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PREFACE

The purpose of my study is to analyse the political relations between the
European Union and Russia in the period from 1990 to 2001. This period was very
interesting and dynamic in international relations that’s why I choose it. Since the end
of the Cold War, all actors have encountered the need to revise their foreign policy
priorities and security threat perceptions in accordance with new parameters. Both
Europe and Russia have faced new realities and new challenges. While European
Community was transforming into European Union (EU) and remaining a key
organization in Europe in terms of stability, efficiency, dynamism and integration. The
economic integration, political partnership, as well as social, legal and cultural
cooperation gave momentum.

The end of the Soviet system has brought the fore the centuries old debate
about the Russia’s relations with the Europe. Europe has a strong interest that a stable,
democratically oriented and prosperous Russia overcome its isolation during communist
times. So the European Union has consistently tried to encourage the creation of more
favourable conditions in Russia. I try to explain why the European Union has not
become fully coherent and effective force in international affairs vis-a-vis Russia. 1
firstly attempt to give a brief historical background in part one. The evolution of the
legal, institutional, political and economic relations between the EU and Russia after the
Cold War period are taken up in part two. I analyse the main issues in the EU and
Russia political relations in part three. Some of them which are regarded as important in
my study are: problematic Russian foreign policy towards the former Soviet periphery
including its special relationship with the Baltic States and Commonwealth of
Independent States; Northern Dimension and its effects on the relations with special
emphasis on Kaliningrad and soft security challenges; diverging and converging
interests of the EU and Russia in the Caucasus and Central Asia especially concerning
the great game on energy politics; the implication of the EU enlargement in general on
EU-Russia relations and ongoing debate over NATO enlargement. Lastly, I give some
future perspectives and conclusions within the context of the thesis. Discourse analysis,

case study, descriptive and comparative methods, and statistical analysis are utilized.



OZET

Bu ¢ahsma Avrupa Birligi ve Rusya Federasyonu’nun 1990-2001 yillan arasmdaki
siyasi iligkilerinin bir analizidir. Avrupa Birligi ile Rusya arasmdaki iligkilerin hukuki
ve kurumsal temelini olugturan Ortakhk ve igbirlifi Antlagmasiin bazi siyasi sorunlar
nedeniyle antlagmada yaazldigi sekilde uygulanmadify gériilmektedir. Oncelikle
iligkilerinin bugiinki ve yakmn gelecekteki seyrini anlayabilmek igin ilk b&limde
Sovyetler Birligi ve Avrupa Toplulufu arasindaki iligkinin ana hatiaryla tarihsel
gelisimi ve algilama farkhliklart ele almmustir. Tkinci boliimde Soguk Savas sonrasi
Avrupa Birligi ve Rusya arasindaki hukuki, kurumsal, siyasal, ekonomik iligkilerinin
cercevesi ve geligimi incelenmistir.  Avrupa Birligi, Rusya ile genis ¢apl ilk antlasmay:
imzalayan Bati kurumu olmasina ragmen Rusya’nin yakin cevredeki rolii, NATO’nun
geniglemesi, insan haklan ihlalleri ve demokratiklesme, gibi siyasi konulardan dolay
tam olarak sorunsuz normal bir seyre oturtulamamustir. Ugiincii bolimde temel bazi
siyasi konularin analizi yapilnmstir. Avrupa Birligi’nin Kuzey Boyutu ve enerji, niikleer
glivenlik,Kaliningrad gibi ortaklk ve igbirligi gerektiren konular; Rusya’'nin Baltik
{ikkeleriyle olan &zel iligkisi; genel olarak Avrupa Birligi’nin geniglemesinin Rusya’ya
etkileri; NATO’nun geniglemesi {izerine tartigmalar; Orta Asya ve Kafkasya’da Avrupa
Birligi ve Rusya’nin 6zellikle enerji iizerine politikalan incelenmigtir. Son olarak tezin
ele aldig1 konular dahilinde gelecekle ilgili perspektifler ve bazi sonuclar verilmistir. Bu
tez hazirlanirken kullanilan ydntemler ise ; betimleyici yontem, kargilastirmali method,

sOylem analizi, 6rnek ¢ahgmasi ve istatistiki analizdir.
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INTRODUCTION

The collapse of the communist regimes at the end of the 1980s has radically
changed the whole European structures and has reshaped the context of European
integration and European security’ besides leading developments in the former Soviet
Union. Disintegration of the USSR and the end of the Cold War created a certain
asymmetry in the whole of Russian Federation and the European Union (EU) in which
their mutual relations have been developing. The crucial question is what place Russia
will take in this new Europe. Will Russia act and be allowed to act as a fully-fledged
European partner? Is there a risk that Russia might be isolated? What will be the
position of Russia in a new European international system?

Since the dissolution of the former Soviet Union, the European Community has
consistently tried to encourage the creation of more favourable conditions in Russia and
to build a deeper partnership with her. It is argued that the EU has an important strategic
and economic interests in Russia’s developments. So the EU gives much more
importance to Russia’s inclusion into the process of European cooperation in all terms.
Because the developments in Russia can be able to influence the developments in the
rest of Europe at a very high degree. Isolating Russia is impossible because of Russia’s
size, its geographic location, its political, economic and other potentials. “European
Union has a strong interests that a stable, democratically oriented and prosperous Russia

overcome its isolation during communist regimes and act with new self-confidence as

" D.Allen and M. Smith,“The European Community in the New Europe: Bearing the Burden of Change”,
International Journal, vol.47, (Winter),1992, pp.1-28.



an active and constructive member of the international community.” This could be
provided through a permanent political dialogue, a comprehensive cooperation program
and agreements to foster closer economic ties. It is said that Russian administrations
give much more importance to investment, strengthening of trade and economic
cooperation with Russia which shall be of prime importance to the European business
community. On the other hand, Brussels is mostly interested in political goals and
displays a certain restraint in economic sphere. At the same time, there are important
factors stimulating closer relations and cooperation between the EU and Russia. “First,
there is a high level of social and political interdependence in which both sides need to
join efforts in order to solve various global challenges ranging from political extremism
1o illegal refugees to international crime. Second, there is a need to strengthen European
security in traditional and military sense. And, last but not least, there is a
complementary character of the EU-Russia economic relations.™

“The current literature on the EU’s foreign policy is debating whether we should
look at the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the Second Pillar of the
Maastricht and the Amsterdam Treaties, or if we would be better advised to concentrate
on the external relations of the First Pillar, e.g. trade, development and aid policies.™ I
think that dissatisfaction of the Russian Federation from the relationship with European

Union which was legally based on the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA),

is directly related with this dilemma. Because Russia believed that the dominant

% Heinz Timmcrmenn, “Europcan- Russian Partnership: What Futurc?”, European Foreign Affairs
Review, vol.5, 2000, p.165.

* Esra Hatipoglu, “Rusya Avrupa Birligi iliskileri”, Marmara Journal of European Studies, vol:9, no:1,
2001, p.130.

* D.Allen, “ Who Speaks for Europe?: The Search for an Effective and Coherent External Policy”, in:
J.Peterson and H.Sjursen (eds), 4 Common Foreign Policy for Eurape? — Competing Visions of the
CFSP. London: Routledge, 1998, pp.41-58.



features of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement should have economic and
financial aspects which are related with the first pillar of the EU. Russia is mostly
interested in economic dimension and give less importance to the political dialog. On
the other hand, EU is very much concerned with political issues that are related to the
second pillar. Due to this dilemma, problems occur in both sides.

“Others suggest that the national foreign policies of the Member States should
serve as the basis of our understanding of EU Foreign Policy.™ This is an important
debate because of the existing institutional dichotomy between the two pillars and
implications for the level of analysis that is required. Choosing one of these different
approaches would lead almost unavoidably to different, sometimes contradictory,
emphasis, conclusions and prescriptions.® However, my aim is not to engage directly on
this debate, but rather to test the efficiency of the EU’s foreign policy by concentrating
on its relationship with Russia. The purpose of my study is to analyze the political
relations between the EU and Russia in the period from 1990 to 2001. My main
argument is Partnership and Cooperation Agreement between the EU and Russia has
not achieved its intended aims yet, due to some political and economic problems. The
objective of my study is to show that the reality does not match the rhetoric on the EU-
Russia relations and partnership process which will be analysed in part two in details. 1
will try to explain why the EU is not fully coherent and effective force in international
affairs vis-a’-vis the Russian Federation. Although there is a proper legal framework for
the development in the relations between the EU and Russia, the relations have not

normalized yet because of some important political issues.

5 See for more details; B.Soetendorp, Foreign Policy in the European Union. London: Longman ,1999,
pp. 25-45.
® ibid, p.44.



I examine these political issues between the European Union and the Russian
Federation in the post cold war era. In order to understand the current situation, it is
necessary to give a brief historical background, from after the Second World War to the
end of the Cold War, in part one. 1 firstly attempt to introduce give mutual perceptions
of the Soviet Union and the European Community towards each other, and the factors
which had impact on the development of the relationship between the Council for
Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) and the European Economic Community (EEC)
in this period. I use descriptive, discourse analysis and comparative method in part one.

The evolution of the relations between the EU and Russia, having references to
legal framework, political, diplomatic and economic relations, and other main
instruments like Technical Assistance for the Commonwealth of Independent States
(TACIS), development and aid policies to Russia, after the Cold War period will be
taken up in part two. Why the EU set up the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement
and the Common Strategy on Russia? What are the factors shaping this partnership?
What is the main difference of Partnership Agreements from the Europe Agreements? 1
will try to explain also the following questions in this part: What is the importance of
TACIS programs for Russia? Which projects are realized under these programs? Why
has Russia been dissatisfied with the current status? The Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement and TACIS programs are very much important for Russia as she needs funds
for her projects and improve her economy. In this part discourse analysis, case study,
descriptive and comparative methods are utilized, and also use the statistical analysis to
show the improvement of programs in which monetary indicators, the realized projects

and their costs and sectors, etc.



Since the end of the Cold War, Russia has been economically weak, politically
unstable but still militarily strong. Russia’s interests in the political realm are especially
vulnerable. These are human rights abuses especially in Chechnya; Russian policy
including oil politics and great game over energy in former Soviet periphery or near
abroad including Baltic states and more in the Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS); Northern Dimension, implications of EU enlargement and the issues related to
Kaliningrad, soft security problems; disagreement over NATO enlargement. All of them
will be analysed in part three which is the main part. In this part the same methodology
is used. Lastly, I give some future perspectives and some conclusions within the context
of the thesis. The concluding remarks on the impact of these reasons on Russia’s policy

towards the EU will be given in the last part.



1. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The place of Russia in Europe or discussions on the interconnections between
Russia and Europe has a long historical background. Both Europe’s perception of
Russia and Russian perceptions of Europe has developed over the long period of time.
European views about Russia have been shaped primarily by many travelers who visited
Russia as early as the start of the 16™ century. These travelers came from different
European countries. Their books in particular had a very great impact on the perceptions
of Russia in Europe’. They were pictured first of all that Russia was not a European
state. Russia was located outside Europe and for a European it was as interesting as
visiting Africa or any remote country. It was a barbarian country. The idea of Russian
barbarianism was deeply rooted in the European mind. “The image of Russia which was
rooted in the European mind of educated and non-educated people alike was for at list
three centuries the idea of a country which was perhaps an interesting place to visit, but
which could never become a part of the European continent.”® It was generally believed
that the differences between European history, European way of life and European
aspirations on the one hand and this barbarian country on the other. This was so huge

that no positive development was to be expected from the latter.

7 There are three important travelers who really contributed to shape an image of Russia which lasted
from the 16™ century until the end of the 19" century. They are Herberstein, Father Chappe D’ Auteroche
who was a monk, and Marquis de Custine who was best known author and published ‘La Russie en 1839°
which was considered for many years to be the principle work about Russia.

¥ Helene Carrére d’ Encausse, “Russia and Europe in Historical Context”, in: Tom Casier & Katlijn
Malfliet (eds), Is Russia A Eurapean Power? The Position Of Russia in a New Europe. Belgium: Leuven
University Press, 1998, p.11



The question of Russia’s European or non-European destiny has been the central
questions in Russian politics for centuries.” The modern phase of the debate began with
Peter the Great. When he came to power three hundred years ago he initiated a sweeping
revolution from above, reforming the state administration, improving education and
modernizing industry.'® “Everybody knows that the man who embodied the idea of
entering Europe was Peter the Great.”'' But he was not only the one and his successors
had exactly the same goal by different means. Catherine the Great was a good case in
point. Alexander IIl subscribed to the belief that modernization had to be realized
through economic transformation. His father, Alexander II was the opinion that one
should transform the political structures in Russia. Even Nicholas II fully understood
that Russia’s true identity was European in nature. All these rulers were so eager to re-
enter Europe, the meaning of Europe was primordially the meaning of modernity.'? “So
Russian rulers, from the Peter the Great to Lenin, had approximately the same idea of
transforming Russia into a Western country.” '* To a certain extent Lenin had the same
aims for Russia to enter Europe. But they all lacked to time to do so. They wanted to
force Russia to change without giving time to society to accept and adjust to these
changes. They had to radically transform Russian habits, way of life and what society
perceived as its own national traditions. “Because all the rulers strongly felt the pressure

of time for Russia to become West European and to modernise, they all turned to harsh

° For a perceptive survey of Russian writing about Europe during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
see, lver Neumann, The Russian Debate About Europe 1800-1991, Doctoral thesis, University of Oxford,
1993,

% He used in general traditional Russian methods to coerce his subjects into at least a semblance of
Western practices. This had a particularly strong effect in St Petersburg which he had built as his
‘window on Europe’.

! Helene Carrére d° Encausse, p.14.

12 Neil Malcolm, “Introduction: Russia and Europe”, in: Neil Malcolm(ed), Russia and Europe: An End
To Confrontation?. New York: Pinter Publishers, 1994, p.7.

13 Helene Carrére d’ Encausse, p.15.



and sometimes unacceptable methods. Gerhenzon, knowledgeable Russia specialist,
claimed that “every time rulers tried to modernise Russia, to Europeanise it, the attempt
concluded with an increase of barbarism, because these rulers turned to barbarian
methods.”"*

The evolution of Russian Europeanization was interrupted in 1917. Russian
Bolsheviks produced the unique historical paradox. It was inspired by the European-
born communist utopia. They have built the totally anti-European pattern of society.
The coming of Communist rule in Russia marked the beginning of a long period of
alienation from the West."

Theoretically, it is argued that there might exist at least four scenarios of the
development of EU-Russia relations. These are confrontation, cold peace, partnership
and integration.'® “In real life though this relationship is being shaped under the
influence of two groups of factors: those hindering the mutually beneficial relations and
those furthering it. The factors, which adversely affect the relations between the EU and
Russia include: mutual perceptions and stereotypes formed over a long period of times;
concrete geo-political situation at the turn of the centuries created, first and foremost, by
the disintegration of the Soviet Union in which EU-Russia relations are developing; and
the specific features of Russia’s post-communist transformation.”’

After the Second World War, as after the First, Moscow turned sharply away

from an alliance with the liberal Western powers, and entered a period of relative

' Helene Carrére d’ Encausse, p.15.

5 Fahir Armaoglu, 20.Yizy:l Siyasi Tarihi (1914-1990), Ankara : Is Bankasi Koltir Yayinlari, 1992,
cilt1:1914-1980, s.163-165.

16 Youri Borko, “Russia and the EU in the 21® Century: Four Possible Scenarios of Relations”, The
European Union in a Changing World, vol:19, no:20, (September), 1996, p.309.

