishing to speed-up the solution for the Transnistrian issue, during 1996-2001 Chisinau 

displayed an impressive spirit of flexibility, making a series of serious concessions that as a 

result weakened its positions at the negotiations table. A vivid example of that is the 

Memorandum “on the normalization of the relations between the Republic of Moldova and 

Transnistria”, signed in Moscow on May 8, 1997. Also known as the “Primakov 

Memorandum”, by the name of the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs back then, this has 

been the most important document convened after the ceasefire in 1992.  

 

According to the Moscow Memorandum, the Republic of Moldova and Transnistria agreed to 

“normalize their relations” in the framework of “a common state” within the borders as of 

January 1990 of the former Soviet Moldovan Republic. Later, Russian diplomats and 

Transnistrian representatives would use clauses of this document to promote their own 

settlement models.  

 

The OSCE Summit from November 1999 in Istanbul had a significant impact on the 

Transnistrian conflict settlement. The commitments to withdraw troops and ammunitions 

from the territory of Moldova by the end of the 2002, taken by the Russian Federation at this 

forum and in the framework of the High-level Conference of the Conventional Forces in 

Europe Treaty Member-states could have produced a serious change, if implemented in the 

Transnistrian case.  

 

A strong political resonance has been produced in November 2003 by the so-called Kozak 

Memorandum. This Russian plan to solve the Transnistrian conflict was based on the 

federalization of Moldova and is supported even nowadays by Russia, becoming one of the 

most controversial scenarios to solve the conflict. This document provided that the Russian 

Federation would keep its “peace-keeping operation” on the territory of the newly-created 

“Moldovan Federation” until 2020.  

 

The Kozak Memorandum, when it became known to the public, has provoked a real anger in 

the Moldovan society, scandalizing the international community too. Understanding the 
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serious internal and external political risks, Voronin made a last-minute decision, a day 

before the arrival of the Russian president to Chisinau, to not sign the document, which was 

personally negotiated by him before.  

 

The failure of the Kozak Memorandum was followed by a long-time suspension of the 

dialogue between Chisinau and Tiraspol, the so-called “school crisis”, “railroad war” and a 

halt in the withdrawal of the Russian troops from the region, raising a series of serious 

obstacles for many years in the Transnistrian conflict settlement.  

 

The establishment, in 2005, of the “5+2” negotiation format, with the direct involvement of 

the EU and USA as observers, opened a promising prospective in identifying an adequate 

solution for the conflict. However, because of the obstructionist behavior of the Tiraspol 

regime backed by Russian diplomacy, after 5 rounds of negotiations in the “5+2” format, in 

February 2006 this format suspended its formal sessions.  

 

Wishing for progress in the settlement process, Chisinau has launched in October 2007 a 

series of initiatives to promote Confidence and Security Building Measures between the 

banks of the Nistru River. Under this initiative, working groups were created with the aim to 

elaborate and implement, together with international partners, joint projects in the socio-

economic, humanitarian and security spheres, in order to bring an effective assistance to the 

population in the area and create favorable conditions for advancement in political settlement. 

In this context Moldovan authorities also decided to extend, where possible, all national 

development and assistance programs to the Transnistrian region, including those 

implemented with the help of the donor community.  

 

New difficulties in the settlement process appeared after March 18, 2010 when a Joint 

Declaration was signed by the leaders of Moldova, Russia and the Transnistrian region. This 

document has provoked serious controversies, being viewed by some as a fundamental 

change of Moldovan approaches in their strategy for settlement.  

 

The results of the April-July 2009 parliamentary elections brought democratic forces to 

power in Moldova and established thus new premises for the settlement of the Transnistrian 

issue. The newly-created Alliance for European Integration included in its program of 

government the reintegration of the country as one of its top 5 priorities. The dynamics of the 

new Government’s efforts were also increased by putting a Deputy Prime-minister in charge 

of the Transnistrian dossier. The new perspective on the settlement of the conflict now 

includes three pillars: participating in the “5+2” format activities; promoting direct dialogue 

and contacts between Chisinau and Tiraspol at the political representatives’ level; promoting 

confidence building measures.  

 

Ladies and Gentlemen,  

 

Coming now back to the paradigms of settling the Transnistrian conflict, the answer to the 

question formulated at the very beginning of this speech is very simple and clear.  Despite 

many positive premises and undertaken efforts with the participation of some important 

international actors, such as Russia, Ukraine, EU and US, the Transnistrian conflict has not 

been yet solved because of its geopolitical character. Russian Federation’s immutable 

interests to maintain the Republic of Moldova in its sphere of influence have determined it to 

“freeze” the Transnistrian conflict instead of supporting a compromise solution that would 

satisfy all parties’ interests.  
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In addition, efforts undertaken to solve Transnistrian problem have not been successful 

because of methodological mistakes, tactical and strategic, made by Moldovan authorities. 

Unilateral concessions made by Chisinau wishing to appease the leaders in Tiraspol and 

encourage them to be constructive at the negotiation table had an opposite effect. Strongly 

rejecting the idea of a compromise and reconciliation, representatives of the Tiraspol regime 

took advantage by all means of the concessions offered and consolidated instead all 

institutions of the secessionist Transnistrian regime in order to create a de facto state entity.  

 

Changes in the policy of Ukraine towards the Transnistrian issue after 2005 provided a 

significant support for Chisinau’s aspirations to restore the sovereignty and territorial 

integrity of Moldova. However, Kiev’s desire to play a positive role in the Transnistrian 

settlement has its limits, conditioned by geopolitical interests and the persistence of some 

sensitive issues in the relations between the two neighboring countries.  

 

The direct implication of the EU and US as observers in the “5+2” negotiation format has 

changed the general environment in the settlement process. Our partners from the West can 

contribute even more by attaching more importance to the Transnistrian problem in their 

dialogue with the Russian Federation, by elaborating common approaches towards it and 

towards the replacement of the current peacekeeping operation with a multinational civil 

mission under an international mandate.  

 

The full implementation of the OSCE Istanbul Summit decisions on complete withdrawal of 

the Russian troops from Moldova can significantly contribute to the creation of proper 

conditions to advance in the settlement process and overcome the crisis around CFE Treaty.  

 

Despite inherent difficulties, the settlement process of the Transnistrian conflict has a real 

prospective. Progress can be achieved by expressing a strong political will, a pragmatic 

approach, and by managing to channel 5+2 negotiations into a constructive direction. Also, 

one has to bear in mind that the final settlement of the Transnistrian problem must lead to the 

establishment of a workable and viable state. 

 

Consistent implementation of confidence building measures can also consolidate linkages 

between the two banks of the Nistru River and foster progress in restoring Moldova’s 

integrity.  

 

Moldovan authorities continue to count in their efforts on the strong support of civil society 

and political forces: without their help the reintegration of the country cannot succeed. 

Achieving economic growth and welfare and cardinal democratic transformations through the 

European integration of Moldova Will increase, without doubts, the attractiveness of the right 

bank for the left bank population and thus catalyze reintegration.  

 

Facing unprecedented challenges, the Moldovan political elite counts very much on Western 

support. Without the help of the EU and USA support, our efforts to overcome the difficulties 

faced by my country have little chances of success. A certain degree of optimism is brought 

by the significant financial assistance offered to  my country to realize democratic reforms 

and our European aspirations.              

 

Thank you very much for your attention, I would be happy to answer your questions.    

 


