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Foreword

This publication is the final product of a project aimed at clarify-
ing and evaluating the broad policy choices and strategies un-
derlying the Russia-EU relationship. Conducted jointly by the
Finnish Institute of International Affairs and the Carnegie Mos-
cow Center from the autumn of 2002 through the spring of 2003,
the project has been animated by several considerations. One
was the simple fact that the EU “Common Strategy on Russia” is
due to expire in June 2003.  Clearly, much has changed – in the
EU, in Russia, and in the character of their relationship – in the
four years since the Common Strategy was adopted.  Is the Com-
mon Strategy still adequate as a statement of the European Un-
ion’s “strategic” vision?  Is it a useful guide to policy?  How well
does it reflect the changing political and economic environment
in Europe?  Similar questions could, indeed should, be asked of
Russian policy, and specifically of its “Medium-Term Strategy”
for the development of relations with the EU.

Secondly, the question of longer-term prospects for the Rus-
sia-EU relationship was becoming more prominent – and in some
respects more controversial – on the policy agendas of both sides.
Is the relationship between Moscow and Brussels a “strategic”
one, in fact?  What does each truly want from the relationship?
What does each truly expect?  As the imbroglio over the Kalinin-
grad transit issue demonstrated, the need to resolve concrete is-
sues raised by EU enlargement, and thus to move beyond politi-
cal declarations to tangible practical cooperation, has drama-
tized the need for clarity on these points.

The analytical content of the project thus reflected the double
meaning of the word “strategy.”  That is, it sought to assess, first,
the long-term – or “strategic”– policy approaches pursued by
Russia and the EU vis-à-vis one another, in light of the stated
interests of the sides and the visions they have articulated for the



6 SPECIAL FIIA - CARNEGIE MOSCOW CENTER REPORT 2003

Rethinking the Respective Strategies of Russia and the European Union

partnership between them; and, secondly, whether the guiding
documents – called “strategies” by both – are up to the task set for
them. The project’s approach, in other words, was to use the
formal political guidelines as a prism through which to illumi-
nate the broader policy choices facing both sides.

The current volume presents three different but, we believe,
complementary perspectives on these matters.  The first chapter,
written by Konstantin Khudoley, Dean of the School of Interna-
tional Relations at Saint Petersburg University, provides a con-
cise and representative Russian overview on areas where bilat-
eral cooperation with the EU seems most plausible and useful,
and where the most important obstacles and impediments lie.
The chapters by Dr. Timofei Bordachev and Hiski Haukkala,
researchers at the Carnegie Moscow Center and FIIA respectively,
focus specifically on the implementation of EU and Russian strat-
egies, and discuss how these documents – as statements of and
guides to policy – might evolve.

Earlier drafts of these papers served as the focal points for dis-
cussion at a seminar held in January 2003 in Helsinki.  Partici-
pants included members of the Finnish academic and foreign
policy communities, Helsinki-based diplomats from EU capitals
and Moscow, and representatives of the Foreign Ministry of
Greece – the holder of the European Union’s rotating Presidency
at that time.

The project organizers would like to thank Stephen de
Spiegeleire, RAND Europe, who gave a co-presentation concern-
ing the European view of future cooperation with Russia, as well
as Dr. Pekka Sutela, BOFIT, Dr. Markku Kivinen, Aleksanteri
Institute, and all the other academics and diplomats who were
able to take part in the seminar for their extremely valuable con-
tribution to the discussion. We are also very grateful to the Finn-
ish Ministry of International Affairs for its support and partici-
pation. We owe a special debt of gratitude to Sannamari Honka-
nen, project coordinator at FIIA, without whose energy the suc-
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                                                      Foreword

cess of the project would hardly have been possible.
We hope that this publication will encourage further discus-

sion on Russia-EU relations and that both academics and practi-
tioners will find it useful.

Dr. Arkady Moshes,
Head, Russia and EU Programme,

The Finnish Institute of International Affairs (FIIA)

Robert Nurick,
Director, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,

Carnegie Moscow Center
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Russia and the European
Union: New opportunities,
new challenges

Konstantin Khudoley

There can be little doubt that relations between Russia and the
European Union (EU) have been, and will continue to be, of
great importance not only for each party but also for global
politics as a whole.

Following the accession of Finland to the European Union in
1995, Russia and the European Union became neighbours. Once
the current wave of enlargement is completed, with the Baltic,
Central and East-European countries joining in, the Russia-EU
common border will become even  longer. Of course, this would
only serve to bring Russia closer to the hub of European integra-
tion efforts. However, the existing disparities between Russia and
the European Union continue to be substantial. While Russia
remains an industrial society, the European Union countries have
already entered the post-industrial phase of evolution. For ex-
ample, one of the more ambitious projects launched by the Rus-
sian leadership at the turn of the new century had been to achieve
an annual GDP growth rate in the region of at least 8 percent and
to secure within 15 years the current per capita GDP posted by
Spain and Portugal – the two countries that in no way emerge as
EU economic leaders.1 One cannot help admitting that the Rus-
sian-Finnish border today appears to harbour more contrasts
than any other national boundary elsewhere in the world.
Clearly, the problems faced by both countries are considerably
(sometimes radically) different.



SPECIAL FIIA - CARNEGIE MOSCOW CENTER REPORT 2003 9

Russia and the European Union: New opportunities, new challenges

The inconsistencies of Russian transformation

Following the fall of communism and the breakup of the Soviet
Union, Russia undertook a number of decisive moves towards
building a democracy and a market economy. Notably, that evo-
lution has now become irreversible. Unfortunately, the reforms
of the 1990s were implemented rather inconsistently and even
somewhat chaotically. Many old government structures were left
either untouched or modified only marginally, which largely ex-
plains the contradictory results of the last decade’s reforms, with
its mix of positive and negative trends and some plainly bizarre
features. The more unwelcome trends obviously included large-
scale social disparities, the emergence of actually two distinct
societies within a single country, and growing nostalgia for “sta-
ble” Soviet times on the part of large numbers of Russian people,
old people in particular.

As Putin assumed the presidency in Russia, the country began
to experience a measure of stable growth, which was greatly
helped by high oil prices. Importantly, Putin sought to outper-
form his predecessor and pursue more ambitious reform goals,
including efforts to transform the spheres that had hardly been
touched throughout the 1990s. While the executive and legisla-
tive branches had seen some radical shifts following the adoption
of the 1993 Constitution of the Russian Federation (with the So-
viet ways being nearly totally scrapped), the state of affairs in the
judicial branch of government remained almost unchanged.
Under President Putin, the Presidential Administration had sub-
mitted for consideration by the State Duma a range of bills aimed
at bringing the Russian judicial system into line with the Council
of Europe standards, with relevant laws being passed accord-
ingly. Efforts are currently being made to draft a series of bills on
local self-governance (with most of the Russian regions main-
taining local self-governments that either hold no substantive
functions or operate superficially). The prospective laws on that
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score are similarly supposed to be reflective of the applicable
Council-of-Europe-established rules. Whenever Russian laws or
statutes (customs regulations, etc.) happen to be updated or
amended, the existing EU and WTO requirements are duly taken
into account. Steps are being made to rejuvenate the educational
system and have Russia’s schools of higher learning involved in
the ongoing global (primarily pan-European) integrative efforts
aimed at building up a universal educational arena.

Regrettably, structural economic reforms appear to have been
largely put on the back burner. Also, recently, government pres-
sure on the mass media (particularly television operations) has
been increasing.

Many in the Russian elite fail to grasp Russia’s new role in to-
day’s world, and are still imbued with  “superpower” visions.
Certain interest groups claim they are prepared to go even fur-
ther than that and call for a “restoration”, while seeking to rein-
state in the public consciousness not only the creator of the So-
viet secret police, Dzerzhinsky,  but also Stalin’s henchmen such
as Beria or Kaganovich, who have been officially condemned
since the late 1950s.2

Over the past few years, the Russian ruling elite has also been
through some changes that affected the current balance of power.
By the end of the 1990s, the federal authorities had been greatly
weakened. The then president, Yeltsin, had been almost continu-
ally confronted by a State Duma dominated by communists and
nationalists. In fact, even though the impeachment motion of
the opposition was not  supported by the legislators in May 1999,
it actually amounted to the first Russian president being defeated
to all intents and purposes, according to Yeltsin’s aids.3 Radical
erosion of the economic situation in the country following the
August 1998 default-generated financial crisis served to severely
undermine the federal centre’s standing and boost the centrifu-
gal trends in the regions, particularly in the provinces where the
nominally majority ethnic group tended to exert real power.
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It so happened that local elites had moved to gain control of
part of the regional-level federal government offices that had
come to be persistently under-funded. Furthermore, Yeltsin’s at-
tempts to take advantage of the differences between regional elites
and to build up special links with them by way of concluding the
so-called power-sharing agreements likewise failed to produce
the desired results. Given the unsavoury situation, President
Yeltsin and his aids started to engage the emerging financial and
industrial groups (“oligarchs”) whose influence on government
policies had been increasingly on the rise.

President Putin has managed to turn things around to a cer-
tain extent. Notably, the role of regional elites has now been mean-
ingfully reduced. In addition, President Putin and the Russian
Government have basically succeeded in building and maintain-
ing steady working relationships with the State Duma. Unlike
Yeltsin, who for the most part ruled the country by issuing nu-
merous decrees, President Putin prefers to do his job by way of
securing the passage of relevant laws, which obviously makes the
whole process more stable and predictable. Apart from many
other measures, the Government of the Russian Federation has
secured the adoption of some laws that, over the longer term, are
expected to help put in place a better structured and more influ-
ential system of political parties in Russia.

During the course of the 2000 presidential election campaign,
Putin repeatedly stated that there would be no oligarchs in Rus-
sia.4 Clearly, that implied no real “war” against big business. What
actually happened was that the authorities merely started to tar-
get the two oligarchs – B. Berezovsky and V. Gusinsky – who
clearly sought to place themselves above the established govern-
ment institutions. Furthermore, this drive against these two oli-
garchs, who were obviously disliked by the citizenry, also served
to boost Putin’s popularity ratings.

Other financial and industrial groups had quickly been co-
erced into operating within the prescribed constraints.5 Never-
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theless, given the regional elites with their declining clout and
largely irrelevant political parties, the role of big business in Rus-
sia has actually grown, rather than diminished. For example, the
dialogue between the central power and business tycoons has
been continued, with bones of contention surfacing from time to
time.

Although the Russian big business foreign policy preferences
have not always been clearly articulated, some general prefer-
ences have been pretty explicit. In the 1990s, nearly all financial
and industrial groups were heavily state-backed and rather sig-
nificantly dependent upon official funding for their livelihood.
Given the circumstances, they had little interest in either setting
up common and equitable rules of the game for all market play-
ers, letting foreign investors bring their capital into Russia, or
developing unconstrained competitive relations. Pressures ex-
erted by those groups came to provide one of the key reasons why
isolationist foreign policy trends under Yeltsin escalated, with
Russia-EU links being no exception in that regard.

At the turn of the 21st century, Russian big business became
more diverse. Some domestic oligarchs persisted in practising
their old habits, while seeking to secure the best possible chunk of
the state pork barrel. However, the opportunities on that score
have become rather limited because, contrary to what had been
happening during the previous decade, no large-scale privatiza-
tion deals have been in the offing. Under the newly established
conditions, some of the bigger financial and industrial groups
are trying to evolve towards building up transnational corpora-
tions. At this point in time, it is too early to say whether this shift
is going to be a success. However, it is important to highlight the
following: while in the 1990s nearly all major business players
had been looking to the West (“Gazprom” apparently leading
the pack) for their growth, now some of them are attempting
other approaches. By way of example, M. Khodorkovsky, head
of the giant “Yukos” oil company, has repeatedly voiced concerns
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about the feasibility of growing economic ties with European
Union countries.6 Naturally, this has had an impact upon Rus-
sia’s foreign policy.

European Union evolution challenges

At the turn of the new century, the European Union has also been
going through some major changes. For the first time in the his-
tory of European integration there are a number of large projects
that have come to be implemented nearly concurrently: the in-
troduction of the Euro – the single European currency unit, the
European Union expansion to the Baltic, Central and East-Eu-
ropean states joining in simultaneously, the promotion of coop-
erative bonds in the defence area and the transformation of the
existing governing institutions with the EU Constitution being
one of the issues up for debate and resolution. Given this grandi-
ose agenda, West European politicians appear to be mostly fo-
cused on the questions of EU evolution, rather than on problems
which lie elsewhere.

Now, as far as the foreign policy field goes, West European
countries appear to have pursued different agendas. For the first
time, those disparities came to be publicly revealed following the
September 11, 2001 attacks on the United States. Although the
atrocities were universally condemned, different conclusions were
then drawn by national players. The disparities grew to be even
sharper in the days of the Iraq crisis. Clearly, it was absolutely
unprecedented that France and Germany should come out
against the US-UK-sponsored draft resolution at the UN Secu-
rity Council, to say nothing of the fact that those countries ended
up in the minority of governments not only in Europe but also
within the confines of the European Union per se.

All in all, the newly emerged disparities can serve to slow down
the pace of European integration, particularly in the foreign
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policy, security and defence fields, with the overall effort most
likely being sustained. Apparently, with the more pressing inter-
nal problems being eventually resolved, the European Union is
expected to pursue an increasingly pro-active foreign policy
course, while seeking to position itself as a self-contained power
centre within the trans-Atlantic partnership.

Groundwork for cooperation

In the course of the 1990s, Boris Yeltsin and Viktor Chernomyrdin
made repeated pronouncements on the possibility in principle
for Russia to join the European Union. What is more, the issue
had been discussed by quite a few Russian and European politi-
cians (for example, by Sergei Kirienko, head of the Russian Gov-
ernment in 1998, and by Silvio Berlusconi, the Italian prime min-
ister). With time, however, it became obvious that existing dis-
parities between Russia and the EU made it unlikely for Russia to
join the European Union in the foreseeable future. Notably, Rus-
sia-EU relationships in the years ahead are most likely to develop
on the basis of bilateral treaties and ad hoc agreements, whereas
Russia will not be seeking EU membership.

The 1994 Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, signed on
the Island of Corfu, has certainly served as a solid groundwork
underpinning the developing ties between Russia and the Euro-
pean Union. Though the Document continues to play a con-
structive role, one cannot help but acknowledge that it has never
been used to capacity. Admittedly, the established vehicles for
consultations and collaborative links have largely functioned as
expected. At the same time, regrettably, many of the Document’s
economic provisions are yet to be put into effect. Surprisingly,
those commitments have been put on hold until Russia’s acces-
sion to the World Trade Organization (WTO). It is worth re-
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membering that under the Corfu Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement, Russia can build up its commercial relations with
the European Union countries on the basis of the applicable WTO
requirements prior to Russia officially securing WTO member
status. Some analysts have occasionally suggested that the Agree-
ment should be updated or amended. Considering that this ap-
proach would take too much time, it is unlikely to produce the
desired effects.

Clearly, many issues can be clarified without amending or
changing the language of the Corfu Agreement. This primarily
applies to the notion of  “strategic partnership”. While Russia has
seen a variety of definitions of this notion, the European Union
likewise is yet to be governed by a single understanding of the
term “strategic partnership”. (The phrase “strategic partnership”
has been used in numerous EU agreements with other countries
to imply different things, with no single interpretation of the
notion, as applied to Russia, clearly being offered). Clarification
of the matter evidently requires the passage of a political docu-
ment (either a declaration or statement) to dispel all misconcep-
tions or misunderstandings, rather than an effort to amend the
Corfu Agreement.