17 Esra Hatipoglu, “Rusya Avrupa Birligi lliskileri”, Marmara Journal of European Studies, vol:9, no:1,
2001, pp.129-130.



isolation. The difference was that on this occasion it had participated in the victory, and
it faced a transformed international situation in Europe.'® The political and economic
division of Europe after the Second World War into a socialist and a capitalist camp
also resulted in the separate development of international economic organizations in
both parts of Europe. The main organizations in Europe for the promotion of the
economic integration of their member states are the CMEA in Eastern Europe and the
EEC in Western Europe. The official relations between these two organizations, despite
several official and unofficial contacts, talks and negotiations in the 1970s and 1980s,
were established only in 1988. Things were so bad that during 1950s and 1960s, the
attitudes of the East European States and the Soviet Union towards the EEC was openly
hostile. This negative attitude was caused by political, economic and ideological factors.
The political and economic factors mainly concerned the fact that the creation of the
EEC and the gradual introduction of its common commercial policy towards third
countries put the East European States in a disadvantageous position. The ideological
factors followed from the fact that the creation of a capitalist economic group, such as
the EEC, was contradictory to the Marxist-Leninist ideology. The creation of EEC by
capitalist states pointed in the opposite direction. The initial attitude of the Soviet Union
towards the integration process in Western Europe was unequivocally negative. This
attitude based not only on traditional dogmatism but also on a postwar political realist

assessment of the bipolarity that had emerged in Europe and in the global international

'8 See for more information about Soviet Union and postwar Europe; Oral Sander, Siyasi Tarih 1918-
1994. Ankara:imge Kitabevi, 2000,p.181-244.



system. These two sources, however incompatible they may seem, have in fact a great

deal of affinity.'’
“ The integration was perceived first of all as the result of purely political
manoeuvres of the West European ruling classes by the Soviet Union. This
intellectual tradition was deeply rooted in the Soviet mentality, going back
to the declaration of Lenin in 1915 that a United States of Europe would be
either impossible or reactionary. Impossible because of deep insurmountable
and unresolvable contradictions between the imperialists themselves;

reactionary because it could only be ‘an agreement of the European
capitalists ...on what? On ways together to put pressure on socialism in

s 9 20

Europe and together to defend their colonies’.

This Russian perception did not prevent their application to postwar reality.

West European rulers attempting to unify their efforts on a transnational basis were
accused of pursuing two main goals. First preventing the collapse of the social order
inside the West European countries. Second, reinforcing the positions of world
capitalism vis-a’-vis the socialist camp which had emerged in the eastern part of the
continent after the people’s democratic revolutions. Both these interpretations seemed
realistic at that time. In the years immediately after the Second World War a radical
socio-political shift to the left, at least in some countries of Western Europe, was by no
means simply a theoretical possibility. Traditionally oriented political elites perceived
such a prospect as something to be avoided at any price. This was created substantial
incentive for common action. Even more powerful as a stimulus was the perception of
the Soviet military threat. As the Soviet Union could not be matched militarily by any
single country in Western Europe, consolidation seemed to be the only effective way to

ensure security. It is only natural that the Soviet Union was not very enthusiastic about

' Vladimir Baranovsky, “The European Community as seen from Moscow: Rival, Partner, Model?”, in:
Neil Malcolm(ed), Russia and Europe An End To Confrontation?. New York: Pinter Publishers, 1994,

3.59.
% ibid, 60.

10



West European defense cooperation. The ideological legacy®! was a significant factor at
a time of growing East-West antagonism.

The attitude of the Soviet Union was also deeply influenced by the fact that
integration in Western Europe almost from the start had a substantial military
dimension, whereas the prospects for economic unification seemed very modest. For
example, Soviet Union perceived the Schumann Plan as something of uncertain
significance, of course dangerous but not necessarily requiring immediate counter
actions.The Soviet response was essentially symbolic and propagandistic condemnation.
But the treaty establishing the European Defense Community changed the situation
drastically. There was no longer only a theoretical danger of West European unification
somewhere in the distant future. There was a quite clear cut decision to create a military
alliance that would inevitably be hostile to world socialism. This attempt at defense
integration became the original sin of West European integration in the eyes of the
Soviet Union. It was repeatedly referred to in Moscow, both openly and in internal
deliberations, even as late as the Gorbachev period.?

There was other ground for Soviet concern. Early integration plans were closely
associated with the attempt to include the western part of Germany in the Western
security system. In Soviet eyes even sophisticated schemes for achieving this goal
without reinstating the German danger were unacceptable because of concern over the

consequences of any future rearmament of the defeated enemy.?

2! This was rooted back in the elements of political memory especially between the two world wars pan-
European ideas had been flatly rejected by Moscow which described them as oriented against the Soviet
Union and the revolutionary workers movement.

2 Vladimir Baranovsky, p.60.

3 ibid, p.61.
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Elements of more realistic Soviet approaches to the new trends in Western
Europe were almost non-existent in 1950s. But the very development of the process was

creating incentives for rethinking the phenomenon of integration.”*

Despite the
accompanying pseudo-dialectical exercises condemning imperialist integration, Soviet
Union changed its thinking about the EEC and its development. The Soviet Union dealt
with the European Community on a pragmatic basis since the 1960s. Like any other
country, it was not able to deny the existence of the EEC entirely, since trade matters
had to be negotiated directly with Brussels under the terms of the Common Commercial
Policy. The common customs tariff was also a fact of life that USSR could not ignore.
Nevertheless, Moscow always refused to accord diplomatic recognition to the EC and
had no ambassador in Brussels accredited to the Community. But the staff at the Soviet
embassies in Brussels and Luxembourg had informal contacts with the Commission and
the European Parliament. It always insisted that CMEA should be the natural and equal
partner for the EC.2% There was a notion that the Community rejected on the practical
grounds that the CMEA lacked the supranational institutions which might allow the two
bodies to the business with one another. The Community offered to conclude bilateral
agreements with the Soviet Union and any other COMECON state that wished them.

This was consistently rejected until 1988, when the EC and CMEA signed the

Luxembourg joint declaration establishing mutual relations.

A part also played by the first albeit symbolic steps being taken along the path of de-Stalinization
inside the USSR. In the 1960s this resulted in animated debates in academic circles, which later
contributed to changes at the level of practical policy. A less orthodox vision was developed first of all by
those academic economists who analysed the phenomenon of internationalization. It is important to note
that the trend towards internationalization was traditionally understood in Marxist analysis as appositive
and progressive one.

3 Christopher Piening, Global Europe The European Union in World Affairs. London and Colorado:
Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc., 1997, p.64.

12



“As moving towards a more realistic assessment, there was a tacit assumption
that it was in the best interests of the Soviet Union to deal with each of Western
countries separately not only because of the specific character of the content of bilateral
relationship but also because the Soviet Union hoped to play on their divergent
approaches to international issues.”?® It is important to note that by the 1960°s a trend
had established itself towards closer political and economic relations between the USSR
and France, West Germany and Western Europe in general. This closer relationship
served a number of Soviet purposes quite apart from gaining leverage on the Western
alliance as a whole.”” It opened up access to a flow of tecnology and know-how less
likely to be hampered by embargoes and restrictions, and it helped to win recognition of
the frontiers established in Central and Eastern Europe by the postwar settlement. These
gains were highlighted in the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe in 1975, signed by the United States and Canada as well as all
the European states.”®

The EEC, in contrast, displayed little interest in relations with the COMECON
for political, economic and legal reasons.?’ The legal objections of the EEC centred on
the COMECON’s lack of powers in the field of external economic relations. The EEC
emphasized that the differences between the East European States are so large that these

could be only taken into account adequately in bilateral contacts. Although some

26 Vladimir Baranovsky, p.59.

% Neil Malcolm, p.11.

2 ibid, p.12.

» For the details of political, economic and legal obstacles hampering the developments of relations
between the EEC and the CMEA see; Aric Bloed, The External Relations of the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance. London: Martinus Nuhoff Publisher, 1988. For the sake of completeness it should
be noted that the COMECON was not the only organization which was confronted with serious problems
with the EEC. The European Free Trade Association (EFTA) had similar problems. This ended up with
the EFTA member states signing individual free trade agreements with the Community which refused to
conclude any formal agreement with the EFTA as an organization.
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progress had been achieved in the 1970s*, as the effects of détente in international
relations, many points of disagreement remained. During the 1980s it became absolutely
clear that the doubts of the EEC about the imprecision of the CMEA’s external powers
were justified. After Mikhail Gorbachev came to power, contacts with the EEC were
reopened. The CMEA now appeared to be far more flexible in its policy than ever
before, meeting the EEC wishes to a great extend. This new approach resulted in the
establishment of official relations between the two organizations in June 1988. At the
end of 1989, the Community and the USSR signed a trade and cooperation agreement
which was similar in content to the first generation agreements concluded with the
Central and Eastern European countries. “This was a modest first step, designed not
least to reassure the Soviet leadership that the Community regarded the USSR as an
integral part of the new European architecture. But there was also plenty of room for an
expansion of EC- USSR trade.”' 1In 1991, the Soviet Union sent an ambassador to
Brussels and EC opened delegation office in Moscow. For the first time since the
creation of the European Community, its relations with the Soviet Union were on the
same footing as those with almost every other important state in the world.

But the situation in the USSR in 1991 was deteriorating rapidly. Food shortages
led to massive disruptions that winter and again in 1992 particularly in the major cities

of Russia. The Community launched an emergency food aid operation. At the same

30 See for details; Aric Bloed, “Case- Study : The Relations of the CMEA with the EEC”, in: Aric Bloed
(ed), The External Relations of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance. London: Martinus Nuhoff
Publications, 1988, pp. 194-199.

3! Economic relations gave importance and increased the trade which in 1990 amounted to a total volume
of only ECU 5,8 billion ($7,4 billion), equivalent to about half of total EC trade with Singapore at the
time.
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time, it protested about Soviet repression in the Baltic republics.’”® In August 1991,
President Gorbachev was forced from office by a coup and was succeeded by Boris
Yeltsin. By December of that year the situation in the Soviet Union had become
untenable and the USSR was formally dissolved. For the member states of the EC,
which had just negotiated a series of association agreements with Poland, Hungary, and
Czechoslovakia. With dissolution of the USSR, twelve newly independent states on the
territory of the former Soviet Union entered the international scene that meant the new
challenges for the EC. The Community decided to recognize all the Soviet successor
states, provided that they respected human rights and the rule of law and subscribed to

the Helsinki Accords and the Paris Charter in December 1991.

32 Baltic republics declared their independence Lithuania in 1990, Estonia and Latvia in 1991,
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I1. THE EU-RUSSIA RELATIONS AFTER COLD WAR

The fall of the Berlin Wall, a symbol of long-standing ideological conflict, in
1989 has led to political changes in the whole of Europe besides leading to the collapse
of the communist regimes. “This unexpected events caused the changes in the balance
of power within the European Community which had started to redefine its strategic and
geopolitical priorities as any other political actor in the international arena beginning
from early 1980s.™*® The end of the Soviet system and the transition to the market in
Russia has brought to the fore the centuries old debate about the Russia’s relations with
Europe. The relationship of the EU/EC and Russian Federation after the disintegration
of the Soviet Union is developed within the legal, institutional and commercial
frameworks, besides the cooperation initiatives of both sides on very broad menu of
issues. In the late 1980s and with the onset of 1990s, a new era dawned in Europe and
Russia, while the political environment changed, geography remained the same. The
world entered the post-Cold War era. Many speculated in the early 1990s that with the
end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the strategic importance of
the partnership had increased. The predictions of a peaceful and prosperous new world
order proved to be too optimistic. It is true that the threat of an all-out war between the
superpowers decreased. However, new and potentially much more explosive problems
emerged. “Among them was a flare-up in ethnic tensions with a tendency for violent

irredentism which had swept through much of the Balkans and the Caucasus with

33 DAllen and M. Smith, “The European Community in the New Europe: Bearing the Burden of
Change”, International Journal, vol:47, no:1, (Winter), 1992, pp.1-28.
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potentially disastrous consequences for the entire region.™* Other risks and threats in
the form of terrorism, religious fanaticism, rapid population growth of the developing
countries, poliution on a global scale, racism and xenophobia gained ground. Despite
the end of the Cold War, the world was not a safer place than it had been a couple of
years ago.”> The eastern border of European Community became more imperceptible
which forced the EC to redefine its relations with the former east block countries. Since
the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the European Community and its member states
have established various kinds of relations with the third European states with the aim
of overcoming the division of the continent. There was a need to create firm bases for

the construction of the future Europe.

Many influential policy-makers in the EU countries hold that Russia is an un-
European nation, the Europe’s Other.*® In literature, manifold examples can be found of
attempts to draw Europe’s boundaries on the basis of geographical, historical and other
criteria. “Since the end of the Cold War, Europe is divided into West and East along the
Byzantine line, separating countries with a Catholic and Protestant tradition from those
with a Orthodox or Muslim tradition. The static and selective character of this approach
leaves much to be explained.”™” In doing so, it distinguishes between a first and second
rank Europe, a genuine Europe and its opposed Eastern counterpart. An alternative

approach is then to consider Europe as an idea which is being incessantly constructed

3 Ibid ,p.25.
3% See for more details; Jan Zielonka, Explaining Euro-Paralysis: Why Europe is Unable to Act in
International Politics. London & New York: MacMillan Press, 1998, pp.25-48.

3¢ See for more details; Iver B.Neumann, “The Geopolitics of Delineating ‘Russia’ and ‘Europe’: The
Creation of ‘the Other’ in European and Russian Tradition”, in: Tom Casier & Katlijn Malfliet (eds), Is
Russia A European Power? The Position Of Russia in a New Europe. Belgium: Leuven University Press,
1998, pp.17-45.

37 Tom Casier, p.65.
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and reconstructed. It is a project to which you may or may not subscribe. From this
angle the question of whether Russia is a European power, is endowed with a different
meaning. The question then becomes whether Russia is interested in subscribing to the
European project and whether other countries will allow it to do so. It is argued that
internal debate is still undecided and even largely unstructured. The collapse of
communism and of the former Soviet empire has submerged Russia into a deep identity
crisis. **
“Since the end of the communist system, probably for the first time in
Russian history, Russia is bound to be considered as a European country, as
a part of a European whole, European culture and history. Likewise, it is
first time in European history that Russia is considered as such. It is also the
first time, maybe because of this change in European perception, that
Russian leaders realize that they can afford to take some more time for
adjusting themselves to this situation. It is the first time that they are willing
to rely on others to transform themselves. This might be a historic change

for Russia to fully recover its European identity in a Eurasian geographical
reality.”™®

The collapse of the USSR has created a certain asymmetry in the development of
relations between Russia and the European Union. By the beginning of 1990s the
bipolar Europe was replaced by the mono-centric Europe: the affluent and democratic
Western Europe has proved to be the only region of the continent which demonstrates
stability and dynamism. The EU and also NATO are being the key organizations in the
sphere of economic cooperation and security. “On the one hand, there is an ongoing
enlargement of EU and NATO, on the other there persists a strategically ill-defined

situation in the post Soviet space; whereas EU is using its economic might to strengthen

3 See for more details; Iver B. Neumann, Russia and the ldea of Europe: A Study in Identity and
International Relations (1800-1994), London: Routledge Publications, 1995.
% Helene Carrére d’ Encausse, p.15.
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its political influence, Russia’s economic weakness significantly limits political

influence of Moscow.™*°

The relationship between the EU and Russia has the greatest importance for the
medium and long term political and economic developments in both sides. Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement with Russia gives the contractual legal framework of the
EU relations. Russia’s vast natural and human resources provide potential for a
mutually beneficial economic and political relationship with the EU which shall be all
the larger if an appropriate administrative and legal framework is put in place at federal
and local levels. There should be a substantial upgrading of infrastructures and the
necessary actions are taken to enable Russia to become a fully integrated member of the

' “But on the other hand, whatever the situation will be,

international trading system.*
the intensification of political and economic relations between the European Union and
Russia, however can not be directed towards the objective of Russia’s eventual full
integration or membership into the EU.” #?

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, main legal and institutional

framework between the European Union and Russia, along with the political, diplomatic

and economic relations, and other instruments will be evaluated in this part.

4 Esra Hatipoglu, “EU-Russia: Partnership and Cooperation Agreement”, Marmara Journal of European
Studies, vol.5, no.1-2, 1997, p.209.

! Unice Statement on relations between Russia and the European Union, 13 June 1997, p.1.

“2 H.Hohmann, C.Meier & H.Timmermann, “ The European Community and the Countries of the CIS:
Political and Economic Relations”, The Journal of Communist Studies, vol. 9, no. 3, (September),1993,
p.159.
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2.1. The Legal Framework of the EU-Russia Relations

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) gives the main legal
framework for the bilateral relations between the EU and Russia. It is the first bilateral
act in which Western countries consider Russia as a country with an economy in
transition. It covers cooperation in the areas of legal, trade, investment and internal
matters and a political dialogue with provisions for consultations on all important
issues. Partnership and Cooperation Agreement places a respect for human rights and
democratic processes at the very core of the relationship.

Before the PCA, the EC signed a trade and cooperation agreement with the
Soviet Union in December 1989.* After the disintegration of the USSR, the EC had to
negotiate additional trade and cooperation agreements with the individual ex-Soviet
republics. Because Russia was the legal successor to the Soviet Union, the trade and
cooperation agreement had become an agreement with Russia.** Since the new states
did not fulfill the economic and political requirements, it was obvious that there could
not be any association agreements with those countries. So the Commission suggested
the conclusion of an intermediate type of agreement which would provide support for
the democratic process and the opening of the markets. In January 1992, the EC Council
authorized the Commission to start preliminary discussions with four republics

including Russia. This new trade and cooperation agreements which would go beyond

3 Stephen White, Afier Gorbachev, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993, p.105.

* The EC Commission, with proposal to the Council in January 1992, indicated that a new approach was
required for future relations between the EC and the new republics. Then Vice President of the
Commission, Franz Andriassen, pointed that the Commission considered the first generation trade and
cooperation agreements to be insufficient as regards the new states transforming to a market economy.
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the framework of the first generation trade and cooperation agreement, but would not
take the form of association agreements. These new types of agreements, Partnership
and Cooperation Agreements, would remain as non-preferential agreements based on
GATT principles of Most Favoured Nation (MFN), which means that in principle the
concerned countries would not receive a better treatment from the Community than
other GATT countries.”” Up to Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, the parties'
relations were regulated by the Interim Trade Agreement, which was signed in June
199S. This Agreement provided World Trade Organization (WTO)-based treatment for
the EU-Russia trade, removing many restrictions previously imposed on exports to the
EU, granting better protection of intellectual property rights, and removing differences
in duties on imports.

Bilateral negotiations with Russia began at the end of 1992 and was completed
in the first half of 1994. There were delays in concluding negotiations because of
disputes over banking system and trade in nuclear materials. Finally, the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement was signed in Corfu, in June 1994.* It was similar in
structure to the Europe Agreements signed with the Eastern and Central European
countries.*’ Although the PCA was different in content from the Europe Agreements,
both has similar rhetoric. “But, unlike the Europe Agreements, the Partnership

Agreements Preamble does not refer to the process of European integration or the

4 Esra Hatipoglu,“ EU-Russia: Partnership and Cooperation”, Marmara Journal of European Studies,
vol:5, no:1-2, 1997, p.200.

% The process of the PCA ratification was complicated by a number of circumstances, even temporarily
suspended by the EU due to Russian forces' military hostilities in Chechnya. With the start of peaceful
negotiations in Chechen republic the ratification process resumed in October-November 1996. See;
Maxim Shashenkov, “ Russian Peacekeeping in the Near Abroad”, Survival, vol:36, no:3, (Autumn),
1994, p.12.

47 See the detailed information about Europe Agreements; Ulrich Sedelmeier and Helen Wallace “Policies
Towards Central and Eastern Europe”, in: Helen Wallace and William Wallace (eds), Policy Making in
the European Union. New York: Oxford University Press, 1998, pp. 366-372.
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objective of EU full membership, instead the agreement with Russia aims a gradual
rapproachment and a very wider area of cooperation between Russia and the EU.™?
Under Article 0 of the Treaty on European Union “any European country may apply to
become a member of the Union”. The PCA provides a framework for closer cooperation
between the EU and Russia, but does not envisage any membership to the Union in the
foreseeable future.

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement was put into force in December
1997 *° for an initial period of ten years. It opened a new chapter in the EU-Russia
relations. In fact, the PCA is the broadest and most perspective agreement concluded
between Russia and any Western country or organization. It covers a wide scope of the
future political, commercial, economic and cultural cooperation between the parties. It
is truly comprehensive covering subjects as diverse as the exchange of best practice and
know-how on the management of postal systems, to the conservation and preservation
of sites and monuments. In the Preamble of the PCA the parties state their determination
to work together and to strengthen the political and economic freedoms which constitute
the very basis of the partnership. The parties also state their belief in the importance of
the rule of law, respect for human rights, the establishment of the multiparty system
with free and democratic elections and economic liberalization leading to market
economy. The parties also link the implementation of the PCA to the continuation and
the accomplishment the political and economic reforms in Russia. The parties declare

their full commitment to the full implementation of all principles and provisions

“% Esra Hatipoglu, p.201.

*° This comes at the completion of a ratification process, which has involved the Russian Parliament, the
European Parliament and the Parliaments of the fifeen EU Member States. Mutually binding
commitments were set out in the 112 articles, ten annexes, two protocols and several joint declarations of
the original Agreement.
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contained in the Final Act of the CSCE, the concluding documents of the Madrid and
Vienna Follow-up Meetings, the Document of the CSCE Bonn Conference on
Economic Cooperation, the charter of Paris for a new Europe and the CSCE Helsinki
Document 1992, “The Challenges of Challenge”. In this sense, however, it is more
important to translate all these declarations of intent into political practice.>

The EU-Russia relations has moved into new and wider territory after the PCA
which represents a visionary commitment from both sides. It is ambitious in scope,
covering almost all aspects of European Community-Russia trade, commercial and
economic relations, and instituting political communication up to the highest levels.
Three committees have been set up to ensure the provisions of the PCA that are
observed and implemented. The Cooperation Council meets at ministerial level once a
year. The Cooperation Committee, composed of senior EU and Russian civil servants,
assists the Cooperation Council. The Parliamentary Cooperation Committee, made up
of Members of the European Parliament and the Federal Assembly of the Russian
Federation, has the authority to make recommendations to the Cooperation Council. The
first meeting of the Cooperation Council was realized in January 1998 in Brussels. The
main subject of this meeting was the developments of political dialogue on foreign
policy and common interests of both sides. The aid programs to Russia and the
extending of the potential cooperation areas were also negotiated in the meeting.>!

In June 1999, the EU Council adopted a Common Strategy on Russia, with the
aim to strengthen the strategic partnership between Russia and the Union, giving it a

horizon extending far into the next century. It is valid for a period of four years. It came

%0 Esra Hatipoglu, “EU-Russia: Partnership and Cooperation”, p.201.
5! For the other important meetings and summits between Russia and the EU please see the Appendix 1.
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as the first of a series of such strategies in response to the recognition that more
coherence was needed between the EU and the Member States’ policies vis-a-vis certain
partner countries. It provides for an overall policy framework in the priority areas of:
consolidation of democracy, rule of law and public institutions; integration of Russia
into a common European economic and social space; stability and sécurity in Europe
and beyond; common challenges on the European continent including environment,
crime and illegal immigration. On its side, Russia also adopted a strategy towards the
European Union proving the mutual interest of both EU and Russia in a special
relationship. The Common Strategy on Russia has been conceived as means to

strengthen the partnership initially based on the respective PCA with a strong political

signal. >

2.2. Political & Diplomatic Framework

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, the legal basis for EU relations
with Russia, establishes also the institutional and political frameworks for bilateral
relations, sets the principal common objectives, and calls for activities and dialogue in a
number of policy areas. The EU has laid down its basic approach to relations with
Russia in a Common Strategy of 1999. The PCA would provide an appropriate
mechanism for political dialogue between Russia and the European Union. Article six
of the Partnership Agreement concerning the political dialogue between the parties,
closely follows the political dialogue clauses of the Europe Agreements. The parties

agree to strengthen links and political relations, to have convergence of positions on

52 Mr Verheugen said that Common Strategy on Russia had the purpose of the strengthened the strategic
partnership between the EU and Russia; Agence Europe, 3 June 1999, p.3.
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international issues of mutual concern. However, the absence of rights and opportunities
for the development of minorities, as part of the political dialogue, is the great deficit of
the article mvolved. Within this framework, the parties also agree that regular meetings
will take place in principle twice a year, between the Russian president and the

president of the EC Council and the European Commission.>

At the ministerial level,
political dialogue will be conducted through the Cooperation Council and the
parliamentary level through the Parliamentary Cooperation Council. In addition, it is
also specified that other procedures and mechanisms will be developed either through
the use of diplomatic channels or via meetings of senior officials or experts™.

Before the PCA concerning the EU-Russian political relations, there was also a
political declaration signed by the Presidents of Russia, the European Council and
European Commission in November 1993, which provides the basis for permanent
political dialogue and a system of regular consultations.>

After ratification of the PCA, political dialogue with Russia takes place at the
Summits, Cooperation Councils and in various meetings in the Troika format.>®
Meetings in this context take place at the level of Ministers twice a year, Political
Directors four times a year and experts some fifteen CFSP working groups Troikas meet

with their Russian counterparts twice a year.>’ In addition, at the October 2001 Summit

it was agreed that the Troika of the Political and Security Committee would meet with

:i Articles 8 & 9, Partnership and Cooperation Agreement.
ibid.
> Bulletin EC 11 1993, 71.
% Troika format includes Presidency, CFSP High Representative/Council Secretariat, future presidency
and Commission. See for meeting documents from the website of delegation to the EU-Russia
Parliamentary Cooperation Committee, word wide website URL:
http:// www.europarl.eu. int/meetdocs/delegations/russ/default. html
57 For more information please see the appendix 1.
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the Russian Ambassador to the EU on a monthly basis to discuss ongoing international
issues.

The political partnership is the most sensitive and vulnerable area of cooperation
in the framework of the PCA. “According to rule, the political dialogue should
contribute to the strengthening of links, to an increasing convergence of positions on
international matters of mutual concern and to cooperation as regards the
implementation and the observance of the principles of democracy and human rights.”>®
But the political partnership has not realized as in the rules and rhetoric in programmatic
documents. This prognosis is based on some arguments. First, serious controversies on
economic matters covered by the agreement need political decisions. So, they are the
topics of vivid discussions in the framework of political dialogue. Second, the positions
and approaches of the both sides as regards the situation in Europe and other regions of
the world do not coincide in many cases. Of course, a lot of international problems
relate to competencies of other international organizations. But a dialogue on the top
level cannot but include the exchange of views on a broad range of domestic and
international matters. Parties need a long time to achieve a necessary level of mutual
understanding and confidence which could pave the way for compromises. And, last but
not least, there is a set of problems relating to the democratization, human rights or
ethnic conflicts in Russia, as well as ethnic conflicts and civil wars in the other CIS
countries which Russia is involved in.>® The first serious political crisis between

60

Brussels and Moscow was Chechen war.”” But unfortunately, there are no guarantees

%% Youri Borko, p.310.

% ibid, p.313.

% See for more details about the tragedy of Chechnya; Paul B. Henze, “ Russia and the Caucasus”,
Perceptions Journal of International Affairs, ( June-August), 1996, vol:1, no:2, pp. 66-69.
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that there will be no new crisis born from the violation of human rights or any events of
this kind. Moscow is considering human rights questions to be exclusively internal
affairs of Russia. “For the time being, the implementation of the EU’s Common
Strategy and the PCA have been revised, reduced or even halted by the war in Chechnya
which proved very much costly to Russia. Thus joint projects with the EU are

suspended, postponed and sometimes cancelled.™

2.2.1. Current Political Situation in Russia

It can be said for the political system of Russia that is a combination of
democratic institutions with the authoritarian practices of the central and local
administration. The Constitution of the Russian Federation (RF) was adopted on 12
December 1993.5% Article one states that the RF shall be a democratic, federal state
based on the rule of law, with a republican form of government. The highest
representative and legislative body of Russia is the Federal Assembly which consists of
two chambers, the Federation Council and the State Duma. The constitutional position

of the President is very strong. The President has an extensive executive powers.*> He

61 See for more details, Heinz Timmermann, “The EU, Russia and the War in Chechnya: What is to be
done?”, European Foreign Affairs Review, vol.5, no.1, 2000, pp.172-174.

82 See the appendix for basic data about Russia.

63 Presidential elections take place at intervals of not more than 5 years and are based on universal
suffrage. If no candidate secures more than 50% of the vote, then the contest enters a second round of
voting between the two strongest candidates. Parliamentary elections are also based on universal suffrage.
There are 450 seats in the State Duma: 225 from single-mandate constituencies and 225 from federal
constituencies, based on a proportional representation system. For more detailed analyses of the Russian
election system see; Alexei Avtonomov, “ Russian Federation™, in: Andreas Auer and Michael Biitzer
(eds), Direct Democracy: The Eastern and Central European Experience. England: Ashgate Publishing
Limited, 2001, pp.155-185. '
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determines the main directions of domestic and foreign policy and represents the
country in its foreign relations. He may veto legislation submitted to him by the
legislature and initiate legislation through presidential decree. He has the right to

dismiss and nominate the Prime Minister.

According to the new, post-communist administration in Moscow, the collapse
of communist rule opened the way for Russia to return the Europe. The rhetoric of the
new regime marked a high tide of official Westernism in the country’s twentieth-
century history and the policy of Andrei Kozyrev’s Foreign Ministry appeared to be to
achieve as close a relationship as possible with Western institutions.*® . In December
1991 Yeltsin indicated that Russia sought membership of NATO as a long term goal.

The main purpose of this statement was to bring home the decisive nature of Russia’s

65

realignment in international affairs.”” When Russia as an independent power re-entered

in the world area in January 1992, under Yeltsin control, Russian foreign policy was
based on a post imperial and democratic relationship with the Europe at large and ex-
Soviet states at specific. Yeltsin’s foreign policy had its roots in Gorbachev’s mutual
security approach® and this stance was gone much further by his liberal foreign
minister, Kozyrev who identified the major security issue of Russia as economic and

political isolation, and believed that Russia could achieve security only through

 Neil Malcolm, “New Thinking and After: Debate in Moscow about Europe” in: Neil Malcolm(ed),
Russia and Europe: An End To Confrontation?. New York: Pinter Publishers, 1994, p.151.

% NATO responded by extending the scope of cooperation inside the North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC), which all the countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States belonged to by the spring
of 1992. NACC helped to redistribute arms quotas among European CIS members during 1992 and to
foster agreement on nuclear weapons issues among the former Soviet states. See for more information,
Jane Sharp, “Dismantling the Military Confrontation”, in: Neil Malcolm (ed), Russia and Europe....
pp.79-94

% Gorbachev’s security concept rejects the old Soviet dogma of a struggle between two social systems by
calling for collaboration with the West. See James H. Brusstar, “Russian Vital Interests and Western
Security”, Orbis, vol:38, no:3, (Fall) 1994, p.607.
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integration with the West. “Accordingly, in the first post-communist period. the liberal-
dominant Russian leadership; by trying to move from centralized to market economy,
from authoritarianism to democracy, and from an empire to modern state. This
attempted to develop a new Russian statehood with a definition of the national interest
that focused on domestic economic and political transformation at one side; the release
from the burden of empire and entanglement with former republics.”®’ Starting from
early 1993, Russia has begun to face the practical difficulties in creating viable post
imperial relations with the other former Soviet states. The tone and content of the
debates over Russia’s post-Soviet role shified to the realpolitik thinking. Russia has
begun to claim the title of great power, and its foreign policy has gained a new

assertiveness in the near abroad.®®

The main risks of a reversal in Russia’s course lie in the domestic political arena.
The fate of reform and of rapprochement with the West are intertwined. During 1992-
1993 economic reforms led to a sharp decline in living standards, new and unpopular
forms of social differentiation, and the threat of large scale unemployment.
Democratization widely perceived to have opened the door to chaos, corruption and free
play of individual ambitions. The dismantling of the old Soviet Union was seen as a
national humiliation and an abandonment of Russians abroad to discrimination and
persecution. “During the first years, the former Soviet states represented a continuing

source of turmoil and threats such as the worsening the living conditions of 25 million

*” Ibid, p.608.

8 The concept of the “near abroad” suggests some sort of intermediate status between sovereign
statechood and traditional dependence. See; Richard Sakwa, Russian Politics and Society, London:
Routhledge, 1996, p.291.
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Russians abroad or the ethnic-religious violance, to Russia’s own well-being.”®® This
reality was also accompanied by Russians’ disappointment about the Kozyrev
integration strategy with the West and alienation of masses from both democratic
process and free market. The honeymoon in Russia’s relations with Europe had come to
an end by the end of 1992, as the weakness of the liberal wing forced Yeltsin to shift to
a more centrist position. However, any fundamental threat to the new relationship
would come from social and economic breakdown, or the flaring up serious conflicts
with the post-Soviet near abroad. “These grievances of public were reflected into late
1993 parliament election at greater extent, and 1995 parliament and 1996 presidential
elections.”” In this sense, Russian policies were largely driven by domestic politics in
which domestic and international issues are linked together in the traditional way. The
result was a growing consensus among the decision making groups includes many
colors of Russian political spectrum and Russia pursued policies for its own security
within the framework of hegemonic concept of vital interest. This stance was reflected
as a governmental priority by the president Yeltsin. This assertive posture of Russian
leadership wasn’t meant that its early stance transformed to inherently confrontational
position against the West; “instead in the security approach was while Russia wanted to
cooperate with the West on security issues, it wouldn’t hesitate to pursue its own

policies when its vital national interests were involved.””!