In 1999, the European Union adopted the Common Strategy
on Russia, while the Russian leadership responded by passing the
Medium Term Strategy for Development of Russia-European
Union Relations for the period 2000-2010. Naturally, the very
fact that these two important documents were passed at all should
be a cause for satisfaction. It should be remembered that the
European Union came up with that initiative when Russia’s rela-
tions with the West were at their lowest ebb because of the Kosovo
conflict (with Russia-NATO relations being nearly frozen alto-
gether). Foreign policy analysts in Russia duly appreciated that
the first common EU strategy was the one involving the Euro-
pean Union and Russia. The reciprocal Russian document was
prepared by Moscow within just a few months. All this was going
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on during a time when European mass media kept criticizing
Russia for its military operations in Chechnya. Also, the newly
adopted Russia-EU Strategy came to be indicative of the Russian
Federation seeking a constructive dialogue, rather than wanting
to be left alone.

However, from the very outset,  it was clear that the two docu-
ments had a different emphasis. While the Common EU Strategy
assigned top priority to helping build up a civil society in Russia,
the relevant Russian Document had the key emphasis placed on
joining forces in order to create a multi-polar world and safe-
guard national economic interests, with pressure from the advo-
cates of isolationism and protectionism clearly evident in some
of the Document’s wording. What is more, the two Documents
featured different duration periods, which came to be 4 and 10
years accordingly.

Since Vladimir Putin’s accession to the Russian presidency,
Russia has steadily worked to meaningfully improve its relations
with the European Union. The Russian Federation’s foreign policy
concept, adopted in 2000, particularly stresses the “key signifi-
cance” of the country’s relations with the European Union.7 After
the tragic September 11, 2001 events in the United States and
Russia’s joining the counter-terrorist coalition, President Putin
appeared in Germany before the German Bundestag to empha-
size the need for Russia to achieve rapprochement with the West.8

Unfortunately, no big substantive shifts in Russia-EU relations
have yet taken place.

What stands in the way of partnership?

Apart from dramatic disparities in development levels, Russia
and the European Union confront a good number of other chal-
lenges. Firstly, the European Union of late has been attaching
primary importance to its relations with the Islamic world. This
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issue is two-dimensional. The first dimension is internal, with
nearly all EU countries holding sizeable migrant minorities. In-
terestingly enough, while the EU countries have pursued differ-
ent policies with regard to those minorities, Islam in the mean-
time has been generally recognized as a major European reli-
gion, the corollary stake being to have European-based immi-
grants variously integrated into European society. To all intents
and purposes, that goal has yet to be reached. In fact, it appears
to be rather a contentious issue as to whether these immigrants
are going to be fully integrated into European society at all. Ad-
mittedly, while the pressures of local Islamic communities on the
policies pursued by EU countries continue to be limited (with
the Muslim minority in the UK failing to prevent the authorities
from dispatching the British military contingent to the Iraqi thea-
tre of war), it now appears to be pretty obvious that the EU
political elite seems to be reluctant to aggravate the issue and
allows for significant concessions in favour of these minorities.
The issue’s second dimension is external, and it has to do with the
European Union seeking to maximize its relations and grow large-
scale cooperative links with the Arab world, Iran and other con-
tiguous countries. Given the circumstances, the ongoing mean-
ingful EU assistance to the Palestinian Authority appears to be of
special significance.

Understandably, this policy has sometimes run counter to
Russia’s national interests.  It would suffice to mention the case of
Turkey seeking membership of the European Union. The debate
pursued on the matter in the summer and autumn of 2002 was
particularly revealing. To provide an example to this effect, in
November Gui Vehrhofstadt, Prime Minister of Belgium, argued
that “Turkey clearly has its niche in the European Union, and it
ought to be emphasized that the positive answer to the question
on whether Turkey can join the European Union was given as far
back as three years ago in Helsinki”.9 It is rather hard to imagine
any head of an EU member country uttering those words in re-
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spect of the Russian Federation. Surely, one can hardly talk of
any rivalry between Russia and Turkey on that score, particu-
larly given that the geopolitical differences between the two na-
tions are not so strong.  However, suspicions about the applica-
tion of double standards when making assessments of the situa-
tion regarding human rights, ethnic minorities and other sensi-
tive issues have cropped up from time to time.

These disparities particularly come to the fore in connection
with the pressing challenge to counter terrorism. Importantly,
while the US leaders appear to understand that the Chechen situ-
ation is rather complex and multi-dimensional and that Russia
indeed has been compelled to deal with confirmed terrorists, West
European politicians and analysts have often seen the Chechen
problem as a violation of human rights on the part of federal
forces, with the terrorist activities of the Chechen separatists be-
ing completely overlooked.

The perceptions of this problem can have far-reaching impli-
cations for the state of public consciousness in Russia. Over the
last few years, domestic public opinion has increasingly been in
favour of building up cooperative ties with the European Union.
To illustrate this, pro-EU sentiment for the most part has been
expressed by people with high or medium incomes, higher edu-
cation, of middle and younger ages, with these categories making
up the more dynamic and influential segment of the population.
However, following the terrorist attack in Moscow in the au-
tumn of 2002, terrorism has started to be regarded as the most
burning issue by the Russian public. According to the public sur-
veys conducted in Saint Petersburg in December 2002, nearly 75
percent of the respondents regarded terrorism as the principal
hazard, with Russia’s relations with other countries being viewed
against this particular backdrop. Arguably, similar attitudes seem
to prevail all across Russia. Hence, the steps undertaken by cer-
tain European countries and viewed in Russia as being support-
ive of terrorists might come to be most destructive for Russia-EU
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relations.
Secondly, we would have to deal with a number of problems

that are expected to result from the ongoing EU expansion. To
date, some compromise arrangements have already been reached
on the transit of Russian citizens travelling from and to Kalinin-
grad. Admittedly, those agreed rules are unlikely to be applica-
ble for long.  Under the Schengen Agreement, member countries
agreed that all kinds of exceptions to the established rules should
be increasingly phased out, with the fate of Kaliningrad transit
arrangements being no different. A radical solution to the press-
ing problem could be achieved by Russia joining the Schengen
Agreement. This point was specifically made by President Putin
in his recent talks with EU leaders.10 Russia and the European
Union agreed to set up an ad hoc working group to tackle the
matter.11  Notwithstanding the circumstances, Russia continues
to have doubts as to whether the European Union is serious about
reaching an agreement on repealing the visa rules for Russian
nationals. Importantly, those concerns were reinforced by the
recent EU decision to make Russian tourists planning to visit EU
countries fill in extra forms. Furthermore, Russia is unlikely to
accept suggestions made by some EU experts to the effect that
Russia should unilaterally repeal the visa requirements for na-
tionals of EU member countries planning to visit the Russian
Federation.12 Understandably, this particular aspect of Russia-
EU relations should in no way be disregarded. Given that many
Russians, especially the younger ones, are eager to visit Western
European countries, any obstacles to obtaining the visa (com-
pounded by the pressing bureaucratic procedures) would more
than irritate the applicants. Of course, Russia should likewise
have its immigration legislation appropriately updated, the strug-
gle against illegal immigrant flows bolstered, and readmission
agreements duly signed with relevant EU countries.

Also, one should take account of the fact that the European
Union in the short run is expected to expand by way of embrac-
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ing a large number of Baltic, Central and East-European coun-
tries. Importantly, those are the states that Russia has more diffi-
culty in promoting relations with, when compared with the coun-
try’s relations with Western European countries. Some of the
former countries still regard Russia as a threat. Obviously, while
threatening no one today, Russia definitely needs to modify its
policies (primarily those related to the pressing need to strike
border demarcation agreements with Estonia and Latvia, and to
ratify those with all three Baltic states). Clearly, what we all need
to do is undertake a set of mutual efforts (including concerted
moves by the current EU member countries) to have Russia’s
relations with prospective EU members fully sorted out and nor-
malized.

Thirdly, Russia-EU economic cooperation appears to have
reached its limit. Significantly, though the idea of a “single eco-
nomic arena”13 is most definitely a healthy one, it is facing a lot of
impediments when it comes to its implementation. For the idea
to be effectively put into effect, radically new approaches would
have to be applied and new actors involved and motivated to
achieve qualitative shifts in the development of economic links
between Russia and the European Union. This requirement also
applies to the energy talks that unfortunately have been proceed-
ing rather slowly. Of course, much in these matters depends on
Russia’s securing WTO membership. Regrettably, the relevant
talks (that have often been close to successful completion) have
been repeatedly postponed. While being generally supportive of
Russia seeking WTO membership, the European Union should
probably be more proactively involved in finding solutions to
the specific problems that are yet to be resolved.

Fourthly, Western analysts have been generally pessimistic
about Russia’s future. Many observers  articulate their concerns
about the direction Russia is likely to take and the kind of coun-
try Russia will become after the 2008 presidential elections. No-
tably, European public opinion has rather firmly maintained
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that Russia has established an authoritarian dictatorship14 (with
American analysts for the most part refraining from evaluating
the current Russian scene so bleakly15). These perceptions have
apparently had a bearing on some of the moves undertaken (or
that fail to be undertaken) by the European Union in respect of
Russia.

Prospects: Opportunities for
specific promotion options

Given the current circumstances, it appears to be rather uncer-
tain whether Russia-EU relations will see any impressive break-
through in the short term. What is more likely to come to pass is
a string of minor but real steps aimed at creating the right grounds
for positive shifts in the years ahead.

Now, it would be logical to consider some specific steps that
might be undertaken by the European Union and Russia in the
near future.

Firstly, that effort should include some concrete moves de-
signed to review the TACIS programme, with the PHARE pro-
gramme’s principles being partly applied. Given that the PHARE
programme is expected to expire shortly, in 2004 nearly all can-
didate countries would become EU members.16 Though in terms
of scale the TACIS programme is very different from the PHARE
undertaking, the funding matters should not be the only aspects
worthy of close scrutiny. The efficiency questions also appear to
be debatable. Russian experts provide a broad variety of assess-
ments: from high praise all the way down to rejection of the pro-
gramme. EU experts likewise offer a range of perceptions on the
matter. Overall, it needs to be admitted that the TACIS pro-
gramme has failed to live up to its expectations defined in the
early 1990s – the years of high hopes. Notably, the Programme
has particularly contributed to resolving some local problems,
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though it has failed to provide the right incentives for executing
Russian reforms.

Although in the short term the European Union is unlikely to
increase financing to support its TACIS projects, the established
guidelines for shortlisting the applicants and committing the al-
located resources could be reviewed. In effect, the TACIS pro-
gramme had basically been designed to tackle environmental se-
curity or acute social protection (including healthcare, poverty
and related issues) problems, the overriding goal primarily be-
ing to assure stability. Conversely, the PHARE programme had
been put together to help the selected candidate countries to ef-
fectively join the European Union by way of restructuring their
domestic systems. Although Russia’s pursuit of EU membership
is not on the current agenda, the ongoing projects definitely need
to be amended in order to effectively support relevant structural
reforms and maximize the EU-Russia rapprochement (or inte-
gration in some lines of business) in the economic area. Com-
pared with the PHARE engagement, the TACIS programme does
not provide for any loans. This policy might be reconsidered.
And finally, it would be feasible to decentralize the Programme
management system to a certain extent, with local project man-
agers being increasingly empowered to run specific undertak-
ings.

In effect, these kinds of transformations would not only im-
prove economic efficiency but also provide a sort of political
signal to indicate the European Union’s preparedness to engage
Russia.

Secondly, the rejuvenating effort should include steps to pro-
mote and develop the Finnish “Northern Dimension” initiative.
Finland’s significance will grow because the European Union-
Russian border will get longer in the North West. Given the cir-
cumstances, the role played by Russia’s North Western regions
(serving to link Russia with the European Union) would be stead-
ily on the rise. It is precisely Russia’s North West that ought to be
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engaged to launch a pilot cooperative project, particularly given
that the Kaliningrad area constitutes a special case and can hardly
be tapped for pilot purposes.

The relevant action plan17, as a matter of fact, made the North-
ern Dimension initiative more practice-oriented. Still, at this
point in time one can only talk of some measures to coordinate
the ongoing projects, rather than of some dedicated resources
released in order to carry out specific practical tasks. Regretta-
bly, this Initiative has largely remained a Finnish undertaking
since none of the larger European Union member countries has
considered it a top-priority programme, with Southern-Euro-
pean countries clearly being concerned about the risk of EU re-
sources being redistributed in favour of some Northern-Euro-
pean countries. In Russia, the Northern Dimension initiative like-
wise has not always been  adequately received. There have been
some local pronouncements to the effect that the Initiative should
primarily be geared towards salvaging heavy industry, while some
federal officials maintain that the Northern Dimension pro-
gramme has been designed to “split” Russia, etc. However, de-
spite all such sentiments, it appears to be of paramount impor-
tance for the Northern Dimension initiative to be continued,
irrespective of the strategy developed and applied by the Euro-
pean Union in the years to come.

Thirdly, Russia and the European Union (especially following
completion of its 2004 expansion wave) should reach some com-
mon understanding on the future of Belarus, with the role of the
United States also being appropriately taken into account. Alex-
ander Lukashenko came to power in Belarus in 1994 only be-
cause the West at some point in time failed to show any interest in
the state of affairs in that country18, while Russia (deeply involved
in interminable domestic political battles) likewise failed to ad-
equately respond to the events unfolding in the neighbouring
state. Moreover, Lukashenko managed to take full advantage of
Yeltsin’s political failings, while playing on the “guilt complex”
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experienced by Russia’s first president on account of the Soviet
Union’s fragmentation. Being reluctant to achieve unity with
Russia in earnest, Lukashenko just kept reiterating the “unifica-
tion” mantra, while securing more and more economic conces-
sions from Russia. Notably, President Putin is now seeking to
have Russia-Belarus relations put on a more pragmatic footing19,
the challenge certainly being a hard and time-consuming one.

Clearly, Russia, the European Union and the United States
would like to see Belarus develop a democracy and a marketplace
economy. However, it is important that this kind of transition
should not produce any instability in East-European countries
or confrontation involving some external players, like the Euro-
pean Union and Russia.

Fourthly, more transparency and predictability is needed in
matters related to cooperation between Russia and the Euro-
pean Union in the area of security and defence. Following the
1999 Helsinki EU-summit conference, which ruled to create the
European rapid reaction corps, Russian military analysts ap-
peared to be rather optimistic about the prospects for enhanced
cooperation with the West. Admittedly, that upbeat attitude
might not always have been justified, particularly given that the
EU defence-related moves had invariably served to make Russian
military leaders dream of NATO’s erosion. Since then, the Rus-
sia-EU defence cooperation issue has incrementally faded out of
the limelight. Without a doubt, many Russian politicians and
military planners would like to see Russia-EU security and de-
fence collaborative efforts developed and sustained. Unfortu-
nately, they are not adequately equipped to provide any practi-
cal prescriptions on this matter.

Fifthly, Russia and the European Union can share excellent
prospects in the area of higher education. In 1999, the European
countries signed the Bologna Declaration designed to promote
integration of national systems of higher learning within the con-
fines of the emerging united Europe.20 That was definitely a wa-
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tershed event per se because, in the previous stages of European
integration, educational questions had only been addressed su-
perficially, one of the reasons for the shift being the fact that in
the global market for educational services the continental Euro-
pean schools have started to lag behind those maintained not
only by the United States and the UK but also by Canada, Aus-
tralia and New Zealand. One of the objectives of the Bologna
effort is to make European universities more competitive. The
job of creating a single European educational arena would cer-
tainly take some time because European countries (particularly
local universities) are renowned for clinging to their long-estab-
lished indigenous models rather strongly.