After the fall of the Soviet system, Russian old liberals such as Egor Gaidar,

Anatolii Chubais and Anatolii Sobchak set the ideological tone in society and offered a

“ Ibid, p.291

" Ibid, p.292

" James H. Brusstar , “Russian Vital Interests and Western Security”, Orbis, vol.38, no.3, (Fall),1994,
p.610
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new perception of the West for the Russian public. While suggesting the liberal
capitalist model as the single blueprint for a new Russian society, they invited their
compatriots to abandon the ageless myth of Western hostility. “They also called upon
Russian intellectuals as well as ordinary citizens to jettison their dangerous illusions
about Russian moral and cultural superiority and the idea of Russia’s missionary role in
the world.”” Old liberals, Andrei Kozyrev has been their most prevalent leader in
foreign affairs, see joining the world community and establishing cordial relations with
the Western countries as the best alternative for their country.” “In 1991-1993, old
liberals promised that, in a short period of time, Russia would become a normal
Western type country and Russians would finally be released from their inferiority
complex in exchange for its cordial relationship with the West.” ™ Liberals were
pressed for rapid marketization and assimilation of Western prices. Conservatives
called for a rolling back of economic reform and the preservation of native values; most
campaign openly for restoration of the former union. They frequently assume a
fundamental clash of interest with the Western powers. Centrists were for more cautious
reform, with powerful role for state. They advocated the judicious use of pressure and
occasionally force in the former Soviet area, which they sec as a legitimate sphere of

interest and responsibility. They acknowledged that it was Russian interest to keep on

2 Viadimir Shlapentokh, p.68. Russian elites have an exceedingly complex and often contradictory
standpoint toward the West. Despite public harangues about Russian exceptionalism and superiority over
the West(because of its Orthodox religion and Communist ideology), the elites always fostered an
inferiority complex toward Western countries. While elites perceive the West as deeply hostile toward
their country, they also consider Russia as part of Western civilization. The conflict between Westernizers
and Slavophiles in the 19™ and 20® centuries could not eclipse the deep attachement of Russian elites to
the West, despite how Slavophiles eagerly criticized it. See Boris Paramonov, “ Historical Culture”,in:
Dimitry Shalin (ed), Russian Cultures at the Crossroads, Boulder: Westview Press, 1996, pp.11-40,

™ This alternative includes accepting the USA as the major player in key international affairs along with
NATO’s Eastward expansion. Old liberals expressed their acceptance for the position of the former
Soviet satellites in East Europe which legitimatelly looked for the NATO umbrella.

™ Vladimir Shlapentokh, p.69.
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good terms with the West, but stressed that the relationship with Europcan Union must

. . . . 3
necessarily contain elements of competition as well as cooperation.”

With the evident failure of the rapid transition to liberal capitalism, between
1994-1996, many Russians fell into a wave of great pessimism. There was a great
pessimism among people due to frustration of Russian society in 1995-1997. It was said
that Russians saw their country being run by criminals, corrupted bureaucrats and
oligarches rather than by the people and democratic institutions. Even though almost all
Russians foresaw a gloomy future in 1996-1997, they still can be divided into optimist
and pessimists. Between 1992 and 1993, old pessimists predicted that liberal capitalism
in Russia would triumph in no less than five to ten years. Optimists insisted that liberal
capitalism would be put in place in a minimum of five hundred days and a maximum of
two to three years. “In 1996-1997, optimism lost ground and a ‘new breed of optimists’
formed. New optimists simply hope that existing situation, despite how bad it may be,
will persist. New pessimists predicted the imminence of all sorts of catastrophic events.
Russians were also certain that power structures such as ‘nomenclature capitalism’ and

‘criminal capitalism’ would never relinguish control.”’

“Most Russian politicians and intellectuals could not accept the defetist view
point of new pessimists. In order to be active and even moderately optimistic, they

needed to rationalize the existing situation and establish a scapegoat for their failures

5 Neil Malcolm, p.24.

" The majority of the population was believed that the union of oligarches and bureaucrats would
continue to be predominant source of ruling power in the country. In 1997, the “Fund of Public Opinion”
survey revealed that 77% of the population believes that -corruption will continue. Fund of Public
Oppinion Bulletin , February 27,1997.
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that could assuage Russian pride.””’ They also needed a new concept which would
promise economic growth for Russia. The ‘new liberal’ ideology was developed to
satisfy both of these needs.”® New liberals have practically dismissed the Western model
as the basis for building a new Russia. They call upon the country to keep its distance
from the West. While accepting the market and private property as the pillars of post
communist society, they reject the old liberal belief in market forces as the single
effective regulator of all spheres of economic and social life.” They accuse old liberals
of having negative attitudes toward the state and hold them responsible for the degration

of Russian statehood.®’

There has been mainly four different approach in Moscow towards the European
Union concerning Russian understandings of the EU as a model; the EU as a partner;
the EU as a structure for eventually incorporating Russia as a member; and the EU as a
channel of leverage. Regarding the first model, the EU is used as a model for Moscow's
own integration policies in the CIS only in a very broad and cautious way.! The second

model; the EU as a partner is the most developed line of thinking. It implies seeing the

77 Vladimir Shlapentokh, p.70.

™ Boris Nemtsow, first deputy of the prime minister, was major of the new liberal ideology. Nemstov
coined the new ideological term for a desirable society as “peoples’ capitalism™. In 1996-1998, many
author including former ardent advocates of Gaidar’s universalistic ideology were involved in the
cloboration of new liberalism and the commendation of the state as the crucial economic actor. See
Andrei Nesterenko, “ National Idea and the Concept of Reforms™, Nezavisimaia Gazeta, January 24,
1998.

" “New Liberals” joined moderate, such as General Alexander Lebed and Moscow’s mayor Yurii
Luzhkov, and radical statists, like communist leader Gennadii Ziuganov and nationalist Vladimir
Zhirinovsky, in praising , to different degrees, the strong state as a major force that could advance their
soceity. See for more details; Domitilla Sagramoso & Martin McCauley, *“Political Parties and
Movements in Russia”, Russia and the Successor States Briefing Service, vol:2, no:5, (October), 1994.

% Baris Yeltsin declared the quintessence of the new official ideology when he said “the country’s
continuing problems have been caused by the blind embrace of the Western style capitalist ideology and
the disregard for traditional social values., Jzvestia, December 31, 1997,

81 See the detailed anaysis in part three under the title of “Russia, the CIS and the European Union”
below pp. 97-122.

33



EU as a respected source of trade, credits, investments, etc., but also as a potential
competitor, especially if Russia recovers economically.® The latter scenario is a rather
remote prospect and even then it is might be more of an existential problem than a real
zero-sum game. The third model, the EU as a structure into which Russia would
integrate as a member, is not entirely irrelevant, but the full membership seems
unrealistic. There remain Westernizers who want to see no wall at all, with Russia just
another European country, as quickly as possible. In the fourth model, several areas
where the EU could be seen as a channel of leverage for Russia concerning the
especially in Russo-phone minorities in the Baltic states, conflict management, and as a
counterweight to the NATO-centrism of Europe. Because Russia needs help in
promoting stability in the region via EU and the EU would be less challenging than

NATO involvement or US involvement.®’

Vladimir Putin, as an old chairman of Intelligence Service, became Russia’s
premier in August 1999. His determined and harshy action to repress Chechen rebels
entailed his political rise into presidency in March 2000 elections. “Because by mixing
the modern principles of reform oriented mind with Russian traditional values, he could
create a new confidence to respond the desire of most Russians ‘order and strong state
of Russia’.”* ¥ Following the election of President Putin, the new Government adopted
an ambitious program of socio-economic reforms. The main focal points are the reform

of the social, health and education sectors, and the improvement of the business and

% In this respect Partnership and Cooperation Agreement is very important which gives the main legal
and institutional framework for the bilateral relations between the European Union and Russia.

% Vladimir Baronovsky, “Russia’s Attitudes Towards the EU: Foreign and Security Policy Aspects”,
Programme on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP, vol:15, 2002.

# Elizabeth Piper, “Russia’s Putin Pushes Lenin, Stalin Out In the Cold”, Reuters, Moscow, June 20,
2000.
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investment climate. The program foresees, for instance, a profound reorganization of the
social safety net and a radical simplification of the taxation and customs systems.®’
Democratic development in Russia is based on Putin's willingness to achieve a guided
democracy. “Like Gorbachev in his time, Putin faces two pressure groups: the first is
formed by the governors, oligarchs and a part of liberal intelligencia and the second
consists of representatives of ‘power ministries’ and those parts of society that are in

favor of ‘strong arm’ policy.”86

Despite Putin's KGB background and Western critique of the Chechen war, the
president did his best to establish good relationships with the West. As for Russian
foreign policy priorities, Russian relations with the EU has been growing increasingly.
There are many reasons for this and one of them is that Russia has played the role of
defense wall between the East and Europe for centuries. Islamic extremists pose threats
not only to Russia but also to Europe itself. At the same time, the problem of the
violation of human rights domestically by the Russian side, Chechen republic,
overburdens Russian relations with the EU. While the West insists on a political
solution to the problem and the need to follow international norms, some Russians refer

to the Chinese and Turkish practice of fighting separatism.*’

President Putin is very active in the international arena. He managed to resume
relations with the West after the Kosovo Crisis. But in relations towards the so-called

near abroad, the situation has not changed. Putin speaks to the West on behalf of

% For more details see the world wide web site of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian
Federation, URL: http://www.mid.ru.(13 October 2001).

% Asem Nausabayeva, “Yeltsin’den Sonra Putin’le Yeni Rusya”, Strategic Analiz, cilt. 1, no.1, (Mays),
2000, .40

87 Asem Naugabayeva, 5.42.
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Russia's interests in this area. ignoring the former soviet republics. In this respect,
Russian Foreign Policy keeps the tradition of Yeltsin's regime. Everything depends on
domestic developments in Russia. The main question is whether Russia is capable of
becoming a truly liberal and democratic country. “The domestic variable of Russia is in
a paradoxical situation where it is surviving an absolute systemic crisis under the

"8 Moreover, “despite of the current state of "crony

conditions of relative stability.
capitalism” in Russia, it nevertheless provides for a rather stable political field where
large sections of the Russian elites have a strong vested interest in preserving the status
quo, thus making an emergence of an authoritarian regime in Russia highly unlikely.”*’
Russian foreign policy concentrated to reestablish regional hegemony over the former
Soviet republics. The foreign policy orientation of new administration was formalised
with ‘Russian Federation National Security Doctrine’, ratified on January 2000, and
new ‘Military Doctrine’ ratified on April 2000 were mainly updated form of 1993-dated
doctrines.”® Even though both documents reflected the linearity of strategic perspective
in Russian foreign policy, emphasize upon economic mterest of Russia in the security
doctrine in regarding the demands of energy lobbies and grand oligarchs indicated
Russia could pursue much pragmatic ways by emphazising economic means, mainly
energy, over the military means.”’ “This orientation was a mix of narrow assertive

objectives with planned pragmatic means towards the former Soviet Union. But, in the

implementation of policy, Russia was forced to find out a balance when its strategic

¥ Sergei Medvedev, p.23.

* Ibid, p.24.

% Hasan Kanbolat, “RF’nin Giiney Kafkasya’daki Askeri Varligi ve Giircistan Boyutu”, Stratejik Analiz,
cilt:1, no:3 (Temmuz), 2000, s.42.

*! ibid, 5.43.
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concerns clashed to economic rationality.” Russia sometimes prioritized coercive
methods under the cover of economic means to deter any challenger state that could
demonstrate no change occurred in Russia’s mind. However Russian leadership was

trying to adopt its policy accordance with current trends in the world.

Russia has become an electoral democracy but it is still far away from becoming
a true liberal democracy. Yet, the recurring elections that have taken place in Russia
during the 1990s have more than mere symbolic value, as the elites themselves seem to
feel compelled to submit to the test of the ballot box. There is, however, a more
structural problem looming behind the fagade of the electoral democracy as the party
system in Russia is seriously underdeveloped. Thus acting more as an instrument of

power brokering rather than as levers of societal change.

The Putin administration has also been active in redefining relations between the
federal center and the regional authorities. The creation of seven federal districts headed
by presidential representatives has aimed at ensuring the compliance of regional
legislation with federal law and strengthening federal authorities' control over the
regions. The Kremlin enjoys solid support within the Duma. This is important in the
context of the comprehensive legislative reform process under way.” Freedom of the
media is undoubtedly one of the main achievements of political reform in Russia,

although it is not enough. However, a series of legal problems encountered by private

%2 Heinz Timmermann, p. 173.
% The Duma is expected to have passed legislation on: judicial reform; further deregulation of business
activities; tax reform finalization; pension system reform and a modernized labour code. There has
already been substantial progress in areas such as customs duties reform, anti-money laundering bill and
the approval of a new land code. See the European Commission Report concerning the EU’s relations
with Russia world wide web site URL:

http:// Europe.eu.int/ comm./external-relations /Russia/intro/index. html. (24 December 2001).
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media outlets™ have given rise to concern about the future of the independent media in

Russia. It is still remaining a problematic area.

2.2.2. Conditional Engagement in Political Relations with Russia

In addition to strategic partnership, another term that is often used to describe
the EU-Russia relations is engagement. The argument goes that it is in the Union’s

interest to engage Russia:

“Russia’s future relationship with the EU 1s an issue of profound importance
for our continent and it remains a conundrum. For Russia is undoubtedly
European. But she is not Western. Russia is a great power. Yet her
enfeebled economy is only 8% the size of the EU’s while depending on us
for 40% of its external trade. Where does this leave our long- term
relationship? And where does it leave countries from Central Asia to the
Caucasus to Ukraine which lie between the great continental poles? This is a
question which can provoke passionate theoretical debate about the
geographical limits of the Union and about religious and cultural divides.
My own approach is pragmatic. Our interests our obligation is to engage
with all these countries, and with Russia above all, to help them develop the
structures they need for sound economic and political development. Let us
focus, for now, on that priority.”*

The term engagement was put forward in the early 1980s and is normally
understood as a strategy to deal with unfriendly states, alternative to punitive policies.*®
The aims of engagement are to make the behaviour of these states more predictable and

compatible and to achieve certain pragmatic results by means of a broad spectrum of

* Most notably those affecting nation-wide TV NTV, and, more recently, TV6, media enterprises, as well
as a number of violent attacks on journalists.

% Speech by Chris Patten, the commissioner responsible for external relations, 15 June 2000.

% There is an extensive literature of the policy of ‘engagement’. For a good account , see Richard Haas
and Meghan O’Sullivan, “Terms of Engagement: Alternative to Punitive Policies”, Survival, vol.42,

no. 2, (Summer), 2000, pp.13-35.
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economic incentives. Therc arc two types of engagement, conditional and non-
conditional. The West-Russia relations during Yeltsin’s era can be possibly qualified as
unconditional engagement.”” Now, it can be observed a turn towards a rather specific
form of conditional engagement as the European Parliament and the Commissioner
responsible for external relations, Chris Patten, advocate embarking on a ‘double track

(13

strategy’ vis-a-vis Russia: “ a strategy that combines plain speaking on issues like

Chechnya with continuing effort to built an effective relationship based on values and
cooperation™.®® This turn seems to indicate that the initial tactics failed that an
unconditional engagement did not work. The more time pass after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, the more difficult it is for Europe to affect Russia politically or ensure
smooth democratic developments in Russia. The inefficient reactions to atrocities in
Chechnya clearly demonstrated the limits of the EU’s ability to respond to human rights
violations. At the same time, common values as a key foundation of the declared
partnership, were severely watered down.” 1t is not clear how the proposed double
track strategy will cure this problem. Actually, it may become one of the political
components of the vicious circle. The EU’s inability to react on matters of principle like
the case of Chechnya serves as additional intensive for the Russian authorities to
proceed ‘forward to the past’ and revive many familiar features of Soviet legacy and

autocracy. “How, then, can the EU react if Russia in the future was left without an

independent media? Unfortunately, no sensible strategy is foreseen. The EU would not

o Igor Leshukov, “Can the Northern Dimension Break the Vicious Circle of Russia- EU Relations?”, in:
Hanna Ojanen (ed),The Northern Dimension: Fuel For the EU?. Program on the Northern Dimension of
the CFSP, no.12. Helsinki: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2001, p.121.

% Patten in his remarks to the European Parliament on 12 December 2000. See also Qostlander Report
Jor Common Strategy on Russia, European Parliament 2000 Report on the implementation of the
Common Strategy of the European Union on Russia (A5-0363/2000 final).

% 1gor Leshukov, p.123.
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risk the whole spectrum of its relationship with Russia for human rights sake. Thus.
Russia learns from the Chinese experience and, as Clinton failed in China, the European
Union is failing in Russia. Even worse, a double-track strategy might end up as a simple
justification for inaction and appeasement policy.”'® In other words, the Union is likely
further to contribute to the construction of a less democratic and more totalitarian state
in Russia. Thus, the declared objective of building a democratic Russia is unreachable
in the current framework of the relationship. The irony is that a further deepening of the
political dialogue and of the political relations will only minimize the scope for

European Union’s influence.'®!

The viciousness of the circle is now reflected even on the level of political
declarations. It is shown by a comparison of two documents, the EU’s strategy on
Russia from 1995'%? and the Common Strategy on Russia of 1999. In 1995, the EU
ambitiously formulated its mission stating that “the European Union is committed to
establish a substantial partnership with Russia and to achieve the full integration of
Russia in the community of free and democratic nations.”'® Four years later, in the
Common Strategy on Russia, the EU vaguely refers to the objective of integrating
Russia into a “common European economic and social space” and explicitly refrain

from any responsibility for Russian affairs.

1% 1gor Leshukov, p.122.
1% ibid, 124.

192 EU Strategy on Russia adopted by the Madrid European Council. For the full text, see 1863 GA
Council conclusions.

193 EU Strategy on Russia, same wording is used in the 1995 Action Plan on Russia.
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2.3. Economic Relations

A major effort to modernize the Russian economy can be traced back to 1985,
when president Gorbachev inaugurated a program of economic acceleration. It proved
to be ill-conceived and it was ineptly implemented. It has contributed to dramatizing the
deficiencies of a command economy rather than remedying them.“Critical breakthrough
in terms of economic reforms came in early 1992 when the Yeltsin/Gaidar government
introduced a set of austerity measures intended to facilitate a quick ship to a market-
regulated system.”® The reform strategy of the Russian government included four
major objectives; First, the liberalization of almost all prices in tandem with a firm
budget policy and very restricted monetary expansion to curb inflation. Second, the
provision of maximum liberty to all forms of business activity. A great stride towards
economic openness was to be made in order to make the internal market more
competitive. This was expected to help stabilize the prices and markets after the initial
inflationary jerk. The rouble was to become internally convertible.'”® Despite
considerable technical skills the economy reflects the low efficiency of the formerly
planned industry and service sectors, as well as the absence of management skills
essential to modern market economy. These weaknesses became evident when the

economy was exposed to market forces after 1991.1%6

It is the fact that the EU became the first Western institution to sign a

comprehensive trade agreement with Russia. According to PCA, trade should be liberal

1% Erank Mc Donald, Andrei, Kuznetsov and KeithPenketh, The EU and the Rest of Europe in European
Economic Integration. London: Longman, 1994, p.293.

19 ibid, p.295.

16 UINICE statement on relations between Russia and the European Union, 13 June 1997, p.2.
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which was based on MFN treatment and climination of quantitative restrictions. The
EU and Russia are bound to be close partners.'®” Politically as the main players and
immediate neighbours on the European continent.'”® Russia is becoming an increasingly
important trading partner for the EU.' The relationship of the Furopean Union with
Russia has an importance for the medium and long term political and economic
development of both sides. The EU has consistently tried to encourage the creation of
more favourable conditions and to build a deeper partnership with Russia. This can be
provided through a permanent political dialogue and a comprehensive cooperation
program. The PCA is covering almost all aspects of European Community-Russian

trade, commercial and economic relations.

The Partnership Agreement fix some criteria which are respect for democratic
principles and human rights. A violation of democratic principles may lead to an
immediate suspension of the rights and obligations under the Agreement. It also
includes some articles and clauses relating to the interconnection between the
continuation and accomplishment of Russia’s political and economic reforms and the

EU-Russia relationship. Both are interlinked with each other.

The commercial chapter of the PCA provides for market access on the basis of
mutual most-favoured nation treatment for tarifl matters. Russia will apply various

articles of the GATT / WTO in its trade relations with the EU before the accession to

197 Wording used in the briefing document “The EU’s relation with Russia —an overview”, available on
DG Relex Website.

'% bid.

19 According to European Commission report for Russia 2001: energy supplies represent 45% of Russia's
exports to the EU, which, in turn, account for 42% of the EU's needs in imported natural gas (17% of total
gas consumption) and 17% of oil imports.
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this multilateral organization. Two points can be mentioned in particular as PCA
regulate all aspects of commercial relations. First, the most favoured nation treatment
granted by Russia under the PCA shall not be applied during a five years transitional
period in relation to advantages granted by Russia to other countries of the former
Soviet Union, This period may be extended by mutual consent between the parties.'!
Second is concerning the asymmetric obligations of the parties as regards the
guantitative restrictions. While goods originating in Russia shall be imported free of
such restrictions to the EU, with some exceptions, until 1995 mainly, Russia has a
right to impose new restrictions, if they relate to sectors which are undergoing
restructuring, or are facing serious difficulties of a social charter, or are facing the
elimination or a drastic reduction of the total market share held by Russian companies

or nationals.'"’!

2.3.1. Current Economic Situation of Russia

Russia has made some progress in her transition to market economy though it is
not enough and is currently pursuing a successful macro-economic stabilization policy.
Nevertheless, since the fall of the Soviet Union, GDP, standards of living and social
security have fallen dramatically, while poverty has risen. However, due to the
devaluation of the rouble caused by the 1998 financial crisis which boosted demand for
local production, macro-economic stability and unexpectedly high world energy prices,

GDP growth rebounded in late 1999 and 2000.''? “It remains to be seen whether

':‘: Article 5 of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement.

] -

Ibid,

112 Gee the details in appendix I for more details with statistics.
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genuine progress in economic restructuring can be maintained and whether it would be

sustainable in the longer term in the event of a slump in oil and gas prices.” ''?

Although the PCA includes a great number of provisions relating to business and
investment, Russia has so far not been able to attract foreign direct investment (FDI)!'*
on a scale in tune with her investment needs. The August 1998 crisis was a severe blow
to Russia's emerging role in the international financial system.'’> There has been more
caution in economic policy since the 1998 crisis. Boosting FDI is a key priority of the
Russian Government. The EU has been stressing the need for Russia to provide a stable
and reliable legal and institutional framework which would encourage foreign investor
confidence in the Russian market. This is especially relevant to the ongoing Russia-EU
energy dialogue. “The EU has emphasized that Russia's ratification of the Energy
Charter Treaty would be a major step towards creating such a framework for investment
in the energy sector.”''® In sum, we can say the Russia’s emerging market economy is
not a liberal one. It is a kind of mixed economy influenced by the state, which does not

limit itself with elaborating and implementing rules of the game, but carries out various

methods of direct bureaucratic interference in the economic process.

In 2000, the budget of the Russian Federation displayed a surplus for the first time

since the collapse of the Soviet Union. In order to maintain this positive trend, the

13 The Fact Sheets on the European Commission and the Activities, European Commission 2001 Report
Jor Russia.

' See the detailed figures in appendix 1.

5 Government debt amounted to approximately USD 182.4 billion as of 1 January 2001 of which $162.8
billion was external debt, including USD 103 inherited from the Soviet Union. Following negotiations
with the IMF, the World Bank and the Paris Club, Russia is meeting its obligations to foreign creditors
ahead of schedule, without restructuring.

18 The Russian State Statistic Committee Report, 24 December 2001.



government will neced to continuc improving tax legislation and its enforcement,

particularly effective tax collection. See below the figures.

Table 2.1. Budget deficit/surplus of Russia (% of GDP)

199211993 11994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
-34 {-4.6 |-10.7}-3.2 |44 |-5.1 |-3.6 |-1.5 [+25

(Source : The Russian State Statistics Committee 2001 Report)

2.3.2. The EU- Russia Trade

Russia is the EU's sixth largest trading partner''’ after the USA, Switzerland,
Japan, Norway and China, but it was likely to rank higher in 2001 as a result of

% Moreover, the structure of bilateral trade

considerable growth in bilateral trade.
displays a market imbalance, with fuel and primary products representing the bulk of
Russian exports, as opposed to the predominance of finished industrial goods in imports

from the EU. Russia provides over 15% of the EU's needs in imported fuel.

Bilateral trade showed a dramatic downward trend in the wake of the 1998
financial crisis, which had a particularly strong impact on Union’s exports. The

devaluation of the rouble has assisted Russian exports to the EU, which increased

""" The EU represents Russia's largest trade partner, accounting for 24.7% of Russia's imports and 34.9%
of its export trade. Russia's share in EU external trade in 2000 was 4.0% of the EU's total imports and
1,9% of its exports.

'8 The 2000 was the last year for which full data is currently available; for more recent data see the
appendix I1.
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spectacularly in 2000, year-on-ycar growth is 60%. The modest recovery of the Russian
economy has equally cnabled a small increase in imports from the EU, which have.
nevertheless, not returned to pre-crisis levels, not least due to the persistence of certain
protectionist measures, for example regarding the import of alcoholic beverages and

automobiles.''®

2.3.3. The Vicious Circle in Economic Terms

The EU-Russia bilateral trade relations are characterized by a strong surplus in

20

favour of Russia.! This is due to two major reasons. First, Russian demand for

imported goods collapsed as a result of the currency devaluation following the 1998

crisis. In spite of gradual recovery during the last two years, the country did not fully

121

overcome the consequences of the crisis. © Moreover, the pattern of trade was

unsatisfactory. “Throughout the 1990s, roughly two thirds of Russian exports to the EU
are raw materials, natural gas and oil account for one third and, metals and wood for
another third. The situation is worsening: in 1999 oil and gas alone represented already
45% of Russia’s exports to the EU and considerably more in 2000.”'** The export goods
spectrum is narrowing. “This is far from the success story that could be deduced from

the reference to the EU as the main trading partner of Russia. Indeed, even though the

"1 See the details in appendix 11 for figures about EU-Russia trade statistics.

120 10,5 bn euro in 1999 and 25 bn euro in 2000.

121 For instance, at the last quarter of 2000 the level of real income of the population is 20% less than in
the mid 1997(when it was at its Russian maximum), the retail trade turn-over is only about 35% of the
1997 maximum. 31,8% of the population has income below official survival minimum (which is 1.234
Rur or slightly more than 40 USD). Expert data as cited in Experf Magazine 48, 12 December 2000.

'22 Chris Patten , EU-Russia-The Way Ahead, speech given at the Diplomatic Academy in Moscow, 18
January 2000, available on word wide website URL:

http:// www.europaeu. int/comm/commissioners/patten/speeches/index/htm).
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early 1990s witnessed a rapid increase in trade volume between Russia and the EU, the

trade seems 1o have reached a ceiling during the last years.”'??

Second, significant barriers to trade and investment still remain, hindering
market access in both directions. Russia complains that the EU does not recognize
Russia’s full market economy status, which makes some Russian exports, especially
industrial ones, subject to unfair antidumping measures.’** The EU points out Russian
non-compliance with the PCA.' The problems are further complicated by the federal

character of the Russian state and existing inconsistencies in regional practices.

In negotiating the PCA, Russia very much hoped to secure similar economic
treatment as that established between the EU and the CEECs .'?® As it was not feasibie,
the PCA included a ‘Free Trade Agreement rendez-vous clause’- an article that foresees
opening of the Free Trade Agreement (FTA) talks a year after the Treaty’s coming into
force.'?” Thus, establishment of an FTA between the Russia and the EU become a goal
for the PCA. The negotiations were expected to start in 1998, but they were indefinitely
delayed. A Tacis specialist study was commissioned and it was presented to the
Commission in March 2000. The DG for trade apparently supports the conclusions of

this report and refers to its findings as follows:

' Jgor Leshukov, p.125.
124 The EU partially recognized Russia as market economy in spring 1998, by procedural grounds to
discriminate the Russian goods remain.
' There is a lack of satisfactory legislative framework in a number of sensitive areas ( intellectual
property, standards, technical regulations, investment) as well as ongoing market access
problems(alcoholic beverages, banking and insurance services, textiles, eggs, etc.) and related practices
(import licensing, subsidies, customs and conformity assessment).
:;’ Speech by the Russian Representation to the EU, Brussels, July 1998.

Ibid.
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“The conclusions of this study were that negotiations of an FTA should be
delayed until Russia had joined the WTO and ensured full compliance with
the PCA. In addition, the report concluded that negotiation of an FTA with
Russia should be delayed until Russia was also ready to make changes to its

regulations and their implementation procedures, so as to be in a position to
reap advanEaI%Se from the positive dynamic effects of a Free Trade
Agreement.’

Now, we have to look briefly the possibility of Russia fulfilling these three
conditions. Russia applied for WTO (GATT) membership in 1993, but little progress
has been achieved towards membership. The actual negotiation stage has not been
reached yet. The process is still in the phase of ‘education’ of Russian authorities and
‘fact finding’.!*® Initially, a much more rapid accession of Russia to the WTO was
anticipated. The Russian non-compliance on PCA provisions reflects some problems
and specific features of Russian economic development: instead of introducing genuine
market reforms, new monopolistic structures have emerged. In sum, Russian entry to
the WTO is a remote perspective. Russia’s full compliance with the PCA provisions is
even more difficult. A regulatory reform that would enable Russia to take advantage of
the dynamic effects of the FTA requires fundamental changes not only in the legal
framework, but also in practices and even in economic and political culture. The
question is whether Russia will sacrifice its nature to become ‘EU compatible’.
According to Igor Leshukov, it is unlikely. This makes the FTA as a goal simply
unreachable. Thus it also deprives the PCA of its main purpose that of being a quick

road to free trade between Russia and the EU. Together with the unsatisfactory pattern

128 European Commission Report, Implementation of the EU/Russia Common Strategy: EU Trade Policy
Priorities In The Short to Medium Term, Brussels, 14 September 2000.
12 1gor Leshukov, p.126.
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of trade between the EU and Russia. this provides for the ‘viciousness of the circle’ in

economic terms. '’

2.4. Other Instruments

The Union was the first to appreciate the immensity of the task of political and
economic transformation upon which Russia was embarking at the end of the 1980s, as
explained above. It was also the first to play an active role in supporting the market and
democratic process in Russia. They established a legal framework, the Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement designed to reinforce dialogue and secure equal partnership in
virtually every avenue of potential cooperation. At the same time European Union
offered direct support, in transferring know-how through its TACIS'™' Program,
launched in 1991. In this way the Union has developed and evolved a wholly integrated
strategy towards Russia, combining all aspects of political, economic, security and
sectoral dialogue.'”? While the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement gives the main
legal and institutional framework for the bilateral relations between the EU and Russia;
on the economic side, the PCA provides for liberal, WTO based trade between them,
on the political side the agreement includes an intensive di::llogue at all levels on a broad

menu of issues, including also Justice and Home Affairs. 133

130 gor Leshukov, p.126.

31 TACIS is the Technical Assistance to Common Independent States together with Russia. For more
detail about Tacis see the following pages.

132 Delegation of the European Commission in Russia, 2000 Report.

133 Program on the Northern dimension of the CFSP, no. 12, p.120.
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There are also along with the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement. the other
instruments of the EU for the relations with Russian Federation including TACIS, aid

policies and humanitarian aid. I will explain them below.

2.4.1. TACIS Program and Russia

The TACIS'™ that launched by the EC in 1991, provides a grant-financed
technical assistance to the thirteen countries which are Russia, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan, Moldova, Mongolia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Ukraine and Uzbekistan. It mainly aims at enhancing the transition to market economies
and democracy in these countries. Since 1991, TACIS has granted over 2.3 billion euro
for the implementation of more than 1,500 projects in the Russian Federation. The
following sectors have been identified as a priority for the TACIS program in the
Russian Federation: restructuring of enterprises and private sector development; public
administration reform, social services and education; agriculture; energy; nuclear safety
and environment; telecommunications; transport; small project programs and policy

advice.