Russia’s educational system is also in the process of radical
transformation. The reform of the higher schools of learning in
the 1990s had been performed inconsistently, with few good re-
sults as a consequence. Basically, the entire effort boiled down to
establishing a multi-tiered (bachelor-master) system at some
universities and developing a non-governmental sector in the
field of higher education. Overall, the domestic system of higher
education failed to effectively embrace marketplace relations and
ended up beset by numerous hardships. This is illustrated by the
fact that the current Russian leaders have been paying a lot of
attention to educational matters. It would suffice to point out
that for the first time in Russian history, government allocations
for educational purposes have exceeded the level of federal de-
fence spending. Today, the Russian Government is providing solid
incentives for domestic schools of higher learning to be effec-
tively modernized.21

Hence, in the area of higher education we seem to have trans-
formations going on concurrently, both in terms of timing and
substance. Thus, a concerted effort should be undertaken in or-
der for this excellent opportunity for change and concurrent in-
tegration of Russia into the European educational arena not to
be lost altogether.
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Sixthly, cross-border cooperation has become increasingly
important in Russia-EU relations. In the initial stage, this coop-
eration should primarily be aimed at reducing  the pressing ten-
sions that have been building up on either side of the border over
the past decades, and enable people and local self-governing bod-
ies to establish direct cross-border links. Now, it is safe to con-
clude that even bigger challenges can be tackled within the frame-
work of cross-border cooperative ventures. Without a doubt,
promotion of cross-border cooperation would help to develop a
single economic arena. Importantly, in Russia this effort would
emerge as one of the incentives to grow local self-governing struc-
tures and decentralize the entire system of national governance.
In addition, cross-border cooperation can play a stabilizing role
whenever tensions flare up at a higher level. We should all care-
fully examine the possibility of striking a framework agreement
between Russia and the European Union on issues relating to the
promotion and development of cross-border cooperative links.

Seventhly, the Baltic Sea region is something of a “trailblazer”
in the field of network cooperation. Notably, most of the pro-
posals to initiate this large-scale effort came from none other
than the European Union. The network cooperation initiative
has, for the most part, depended on European funding for its
viability. It is of the utmost importance for Russia to be involved
in the relevant network cooperation-related projects because this
would definitely help to develop local NGOs and grow links be-
tween political and social parties and interest groups at different
levels.

Finally, and inevitably, a few words on the prospects for Rus-
sia-EU relations over the longer term.  The European Commis-
sion is known to have been bent on developing “cooperation with-
out institutional memberships” for a number of countries that
are categorized as “family of friends”.22 Remarkably, Russia has
come to be included in that “family”. Naturally, the European
Union’s friendly attitude towards Russia is of some relevance.
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However, this approach features a number of moot points. First
of all, the “family of friends” ostensibly includes the lands that
feature the most disparate political systems, economic develop-
ment levels and foreign policy strategies, to say nothing of the
fact that some of those countries have been experiencing serious
tensions in relations with one another. Furthermore, those na-
tions have been, and are likely to be, variously motivated to grow
links with the European Union. By way of example, the Mediter-
ranean countries are almost certain to seek maximized coopera-
tive ties with the European Union, which appears to be a natural
hub of attraction for those southern lands. This observation also
applies to Moldova (especially after Romania joins the Euro-
pean Union).

However, when it comes to Russia, things seem to be more
complex. Russia’s endeavours to have its laws brought into line
with the rules established by the European Union in no way means
that it would automatically adhere to those international re-
quirements that had been drafted and put into effect without
Russia being involved in the process. Obviously, when develop-
ing its conventions or covenants, the European Union is highly
unlikely to take into account any relevant perceptions of a coun-
try which is not an EU member country and which is unlikely to
secure that status in the foreseeable future. What is more, Russia
will continue to be different from the lands included in the “fam-
ily of friends”, especially in the sense that it will never have its
course exclusively set on the European Union. In the foreign policy
area, Russia’s relations with the United States, China and some
other major countries will always be regarded as top priority.
Undeniably, of particular significance are the Russia-US relations
within the framework of the ongoing counter-terrorist coalition,
in view of the Russian security threats that have emerged on the
country’s southern periphery. Unlike other countries that make
up the “family of friends”, Russia’s foreign policy will always be
reflective of the global dimension, which would not necessarily
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be linked only with the availability of strategic nuclear arsenals.
Hence, although the aforementioned EU policy per se would re-
ally contribute to building better Russia-EU relations, it is un-
likely to assure a radical breakthrough.

The desired breakthrough would be more likely to come about
only when, on the basis of shared practical experiences, an effort
is jointly undertaken by Russia and the European Union to draft
a document on the strategy for bilateral relationships in the years
ahead. Notably, a key element of that would-be strategy should
be made by dedicated provisions to eliminate the persisting “de-
mocracy shortcomings” that have been complicating bilateral
relations. For the desired rapprochement to be achieved and for
Russia to be fully integrated into the European house, it is essen-
tial that this effort become a motivating cause not only for politi-
cal elites and businesspeople but also for millions of ordinary
people from the countries involved.
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Strategy and strategies

Timofei V. Bordachev

Introduction

In spite of the generally conflict-free agenda, with the only excep-
tion being an intense discussion surrounding the Kaliningrad
transit problem, Russia’s and the European Union’s views on the
character, methods and ultimate goals of mutual relations are
essentially different. The overall objective of the EU policy vis-à-
vis Russia is deep internal transformation of this country on the
basis of gradual acceptance of a complex of European norms and
values. This objective is clearly formulated in EU programme
documents.1 Its resolution will allow the united Europe not only
to obtain economic gains from its geographical closeness to Rus-
sia, but also to resolve a number of serious challenges in the sphere
of security. Since the new president’s arrival in the Kremlin, Rus-
sia’s policy in relation to the West and, in the case in hand, to the
European Union, was subordinated to the global problem of
economic modernization of the country and securing its com-
petitiveness in the world market.2 The European Union is consid-
ered by Moscow as the most important source of modernization
resources for Russia. Thus, even the broadest cooperation with
Europe should not constrain the sovereignty of Russia, or lead to
an EU intervention in its internal affairs. A competitive Russia
should, as one might assume, become an equal partner and, if
necessary, compete with the European Union under the condi-
tions of “formation of a multipolar world”. 3

Differences between Russia and Europe concerning the princi-
ples and aims of Russian-European relations were repeatedly high-
lighted both in European and, to a lesser degree, in Russian aca-
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demic literature and publications.4 The majority of authors, with
the exception of official representatives of Russia and the Euro-
pean Union, converge in a rather critical assessment of the state
of affairs in Russian-European relations. At the same time, this
criticism seldom entails sceptical assessments of cooperation pros-
pects. Moreover, the possibility and need for its expansion be-
comes, in the majority of research works, a certain initial axiom,
which the subsequent arguments are tailored to correspond to.
In other words, in the 1990s quite an optimistic insight into the
future became common in both Russian and European research
works. Research works devoted to purely economic aspects of the
rapprochement stand out in a sense. Their authors are some-
what  more cautious in assessing the potential of Russian-Euro-
pean integration and its possible velocity.5

The policy of a new Russia in relation to the EU has passed
through three stages. The first stage occurred at the beginning of
the 1990s when the European Union was living through the post-
Maastricht period of emerging as a single player with, and part-
ner of Russia. At that time, Moscow did not have the necessary
administrative and expert resources to conduct an adequate as-
sessment of the EU’s nature, role and development trends. As a
result, the main achievement of that period was the conclusion of
the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, which Russia is
still unable to fully abide by. The second stage (1996-1999) re-
flected the common tendency towards a cold snap in Russia’s
relations with the West. In this context, Moscow regarded the EU
more as an element of its uneasy relations with the USA and US-
led NATO. Finally, the third stage (after 1999) is characterized
by (a) Russia’s resolute withdrawal from confrontation positions
(Putin’s so-called foreign policy “revolution”); and (b) the desire
of the new Kremlin administration to use the policy of rapproche-
ment with the West for obtaining maximum economic gains,
such as the recognition of Russia’s market economy status, or its
accession, on beneficial terms, to the World Trade Organization
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(WTO). During the same period, the “Eurasian” rhetoric ceases,
the concept of multipolarity is quietly put to one side, and the
Russian government takes advantage of the concept of “the Euro-
pean affiliation” of Russia, which in May 2000 was officially de-
clared by the new president at the Russia-EU summit.6

The medium-term strategy of development of the Russian Fed-
eration’s relations with the European Union (2000-2010) incor-
porates both Russia’s foreign policy strategy of the second half of
the 1990s, and the Kremlin’s “new deal” under President Putin.
The policy of containment characteristic of Moscow during the
late period of the Yeltsin presidency, and the cooperative course
of the new administration were linked together by Russia’s stand-
ing as “a world power spanning two continents” which must “be free
at all times to determine and carry out internal and foreign policy.” 7

In spite of the fact that the Russian Medium-Term Strategy was,
according to David Gowan’s quite outspoken definition, a raw
document8, it nevertheless accurately reflects the contradictions
of Russian internal and foreign policy at the beginning of the 21st

century.
The main objective of this study is to analyze the 1999 Me-

dium-Term Strategy as the basic programme document intended
to determine the strategy and tactics of the Russia policy with
regard to the European Union. This analysis includes an assess-
ment of the degree to which the document reflects key principles
of the Russian policy in relation to the EU; achieves the objective
of formulating a political agenda; to what extent it can be practi-
cally implemented; and which positions of the document do not
correspond to the realities of time, or can be corrected or re-
moved.

 An adequate analysis of Medium-Term Strategy requires that
it be considered in the broader context of both Russian-Euro-
pean relations, internal developments in Russia, evolution of its
foreign policy, and external economic interests. In other words,
the purpose of this chapter is not only to assess the Russian Strat-
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egy in terms of its conformity with modern international reali-
ties or EU attitudes, but also to analyze it in the context of actual
Russian interests as they are understood by a dominant part of
the national political and economic elite.

Symbolic value of the Strategy:
Better late than never

As former deputy foreign minister of Russia Ivan Ivanov put it,
for Russia, Europe is “more of a moral, world outlook guidance,
than an institutional concept”.9 This definition was used by its au-
thor to support the idea that rapprochement with the EU must
not mean that Russia should accept without fail the European
norms and rules if they conflict with the interests of the Russian
economy10 (generated during ten years of “wild capitalism”). At
the same time, the vision of the EU as “world outlook guidance”
or even an amorphous concept was typical of the Russian foreign
policy throughout the 1990s. As a matter of fact, only the crisis
surrounding the Kaliningrad transit issue has convinced Mos-
cow that on the Western borders of Russia there operates a deeply
integrated community, whose uniform legal norms frequently
become more important than the wishes of the individual lead-
ers of its member states.

Moscow’s preference for bilateral relations with the leading
EU countries, which reaches the point of irrationality when Rus-
sia tries to engage in a bilateral dialogue even on trade questions
long since transferred to the Commission’s jurisdiction, has been
repeatedly criticized by its European partners. Finally, the exag-
gerated propensity to direct dialogue with Berlin, London or
Paris, and the absence of an arsenal of Russian diplomacy or a
programme document on European affairs leads one to conclude
that Russia has no coordinated policy vis-à-vis the European
Union.
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At the same time, in the 1990s the aspiration to join the largest
possible number of prestigious international “clubs”, such as the
G7, the Council of Europe or interstate associations in the Asian-
Pacific region was typical of Russia. The signing in 1994 of the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) was one of the
outcomes of this obsession of the Russian authorities, as well as
the overestimation by the European Commission of the poten-
tial for reforms in Russia. To this day, the PCA remains the main
legal document underlying relations between Russia and the EU.
It is no coincidence that the EU Strategy on Russia, and the Rus-
sian Medium-Term Strategy appeal to the PCA exactly in this
capacity.

In spite of the fact that the PCA has entered into force between
Russia and the European Communities, there are no serious rea-
sons to believe that its signing affected Moscow’s perception of a
united Europe in any way. A number of European authors point
out, quite fairly in my opinion, that in the 1990s Russia did not
develop a uniform and coordinated policy on relations with the
EU.11 As soon as the PCA was signed, Russia sought to establish
constructive relations with leading European powers.

There are at least three reasons for this state of affairs. First,
contacts with leaders of the European states were characterized
by personal diplomacy that was (a) consonant with the personal
propensities of President Boris Yeltsin, and (b) designed to com-
pensate for the weak competitiveness of the Russian economy.12

Second, orientation to the European powers corresponded with
Russian diplomats’ and foreign policy experts’ customary con-
struction of different sorts of geopolitical combinations. And,
third, the Russian Foreign Ministry was used to dealing with Eu-
ropean countries on a bilateral basis, and its internal structure is
arranged correspondingly: to this day in the Foreign Ministry
there is no division working on the European Union per se.13

And finally, the phenomenon of European integration had
not been entered in the system of coordinates of Russian foreign
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policy, and contradicted its spirit. For Moscow, the1990s became
a period of returning to the principles of diplomacy of the 19th

century instead of looking for new solutions. It seems to me that
the main reason for this phenomenon is that the concept of po-
litical realism14 has become dominant both in the Russian theory
of international relations and foreign policy. With a policy based
on such principles, throughout the decade Russia regarded the
EU as a regional interstate association in which the supranational
element does not play an essential role, and all basic decisions are
taken by the European powers independently. In a wider con-
text, Moscow was building its foreign policy line on the policy of
opposition to the West and, in a certain sense, even on the power
game.

 In this respect, 1999 became a critical year for Russia. The
NATO operation against Yugoslavia put Moscow in a state of
shock, and has highlighted the inconsistency of the quasi-impe-
rial foreign policy of 1996-1999. The second blow was the adop-
tion in June 1999 of the Common Strategy of the EU on Russia. In
spite of the fact that for the EU the document was only an opera-
tions manual, in Moscow it was perceived as a policy statement
conveying the following messages: (a) to let Russia know that the
EU countries consider it more as an object of foreign policy of the
united Europe, rather than an equal partner; and (b) the Euro-
pean Union is capable of developing a really concerted position
on Russia, which will underlie national foreign policies of the EU
member countries and be reflective of their interests.15 Although
some Russian observers also saw the adoption of the Common
Strategy as the EU’s desire to establish with Russia certain exclu-
sive relations16, the Strategy’s general sense and Brussels’ view of
the substance of such relations after the economic crisis in Russia
in the summer of 1998 were obvious not only to European ob-
servers17, but also to the Russian foreign policy community.18

As a result, Moscow faced the need to urgently respond to the
European challenge and to formulate an alternative vision of the
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strategic aims and prospects of cooperation. The rules of the game
had thus been determined by the European Union, and Russia
only had to follow its example and formulate its views as a Strat-
egy document. Thus, albeit at the level of declarations, the
Kremlin also reacted to the criticisms in connection with the ab-
sence of a single European policy. Despite the fact that even after
the adoption of the Strategy Russia preferred to develop bilat-
eral contacts with EU countries, from the formal point of view
the vacuum of its all-European policy was now filled.

In summary, one can say that the Medium-Term Strategy of
1999 was the first attempt to formulate a consolidated Russian
policy in relation to the European Union as a single partner of
Russia and a single actor in the international arena. Although
this attempt had also been provoked by the EU adoption of the
Common Strategy on Russia, the importance of acceptance of an
integrated Russian document on relations with the EU cannot be
underestimated.19

Strategy as a signal: The Medium-Term
Strategy of 1999 and that of President Putin

The strategy of the development of the Russian Federation’s rela-
tions with the European Union for the medium term (2000-2010)
was presented by the Chairman of the Russian Government and,
at the same time, by Yeltsin’s official successor, Vladimir Putin20 at
the Russia-EU Helsinki summit in October 1999. The Russian
Medium-Term Strategy was quietly accepted in Brussels, and re-
ceived a critical assessment from the European expert commu-
nity as “a demanding and angry answer” to the EU Common Strat-
egy adopted in the summer of 1999, which Moscow perceived as
a “condescending and arrogant” document.21 Some Russian ob-
servers even conclude that the Strategy was prepared in haste
specifically to introduce Yeltsin’s successor to leaders of the major
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European states.22

At the same time, the Strategy became the first large-scale for-
eign policy document of the new regime in Moscow.23 Although
the Medium-Term Strategy was born in autumn 1999, that is
several months before Putin’s arrival in the Kremlin, and more
than one and a half years before his so-called foreign policy “revo-
lution” which came after the events of 9/11, one can assume that
even during that period (summer to autumn, 1999) the Russian
political and economic elites came to recognize the need to drive
the country away from the condition of foreign policy semi-iso-
lation, a result of Evgeny Primakov’s confrontational style. This
tendency was confirmed by Vladimir Putin’s trip to the Russia-
EU summit in Helsinki. It must be noted that against the back-
ground of a partial freeze in relations with the USA connected
with the conflict around former Yugoslavia, and the change of
administration in the White House, during the period under
review the European direction seemed to be the most appropri-
ately suited for rebuilding Russia’s hard-hit relations with the
West. Therefore, the Medium-Term Strategy became the first (of
few) official document reflecting the Russian elites’ dissatisfac-
tion with the results of the second half of the 1990s, and com-
prised basic attributes of the new foreign policy consensus for the
post-Yeltsin period. It is in this sense that the document should
be considered.

Russia’s contemporary policy in relation to the European Un-
ion is based on two pillars. The first pillar is the general foreign
policy strategy of president Putin and his administration, which
is aimed at rapprochement with the West for the purposes of
accelerated modernization of the Russian economy and the coun-
try’s becoming relatively competitive. This approach reflected
the Russian political elite’s impression of a compromise between
the aspiration to make sure that the country maintains a sem-
blance of superpower status, and a more adequate perception of
foreign policy dependence on real economic weight. In the pre-
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Putin period, the differences between the Russian elite’s view of
itself, and how it was viewed in the West repeatedly resulted in
political confrontation. Examples include conflicts surrounding
NATO enlargement and NATO’s policy in the Balkans. Putin’s
policy is aimed at mitigating tensions while preserving the fun-
damental principle of the sovereign rights of Moscow.

The second pillar is the political economy of Russian capital-
ism. During 10 years of reforms, a certain internal balance of
economic and political forces and interests has been generated in
this country.24 Russian economic and political actors cannot be
competitive in the international arena. At the same time, operat-
ing through lobbyist structures in the government and parlia-
ment, they are quite ready to influence the formulation of na-
tional foreign policy or, for example, the development of an in-
vestment climate.

The latter factor is the most important one in relations be-
tween Russia and the EU in its function as, primarily, an eco-
nomic actor. Purely internal decisions of the Russian govern-
ment or parliament frequently denote friendly or unfriendly steps
with regard to the European Union. There is no doubt that eco-
nomic questions occupy a prominent place in Russia’s relations
with other partners. But on the EU foreign policy agenda they
are incomparably more important than military or purely po-
litical issues.

The foundation of national foreign policy described above, in
the case in hand in relation to Europe, also reflects particularities
of the system of state-bureaucratic capitalism, which was created
in Russia at the turn of the 20th and 21st centuries. A merger be-
tween the state taking political decisions and business affirming
its commercial interests25 is a typical feature of such a system.
Both the Russian state and Russian business are interested in
maintaining friendly relations with the West, which they regard
as a source of technologies and investment, as well as a reliable
consumer of Russia’s major exports – natural energy resources.
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At the same time, the state is not interested in losing sovereign
rights, while business is not interested in a considerable strength-
ening of competition on the part of European colleagues.

Strategy: Content and message

Having considered the basic ideological imperatives of the Rus-
sian Strategy, it seems reasonable to raise the question about the
extent to which the document reflects those imperatives, i.e. acts
as a political action plan.

As a whole, the Russian Strategy is written in pompous and
not entirely precise language, rather typical of diplomatic agen-
cies’ products. As far as its substantive part is concerned, it is
necessary to stress several most important points:

 First, the Strategy is formulated in such a way that it men-
tions practically all possible questions of interaction between
Russia and the European Union in the political, economic and,
partially, humanitarian areas. Such “pantophagy” is a demon-
stration of the authors’ desire (a) to give the European Union the
fullest possible answer; and (b) to reserve for Moscow an oppor-
tunity to present practically any positive changes in Russian-Eu-
ropean relations as results of the  Strategy’s implementation.

Second, the Strategy defines, with mixed success, Moscow’s
priorities in all important directions of mutual relations between
Russia and the European Union. As David Gowan rightly noted,
generally speaking the proposals and assessments stated in the
Strategy are extremely vague.26 At the same time, it is impossible
to ignore the fact that the Strategy, as a political document, re-
flects a compromise vision of the problem by the elites and, as
such, simply cannot contain any precise formulations.27 Never-
theless, almost all the key positions of the Strategy contain cer-
tain key words. For example, in the second paragraph of the
Preamble the Strategy unequivocally notifies Russia’s European
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partners that “during the transition period of reforms in certain
sectors of the national economy there may be justified protection of
domestic manufacturers”. At  first glance, there is nothing unusual
in a statement like this. Protection and support of national com-
modity producers remains an important duty of any state. How-
ever, in this case the emphasis should be viewed in the context of
negotiations on Russia’s accession to the WTO, and disputes with
the EU concerning the 1994 PCA implementation. The position
in the Strategy about the need to seek the opening of the Euro-
pean market to Russian exports is accompanied by an unam-
biguous warning that Moscow will counteract possible attempts
by the EU to establish special relations with “certain” countries of
the CIS. Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova are the likeliest countries
hinted at here. Speaking on the attraction of European capital in
the Russian banking sector, the Strategy promises “to investigate
opportunities for increasing its share <…> in the cumulative capital
of the Russian banking system”28; and where the problem of Euro-
pean investors’ activities in Russia is mentioned, the Strategy
promises the EU only “to study” the question of “trading, finan-
cial and economic, tax and other privileges which would be compen-
sated for by an influx of investment”. In many cases, these key words
have crucial importance and can serve as an ultimate justifica-
tion for the lack of progress in a sphere.

Third, as well as the EU Common Strategy, the Russian docu-
ment is focused on the 1994 PCA parameters, and recognizes its
role as the main document determining the objectives and tasks
of rapprochement between Russia and the EU. The Preamble of
the Russian Strategy mentions the PCA as the “main legal and
organizational” base of cooperation, “the fullest possible imple-
mentation of which” Russia intends to achieve in the context of
strategic partnership with the EU. Moreover, Moscow suggests
that “efforts towards achieving <…> a new broad-format agree-
ment on strategic partnership and cooperation in the 21st cen-
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tury to replace or change the Agreement (1994 PCA - TB)” should
be taken “as the PCA is implemented” and “on the basis of the
results achieved”.

Finally, the Russian Strategy contains a precise definition of
future relations with Europe as “a strategic partnership”, not
aimed at Russia’s incorporation into European institutions. It is
also the main declarative sense of the document. Such a strategic
partnership, in Moscow’s opinion, should be based on (a) pres-
ervation of Russia’s freedom to act as a world power; (b) interac-
tion of Russia and the EU in resolving individual large problems,
all-European and global problems; (c) cooperation in maintain-
ing all-European security by Europeans without isolating the
USA and NATO, but without their monopoly on the continent;
(d) further opening of the EU market for Russian exports; (e)
preservation of the CIS as the main institution of economic and
political cooperation in the post-Soviet space.

Some positions in the Strategy were already outdated at the
moment of its adoption. For example, the need to develop “Rus-
sia’s position with regard to the defence identity of the European
Union” (1.5), in addition to the ritual mentioning of the need to
create a counter-balance to “NATO-centrism in Europe”, which
caused a negative reaction among European observers29, assumes
“the development of political and military contacts with the West-
ern-European Union”. It should be remembered that according
to the decisions of the EU summit in Cologne (June 1999), the
WEU was soon to crease to exist as an institution. Also question-
able is the special emphasis on the role of the OSCE found in the
Strategy section on cooperation with the EU in the sphere of
security. The exaggerated attention to the organization which,
since the late 1990s has been more and more concentrated on
human rights and activities of democratic institutions that could
enter into conflict with some Russian interest (e.g. the situation
in the Chechen Republic, integration of Russia and Belarus), looks
a bit out of place.



SPECIAL FIIA - CARNEGIE MOSCOW CENTER REPORT 2003 43

Strategy and strategies

In addition, the Strategy contains numerous stylistic errors
and vague formulations, frequently intentional. Therefore it is
quite difficult to identify the primary goals which the Russian
diplomacy is going to pursue in Europe. Nevertheless, we can
still identify some tactical tasks. Moscow would like:

· To use relations with the EU for Russia’s accelerated accession
to the WTO and to obtain EU concessions in the accession talks;

· To hammer a wedge between Europe and the USA, this time
through cooperation with the EU in the sphere of the CFSP;

· To limit the EU’s presence in the CIS;
· To defend the role of the OSCE as the main institution of

European security;
· To secure the opening of the European market for Russian

exports; termination of antidumping procedures, and recogni-
tion by the EU of Russia’s market economy status;

· To expand the network of Russian-European institutions of
cooperation, including those at a high level;

· To increase exports of nuclear materials to the EU; preserve
positions in the Central and Eastern European countries; and
ensure involvement in a number of European nuclear projects;

· To secure a partial debt write-off or restructuring by EU coun-
tries;

· To expand EU programmes of technical assistance; and di-
rect a significant part of TACIS resources to the restructuring of
the Russian banking system;

· To receive maximum benefit from EU enlargement while
avoiding the associated  political and material costs;

· To agree with the EU on the development of the Kaliningrad
Oblast after EU enlargement.



44 SPECIAL FIIA - CARNEGIE MOSCOW CENTER REPORT 2003

Rethinking the Respective Strategies of Russia and the European Union

Implementing the Strategy

As we have already noted, the Russian Strategy, as well as the
majority of programmatic foreign policy documents, is formu-
lated in such a manner that practically any Russian action in the
European direction can be viewed as an effort to implement Strat-
egy provisions.30 At the same time, to determine the extent to
which the Strategy guided Russia’s policy with regard to the EU
after 1999, the actual scale of its implementation is only possible
in a wider context of  Russian foreign policy and reforms at home.
Therefore, for the purposes of such an analysis, it is necessary to
compare positions of the Strategy and other programmatic docu-
ments, as well as top-level statements and practical steps taken by
the Russian authorities.

Besides, unlike the Common Strategy of the EU, the Russian
document is intended for a much longer period of time – 10 years.
Therefore, in spite of the fact that more than three years have
passed since the moment of its official coming into force, the
remaining time span can be considered by Russian official struc-
tures as sufficient for implementing the objectives, which had
remained unresolved by the spring of 2003.

It must also be noted that from the moment of Putin’s so-
called foreign policy “revolution” (autumn 2001) until the time
of writing (February 2003) Russia has not adopted any program-
matic document at an official level confirming the change of the
Kremlin’s foreign policy paradigm towards rapprochement with
the West. In this sense, the annual State of the Nation addresses of
the President of the Russian Federation to the Federal Assembly
can be regarded as the only serious source. For example, in the
2001 address, Vladimir Putin called the course of integration with
Europe “one of the key directions of [Russian] foreign policy”.31 In
the 2002 address, the need for integration with Europe and for-
mation of a single economic space are defined as the main tasks in
the European direction.32 It is necessary to take into account the
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fact that Russia’s new foreign policy agenda and the format of its
mutual relations with the West after 9/11 resulted, to a large
extent, from the personal decisions, statements and actions of
the head of state.

When speaking about how successful the work to implement
the Strategy has been so far, one can say that the most important
achievements of Russia include, without doubt, the following:
(a) official recognition by the European Union of the market
status of the Russian economy; (b) in the field of political dia-
logue, after the events of 9/11 a mechanism of monthly meetings
between the EU Political and Security Committee Troika and
Russia was established to discuss issues of crisis prevention and
settlement.33 At the same time, the initiative of the Strategy on
the creation of a mechanism of annual meetings between the head
of the Russian government and the President of the European
Commission has not yet been implemented.

The most frustrating results were those of implementation of
the last section of the Medium-Term Strategy concerning inter-
nal implementation mechanisms. Of all the directions listed here,
relative success has been achieved only in the field of reviewing
draft legislative acts of the Russian Federation for compliance
with the 1994 PCA. In fact, the creation of such supervising mecha-
nisms only became possible due to the results of the TACIS re-
form between 1999 and 2000. After the TACIS  reform, the prob-
lem of coordination of the national programme was assigned to
the Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, producing
an additional bureaucratic resource. As for the objectives listed
in paragraph 12.3 of the section, none of them has been imple-
mented.34

I will now elaborate on the objectives which, according to the
Strategy, Russia is expected to address. In spite of the above-men-
tioned span of time remaining until the official expiration of the
Strategy,  it is already possible to assess progress in attaining the
objectives stipulated by the Strategy.
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WTO. So far, Russia has not managed to obtain any conces-
sions from the European Union on key issues in the negotiations,
including internal energy pricing, magnitude of support to the
agrarian sector, restrictions on the presence of Europeans in the
Russian insurance and banking market, and in the telecoms sec-
tor. Closer to the end of 2002, European partners gave Russian
negotiators an unpleasant surprise35 by addressing their claims
concerning continued closeness of the Russian services market,
state support for agriculture, low prices for energy, and high
rates of customs duties on imported cars and planes directly to
the vice-premier of the Russian government, Alexei Kudrin.36

Military-political sphere. The European Union has supported,
and Russia has recognized, NATO’s eastward enlargement. Co-
operation between Russia and the EU in the sphere of defence
and security is limited to a high level of political dialogue, albeit
(after 9/11) in a more systematized form. While the anti-terror-
ist campaign was being waged, the OSCE continued to degener-
ate and Russia did not put forward a single serious initiative de-
signed to breath life into that organization.

CIS. Over the past three years, the European Union has not
been able to achieve any considerable expansion of its presence in
the states of the western part of the CIS. At the same time, in
October 2002, the European Council and Brussels approved
launching the development of the “New Neighbourhood” Con-
cept of the EU’s future relations with Belarus, Moldova and
Ukraine. It was later supplemented by the related Communica-
tion from the European Commission.37

Opening of the European market. The most appreciable re-
sult of Russian activities in this direction was the official recogni-
tion by the EU of Russia’s market economy status. However, the
amendments prepared in the summer and autumn of 2002 by the
European Commission will uphold all existing anti-dumping
tariffs on a dozen Russian export commodities, including steel,
aluminium, and fertilizers.38 Moreover, in the opinion of leading
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Russian observers, even after the market-economy  status had
been formally granted, “the European Community, <…>, is de-
termined to find covert ways to help close the European markets for
Russian goods”. 39 For the past three years,  Russia has not been
able to occupy any visible place in the European market for nu-
clear power generation products.40

Institutions of cooperation. In a certain sense, Russia has
managed to expand the network of permanent institutions of
cooperation with the EU. At the 2001 summits, a decision was
made to create several institutions and hold monthly meetings
on pressing issues of international security. (Joint High-Level
Group to elaborate the concept of a Common European Eco-
nomic Area, High-Level Committee on Energy Cooperation,
joint Parliamentary Committee of the European Parliament and
the Russian Duma. At the October 2001 Summit it was agreed
that the Troika of the Political and Security Committee would
meet with the Russian Ambassador to the EU on a monthly basis
to discuss ongoing international issues.) At the same time, the
initiative in the Strategy on carrying out regular meetings at the
level of Chairman of the Government of the Russian Federation-
President of the European Commission is yet to be implemented.