Based on the article two of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, the

TACIS democracy program has been strengthening the pluralist society and the rule of

134 TACIS is the large EU program for technical assistance to support democratic and market reforms in
the Common Independent States (CIS) with Russia. The TACIS Program is a European Union initiative
for Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, which fosters the development of harmonious and
prosperous economic and political links between the European Union and these partner countries. The
main aim is to support the partner countries' initiatives to develop societies based on political freedoms
and economic prosperity. TACIS does this by providing grant finance for know-how to support the
process of transition to market economies and democratic societies. TACIS Facts Sheet on the European
Parliament and the Activities of the EU, 2000, pp.120-125.
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law in Russia since 1992. It supports the rolc of democratic norms and institutions in
overall process of political and economic reforms, and trains journalists in culture of
democratic news coverage. Projects, which are mainly submitted by NGOs, typically
fall into the areas of awareness building, axni-discﬁmination work, defence of human
rights, support for local administrations, promotion of best media and parliamentary

135 trade union development and safeguarding women’s rights. The EU is also

practice
playing a key role, through its Democracy program, in helping Russia to implement its
commitments upon accession to the Council of Europe. A program has been designed to
strengthen the state of law and teaching law-based economy at regional level. A new
follow-up program between the TACIS Democracy Program and the Council of Europe
is advising Russia on how to comply with the European Convention on Human Rights.
TACIS assistance includes the training of journalists, judges, police and prison guards
in democratic methods, as well as helping a wide range of non-governmental

organizations to operate in a democracy. Please see below the TACIS funds allocations

to Russia in million €;

135 The Democracy program has helped to monitor the Russian Duma and Presidential elections in 1995
& 1996, and also carried out regional voting awareness campaigns. lts experts have facilitated
cooperation between the international observes, to cover the legal aspects of elections, voting and
counting methods, as well as the optimum deployment of observers and statistics. See the appendix 11 for
more details.
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Table 2.2. Estimated Allocations to Russia through TACIS Funds in Million €

199711998 | 1999 | 2000 ; 2001

Regional programmes 27 {27 {21 |17 |23
Nuclear safety 34 17 |12 {33 |19
Donor coordination 27 128 128 {32 {30
Programme Implementation support{18 (16 |17 |18 118
Others 6 5 5 2 2

Total 112 {93 |83 102 |92

(Source : European Commission 2001 Report for Russia)

2.4.2. The EU Assistance to Russia'>®

The EU has been the largest provider of economic and technical assistance to
Russia. Since 1991 the EU’s TACIS program has supported the economic and
democratic reform process in Russia. The focus was on institutional, legal and
administrative reform, including support for the development of independent media and
civil society; fiscal and banking sector reform and social reform. Assistance was aimed
at facilitating the implementation of the EU-Russia Partnership and Cooperation

Agreement as well as Russia’s eventual accession to the WTO.

136 This part is summary from the document “The EU relations with Russia ~an Overview” available on
DG Relex websitc URL:
http://www.europa.eu. int./comm./external relations/Russia/intro/index.html (12 January 2002).
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The civilian EU is an open partner, and is going to certain lengths to achieve a
viable cooperation pattern with Russia. However, as the EU has made very clear,
notably in its Common Strategy on Russia's reference to ‘shared values’, this will entail
a clear priority for the development of civil society in the future. This will offer Russia
access to many crucial elements of the European construction, but at the same time will

seek to promote the evolution of a civil society in Russia.

Between 1991 and 2001, Russia has received € 2.281 bilbon in EU assistance,
of which € 1.391 billion have been allocated within the framework of the TACIS Action
Programs, with the remaining € 890 million coming from other programs,-notably
regional programs (including, as of 1996, Cross-Border Cooperation); nuclear safety;
donor coordination (including support for the International Science and Technology
Centre in Moscow and 50% of EBRD Bangkok facility); program implementation

support and other programs (e.g. Democracy program).137 See below the figures;

137 The Council adopted in January 2000 a new TACIS Regulation that is covering the period 2000-2006.
TACIS is increasingly used in support of PCA implementation. Russia received € 96 million within the
framework of TACIS Action Programs in addition to a comparable amount from a variety of programs,
including cross-border cooperation; nuclear safety and the Baltic line. Over the period 1996-1999, Russia
has also benefited from € 520.88 million of financial assistance from member-states and from € 1.577.50
billion in EBRD credits. See the appendix II for more details
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Table 2.3. Russian Federation Action Programs

1997}19981199912000;2001

Institutional, legal and administrative reform 16 {30 § 15| 28 | 28
Private sector support and economic 29 131 { 18 | 14 } 19
development

Alleviation of social consequences of transition | 11 | 3 6 | 16
Development of infrastructure networks 24 1201141 O 3
Environmental protection, natural resources 51107 8 4 0
management

Rural economic development 1319 5 0 0
Policy advice; Small Project Programmes 27 1 24 | 20 § 351 20
Others 8§ 1311} 11410
Total 133(140¢ 98 | 98 | 96

(Source : European Commission 2001 Report on Russia)

2.4.3. Humanitarian Aid to Russia

Since the early 1990's, the European Union has been carrying out humanitarian

aid operations on the territory of the former Soviet Union. In the past, humanitarian

assistance was given to international NGOs operating in Russia for limited pilot projects

concerning tuberculosis, and some other related health/social interventions, including in

prisons too. In the last few years, the assistance in the Russian Federation has been

mainly focused on the victims of the armed conflicts in the Northern Caucasus

region.The European Union distributes its humanitarian assistance through ECHO.!*8

Security conditions make delivery of aid very difficult to the considerable humanitarian

13 ECHO means European Commission Humanitarian Office. See for more details concerning the human
rights and democratisation world wide website of Europa URL: http://www.europa.eu. int/comm/external

relations/human rights.html
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needs of the civilian population in Chechnya. Lack of security in Chechnya continues to
be the main impediment to the permanent return of the refugees. The abduction of an
expatriate aid worker in early January 2001 led to a temporary suspension in ECHO aid
deliveries to Chechnya. Nevertheless, operating conditions in Chechnya remain very
difficult for ECHO partners. In particular, access to the UN-sponsored radio frequency,
which is very important to the security of humanitarian aid workers, has not yet been
granted by the authorities. The provision of long-term access permits for delivering aid

to Chechnya would also improve the efficiency of aid distribution.'*®

Additional substantial ECHO allocations for the North Caucasus are currently
being decided on. The precise amounts will depend both on security conditions and the
need for humanitarian aid. The allocations will be subject to operating conditions
allowing ECHO and its partners to undertake proper assessments of the needs of

affected population and to monitor the distribution of aid.

The European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) has assisted
Russia with approximately € 8 million between 1997 and 2000, for projects covering a
wide range of the policy objectives of the EU aiming at fostering a civil society and
democratisation including raising human rights awareness. For years 2002-2004, the
main focus will be on democratisation, good governance and the rule of law. Some of
the key areas for support will be projects to strengthen the capacity of civil society,
human rights education and training, freedom of expression and independent media.

The main implementing partners for these projects are national and international NGOs

13 The 2001 ECHO Report of the Delegation for the European Commission in Russia.
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as well as international organisations such as the Council of Europe and the UN Office

of the High Commissioner for Human Rights.'*

The EU continues to be concerned about the dramatic humanitarian situation in
Chechnya where it has been the largest donor of emergency aid.'*' It has been
concentrating its efforts on securing access and improving conditions for European
Union funded Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs) providing humanitarian
assistance to Chechnya.'*? These issues have been repeatedly raised with the Russian
authorities, including President Putin. The EU declares its continues to do so as long as

it is deemed necessary.

2.5. The EU & Russia: Strategic Relations or a Vicious Circle?

The developing partnership between Russia and the European Union is normally
promoted as a promising pattern for Russian relations with the West. Politicians on both
sides use encouraging rhetoric and underline the enormous potentials. There is a need to
strengthening the bilateral links. The objective for this relationship is ponderously
described as ‘strategic partnership’. Three points are usually put forward to justify the
importance of the EU-Russia relationship. First, trade statistics are a strong argument in
highlighting the fact that Russia and the EU “are bound to be close partners”. The EU

is the largest economic partner of Russia, accounting for 40% of its foreign trade and a

140 For more details about EIDHR Compendium 2000 which outlines the Russian initiatives, see the
world wide website URL : http://www.ehrfoundation.org/compendiu.pdf. (20 January 2002)

14! For details see the title “ Other Main Assistance Instruments” below.

142 They are inviting the Russian authorities to provide maximum support to the office of Mr Kalamanov,
Russia's own representative for human rights, in Chechnya, in order to bring human rights violations to
justice. For more details please look the web site of the EU Delegation in Moscow URL:
http://www,eurounion.org.ruw/eurussia.
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43 whereas Russia is an

significant share of the foreign direct investments (FDls)
important energy supplier to the Union.'** Second, Russia is a natural security partner
for the EU, since the European security is inseparable from and unthinkable without
Russia.' Third, close cooperation between the EU and Russia is needed to respond to

common challenges. There are notably three major concerns that are high on the

agenda: organized crime, nuclear safety and environment.

There is a long standing habit to present the EU-Russia relations as a success
story and to report on the achievements made, especially when compared with the
troubled relations between Russia and NATO or United States. The EU-Russia
disagreements over Chechnya and on going trade disputes add some worrying tunes to
this generally positive picture, but overall enthusiasm does prevail. The excessive use
of force and violations of human rights in Caucasus are normally presented by the EU
as a temporary phenomenon that has overshadowed the bilateral relations in late 1999
and 2000. The trade disputes in certain sensitive areas are viewed as to be soon resolved

and as not undermining the economic potential. !¢

“However, this optimistic assessment might be misleading. It tends to water
down the seriousness of the problems. At its worst, it ignores their structural and

systemic character, especially on the Russian side, and leads to conclusions that are

143 See the details in appendix I1 for the foreign direct investments figures.

144 The EU accounted for 40% of the Russian foreign trade in 1997. Following the crisis of 1998 and until
today the figure has dropped to 32-35% of the turnover, but it is still referred to old data, thus arguing that
the EU gives over 40% of Russian trade and that the anticipated enlargement process will make its share
more than 50%.

5 For a classical example, see speech by Javier Solana, the EU High Representative designate in
Stockholm, 13 October 1999.

146 Web page of the European Commission Representation in Russia world wide website URL:
http://www.eurounion.org.ru/eurusia (4 February 2002).

57



wrong in their logic. In reality, the EU-Russia relations are in a vicious circle.”'” Both
the EU and Russia lack a strategy and are currently muddling through in their
relationship. This mirrors the general conundrum of Russia-West relations. After initial
problems, the sides are confronted with growing number of problems. They find
themselves in a situation where any further step forward is likely to result in further
complexities. This reflects the nature of Russians reforms and lead us to ask what state
and what economy is actually emerging from the collapse of the Soviet Union. “It also
clearly demonstrates the primitivism of EU approach and limited understanding of the
factors that shape developments in Russia.”'** At the same time, the EU easily reacts in
this situation by watching its hands and stating that “the main responsibility for Russia’s
future lies with Russia itself "' This means that the future course of development in
their relations will mostly depend on the success or the failure of the attempts made

within Russia to restructure its policies, its economy, and its society.

In other words, the EU refrains from any accountability. This has happened
now after ten years of efforts. The post-cold war Russian foreign policy suffered from
hopes, expectations, and illusions with respect to the West. There is frustration and
growing pessimism, and expectations are down graded." On the other hand, Russians

in their European aspirations are also very reserved, though in a different manner. The

7 1gor Leshukov, p.119.

148 A comprehensive, in-depth analysis is needed to understand the causes of this situation .See for more
details; Tom Casier & Katlijn Malfliet (eds), /s Russia A European Power? The Position Of Russia in a
New Europe. Belgium:Leuven University Press, 1998; Iver B.Neumann, Russia and the Idea of Europe.
London & New York: Routledge, 1996 , pp.158-194.

149 The wording used in the Common Strategy of the European Union on Russia. The European Council,
Cologne, 3 and 4 June 1999 ( 1999/414/CFSP).

1% Viadimir Shlapentokh, “The Changing Russian View Of the West: From Admiration in the Early
1990s to Hostility in the Late 1990s”, in: Tom Casier & Katlijn Malfliet (eds), Is Russia A European
Power? The Position Of Russia in a New Europe. Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1998, pp. 67-81.



EU- Russia relations come close to deadlock, options are limited and hopes are rather
low. The strategic partnership is in the heavy chains of vicious circle. But is there any
way out of this? I will attempt to examine possible answers to this question in the next

part.



I11. ISSUES IN THE EU-RUSSIA POLITICAL RELATIONS

As a basic rule since the end of the Cold War, all actors in international area
encountered the need to revise their foreign policy priorities and security threat
perceptions in accordance with the new parameters. As a main successor state to former
Soviet Union, Russia, also found herself at the midst of new and ambitious
circumstances. After the end of the Cold War, Europe and Russia face new realities and
new challenges too. Europe evolved from the bipolarity to the monocentrism while
Western Europe had become the only region of the Old World in terms of stability and
efficiency, dynamism and integration. The Western institutions mainly the European
Union and also NATO occupy the dominant positions in the fields of international
relations in Europe. The economic integration, political partnership, security, as well as
social, legal and cultural cooperation gained momentum. From January 1995, the
European Union has united almost all advanced European countries, and now it carries
out new strategy of deepening and widening the integration. On the other hand, post
communist countries are in the process of transition to market economy and democracy.
The agreements signed represent a formal recognition that there is a CIS track and an
Eastern track for the relations with the EU. The Central and Eastern European countries
are moving ‘back to Europe’ that means they are trying to reforming their systems and
societies according to the European models. Simultancously, they joined the Council of
Europe, may join the EU and NATO in future. The second group is Russia and its
partners within the CIS. Russia is obviously the most important country within the CIS

track.
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The relations between the European Union and Russia has not achieved its
intended aims as indicated in the programmatic documents™', yet due to some political
problems. In this part I evaluate the main issues in the EU and Russia political relations.
Some of them which are regarded as important in my study are: problematic Russian
foreign policy towards the former Soviet periphery including its special relationship
with the Baltic States and Commonwealth of Independent States; Northern Dimension
and its effects on the relations with special emphasis on Kaliningrad and soft security
challenges that require cooperative networks; diverging interests of the EU and Russia
in the Caucasus and Central Asia especially concerning the great game on energy
politics; the implication of the EU enlargement in general on EU-Russia relations and

ongoing debate over NATO enlargement.

3.1. The EU and Russia in Europe’s North

End of the Cold War drastically changed the geopolitical map of the northern
Europe too. The Baltic States regained their independence in 1991, Finland and Sweden
joined the European Community in 1995. These events made the EU more northern in
nature and led to the emergence of a new 1,300 kilometre long common EU-Russia
border. It became important to address the new challenges at that border and increase
cooperation with the EU’s new neighbours. With the fall of the Tron Curtain, closer
association of the European Union with the young democracies in Central and Eastern

Europe and the progressive perspective towards eastward enlargement, soft security

'>! The most important programmatic documents, Partnership and Cooperation Agreement and Common
Strategy on Russia, are analysed deeply in part two.
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challenges have become important issucs on the political agenda of the EU and its
member states.'>? In the northern parts of the Europe and in the Baltic Sea Region in
particular, a variety of soft security problems, such as nuclear safety, trans-nationally
organized crime, drug trafficking, weapons smuggling, money laundering and illegal
immigration are posing challenges to regional stability and the security of the Union.
Most of the littoral states of the Baltic Sea will be members of the EU in future. This
implies that the Baltic Sea will become an "Inland Sea" of the European Union. It is in
the Union's interest to develop adequate strategies in response to these challenges. But
on the other hand, since the Baltic nations had been forced to live fifty years under the
Soviet rule and since today's Russia is still very much concerned about developments in
its "near abroad".'”® Tt is important to discuss possible implications of the political
relations between the EU and Russia concerning the Northern Dimension of Europe.
Northern Europe also has a lot of potential and is rich in natural resources too.
Nonetheless, Russian authorities are still preoccupied with power politics and sovereign
rights. They are not able to grasp it. The EU, in turn, does not promote this crucially
important feature of the Northern Dimension. The Ruséians passively observe the
process in a wait-and-see position. The concept is still not fully operational, but it is on
the EU agenda and has good prospects for further development The purpose of this part

is to analyse the ND’s function and potential in relations between the EU and Russia.