In the financial sphere the question of writing off or seriously
restructuring Russian external debts to EU countries has been
taken off the agenda for internal political reasons. In addition to
the fact that right at the beginning of the Putin presidency the
European partners led Russia to understand that no debt write-
off would be possible, the new regime in the Kremlin finds it
politically beneficial to consistently repay debts, all the more so
since high world energy prices make such repayment possible.

As for the desirable expansion of EU technical assistance pro-
grammes, one can say that the Russian authorities have managed
to achieve some changes here. First, state control over TACIS
funds distribution was considerably amplified after the core co-
ordination role had been assigned to the Russian Ministry of
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Economic Development and Trade.41 Second, the TACIS pro-
gramme in Russia as a whole has been reoriented to support the
reforms carried out by the Russian government. The estimated
TACIS budget for 2003 provides only 16 % out of the total amount
of grants (94 million euros) for the development of civil society,
education and training. Thus, all other funds should go to sup-
port governmental initiatives.42 Based on the experience of re-
forms during the past two years, the substantiation of the need to
cooperate with the Russian government looks very questionable:

“[the Russian government] consistently carries out reform programmes
in the field of natural monopolies (electric power industry, fuel and
energy sector, gas sector, railways and telecommunications), advancing
market principles for the purposes of providing additional support to
economically viable activities”.43

At the same time, the objective to direct TACIS funds to the
restructuring of the Russian banking system (Strategy: 4.1) was
not possible to attain. The TACIS Indicative Programme for 2002-
2003 states in no uncertain terms that:

“Russian agencies should be engaged in questions of restructuring of
banks and enterprises. In the conditions of active growth of private
consulting companies it will gradually become necessary to discontinue
direct EU support to individual banks and companies “. 44

As for the benefits and losses of Russia resulting from the EU
eastward enlargement it is difficult to assess how successful the
Russian policy has been. There exists a well-grounded point of
view that Russia will benefit from granting the most favoured
nation treatment (MFN) to the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. Besides, the majority of EU tariffs are lower than in can-
didate countries. At the same time, representatives of the Russian
government are inclined to see the situation differently. Accord-
ing to the Deputy Minister of Economic Development and Trade,
Maxim Medvedkov, Russia “will face big problems because coun-
tries joining the EU will be obliged to apply import tariffs starting
from the joining date”. According to Medvedkov’s assessments,
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“losses resulting from the fact that current import tariffs of Eastern,
Central European and Baltic countries are relatively low in com-
parison with the EU levels may amount to about 200 million dollars
a year”.45

The most disputed relations between Russia and the EU con-
cern ground transit of Russian citizens to Kaliningrad and back
after the Lithuanian Republic joins the EU. Russia has not man-
aged to conclude with Brussels a separate agreement on Kalinin-
grad, although at the Brussels summit of November 11, 2002 the
parties adopted a Joint Statement on Kaliningrad Transit. Nei-
ther Russia nor the European Union has made much progress in
resolving much more pressing problems in the social and eco-
nomic development areas.

What went wrong with the implementation
of the Russian Medium-Term Strategy?

Despite the fact that the Russian Medium-Term Strategy offers
an opportunity to interpret almost any foreign policy action
(even one not directly connected to it) in an effort to implement
the Strategy, during the first three years of its implementation
Russia has not been able to make much progress in attaining the
proclaimed objectives. As for the exceptions on the list of non-
realized objectives of Moscow’s European policy, they are either
connected to the generic radical changes in the Russian security
policy after 9/11 (the creation of a mechanism of political con-
sultations with the EU), or result from tactical changes in the EU
policy on Russia (TACIS reform, Russia’s market economy sta-
tus).

The reason for this state of affairs is most likely that the Strat-
egy proved to be inadequate for the developments in the Euro-
pean policy and economy. In the military-political sphere, the
primary goals of the Strategy were defined based on foreign policy
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principles of the previous period, and cooperation with the EU
was assigned the role of an auxiliary tool in the implementation
of other, more global objectives – opposition to the USA and
NATO. After Moscow had decided on adopting the tactical route
to cooperation with the USA, the interest in Europe diminished
considerably. In the economic field, the moderate, integrationist
objectives of the Strategy contradicted strong protectionist ten-
dencies inside Russia, or conflicted with the interests of EU mar-
ket development.

Conclusions and revision scenarios

The Medium-Term Strategy became the first consolidated docu-
ment designed to define Russia’s policy concerning the European
Union. Despite its rather indistinct style, the Strategy, neverthe-
less, symbolizes a qualitative shift in the perception of the EU by
the Russian diplomacy, and the emergence of a unified approach
to relations with Europe. In comparison to Moscow’s previous
position, which all but ignored the EU as an independent actor
and partner, the emergence of a document like this was extremely
important and even gives reason for cautious optimism about
the possible evolution of the Russian policy.

The Medium-Term Strategy reflects the process of formation
of a new consensus vision of the national foreign policy by the
Russian political and economic elites. This consensus was gener-
ated at the end of the Yeltsin period and, with some corrective
amendments, defines the foreign policy practice of President
Putin. Russia’s policy concerning the European Union is a part of
that consensus. Changes in Russian priorities in the sphere of
national security exert minimal influence on the substance of the
agenda of relations with the EU as an economic player.

The Medium-Term Strategy reflects the general uncertainty of
the Kremlin’s current policy, which aims to combine a regime of
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“controlled democracy” inside the country with a rapproche-
ment with the West in the military-political and economic areas.
Such a policy does not assume a restriction of Russia’s sovereign
rights in the international arena, which would become an inevi-
table consequence of economic integration with the European
Union.

The Medium-Term Strategy illustrates the modern vision
shared by the Russian ruling circles of European integration proc-
esses and Russia’s place in Europe. The Russian elites still do not
have an adequate picture of the character of European integra-
tion and the role of the European Union, or of the possible con-
sequences for Russia of the EU’s evolution. Moscow also underes-
timates the strategic consequences of rapprochement with the
EU under the formula “to share everything but institutions”, on
which both the effective PCA, and planned  Common European
Economic Space are based. Recognizing in practice the opportu-
nity for the further rapprochement of Russian and European
legislation, Moscow nevertheless expects to retain all its sover-
eign rights. At the same time, the main practical aim of the Strat-
egy was to demonstrate to the European Union Moscow’s atti-
tude towards the whole spectrum of problems of mutual con-
cern. Such a demonstration, undoubtedly, was provoked by an
exercise in the application of the qualified majority procedure in
the sphere of common foreign policy, which the EU carried out
in the summer of 1999. Therefore, the Russian Strategy is an ele-
ment of reactive behaviour, typical of Moscow’s foreign policy in
the 1990s.

Finally, the Russian Medium-Term Strategy is a document that
is entirely incompatible with its European “counterpart” – the
Common EU Strategy of July 1999 on Russia. At the same time,
these two documents share a common orientation to the existing
PCA as a recognized programme of rapprochement for the me-
dium term that includes the creation of a free trade zone – EU-
Russia.
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Nevertheless, these two binding links are now being questioned.
First, in Russia the possibility and even the desirability of a PCA
revision is being confirmed at the highest level.46 Second, during
several Russia-EU summits the agenda of mutual relations was
complemented by ambitious energy dialogue projects  and the
future creation of the Common European Economic Space.47 The
latter development will, apparently, require Russia to adopt the
lion’s share of European legislation known as the acquis commu-
nitaire. At the same time, Russia is already inclined to react sharply
enough to EU actions which somehow restrain its economic or
political sovereignty. In turn, the EU has serious reasons to be-
lieve that its emerging strategy in relation to Russia and, in the
medium term, with Belarus and Ukraine, will be based on the
principle of sharing everything but institutions.48 EU relations
with countries of the European Free Trade Area and Switzerland
represent the closest analogy of such policy. In practice, it means
that new partners of the EU will be compelled to adopt the acquis
communitaire practically in full. Thus, even EU partners in the
European Economic Area (Norway, Iceland, Liechtenstein) are
deprived of a formal opportunity to participate in the develop-
ment of European legal norms beyond the “pre-drafting” stage.49

The strategic course to full preservation of Russia’s sovereign
rights and, simultaneously, deepening cooperation with the Eu-
ropean Union which, in the unanimous opinion of Moscow and
Brussels, does not mean Russia’s inclusion into, or association
with the EU, may result in a very unstable and crisis-prone situa-
tion. The state of affairs, when the EU remains a unique source of
law for the common economic space, and Russia has to adopt the
EU legislation, would be rather unstable strategically for two
reasons. First, it contradicts Russia’s need and desire to act as a
fully sovereign international player that is not only underlined
within the national foreign policy documents but is also a funda-
mental part of “Putin’s Russia project”. Second, this will create a
huge democracy deficit in Russia-EU cooperation and even make
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the entire Russia-Europe project illegitimate. Although at present
neither Russian nor European executives need to take Russian
parliamentary bodies seriously, their role can increase in the fu-
ture. Therefore, the most important objectives are to strike a
balance between the partners’ economic integration and politi-
cal independence. Such a balance could form the basis for a for-
mal legal framework of mutual relations between Russia and
Europe, of which the Russian Medium-Term Strategy of 1999 is a
part.

The prospect of the Russian authorities’ revising, in the fore-
seeable future, the Medium-Term Strategy of mutual relations
with the EU, is rather poor. There are at least two reasons for
that: first, it is still seven more years before the 1999 Strategy
formally expires, and the spectrum of the objectives included in
it is quite wide. It allows the use of  the existing Strategy, at least
until the country formally accedes to the WTO. Second, the Strat-
egy was never a foreign policy programme of actions in the literal
sense of the word. The opposite outcome appears more likely –
unexpected results of Russia’s foreign policy activity in Europe
have already been considered post factum as examples of Strategy
implementation. In this connection, the practical importance of
recommendations on revisions of the document in question, un-
like the results of similar exercises with the Common EU Strategy
on Russia, is rather insignificant.

At the same time, development of relations between Russia
and the European Union, and also the expected revision, even
cosmetic, of the Common EU Strategy on Russia assume the pos-
sibility of revisions in the Russian document as well. The experi-
ence of adoption of the Medium-Term Strategy of 1999 as an
answer to the Common EU Strategy makes it possible to assume
that Moscow still cannot leave a European action without a reac-
tion. Therefore, after the new version of the Common EU Strat-
egy is approved, it will be possible to expect a similar move on the
part of Russia as well. In the current circumstances one can con-
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sider three highly probable development scenarios of the Rus-
sian policy on the European front, which will be reflected in the
substance of the Strategy.

Scenario  1. “Groundhog Day”
The likeliest scenario.  The main obstacle to successful implemen-
tation of the integration model of Russian-European relations is
the political economy of Russia. Incompatibility between the
Russian capitalism of 2003 and EU requirements is obvious
enough, but the bureaucratic logic demands that the relations be
substantiated by new binding documents. Russia, in turn, can-
not guarantee compliance.

The CEES concept will be based on the principle of rapproche-
ment of the legislation, i.e. partial acceptance by Russia of the
acquis communitaire. As they did prior to the signing of the PCA-
94, Russian authorities do not give enough serious thought to
the prospects of the new agreement’s implementation. The vi-
cious circle familiar from PCA history will be repeated: commit-
ments – non-performance – claims. Events may take a similar
course if the EU does not demonstrate a consistent enough posi-
tion at negotiations on Russia’s accession to the WTO. All this
would result in political instability of relations and sporadic con-
flicts.

If this scenario becomes a reality, there will be no need to in-
troduce serious substantial changes into the Strategy. It will be
possible simply to remove from the text the most out-of-date
and inadequate realities (the mention of the Common EU Strat-
egy-99, some softening of the anti-American rhetoric, Russia’s
market economy, cooperation with the deceased WEU, some
questions of EU eastward enlargement), and to replace the pro-
visions dealing with the Free Trade Area. On the whole, it is quite
probable that the new version of the Strategy will be based on
three “whales”: cooperation in the sphere of security, the CEES,
and energy dialogue. Thus, the  role of the PCA as an “obsolete”
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document will be reduced, especially in the context of Russia’s
accession to the WTO.

Scenario 2. “Gas in exchange for sausages”
Less likely than the first variant. This scenario assumes the tough-
ening of the Russian stance vis-à-vis the European Union. Russian
authorities are fully aware of the strategic danger of rapproche-
ment with the EU based on the integration model, and they are
increasingly annoyed with the interference by the EU in Russian
internal affairs. The most contentious issues are negotiations on
WTO accession, the problem of the Chechen Republic and hu-
man rights, and the rights of foreign investors.

In this case, the following changes may be introduced into the
text of the Strategy: (a) formalization of the “strategic partner-
ship” concept with an emphasis on the sovereign role of Russia,
and a more distinct statement of constraints for integration with
an emphasis on the greater degree of political and economic self-
sufficiency of Russia; (b) deletion from the Strategy of  moderate
integrationist positions and their replacement with more “prag-
matic” objections of developing trade in a number of sectors; (c)
elimination of obsolete positions (see Scenario 1).

Scenario 3. The realistic purposes
The best and least likely variant of developments. Russia must
receive maximum opportunities to participate in the develop-
ment of the legal parameters of the future pro-integration asso-
ciation with the European Union. The question about the insti-
tutional form of such an association (be it a free trade area (FTA)
or the Common European Economic Space (CEES)) remains
open. The optimal scenario assumes gradual acceptance by Rus-
sia of four basic freedoms of the EU – free movement of goods,
services, capital and people. For that, Russia will have to adopt a
significant share of the already effective EU laws, and to abide by
those that will be accepted by Europeans in the future.
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As Dmitry Trenin rightly noted, “Russians have a happy ability
to adopt another people’s experience if it proves to be more effective
that the national experience, but they are very sensitive to the pros-
pect of losing political sovereignty”.50 It is difficult not to agree with
this statement. Its correctness finds excellent confirmation in the
most successful example of Western-style modernization of Rus-
sia during Peter the Great’s reforms in the early 18th century. But
at the same time, the specificity of any advanced cooperation
with the European Union will require that Russia really surren-
ders a significant share of its sovereign rights first in the sphere of
economic regulation (partial adoption of the acquis commu-
nitaire), and then and in areas – justice and internal affairs, and
security – that represent the fundamental rights and duties of a
sovereign state. The aforesaid means that while reflecting on pros-
pects of rapprochement, both Russia and the European Union
should pay attention to how they could make their relations po-
litically sustainable. Otherwise, a conflict between the inte-
grationist logic of relations and the state sovereignty of Russia
becomes inevitable.

The CEES concept as an advanced form of cooperation is ex-
pected to be adopted at the 2003 Russia-EU summit in the au-
tumn. Nevertheless, unclear prospects for Russia’s accession to
the WTO, and PCA implementation failures make it possible to
assume that the parties still have enough time for detailed devel-
opment of legal parameters of the common economic space
within the framework of the idea of a Wider Europe. The new
edition of the Strategy could be directed precisely at protecting
Russia’s legitimate rights in the CEES or FTA context.