2 Wolfgang Wessels, “Introduction: The Northern Dimension as a Challenging Task”, in: Gianni
Bonvicini, Tapani Vaahtoranta & Wolfgang Wessels (eds), The Northern EU, National Views On the
Emerging Security Dimension. Programme on the Northern Dimension of CFSP, vol.9. Helsinki &
Egrlin: Ulkopoliittinen instituutti & Institut fiir Europaische Politik, 2000, pp.18-30.

Ibid, p.21.



“The critical question is whether the ND can provide, at least potentially, a break

through from the vicious circle which these relations are now in.”"**

3.1.1. Northern Dimension and its Origins

“The Northern Dimension (ND) is a notion used in many different ways and in a
variety of different contexts like a catchphrase, an umbrella concept or an empty basket
to be filled with suitable ingredients.”'>> The status of the initiative itself is still being
debated. The ND is still a relatively new and unknown concept. Some three years after
its introduction, the European Council has now approved an “Action Plan for the
Northern Dimension in the external and cross-border policies of the European
Union™.'*® The ND is the external and cross-border policies of the European Union. It
addresses the specific challenges of the regions and aims to increase cooperation among
the EU member states, the EU applicant countries and Russia. The ND is implemented
within the framework of the Europe Agreements with the Baltic States, the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement with Russia and the European Economic Area regulations.
The areas for cooperation under the ND are the environment, nuclear safety, energy
cooperation, Kaliningrad, infrastructure, business cooperation, justice and home affairs,

social development and others.”’ The ND operates through the EU’s financial

154 Igor Leshukov, “Can the Northern Dimension Break the Vicious Circle of Russia-EU Relations?”, in:
Hanna Ojanen (ed), The Northern Dimension: Fuel For the EU?, Program on the Northern Dimension of
the CFSP, no.12. Helsinki: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2001,p.120.

'3 Hanna Ojanen (ed), The Northern Dimension: Fuel for the EU? , Program on the Northern Dimension
of the CFSP, no.[2. Helsinki & Berlin: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs and Institut fiir
Europaische Politik, 2001, p.14.

'% ibid, p.7.

157 Olav F.Knudsen, “The Security Agenda : An Overall Perspective”, in: Gianni Bonvicini, Tapani
Vaahtoranta & Wolfgang Wessels (eds), The Northern EU, National Views On the Emerging Security
Dimension, Programme on the Northern Dimension of CFSP, vol.9. Helsinki &Berlin: Ulkopoliittinen
Instituutti & Institut fiir Europaische Politik, 2000, pp. 43-48.



instruments available for the region: Phare, Tacis and Interreg The ND aims to use these

financing instruments for projects which provide added value.

ND covers the region of Baltic Sea & Arctic Sea, and North West Russia. Those
are the following geographical area: from Iceland to the west across to North West
Russia, from the Norwegian, Barents and Kara Seas in the North to the Southern coast
of the Baltic Sea. Non-EU countries that fall within its scope are Estonia, Latvia,

Lithuania, the Russian Federation, Poland, Norway and Iceland.'*®

The European Union’s engagement in the Baltic Sea region took of in earnest
when the membership candidacies of Sweden and Finland were launched in 1990 and
1991. As with the dramatic changes after the end of the bipolar world, Europeans had to
reconsider their identity in the European and the international system.'”® The provisions
of both the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties documented the conviction of its
member states that the EU should shoulder more responsibilities and develop active
roles. The ND was first recognized European wide at the Luxembourg European
Council in December 1997 when launched by the Finnish prime minister.'® The
subjects of the ND was new, irritating and challenging. It was not an aspect belonging
to the conventional items on the political and academic agenda of the EU, even though
the Northern flank was quite high on the agenda of NATO. The term ND might

contribute to the dynamic evolution of the necessary debate on the international role of

8 Ibid, p.4S.
"% Christopher Hill, The Actors in Europe’s Foreign Policy. London: Routledge, 1996, p.15.
169 Speech delivered by Paavo Lipponen in Rovaniemi in September 1997.



1 In the following years, it was developed into a more concrete

the European Union.'
concept. The Vienna European Council in December 1998 adopted a Commission
Communication on a ‘Northern Dimension for the policies of the Union’. Six months
later in Cologne the European Council adopted Guidelines for the implementation of the
ND. In November 1999, the Finnish EU Presidency held a Foreign Ministerial
Conference on the Northern Dimension, where an inventory of current activities under
the ND was adopted. The Helsinki European Council in December, that year invited the
Commission to prepare an Action Plan. Consequently, the Feira European Council in

June 2000 adopted the ‘Action Plan for the ND in the external and cross-border policies

of the European Union’, which is the key guide to the ND. 2
3.1.2. Objectives of the Northern Dimension

The ND aims at addressing the special regional development challenges of
northern Europe. These include harsh climatic conditions, long distances, particularly
wide living standard disparities, environmental challenges including problems with
nuclear waste and waste water management, as well as insufficient transport and border
crossing facilities. The Northern Dimension aims to intensify cross border cooperation
between the European Union and its neighbouring countries includes Russia who is
very much interested in this region. ND aims to create security and stability in the

region, as well as building a safe, clean and accessible environment for all people in the

'8! Curt Gasteyger, An Ambiguous Power. The European Union in a Changing World. Giistersloh: Verlag
Berstelsmann Stiftung, 1996.

62 Olay F.Knudsen “The Origins of the ‘Northern Dimension” 7, in: Gianni Bonvicini, Tapani
Vaahtoranta & Wolfgang Wessels (eds), The Northern EU, National Views On the Emerging Security
Dimension. Programme on the Northern Dimension of CFSP, vol.9. Helsinki & Berlin: Ulkopoliittinen
instituutti & Institut fiir Europaische Politik, 2000, pp.30-35.
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north. Last, but not least objective is of addressing the problems related to uneven
regional development and avoiding the emergence of new dividing lines as new

countries join the Union. '

M
o

In the coming years, with the enlargement of the Union to Poland and the Baltic
States the importance of the Northern Dimension will be increased. The Baltic Sea will
be surrounded by the EU Member States, and the EU’s common border with Russia will
be extended. In this context, the focusing of support to the Northern Dimension area
helps the enlargement process, and prepares the Union for the future, when its external

border will have moved beyond the Baltic States.

3.2. Russia-EU Relations in Northern Dimension

The adoption of the EU’s Common Strategy on Russia (CSR)'* gave food to
much speculation about the EU having now formulated its true strategy on Russia. As a
matter of the fact, the Common Strategy is mere technical instrument under the CFSP
and does not actually introduce anything that could be regarded as strategy. However,
the CSR provided further political guidelines as to what the EU priorities with regard to
Russia are. Parallel to the CSR, another component was added to EU’s Russian policy is

the concept of a Northern Dimension for the policies of the Union. It gets less attention

183 European Commission, Report on the Current State of and Perspectives for Cooperation in the Baitic
Sea Region , Brussels, 29 November 1998, ( COM (98), 809 final) .

'** The common strategies are a new CFSP instrument provided by the Amsterdam Treaty. The Common
Strategy on Russia was the first such instrument adopted by the Cologne European Council of 1999. See
the details in appendix III.
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than the CSR and it has morc limited geographical application than the other EU
instruments for Russia, being only about the north- western parts of the country. But on
the other hand it is much more interesting both for its content and for its
methodology. '’
“The European Union is keen to work with Russia to deal with all the
challenges I have mentioned in a spirit of partnership. 1 believe that in the
present government, we have reliable interlocutors with whom we can
conduct a serious dialogue on both short and long-term issues. In addition to
what we can achieve through that dialogue on political, economic and
environmental matters, we are ready to focus our financial assistance on
supporting the new reform program and the objectives set out in our
dialogue, in particular under the Partnership and Co-operation Agreement
and in the context of the "Northern Dimension". '

The ND is officially presented as a political concept aimed to upgrade the EU
profile in Northern Europe and to provide for a more coherent approach for the issues of
the region. It is expected that the implementation of the concept shall produce added
value through better coordination and synergy between different actors and programs.
Geographically, the dimension is defined as having its focus on the Baltic Sea countries
and the regions of the North-West Russia including Kaliningrad. The ND will not create

new institutions or open additional financial lines. The existing frameworks will be

utilized for its implementation.

As an umbrella concept, the ND is inclusive in character. “The 1998

Commission Communication enumerates six sectors- energy, environment and nuclear

'%5 1gor Leshukov, “Can the Northern Dimension Break the Vicious Circle of Russia-EU Relations?”, in:
Hanna Ojanen (ed), The Northern Dimension: Fuel For the EU?, Program on the Northern Dimension of
the CFSP, no.12. Helsinki: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2001,p.121.

166 Speech by Chris Patten, “ The European Union and Russia The Way Ahead”, Moscow, 18 January
2001 at Diplomatic Academy.
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safety, cross-border cooperation, trade, transport & communication, and health.”'®” The
2000 Action Plan is more extensive, with allogether eleven headings.'® For my
analysis, three of them deserve special attention. First, the ND is about energy, about
the need for more Russian gas and oil in Europe and about the worrying Russian
unpredictability in providing for a sustainable energy supply to the EU in the Light of
anticipated growth in energy demand.'® Second, the ND is about improving nuclear
safety and the environment in the region. In the Russian Northwest, there is a dangerous
concentration of old reactors and used nuclear fuel in need of reprocessing or reliable
storage. The issues of environmental protection may be less threatening, but not less
important in particular water pollution in the Baltic Sea. Third, the ND is about
Kaliningrad. In the early days of Northern Dimension discussions Kaliningrad was
barely mentioned. Later, the 1999 Council Guidelines specified the ND’s geographical
focus, clearly including the southern shore of the Baltic Sea, and thus Kaliningrad.!”
This reflects a political reading of geography and a close linkage between the ND and

the process of EU enlargement.

The critical question is what the ND can do about the vicious circle of the EU-

Russia relations in these realms. The ND claims to tackle new dividing lines and

187 European Commission Final Report, 4 Northern Dimension for the Policies of the Union, COM
(1998) 589 Final, Brussels, 25 November 1998, lnterim Report.

'8 Energy, transport, telecommunication/information society, environment and natural resources, nuclear
safety, public health, trade and business cooperation and investment promotion, human resources
development and research, justice and home affairs, regional and cross-border cooperation, and
Kaliningrad. See Action Plan for the Northern Dimension with external and cross-border policies of the
European Union 2000-2003.

' European Commission Report, Action Plan for Northern Dimension with External and Cross Border
Policies of the European Union 2000-2003, (Doc. No. 9401/00 NIS 76), Brussels, 14 June 2000. It is
referred to as Action Plan.

' Guidelines, Council of the European Union 1999. One month later during a Russia- EU troika
meeting in June 1999, the Russian government expressed its preparedness to discuss Kaliningrad in the
context of EU enlargement process.
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asymmetries. It calls for direct investment of North-West Russia and promises increased
cooperation and positive interdependence. This message sounds impressively ambitious,
politically correct and extremely timely. Yet, the question remains whether the ambition
is based on correct assumptions and whether the resources needed for its
implementation exist. The energy sector also brings in big business interests and
delicate political considerations, especially. when dealing with energy and nuclear
safety. The question of Kaliningrad brings in the question of politics of trust, inclusion

and exclusion.'”

3.2.1. Energy

Energy is the key sector and the main driving force for the Northern Dimension.
The emphasis on energy reflects the asymmetry of Russia-EU relations. Whereas the
EU provides about 35% of Russia’s external trade-turnover, Russia gives only a few
percent of EU foreign trade. In the light of this data, Russia could be seemed as an
insignificant trade partner of the EU. This is true only to some extent. Energy is the
most visible exception. Russia provides 42% of EU’s gas consumption'” and about
12% of its oil imports. In this context the Russian North-West is vitally important for
the EU as a source of gas and as a transit region for oil. The huge resources of gas in
north-western Russia are expected to meet the growing demand of gas in Europe.
Similarly, Europe is the only natural market for the Russian gas exports from its

Northern areas. This implies a differing reading of the nature of Russia ~EU relations

17! pertti Joenniemi, “Kaliningrad : a Pilot Region in the Russia/EU Relations?, in: Hanna Ojanen (ed),
The Northern Dimension: Fuel For the EU? , Program on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP, no.12.
Helsinki: The Finnish [nstitute of International Affairs, 2001, p. 142.

' European Commission 2000 Report, Towards a European Strategy for the Security of Energy Supply,
Green Paper, COM(2000),769.
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and makes energy so special in their relations. The enlarging EU relies on imported
energy, notably gas, and needs to have secure and reliable deliveries. To have an
unpredictable energy supplier is not an attractive option for the European Union. So, the
interdependence referred to in the ND concept could be read as follows: Russia is a
strategic energy supplier for the Union and the EU is a strategic trade partner of Russia.
Both sides are equally depended and this results in predictability and a sustainable

relationship.

“Russia manifestly needs investment in the energy sector, where such a
large proportion of her exports to the EU is concentrated; but equally
importantly, also in other sectors, so that she can diversify her export base.
Oil and gas alone represented 45% of Russia's exports to the EU in 1999
and probably considerably more in 2000. The oil and gas Russia sells to the
EU may amount to as much as 20% of all Russia's exports to the whole
world. Moreover, the Union's dependence on imported hydrocarbons is
likely to increase. So, as we discussed in the Summit last October in Paris,
our energy dialogue will be a key element in our economic relationship for a
long time to come. This is not just a trade question. It is just as much, or
even more, an investment question and the same arguments apply: how can
Russia be a dependable energy supplier for the EU in the long term, without
the technology and the capital to increase production safely? And how can
that be assured without the right legal climate? This is the first challenge we
need to overcome.™ "

A solid interdependence can not be built on these energy dependencies.'™ The
existing asymmetry in the economic relations obviously does not please the Russians,
neither the government nor the population. It is difficult for them to accept the country’s
role as an exporter of raw materials to the developed countries considering its past
glories, but also considering the highly urbanized character of Russia and its stagnating

industries. It also gives food for pseudo-patriotic claims about an anti-Russian West

17 Speech by Chris Patten, Moscow, 18 January 2001, Diplomatic Academy
17 Igor Leshukov, p.132.
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trying to enslave Russia and turn it into a raw materials producing appendix to the West.
In economic terms, it contributes to preserving many unhealthy features of Russian
economics inherited from the Soviet past. This asymmetry might still be growing as
Romano Prodi, the President of the European Commission, recently advocated doubling
the Russian energy exports to the EU. The intention is understandable, but is the
objective to make oil and gas to count for 70-80% of the Russian exports to the EU?
This would not seem to be a way out of the conundrum. Rather, it might have counter

productive effects on EU-Russia relations and thus reinforce the vicious circle.

3.2.2. Nuclear Safety

“About 20% of world nuclear reactors are located in north-western Russia. Some
of them are old and unreliable. There are also enormous deposits of nuclear waste. The
complete picture of these tremendous risk is not known to the public.””However,
there is a broad consensus of the urgency of the matter on the governmental and expert
level. The Russian side is politically committed to a strict observation of the principles
of environmental security, yet it faces economic and financial constraints. There is lack
of reprocessing facilities and safe storage capacities. The process might be facilitated
through  “Multilateral Nuclear Environmental Program in the Russian
Federation”(MNEPR) which is currently under consideration. The EU is one of the
main Western donors and the European Commission is actively involved in the Contact
Expert Group for an “Overall Strategy for Radioactive Waste and Spent Fuel

Management™. Yet, nuclear safety is the trickiest part of Russian-Western cooperation

"5 1gor Leshukov, p.132.
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in the European North of the country. The protracted case of Nikitin and Bellona '
clearly demonstrates that these affairs could easily be exploited for political and
commercial purposes. Nuclear safety is a big and certainly not a transparent business
both in Russia and in the West. It is extremely difficult to provide for it an efficient
public control and good management. In the ND context, nuclear safety might serve as a
good activator of political and public attention both to the North and to the relevance of
Russia. “In this sense, it can help to ‘keep the ball rolling’, but it does not affect any of

the structural problems in the EU-Russia relations.”"”’