First of all, it will have to become a more focused document.
Many purely ritual positions must disappear from the text, as
must the objectives, which are not connected to the planned CEES
or FTA parameters. Second, the Strategy should become not only
a formal, but also a motivated and argued answer to the ambi-
tious EU agenda. As a matter of fact, real compatibility between
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the Russian and European documents must be achieved. By the
way, consultations on the latter issue could begin right now –
within the framework of the Patten-Khristenko consultations on
the CEES, and EU preparations for revision of its Strategy. Third,
the Strategy must accurately describe the design of the institu-
tional basis of relations in the CEES or FTA frameworks, which
would be acceptable to both Russia and the European Union.
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What went right with the EU’s
Common Strategy on Russia?

Hiski Haukkala

Introduction

It has become commonplace to argue that the European Union
has largely failed in its aspirations towards forging a Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). It is often said that although
the CFSP machinery is good at producing declarations, it is rather
useless when it comes to adopting and implementing actual poli-
cies that would have an impact on the outside world. As a result,
the EU is seen as an economic giant, which despite its vast poten-
tial sadly remains a political pygmy that “pulls its punches below
its weight”.

Although it is all well and good to criticize the fledgling CFSP
by examining it through, for example, a capability-expectation
gap1 lens or dwelling on its other numerous shortcomings, it can
also be argued that perhaps it is the research community itself
that has been erroneous in their premises. At times it seems that
the expectations have been highest on the part of scholars and it

This article has greatly benefited from the fruitful discussions during the “Re-
thinking the Respective Strategies of Russia and the European Union” seminar at
the Finnish Institute of International Affairs, on 31 January 2003. I want to
thank Stephan De Spiegeleire and Arkady Moshes in particular for helpful discus-
sions. This article also draws on a host of interviews in Brussels and in Helsinki in
November 2002 and January 2003. I want to thank Diego De Ojeda, Carl Hartzell,
Ari Heikkinen, Jukka Leskelä, Marc Otte and Antti Turunen for sharing their
thoughts about the peculiriaties of the EU-Russian relationship with me. The
article was written in February 2003.
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has been in the pages of journals and books that the shortcom-
ings of the CFSP have been felt most acutely. By comparison, the
practitioners on the EU side seem to be more at ease with the
restrictions of the “European foreign policy”. It is, after all, a
product of their own making.

But how does one measure success or failure in the case of the
CFSP; and how to discern what went ‘right’ (and ‘wrong’) as the
title of this article suggests? Is it viable to look at the expectations
and then compare them with the capabilities that the EU pos-
sesses, as Christopher Hill has suggested? But who are the actors
that are directing expectations at the Union, and what are those
expectations? And are they relevant from the point of view of
assessing the track record of the Common Strategy on Russia
(CSR)? We also have to ask, whose expectations should be exam-
ined? The external actors that might have a set of demands to-
wards the Union but who ultimately might have only little or no
leverage over how the EU develops its policies? Or should we
look at the member state expectations as, after all, they are the
ones who are calling the shots when it comes to the form and
substance of the CFSP?

Indeed, these are not easy questions. Knud Erik Jørgensen has
suggested that it is not wise to look at either internal or external
factors alone when drawing conclusions about the EU’s interna-
tional successes or failures: rather one should seek to do both.2

This starting point implies that it is not sufficient to merely
analyze the stated aims of the Union (i.e. engage in textual analy-
sis in order to find out what the aims of the European Union
policy – in this case the CSR – are) and then to compare them to
the EU’s track record in the field of international politics in order
to separate success from failure. According to Jørgensen, that
would be problematic for two reasons: firstly, the actual content
of a policy may change although the name and substance remain
the same (for example in the case of former Yugoslavia). And
secondly, the policy, even if pursued energetically and consist-
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ently, might have unintended and negative consequences result-
ing in a de facto failure of that very policy.3

Therefore, in order to understand what the Common Strat-
egy on Russia is really about – and how best to assess its track
record so far – it is imperative that it is examined in the right
context. The main argument in this article is that it is meaning-
less to analyze the document against a set of abstract notions,
such as how “strategic” the document has proved to be, or whether
it has been able to insert a certain measure of coherence into the
EU’s relations with Russia or not. Instead, it is important to take
a closer look at the political and institutional context within
which it was adopted in the first place. This is, however, only one
side of the coin. It is also important to take a glance at the exter-
nal factors, how the EU policy on Russia has been working. The
other contributors in this publication do this, but the impact of
EU policies on Russia should, of course, also be assessed in the EU
context. Therefore, the analysis put forward in this article comes
in two stages: first the adoption of common strategies in general
and the CSR in particular are discussed. Then the performance of
the CSR to date is analyzed. The first conclusion of the article will
be that the CSR, and the EU’s policy on Russia, have fallen prey
to the very danger that Jørgensen has warned the analysts about:
that the content of the policy might change halfway through,
although the name and the substance of the document have re-
mained unaltered. The second will be that the current CSR with
all its problems and various shortcomings reflects the common
will of the member states and therefore any dramatic improve-
ments in the content or the performance of the document are
unlikely in the near future.
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The first Common Strategy on Russia4

Negotiating common strategies in Amsterdam
The Treaty of Maastricht stipulated that an intergovernmental
conference (IGC) should convene in 1996 to ponder the work-
ings of the Treaty on European Union and make amendments
where necessary. By the time of the IGC, one of the sectors where
the shortcomings of the Treaty had become most painfully clear
was the CFSP.5 The new provisions had been put to the test in the
tumultuous events of the dissolving Yugoslavia, where the CFSP
and the member states had failed spectacularly. One of the big-
gest stumbling blocks on the road to a coherent EU foreign policy
had been the rigid decision-making procedure in the Council,
which was based on strict unanimity. There existed a widespread
consensus, especially among CFSP scholars, that the unanimity
principle had led to constant delays in the decision-making proc-
ess, while the decisions which were finally taken were usually wa-
tered down to the lowest common denominator.6

Thus it was obvious from the beginning of the IGC that the
development of a more coherent and effective CFSP would be
high on the agenda. The CFSP provisions that were to be re-
viewed in the 1996 IGC revolved around the problems of how
best to analyze the international events that required EU action,
how to plan that action, how to take decisions on the action and
how to implement those decisions effectively. These contentious
issues were transformed on the IGC agenda into concrete ques-
tions of whether or not the member states should (i) establish a
Policy Unit, (ii) appoint a High Representative for the CFSP, (iii)
merge the Western European Union (WEU) into EU structures,
and (iv) whether or not the decision-making procedures should
be streamlined by injecting the CFSP with increased scope for
flexibility. The debate over increased flexibility revolved mainly
around constructive abstention and an increase in the use of quali-
fied majority voting (QMV).7
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At the start of the IGC there were roughly two opposing camps
to be found concerning the extension of qualified majority vot-
ing: Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Italy and
Austria were in favour of increasing majority voting, whereas the
others remained sceptical.8 Of those member states that were
opposed to the injection of QMV, France, Greece, Portugal and
especially the United Kingdom9 were most adamantly against
the reforms.10

The original positions remained virtually intact throughout
the IGC with very little headway being made in the matter. How-
ever, by the spring of 1997 the IGC was running out of time. A
solution had to be found, which would allow QMV to be ‘sneaked’
into the CFSP in such a manner that even the British Govern-
ment could accept it. It is against this background that the French
proposal of March 1997 of “common strategies” has to be exam-
ined as a compromise tailored in order to facilitate the almost
irreconcilable British and German interests while protecting the
French prerogatives at the same time.

The French proposal, which was strongly backed by Germany,
included a stronger role for the European Council in the CFSP
through the formulating of new common strategies, which would
be decided on a geographical basis for areas of importance to the
European Union. In addition, the common strategies would set
out “objectives, duration and means to be used by the member
states and the European Community.”11

The question of decision-making procedures was at the heart
of the common strategy concept from the very beginning. The
French proposed that the common positions on the basis of com-
mon strategies would be taken by qualified majority voting. Ini-
tially, however, the adoptability of QMV in the realm of joint
actions was somewhat unclear in the minds of the French. This
ambiguity was enforced by several other member states, which
were rather reluctant to accept QMV in adopting joint actions.12

On the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the Treaty of Rome
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in Campidoglio on 25 March, the Dutch Presidency tabled a re-
port on the IGC where it formally proposed a distinction be-
tween general policy guidelines decided by the European Coun-
cil through unanimity, and decisions for implementing these
guidelines that the Council might take through QMV. QMV
would thus be enabled only under the common strategies and
decisions affecting defence or  would be decided unanimously
where there were military implications.13

At this juncture, the French proposal for “general and strate-
gic guidelines” for the CFSP on the basis of which common posi-
tions and joint actions would be adopted “if not systemically by
qualified majority, at least in most cases”14 was welcomed by the
majority of the member states. However, the Conservative Gov-
ernment of the United Kingdom presented the toughest opposi-
tion for the concept, mainly criticizing the adoption of QMV in
the CFSP in the first place.15

In May there was a compromise on the usage of QMV in which
the concept was amended with the so-called “escape clause” or
“emergency break” where a member state “for reasons of national
policy” can prevent the voting from taking place.16 However, the
“escape clause” was not entirely unproblematic either as France
and Germany in particular wanted to pose at least some obsta-
cles to it. One proposal put forward for doing this was a clear
definition of what “vital interests” would entail.17 Another pro-
posal put forward by Germany was that when invoking its vital
interests, this would have had to be done by “the Head of Gov-
ernment, in writing and for specific reasons.”18 At the end of the
day, conceptualizing of this sort never took place and these open-
ings failed to show up in the final text of the Treaty.

On May 30 the Dutch Presidency circulated a preliminary draft
Treaty where all the final ingredients of common strategies were
already decided on: the European Council was to decide on com-
mon strategies unanimously on the recommendation of the
Council of Ministers. The common positions and joint actions
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adopted on the basis of common strategies were to be taken by
QMV. However, for “reasons of national policy” a member state
could veto the adoption of decisions for the implementation of
common strategies. All in all, the compromise had been reached
and the common strategy concept proved to be the only way,
which allowed the British government to accept qualified major-
ity for use in the implementation of the CFSP.19

In the Treaty of Amsterdam, the provision describing the com-
mon strategies reads:

“The European Council shall decide on common strategies to be imple-
mented by the Union in areas where the Member States have impor-
tant interests in common. Common strategies shall set out their objec-
tives, duration and means to be made available by the Union and the
Member States. The Council shall recommend common strategies to
the European Council and shall implement them, in particular by
adopting joint actions and common positions.” 20

First of all, the above passage makes it clear that the drafting
of the common strategies is intergovernmental by its very nature.
What is most striking in the provisions is that the role of the main
decision-making body, the Council, is reduced to that of recom-
mending and implementing common strategies. Instead, the Eu-
ropean Council is, for the first time, given a formal role in taking
decisions in the European Union. When the European Council
decides (unanimously) on common strategies this translates into
de facto increased intergovernmentalism in the CFSP.21

This point has been forcefully made by Simon Nuttall, who
has argued that the adoption of common strategies will result in
the tendency for the level of decision-making to move upwards as
“those Member States which are committed to the principle of
consensus will endeavour to make certain that the largest possi-
ble number of decisions are taken at the level of the European
Council, where that principle applies, and will exploit the re-
quirement that the common strategies must set out their objec-
tives, duration and means to ensure that as few details as possible



SPECIAL FIIA - CARNEGIE MOSCOW CENTER REPORT 2003 69

What went right with the EU’s Common Strategy on Russia?

are left for decision by QMV at the lower level.”22 This analysis
proved to be a correct one. As will be shown next, the drafting of
the first Common Strategy on Russia fell prey to the very ten-
dency that Nuttall was describing in 1997.

This basic weakness was reinforced by the fact that, in the Treaty
the content of the future common strategies is defined only in the
sense that they are to include their “objectives, duration and
means.” This is extremely vague wording indeed. It can be argued
that with only these formal guidelines in mind, the drafting of
the common strategies was effectively without any formal treaty-
based guidance.

The vagueness of these provisions stemmed from the nature of
the negotiations on common strategies. As was shown above, the
main object of arguments was the problem of qualified majority
voting. Otherwise, the common strategies seemed to be a rather
problem-free area in the negotiations. This ease, with which the
common strategy concept was adopted in the Treaty of Amster-
dam, had, however, a serious downside: the provisions on the
actual substance of the policy, besides those dealing with deci-
sion-making, were not particularly well thought out or discussed.
The main idea was to find a suitable compromise, which would
enable the injection of QMV into the CFSP. Once that had been
achieved, little time or energy was devoted to developing the
details of the new instrument.

Adopting the first Common Strategy on Russia
The notion of the profoundly ‘unstrategic’ nature of common
strategies has become a standard starting point for academic ex-
amination of the topic. For example, when writing about the
Common Strategy on the Mediterranean Region, Claire Spencer
has argued that the strategic shortcomings of the document are
due to the fact that the object of the policy is itself so diverse that
it was very difficult for the European Union to arrive at clear
priorities and uniform policies.23
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However, and curiously enough, the same problem is also to
be found in the other strategies that are of a bilateral nature.
Therefore the Common Strategy on Russia lacks the same strate-
gic qualities, as is the case also with the Common Strategy on
Ukraine.24

In the case of the CSR (as well as other common strategies no
doubt), the answer to the riddle is to be found not in the nature
of the object – be it Russia or the Mediterranean region – but in
that of the subject: the way common strategies have been drafted
so far has in effect precluded the emergence of strategically viable
documents. To prove this point, the adoption of the first Com-
mon Strategy on Russia is briefly introduced in the following.

The economic and political crisis of August 1998 in Russia acted
as a wake-up call for the European Union and the preparations
for the drafting of the first Common Strategy on Russia were
started in the aftermath of the crisis. During the autumn of 1998,
the Council of Ministers instructed COREPER to prepare a
progress report on the development of “comprehensive policy
towards Russia.” The resultant report was a comprehensive sur-
vey of the challenges facing the European Union in Russia with
the main emphasis placed on the effects of the recent economic
crisis. The main conclusion of the report can be summed up as a
realization of the multi-faceted nature of problems in Russia,
plus the fact that an effective EU response requires a multidimen-
sional policy, which takes into account all the aspects of  Russian
reality as well.25

The report was presented in December 1998 to the Vienna
European Council, which decided on the preparation of com-
mon strategies on Russia, Ukraine, the Mediterranean region
and the Balkans, on the “understanding that the first common
strategy will be on Russia.”26 The drafting of the Common Strat-
egy on Russia was to be left to the German Presidency in the first
part of  1999.

From the start of the German Presidency the negotiations were
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overshadowed by uncertainty over the precise nature of the com-
mon strategy concept. As was discussed earlier, the wording to be
found in the Amsterdam Treaty is vague and did not offer a very
good starting point for drafting actual strategies. Thus it came as
no surprise that some voices emerged arguing that the Common
Strategy on Russia faced the risk of becoming a shopping list of
grand political ideas without anything specific to back them up.
France in particular demanded that the member states should
embark on a detailed debate on what the common strategy should
really be about. The German Presidency, however, insisted that
such detailed considerations would only slow down the process
unnecessarily.27 In general, the differences between the German
and French approaches can be summed up as Germany wanting
a broadly agreed framework within which QMV could be used,
whereas France wanted to limit the use of QMV within the
boundaries of a clearly defined common strategy document.

The drafting of the CSR was beset by two major problems:
financial resources to be allocated on implementing the strategy
and the decision-making procedures used in agreeing about its
implementation. From the start there was a budding consensus
between the member states and the Commission that the coop-
eration with Russia should not be given any new resources in the
common strategy. The southern member states in particular ar-
gued that Russia, together with the eastern enlargement, were
already consuming too large a share of the scarce EU resources.

Moreover, some southern member states were afraid that the
possibility of QMV could be extended to areas where it did not
belong. The issue was raised because of the vague wording to be
found in the Amsterdam Treaty, which stipulates that QMV is to
be used when adopting joint actions, common positions or tak-
ing any other decision on the basis of a common strategy.28

The issue where the problems of money and decision-making
collided was that of the European Investment Bank’s (EIB) role
in the implementation of the Common Strategy on Russia. The
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EIB did not have a mandate on granting loans to Russia. Even
today it has only a limited mandate agreed on a case-by-case
basis. However, the EIB statute states that the board of the bank
can on specific occasions grant loans to Russia. However, this is
possible only through a unanimous vote in which a representa-
tive from every member state has one vote. The fear that espe-
cially the Spanish representative voiced during the negotiations
was that the CSR could be used as a cover for ‘sneaking’ the pos-
sibility of qualified majority voting into the EIB as well and thus
de facto increasing the financial resources made available for co-
operation with Russia.

This problem was finally resolved by adopting a declaration
at the end of the document, which clearly stated that in the im-
plementation of the strategy only those common positions and
joint actions which fall within the scope of Title V of the TEU (i.e.
the CFSP) will be taken by QMV whereas other decisions will be
taken according to “the appropriate decision-making procedures
provided by the relevant provisions of the Treaties.”29 Thus, the
southern member states were finally assured that the EIB would
continue to grant loans to Russia only in unanimity.

The consensual result of the COREPER and Political Commit-
tee was presented to the General Affairs Council on May 17 1999,
which endorsed the draft to be presented at the Cologne Euro-
pean Council in June. The heads of state and government then
formally adopted the first Common Strategy on Russia almost
without discussion.

Assessing the performance of the first CSR

There is hardly any need for a detailed description or analysis of
the content of the CSR, as there are already a number of works on
the topic written from that angle.30 The possible problems in the
implementation of the CSR were also identified fairly early on.
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For example, Stephan De Spiegeleire has identified some central
weaknesses in the implementation of the CSR: the logical incon-
sistencies in the document and the unclear marching order be-
tween the CSR and the EU’s other instruments of Russian policy,
such as the PCA and the Tacis Programme.31 These problems and
shortcomings still apply and they have to be taken into account
when, and if, the strategy is revised.

In the following, an analysis of the CSR’s operation during its
first three years of existence (1999-2002) is nevertheless under-
taken. It is not presented chronologically (presidency by presi-
dency), but along thematic lines instead.

The overall performance of the CSR can be assessed in four
different dimensions, which can be drawn from the strategy docu-
ment itself. In Part II of the CSR, the document sets out four
“areas of action” that are to be a priority for the European Union
in its relationship with Russia: (i) Consolidation of democracy,
the rule of law and public institutions in Russia; (ii) integration
of Russia into a common European economic and social space;
(iii) cooperation to strengthen stability and security in Europe
and beyond; and (iv) common challenges on the European con-
tinent. In the following, the performance of the CSR and the
impact of EU policies and actions is briefly evaluated under these
four labels.32

Consolidation of democracy, the rule of law and public institu-
tions in Russia: This is a sector of influence and cooperation where
it is particularly hard to make an assessment of the CSR’s effec-
tiveness.33 In any case, the possible democratization of Russia is a
very slow process – too slow to be achieved during the four-year
period envisaged by the CSR. What is more, the events inside
Russia especially during the presidency of Vladimir Putin have
shown that the development inside the country in this respect is
not linear, to say the least, and that the efforts of external parties
in civil society building and grass-root democratization are not
always well received in the country. This is mainly due to the fact
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that democracy promotion unlike, for example, traditional eco-
nomic aid, touches upon the balance of power inside the coun-
try.34 This is a rather delicate issue in present-day Russia as dur-
ing the 1990s the country experienced serious strains on its inter-
nal cohesion and unity – an issue that is still largely to be re-
solved.35

Another factor to be taken into account is the amount of fi-
nancial resources that the European Union has been willing to
invest in democracy promotion in Russia. Officially, the so-called
Democracy Programme is a central element of the Tacis Pro-
gramme. The reality, however,  seems to be otherwise. An exami-
nation of allocated Tacis funds during 1991-1999 reveals that the
Democracy Programme received only a fraction of the overall
Tacis funding: only 240.85 out of 4,220.9 million euros (or 5.7
per cent) allocated for Tacis were used for the Democracy Pro-
gramme.36 There is a clear discrepancy between the rhetoric stress-
ing the importance of democracy promotion and the reality,
where it is rather hard to see what the actual impact of EU poli-
cies has been in this respect.37 Instead, it would seem that changes
in this sector within Russia are driven by endogenous factors,
and actors external to the country can exert only a marginal
impact on its development. As a result, Russia can at best be seen
as an electoral democracy, which still has a long way to go in
order to establish its credentials as a democratic country where
rule of law would be well established. In this respect, the aims of
the CSR do not seem to have been achieved, but it is worth re-
peating that the time span of the first CSR is not long enough to
allow for a serious analysis of the impact of EU policies in this
field.

 Integration of Russia into a common European economic and
social space: There have been some important developments in
this field since the adoption of the CSR. The “high-level policy-
dialogue” on economic issues envisaged by the CSR was realized
in the EU-Russia summit in May 2001 when the European Union
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and Russia launched a dialogue aimed at the establishment of a
“common European economic space” (CEES) between the Euro-
pean Union and Russia. The previous EU-Russia summit in Oc-
tober 2000 in Paris had already witnessed the start of another
high-level dialogue on energy issues. Both dialogues were estab-
lished largely on the EU’s initiative, and they still remain at rela-
tively early stages, making it hard to assess their significance in
achieving the stated goals of the CSR.

Of the two dialogues, the CEES process has attracted more
attention and publicity, although the energy dialogue would seem
to have a more substantial agenda with better prospects of pro-
ducing concrete results. One needs only to compare the reports
on the energy dialogue and the CEES presented to the EU-Russia
summit in Brussels in November 2002 in order to see that the
energy dialogue has resulted in a much more concrete agenda
compared to the CEES process.38 However, the fact that the rhe-
torically more grandiose CEES has stolen the limelight from the
energy dialogue should not come as a surprise. It seems to be a
central feature of the EU-Russian relationship that ambitious
rhetoric and high aims sideline the actual forms of cooperation
and concrete ‘achievables’.

Both the CEES and the energy dialogue rest on the contrac-
tual foundation laid out in the Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement (PCA) between the European Union and Russia. As a
process, they would seem to be attempts at generating a forward
momentum in a process of economic harmonization and legal
approximation that has so far been disappointing, to say the
least. In this respect, the CEES in particular seeks to ‘opera-
tionalize’ the rather monolithic and abstract obligation for Rus-
sia to harmonize its trade-related laws and rules with that of the
EU acquis – a task that Russia took upon itself when signing the
PCA in Corfu in June 1994.39 Therefore, the aim of the first part
of the CEES process (2001-03) is to agree on the “ultimate objec-
tives” of the actual work to be done under the auspices of the
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CEES.40

It is, however, important to note that for the time being it is
not the European Union that will play the central role in inte-
grating Russia into the system of free trade. At the moment, the
ongoing and admittedly difficult negotiations for Russia’s mem-
bership of the World Trade Organization (WTO) are the most
important factor in this respect.41 One can say that until Russia’s
WTO membership is clear, the prospects for the CEES and the
eventual free trade (FTA) between the EU and Russia are negligi-
ble. This is partly due to the fact that it is unlikely that Russia will
have enough qualified civil servants to run two parallel processes
that include intensive dialogue and negotiations of very techni-
cal issues of trade and economic cooperation.42 Also, the EU has
made this clear by arguing that the marching order is WTO mem-
bership first, and that only then will other institutional arrange-
ments in the field of economy be feasible. Simultaneously, the EU
has reiterated its willingness to support Russia’s bid for WTO
membership, as long as it is done according to the rules and regu-
lations of the Organization. The EU stance is understandable
and natural, as Russia’s eventual WTO membership would re-
quire the country to make a host of domestic reforms that would
automatically make Russia more compatible with the EU rules
and regulations as well, thus facilitating the creation of a CEES
and the possible FTA too. For example, two Russian scholars
have estimated that Russia has to make changes to about a thou-
sand laws and regulations in order to comply with WTO rules.43

This is a task that would make the CEES process with the EU
much easier in the future.

Cooperation to strengthen stability and security in Europe and
beyond: This is a sector of cooperation where the events have
clearly overtaken the original plans set out by the strategy docu-
ment. Although paying lip service to Russia’s importance to “last-
ing peace on the continent”, the CSR failed to develop a clear
understanding of how Russia’s role could in practical terms be
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facilitated. Rather, a tentative answer given to the challenge was
the usual EU one; that it shall be achieved within a “framework of
a permanent policy and security dialogue” that is to be further
developed with Russia.44

In reality, the understanding of the actual means through
which Russia is expected to make this contribution remained
rather shallow, at the level of a declaration of good intentions.
This is particularly so in the realm of military security where
there are no provisions for actual cooperation. Instead, the CSR
only contends that the EU is willing to consider “the participa-
tion of Russia when the EU avails itself of the WEU for missions
within the range of the Petersberg tasks.” Indeed, the lack of any
detail concerning the actual mechanisms for this cooperation
seems to testify to the fact that the member states could not agree
on the terms of actual Russian participation. This is, however,
hardly surprising, as the process of institutionalizing the Euro-
pean Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) was in its early stages at
the time of negotiating the CSR: the declaration of St. Malo was
only six months old, and the decisions of Helsinki, Nice and Laeken
were yet to be taken.

Since then, EU-Russian cooperation in the sphere of security
has assumed both qualitatively and quantitatively different char-
acters. The most important feature of this change is the security
dialogue launched at the EU-Russia summit in Paris in October
2000. Later on, in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of 11
September 2001, the dialogue has been given further impetus
and it has been institutionalized as Russia has been granted
monthly meetings between the COPS and the Russian Ambassa-
dor in Brussels.

Despite this positive momentum, the ties between the EU and
Russia especially in the field of the ESDP have remained strained.
So far, the whole creation of the ESDP has been rather inward
looking with most of the EU’s attention being paid to the muster-
ing of internal capabilities and institutional development. This
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has resulted in some problems at the level of EU-Russia interac-
tion: Although the emergence of the ESDP has stirred a lot of
positive Russian attention and initiatives, actual results have been
slow in coming.

There are three factors which explain the problems the EU
and Russia have faced in the development of closer ties in ESDP-
related activities. Firstly, after a brief period of rapid develop-
ment and high expectations between the Helsinki and Nice Euro-
pean Councils, the ESDP seems to have lost most of its own mo-
mentum. The problems the EU has faced in making the ESDP
operational have culminated in the useless, although eventually
resolved feud between the EU (i.e. Greece) and Turkey over the
right to borrow NATO assets in EU-led crisis-management op-
erations. Moreover, the “national reaction” that has been visible
in the aftermath of the terrorist strikes in September 2001 has
managed to seriously undermine European solidarity as well as
show Russia that dealing with the national capitals of especially
the “Big Three” (France, Germany and Great Britain) instead of
Brussels is the best avenue for dealings in the realm of security
policy.45 What is more, the internal EU disarray over the issue of
the US-led war against Iraq in the spring of 2003 has cast the idea
of any common foreign and security policy, let alone defence and
security policy, into serious doubt.

Secondly, and largely stemming from the first factor, serious
misunderstandings on both sides of the table hamper the devel-
opment of practical cooperation. For Russia, the ESDP is seen as
offering an avenue through which it can enhance its position and
capabilities as a security actor of the first rank in the emerging
European security architecture. Russia also wants the ESDP to be
clearly defined in terms of its geographical scope as well as the
range of different operations that can be undertaken under its
auspices. In addition, Russia wants to tie the activation of the
ESDP strictly into the UN and OSCE structures where Russia, of
course, will always have a veto on the application of force.46 And
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finally, Russia wants to have a stake in the decision-making when
it comes to deciding on ESDP operations.47

These are all things that the EU finds hard to accept, particu-
larly since the main point behind the whole ESDP exercise is to
establish the European Union as an independent actor in its own
right. Therefore, the cooperation in crisis-management between
the EU and Russia seems to be under a triple lock: the EU is nei-
ther capable nor willing to cooperate very closely at this stage
and where there might be avenues for joint action, mutual suspi-
cion spoils the game.

The ‘underdevelopment’ of the security relationship between
the European Union and Russia could  prove to be a source of
problems and complications in the future. This is so, because it is
Russia which has been the keener partner in developing a Euro-
pean security architecture that would ensure wide Russian par-
ticipation and influence in security matters. This has not, how-
ever, been on the cards at any stage on the EU’s part. Instead,
Russia has been offered “consultation” where it can voice its com-
plaints but does not have any real say over the decisions – the
very thing that Russia desperately needs; or at least needed until
the NATO-Russia Council started its operation.

But the problems have not only been political and ‘psycho-
logical’, they have also been institutional. The ESDP itself is far
from a finished product as it is still in its early stages of develop-
ment. When viewed from this perspective, Russia has been able
to use this opening to its advantage by securing a surprisingly
strong role in the ESDP machinery. The aforementioned monthly
meetings between the COPS and the Russian Ambassador are an
institutional novelty that no other third party, not even the
United States or the applicant countries, enjoys with the Euro-
pean Union.

The institutional underdevelopment poses problems as well.48

The problems that the EU has faced in making the ESDP opera-
tional have decreased Russia’s interest towards the whole project.
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It has become evident to Moscow that Europe has a long way to
go to a stand-alone defence policy that would be independent
from NATO and the United States. This has indeed dashed the
hopes put forth by Russia’s Mid-Term EU Strategy that the EU
could become an independent pole that could have a balancing
effect on the perceived US hegemony in the international sys-
tem.49

Although cooperation under the auspices of the ESDP has been
slow in the making, in other sectors of security, and especially in
the field of Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR), the EU has
been gaining in prominence during recent years. The issue has
gained increased importance in the aftermath of the events of 11
September 2001, and it has been the G-8 group of industrialized
countries that has taken the lead in this endeavour. The G-8 Sum-
mit organized in Kananaskis, Canada, in June 2002 adopted a
“G-8 Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and
Materials of Mass Destruction (WMD)”. The Partnership seeks
to develop a comprehensive and global approach to CTR aimed
at securing funding of $20 billion over the next decade. A large
part of the activities of the Partnership will concentrate on solv-
ing the multitude of WMD-proliferation-related threats and
problems that emanate from the Russian Federation.50

The European Union and its member states are expected to
play a major role in securing the funding as well as implementing
the projects. But it seems evident that the EU’s hands will be tied
until the close of the current budgetary period, which runs until
the end of 2006.51 However, for the most part of the 1990s, the EU
has already been engaged in activities vis-à-vis Russia that can be
seen as having clear significance in terms of CTR. As has been
shown in a comprehensive study by Burkard Schmitt et al., the
catalogue of planned and implemented projects is already im-
pressive, including a strong arsenal of projects dealing with the
Soviet nuclear, biological and chemical weapons legacy.52

And finally, common challenges on the European continent:
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There is a host of different themes enumerated under the rubric
of “common challenges” in the CSR. They are, however, all de-
rived from a conception that there is a growing interdependence
between the EU and Russia. The CSR mentions energy policies,
nuclear safety, and protection of the environment as well as the
fight against “common scourges”, such as organized crime, illegal
immigration, money laundering, and illegal trafficking in peo-
ple and in drugs.

In the Northern Dimension initiative (ND), the EU has adopt-
ed a special regional approach to tackling these issues with Rus-
sia. The Northern Dimension has, however, proved to be a rather
problematic policy for the European Union and rather than of-
fering a panacea to the multitude of “common challenges” be-
tween the EU and Russia, it has instead highlighted some core
problems in the way the EU conducts its external relations. Firstly,
it has revealed a growing ‘dimensionalization’ in the Union. Al-
though it is perhaps too simplistic to argue that there would be a
clear-cut North-South divide within the Union, it is evident that
the previous enlargements together with the present one do bring
increased diversity into the Union. This is unavoidable and in a
sense natural as the member states, both old and new, do of course
bring their own priorities and national interests to the common
table. The question that does emerge, however, is how these dif-
ferent sets of priorities can be made to fit together in the future
into an entity that would deserve the label “European foreign
policy”.

One of the biggest issues behind the divergence in member
state interest between these different dimensions will be the com-
petition for scarce (financial) resources in the external relations
of the European Union. There already seems to be a certain North/
East-South divide where the northern member states are eager to
increase spending in the North, whereas the southern member
states are naturally concerned with being sidelined in the future
use of funds, especially after the enlargement.53 In addition, ac-
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cording to a study conducted by the Trans-European Policy Studies
Association (TEPSA) in 1998, the southern member states per-
ceive the existence of a Northern Dimension as a potential threat
to their own national interests.54 As a consequence, the southern
member states have an interest, albeit an obstructive one, in the
ND: their main priority lies in curbing the importance of north-
ern issues on the European agenda when compared to the rela-
tive importance of the ‘southern dimension’.

In addition, the eastern enlargement seems to result in an emer-
gence of an ‘eastern dimension’ where the new eastern neighbours,
Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine will play a prominent role. To
date, Poland in particular has played an active role in promoting
the new dimension, and Warsaw has already made it clear that it
intends to advocate a policy for this ‘eastern dimension’.55 At the
beginning of 2003, well before its actual date of likely EU acces-
sion in May 2004, the Polish government presented its future EU
partners with a background paper outlining the content of the
‘eastern dimension’. According to news sources, the Poles used
the paper to argue the case for a new dimension by using vocabu-
lary essentially borrowed from the ND: the aim of the initiative
would be to “eradicate divisions between the enlarged Union and
its eastern neighbours” by promoting stability, security and pros-
perity in Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova and Russia. The main aim
of the new dimension would be to find a suitable compromise
that would meet the new neighbours’ demands for closer ties
with the EU while ensuring that actual EU membership would
not be on the cards. Although the official Polish rhetoric denies
any element of competition with the other dimensions – and
although some synergies can undoubtedly be identified – it is
evident that the ‘eastern dimension’ will only manage to acceler-
ate the competition for financial resources within the European
Union.56

Secondly, the Northern Dimension has blurred the clear de-
marcation between inside and outside in policy formulation and
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implementation within the European Union. The partner-ori-
entated approach in the ND has meant that the EU has been
required to allow outsiders’ (‘the partner countries’) views to
affect what its policies should entail in the North.57 This exter-
nalization of EU policy-making has proved to be problematic.
On the one hand, it has not been greeted with enthusiasm within
the EU, as it runs largely counter to the standard approach to
external relations where, particularly in the second pillar, it does
not want to prepare its policies in cooperation with its intended
‘objects’.58 The gradually diminishing role of the regional coun-
cils in the implementation of the initiative can be seen as a symp-
tom of the pervasiveness of this thinking. On the other hand,
there are also increasing signs that the EU door is not sufficiently
ajar to satisfy the outsiders either. Russia in particular has re-
peatedly voiced its frustration over its inability to influence the
policy-making in the Northern Dimension.59

Thirdly, the Northern Dimension injects EU external relations
with an entirely new logic, which requires a vastly increased
amount of internal coherence and coordination between differ-
ent programmes and policies. Therefore, and in order to be im-
plemented successfully, the ND requires a multilevel approach,
where not only the European Union and its member states but
also other existing actors in the North must play a significant
role.60 Moreover, the Northern Dimension requires horizontal
coordination and co-operation within the EU across previously
separate programmes, pillars and initiatives.61 Although there
have been some attempts at increased coordination and comple-
mentarity of the existing instruments, such as two inventories on
current activities62 and the guide on how to combine INTERREG
and Tacis funding63, the results have so far been fairly modest.
Indeed, overcoming the sectoral logic of the Union has proved to
be an extremely difficult challenge for the Northern Dimension,
which seems to be effectively bogged down in the infighting of the
Brussels bureaucracy.64 In short, the experience of the ND has so
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far mainly revealed the many difficulties the EU faces in trying to
implement its CSR agenda in the realm of ‘soft’ security.

Conclusions: What should be done to the CSR?

This article set out to answer the question “What went right with
the Common Strategy on Russia?” On the basis of the analysis
presented above, it would seem to be that the CSR has only two
undeniable successes under its belt:

1. The “QMV trick” has succeeded in what it set out to do: to
insert the possibility of qualified majority voting into CFSP pro-
cedures whilst knowing that it would never be used. In this re-
spect, the concept has been successful as there has not been a
single vote in the Council about the implementation of the CSR.

2. To a certain extent, the CSR and EU’s policy on Russia in
general has also managed to perform the rather useful scapegoat
function. According to Knud Erik Jørgensen, at times EU poli-
cies can be useful for member states as they can be used to take the
blame for failures while the member states take the credit for
successes.65 This has indeed seemed to be the case with the EU’s
Russian policies and the CSR in particular: it has enabled indi-
vidual member states to conduct their bilateral business with
Russia on a normal basis even during a serious crisis (the second
war in Chechnya) while the EU façade of condemnation has sat-
isfied the pressures coming from the domestic audiences.

Another, less clear victory could be the fact that the obligation
for every presidency to prepare a work plan has ensured that
every presidency has to take EU-Russian relations at least into
consideration. However, the experience so far suggests that the
result has been mixed: the presidencies most interested in the
topic have provided more detailed and concrete work plans
whereas others have shrunk from the responsibility and have just
copied the main points of the previous presidencies. Overall, and
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as the High Representative Javier Solana has commented, the
work plans have remained “routine exercises to which little at-
tention is paid.”66

What is more, the impact of the activism of some presidencies
has not been entirely positive. It has resulted in the EU’s Russian
policy developing in fits and starts without continuation and
clear understanding of the strategic objectives that the EU as a
whole should seek to achieve with regard to Russia. It has also
resulted in an overkill of EU-Russia high-level dialogues, as al-
most every presidency in most of the EU-Russia summits has
sought to start a new one with Moscow. The EU now enjoys a
much wider network of dialogue with Moscow than was origi-
nally envisaged by the CSR.67 It is, however, important to note
that despite this mushrooming of EU-Russian dialogue, the over-
all quality and consistency of the EU’s Russian policy has not
improved to any great extent, and may well have worsened. As a
result, and as was hinted at the beginning of this article, the EU’s
policy on Russia has fallen prey to the very danger that Jørgensen
warned analysts about: that the content of the policy might
change halfway through, although the name and the substance
of the document have remained unaltered.

This is by no means a spectacular record for the first Common
Strategy on Russia. Now, as we are approaching the expiry date
of the CSR and it is up for revision, we must ask what should be
done in order to improve the instrument.

The first question to be asked is, has the present CSR passed its
sell by date: is it really so irrelevant as the prevailing wisdom
would have us think? There are two possible answers: “yes” and
“no, unless…” The first has been put forward by the High Repre-
sentative, Javier Solana,  and the other, more qualified one, will
be provided by the author of this article.

In January 2001, a confidential report prepared by the High
Representative Javier Solana about the common strategies was
leaked to the public.68 In the report, the High Representative
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painted a very bleak picture of the overall performance of the
whole common strategy concept. They had not – at least not yet
– contributed to “a stronger and more effective EU” in interna-
tional affairs. The main thrust of Solana’s critique was two-
pronged; one stemming from the very nature of the instrument
and the other from the way the individual strategy documents
had been adopted.

According to the High Representative, the fact that the com-
mon strategies were instruments of public diplomacy was a ma-
jor hindrance to the applicability of the concept. It had led to
“smooth, declaratory texts” being adopted as EU strategies which
did not balance the pros and cons of individual EU policies. Nei-
ther did they address sensitive questions such as EU interests not
suited for publication, nor internal problems and disagreements
that the EU faced in its policies vis-à-vis third countries.

In addition, the process by which the member states negotiate
the content of common strategies resulted in sub-optimal re-
sults. According to Solana, the process enabled individual mem-
ber states to inject the common strategies with very detailed na-
tional concerns, which easily resulted in a document based on
the “lowest common denominator” that had difficulties “in dis-
tinguishing priorities from questions of secondary importance”.69

As a result, the common strategies lacked the “sharpness” that
would have been needed in order to make them useful as internal
EU strategies.70

Solana’s answer to the problems was to suggest that, in order
to have truly strategic common strategies, they should be made,
firstly, confidential. This would allow for addressing delicate and
difficult questions vis-à-vis third parties that would be politically
incorrect in public documents. Secondly, the strategy documents
should be drafted differently: they should be based on high-qual-
ity preparation where the process would proceed from the initial
identification of EU interests (as well as prioritizing them!) to
the clear allocation of resources, as well as establishing mecha-
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nisms against which progress in implementation could be meas-
ured.71 In sum, the High Representative wanted the EU to have
truly strategic common strategies in the future.

Although it is hard to disagree with Solana’s criticism, it might
nevertheless be that he is actually missing the point. Although he
departs from a sober, almost bleak analysis of common strate-
gies, he ends up wandering into the realm of the ideal; to a place
where it might be possible for the EU and its member states to
have a working and coherent CFSP. One could say that in the
report the High Representative wandered into the terrain that
has usually been reserved for researchers.72

By contrast, and in order to further justify the more qualified
answer to the question posed below, it can be argued that the
whole common strategy concept, and the CSR in particular, are
precisely what they are because they accurately reflect the com-
mon will of the member states. They are an instrument of a com-
mon foreign and security policy of the Union that the member
states have seen fit to devise and implement. Therefore, the com-
mon strategies in general, and the CSR in particular, are not just
the document the EU and its member states deserve, they are the
product they actually wanted.

It is, of course, true that if the aim was indeed to create a new
CFSP instrument that would bring clear added value (as Solana
seems to think), then the CSR has certainly fallen short of the
mark. But if instead – and as is argued in this article – the mem-
ber states were seeking to retain firm control of the EU’s policy
vis-à-vis Russia, then the whole exercise can be considered a suc-
cess.

Even if we accept this notion, we cannot help but conclude
that as a strategy and a foreign policy instrument, the CSR has
been far from satisfactory. Therefore, it is possible and necessary
to come up with some suggestions for the future development of
the instrument.

The first and most immediate recommendation is that the EU
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should not waste time and energy on revising the document at
this juncture. In light of the work of the Convention and the
forthcoming IGC, it is likely that the institutional structures of
the CFSP will face reform in the near future, so it would not be
prudent to make long-term strategies that would be based on the
current “rules of the game”.73 What is more, if increased flexibility
and use of qualified majority voting are adopted in the constitu-
tional process, then the very rationale of common strategies might
be in jeopardy as there would be no need for cumbersome strat-
egies in the future in order to ‘sneak’ QMV into the CFSP proce-
dures.

Secondly, the drafting of future documents will be facilitated
by the eventual sad outcome of version 1.0. Therefore – and in
contrast to the first time around when there was no effective guid-
ance for the process – the next batch of common strategies is
likely to benefit from the fact that there is an example, albeit a
negative one, available. The current Common Strategy on Rus-
sia (as well as on Ukraine and the Mediterranean) can act as
antinomies; examples of the kind of outcome which is no longer
tolerable for the European Union if increased coherence and ef-
fectiveness in its external relations and foreign policy are required.
Therefore, the CSR can be seen as a starting point for an incre-
mental process of arriving at better strategy documents over time.

Thirdly, and particularly over the longer term, a more coher-
ent CSR could be achieved by tinkering with the internal aspects
of the document. For example, by dropping the current single
presidency work plans and replacing them with multi-presidency
work plans the EU could achieve continuity in the EU’s Russian
policy. What is more, this move would at least partly ensure that
it would be harder for Moscow to ‘wait out’ the difficult presi-
dencies and concentrate on doing business with member states
that might be more willing to listen to  specific Russian concerns.74

Also in the future, the EU should refrain from launching new
high-level dialogues with Moscow while the previous ones still
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have a lot of untapped potential. In fact, at times it has seemed as
if form has dominated substance and that the image of “positive
momentum” and “dynamism” – as has been manifested in the
launching of new dialogues – has been more important than the
actual results of EU-Russian cooperation.

The EU should also resist the Russian siren calls for the adop-
tion of a common EU-Russia strategy. In all likelihood, the nego-
tiation process would be long, difficult and mutually frustrat-
ing.75 This word of caution also applies to the ideas of re-negoti-
ating the PCA. The process of negotiating a new “PCA plus” would
be very difficult with the new, more assertive Moscow and the
process should therefore not be hurried. The EU still has plenty
of time, as the current PCA is in force until 2007.

To conclude, it must be admitted that if there were no EU
Common Strategy on Russia, then one would most certainly have
to be invented, as there is clearly a need for one. This is particu-
larly true in light of developments during recent years when there
has been an explosion of different EU-Russian dialogues and
working groups. This expanding network of EU-Russian interac-
tion would benefit from, and is currently clearly lacking, a stra-
tegic vision on the EU’s part. The vision should have at least two
essential elements: what it is that the European Union wants from
Russia, and how the different mechanisms of EU-Russian inter-
action help to achieve that goal.

In a previous analysis of the CSR I have argued that the docu-
ment was part and parcel of a wider learning process for the
European Union. One in which it endeavoured to come to terms
with both the kind of animal the post-Soviet Russia was, and the
common interests and policies that should be pursued by the
EU.76 The experience from the first CSR somewhat paradoxically
reveals that most of the learning has so far seemingly taken place
on the Russian side after all. During the Putin presidency, Russia
has seemed to be finding its place in the world and cementing a
certain westward-leaning stance in its foreign policy. This has
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made the task of the EU somewhat easier and has, at least partly,
removed the other side of the difficult equation as the EU has
been given a set of answers to the first part of the learning proc-
ess. Now it remains for the Union to continue along the path
towards the second part as well. The future common strategies
on Russia can be helpful in this process but no quick fix should be
expected. Instead, a piecemeal and, at times, painful and even
humiliating process of coming to terms with the pressures of grow-
ing actorship can be foreseen for the EU at this juncture.
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proaches of Moscow and Brussels. Is their emerging relationship

indeed a “strategic” one?  What does each side truly want from

the relationship?  What does each truly expect?  In more instru-

mental terms, are the EU Common Strategy on Russia and Russia’s

“Medium-Term Strategy”, adopted back in 1999, still adequate as

statements of the long-term vision? Are theyuseful guides to policy?

This joint FIIA - Carnegie Moscow Center report contains three

different, but complementary perspectives on these issues. The

authors examine in detail what went right and wrong with the

guiding documents of bilateral relations and offer their conclusions

on whether, and in which respects, they are up to the task set for

them. Analysis of the main impediments that hinder cooperation is

juxtaposed with a list of areas where it would be quite feasible and

mutually beneficial. Looking to the future, the authors take a

stand of cautious optimism as they recognize strong, although

asymmetrical, interests that drive the sides together, and posi-

tively estimate the results of the learning process that has taken

place.
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