3.2.3. Kaliningrad

Kaliningrad'™ is a region of Russia, located on the Baltic Sea and bordered by
Poland and Lithuania. Questions of borders, territorial belongingness and region’s
future surfaced immediately after the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991.“For example,
the simple application of Schengen visa rules for Kaliningrad's borders with Poland

and Lithuania is inadequate, because of Kaliningrad's unique status as geographically

"7 Alexander Nikitin is a former navy officer working for a Norwegian NGO Bellona. He published a
report on the nuclear safety resulting from the Russian Northern Fleet activities. Russian Security
Services (FSB) were trying to accuse him of disclosure state secrets. The court trial took many years.
Finally, Mr. Nikitin and Bellona won. Yet, this not create a reliable precedent , rather, together with other
cases, it sent a worrying signal to all those who would like to be publicly active on security and
environmental issue. For the dctails of the Nikitin case. see world wide website URL.:
http://www.bellona.no. (28, December 2001)

77" Igor Leshukov, p.133.

I” After EU enlargement Kaliningrad will be surrounded by EU territory. It is a region of 15,700 square
kilometres (around one-third of the size of Denmark), with a population of around 1 million. Heavily
militarised in the Soviet period, living standards have. fallen even more steeply than the Russian average
since 1990. Today, GDP is 35% lower than the Russian average and more than 30% of the population
lives below the poverty line. Europol reports that the region is beset by crime. Legal uncertainty and weak
administration throughout the 1990s led to chronic under-investment and, in turn economic stagnation.



"inside" the EU, and politically "outside" of the EU at the same time.”'”® Russia has
reluctant to discuss the future status of Kaliningrad in the framework of Northern
Dimension of Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). On the other hand, there
has been no consensus within the EU regarding the regional priorities of its activity.

Some countries are in favour of a "Southern dimension"'®

while others support the
Northern Dimension. For Germany, the Northern Dimension does matter and first of all,
for the Kaliningrad region. The political realists and geo-politicians fear a rise of
German geopolitical ambitions and Berlin's plans to return Kaliningrad to the German
Empire. “They also fear that the aim of the West is to keep Kaliningrad poor. The
realists emphasize the oblasts role as an "unsinkable aircraft carrier" and advocate
deployments of nuclear weapons to the oblast.”'®! The liberal institutionalist school
argue that the military role of Kaliningrad has decreased with the end of the cold war
and that the oblast should be developed into a gateway region that would help integrate
Russia into European multilateral institutions. The globalist school sees the future of
Kaliningrad in the context of regionalism and globalization. “They claim that
Kaliningrad should be put on a "fast track” in EU cooperation and that the oblast should

play a special role in regional cooperation. Finland also has very good reasons to be

interested in promoting this program. There should be a list of concrete projects that

'™ Lyndelle D. Fairlie & Alexander, Sergounin, Are Borders Barriers? EU Enlargement and Russia
Region Of Kaliningrad. Program on the Northern Dimension of CFSP, vol.7. 2000, p.95.

'8 See for more details about Southern Dimension, Alfried Tovias, “The EU and Mediterranean
Countries”, Marmara Journal of European Studies, vol.5, no.1-2, 1997, pp. 119-132. And see also;
J.Claude Gautron, “ AB’nin Akdeniz Politikas1 ve Siyasi Dengeleri”, (Cev.:Durmus Tezcan), Marmara
Journal of European Studies, vol.5, no.1-2, 1997, pp.133-145.

181 Igor Leskuhov, p.135.

73



can become pilot projects for the whole of Russia (land reform, special climate for

investments, development of tourism in trans-border regions, etc.).”'®

Although Russian political thought is not in favour of opening up of the region
for international cooperation, Kaliningrad is soon to become a Russian enclave within
the EU territory. It is very difficult to imagine a successful EU enlargement without
resolving Kaliningrad’s dilemmas. Since June 1999, when the Russian side agreed to
discuss this issue with the EU and later even suggested to treat it as a pilot project for
cooperation with the EU."  Although certain progress has been achieved, yet many
question marks remain and perhaps even more of them emerge as the two sides start the
consider the problem more in detail. In the context of the ND an emerging Russian-
Lithuanian alignment can be observed. Latvia is a great transit country. When Finland
initiated the ND, Latvia was rather suspicious. She thought that Finland wants to eat her
"transit" cake. '* In fact, there is neither a real program of Northern Dimension nor of
a Southern dimension. At the same time, Kaliningrad already makes a lot of troubles for
Latvia. Since there is no real border between Lithuania and Latvia, Russians, and only
them, can easily come to Latvia. The problem is that Latvia does not have an agreement

with Russia on repatriation of illegal migrants. It is a real soft security problem.

'*2 See; Pertti Joenniemi,  Kaliningrad: a Pilot Region in the Russia/EU Relations?”, in: Hanna Ojanen
(ed), The Northern Dimension: Fuel For the EU?. Program on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP,
no.i2. Helsinki & Berlin: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs and Institut fiir Europaische
Politik, 2001, pp.142-143.

'8 Russian Mid-term strategy speaks on “a pilot Russian region in cooperation with the European Union
in 21% century”.

' See for more detail, Arkady Moshes, Overcoming Unfriendly Stability: Russian-Latvian Relations at
the End of 1990’s, Program on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP in cooperation with the European
Commission DGIA, vol.4. Helsinki & Bonn: The Finnish Institute of [nternational Affairs and Institut fiir
Europaische Politik, 1999, pp.57-62.
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“The key issue at stake is to achieve a responsible and sensible strategy for

the structural development of Kaliningrad agreed between Russia and the

European Union. Otherwise, Kaliningrad, remaining embedded in

traditional Russian practices, will ironically create a serious risk. Instead of

becoming Europeanised, the region will provide a powerful interface

channelling into Europe many unpleasant aspects of Russian life: AIDS,
criminality, corruption, drugs, and so forth.”!83

Kaliningrad remains the domain of EU-Russia bilateral talks and the competence

of DG Relex, instead of being tackled within the context of accession process as its

geographical location implies. Kaliningrad might turn into a central political issue in

Russia’s relations with the West. If the EU is able to come up with the tangible outcome

and contribute to economic success and social stability in Kaliningrad, the other parts of

North-West Russia may get strong incentives to foster cooperation with the EU and

candidate countries.'®®

There is currently a good development on Kaliningrad issue with the following a

decision to dedicate a special meeting of the Co-operation Committee'®’

to the impact
of EU enlargement on the region. It was decided to hold the meeting in Kaliningrad
itself to underline the importance which both the EU and Russian authorities attach to
this issue. In this meeting, the EU underlined Russia's responsibility for Kaliningrad and
its development. However, the EU recognised the unique situation of Kaliningrad, as
well as the particular challenges and opportunities that will arise for the enclave. The

EU stressed its comprehensive approach to Kaliningrad and its willingness to discuss all

issues in an open and constructive manner. It also highlighted the important financial

'#3 1gor Leshukov, “The Regional - Center Divide: The Compatibility Conundrum”, in: James Baxendale
(ed) The EU and Kaliningrad. Federal Trust , 2000.

'8 Igor Leshukov, p.136. ,

'87 The meetings usually take place alternately in Brussels and Moscow. At the first time, it realized
another city, dated 1S May 2002 in Kaliningrad. See also EU-Russia Summit and Hoff Report on
Kaliningrad.
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support the EU is providing to help improve conditions in Kaliningrad and its

willingness to continue to provide funding and expertise in the coming years.

3.3. Russian Special Relationship with the Baltic States

There is a special triangle of relations between the European Union, the Baltic
States and Russian Federation. The European Union's policy on the Baltic States is well
on track but that the realization of especially the EU memberships is hindered by two
factors: the severe internal problems, economic, environmental, societal, caused by the
Soviet era and yet unresolved and at times even turbulent relationship with Russia.
During the first part of the 1990s both Russia and the Baltic States have sought to play
the "Western card" against each other. Yet the mutual relations have remained relatively
conflict free, frozen in "unfriendly stability".'® However, during 1996 and 1997 a
change took place in the Russo-Baltic relations. This change was mainly due to the
domestic stabilization in all four countries. This new stability has been accompanied by
a growing realization that the countries actually have vital economic interests, which tie
their individual fates and futures together. Moreover, by 1997 the most contentious
issues in the Russo-Baltic relations, such as the troop withdrawals, the border regimes

and the state of the Russo-phones in Baltic countries.'®

8% Mathias Jopp and Barbara Lippert, “Towards a Solution of the Baltic Issue: the EU’s Role”, in:
Mathias Jopp & Sven Arnswald (eds), The European Union and the Baltic States Visions, Interests and
Strategies for the Baltic Sea Region, Program on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP, vol.2. Helsinki &
ggnn: Ulkopoliittinen instituutti & Institut fir Europaische Politik, 1998, pp.9-17.

ibid, 18.
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After five years of stagnation (1992-1996), overshadowed by a post-imperial
syndrome and lingering distrust, the relations between Russia and Baltic states took a
new course in 1997. “Since than, significant positive changes have taken place on
different levels, though it may still be premature to speak of a breakthrough: on the
bilateral level in border delimitation and in the questions concerning the Russo-phone
minorities; on the wider international context through a provisional settlement of
NATO’s relations with Russia in the Russia~-NATO Founding Act and with the Baltic
states in the U.S.-Baltic Charter; and also on the sub-state level through growing co-

operation between regions, businesses, etc.”!%

These changes result from the increased mutual interests among political elites
in the Baltic capitals and Moscow. The Baltic politicians have realized that
normalization of the relations with Russia is a prerequisite for the integration of the
Baltic states into the Western institutions. The West has been clear enough in
formulating this requirement. Both domestically and internationally, the old type anti-

imperial rhetoric and anti-Russian policy are loosing their effectiveness.

“In Moscow, too, the Baltic theme, which had been sidelined by questions
concerning the relations with the West and with Ukraine and Belarus, is coming to fore.
The Baltic states are becoming topical for the Russian political elite that appears to have
learned the lesson of East Central Europe.”'®' The diplomatic negligence by Russia and

a failure to formulate a sound post imperial agenda in relations with these countries is

1% Sergei Medvedev, “Geopolitics and Beyond: The New Russian Policy Towards the Baltic States”, in:
Mathias Jopp & Sven Arnswald (eds), The European Union and the Baltic States : Visions, Interests and
Strategies for the Baltic Sea Region, Program on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP, vol.2. Helsinki &
Bonn: Ulkopoliittinen instituutti & Institut fir Europaische Politik, 1998, p.235.

! ibid, p.236.
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fraught with geopolitical losses. Hence, the political elite seems to be cautious to avoid
similar mistakes on the Baltic front. This has resulted in a series of Russian diplomatic
initiatives, compensating for the passivity of 1992-1996. It is probably too early to
speak of the emergence of cohesive Russian strategy towards the Baltic states. It has
made a number of important moves after 1996, Russian diplomacy still has to get rid of
the passivity and negativism of the previous five years. There are four interrelated
priorities in new positive agenda: “the favouring of Baltic membership of the EU rather
than NATO; damage limitation with respect to NATO policies in the area;

diversification and regionatism; the “demilitarisation” of the Russian-Baltic agenda.”'*?

3.3.1. The European Union instead of NATO

This element of Russia’s policy is embedded in the traditional Soviet and
Russian diplomacy of preferring the EC/EU to NATO as a way of avoiding isolation
from Europe and as an attempt to keep the United States out of Russia’s dealings with
West. According to Moscow, the inclusion of the Baltic states into the EU can solve the
security dilemma of these three countries'”® without antagonizing Russia and indeed
draw Russia closer to Europe. The future EU membership of Estonia will provide 2
security guarantee for this country, but also implicit guarantees for Latvia and

Lithuania. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania regard themselves as belonging to Europe in

2 Hanna Ojanenen “ Conclusions: Northern Dimension-Fuel For the EU’s External Relations?, in:

Hanna Ojanen (ed), The Northern Dimension: Fuel For the EU? , Program on the Northern Dimension of
the CFSP, no. 12, Helsinki:The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2001, p.233.

193 See for more details; Sven Arnswald “The Politics of Integrating the Baltic States into the EU-Phases

and Instruments”, in: Mathias Jopp & Sven Arnswald (eds), The European Union and the Baltic States:

Visions, Interests and Strategies for the Baltic Sea Region, Program on the Northern Dimension of the
CFSP, vol.2. Helsinki & Bonn: Ulkopoliittinen Instituutti & Institut flir Europaische Politik, 1998,

pp. 19-98.
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terms of politics, culture and geography. They are convinced that rapid integration into
Western European structures is the most decisive element in securing their political and
economic independence as well as their territorial integrity.'®® In this sense, Russia
shares the official Finnish and Swedish view that the EU membership entails a de-facto
security guarantee. Russia also has a positive opinion on the EU activities in the area in
the 1990s, when the Union along with the OSCE and Council of Europe have done

much in terms of conflict prevention.

EU enlargement to the Baltic states would also offer significant economic
possibilities for Russia. These include firstly investment opportunities that means
Russian capital will be used in infrastructure investments, like ports, pipelines, electric
grids, etc. Secondly; opportunities of getting a better foothold in the EU market largely
through the Russian business community in the Baltic states. Thirdly; assistance in the
integration of the Russo-phones in the Baltic countries. They constitute a large part of
the population in the capitals and port towns. The EU-Russian rapprochement is likely
to improve their economic situation and help their integration into the new interethnic
communities. “As a matter of fact, the first ever “Euro-Russians™ will appear in the

Balitic states. Fourthly; stimulation of regionalism that means the Baltic EU membership

94 All three also expect to receive substantial aid from the West for their transition to market economies
and for the creation of modern, democratic institutions. For more detail about Estonia see Peter Vares
“Returning to Europe - A View from Estonia”, pp.101-112; for Latvia: Zaneta Ozolina “Latvia, the EU
and Baltic Sea Cooperation”, pp. 113-144; and for Lithuania Egidijus Kuris “Lithuania and the EU:
Interests and Expectations”, pp. 145-170 in the same book as in the previous reference.
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will give the Russian Northwest a chance to emerge from an underdeveloped borderland

into one of the dynamic sub-regions in the greater Europe.”'*®

3.3.2. Damage limitation

Despite the emphasis on EU enlargement, Russia is also preparing herself for
worse scenarios in case of NATO enlargement to one or more Baltic states. Moscow has
tried to promote the idea of Baltic neutrality, but it increasingly realizes that the Finnish
and Swedish neutrality took shape in totally different circumstances. On the other hand
the Baltic states are not willing to give up their recent strategic gains. The conclusions
has been that in case Russia can not prevent the Baltic states from joining to NATO, it
is better if these countries join as Russia’s partners, not as enemies.'”® These
considerations have to do with the growing awareness of Russia’s limited capacity to
prevent NATO enlargement in the area. Russia has applied more pressure on the Baltic
states in the last decade, but the more counterproductive it has been.'”” “Therefore,
instead of paying too much attention to NATO enlargement, Moscow would rather like
to have a few year ‘time-out’.”'*® As a result of this, the importance of the NATO issue
in Russia’s relations with the Baltic states would become less pronounced. This policy

may be seen as only an attempt to avoid conflicts over a future hypothetical issue.

' Dmitry Trenin, The Baitic Chance: The Baltic States, Russia and the West in the Emerging Greater
Europe, Carnegia Endowment for International Peace, Moscow, 1997, p.37.

% Ibid, p.38.

'%7 For example the economic blockade of Lithuania in the spring of 1990 or the anti-NATO campaign of
1993-1997. By the same token, if Russia launched a hard toned campaign against the accession of Baltic
states to NATO, she would only hasten their entry and undermine her own relations with NATQ. See aiso
Ozolina Zaneta &Lejins Atis (eds), Small States in a Turbulent Environment: The Baltic Perspective.
Riga: The Latvian Institute of International Affairs, 1997.

% Dmitry Trenin, p.38.
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Alternatively, one could call this the tactics of damage limitation, pursucd in the hope of
making NATO enlargement less detrimental to Russian interests.'*’

The theses of the Council on Foreign and Defence policy make a distinction
between “a categorical ‘no’ to the Baltic states membership of NATO” and “a joint
search to neutralize the fears and uncertainities of our Baltic neighbours”.*® To this

end, Russia has promoted a series of security related proposals, if not to sideline the

01

NATO enlargement issue, then at least to mitigate the Baltic fears.®' Russia seeks to

increase transparency in the Kaliningrad Defence District, Leningrad Military District

and the Baltic Fleet.

Certain opportunities for delaying or downgrading the enlargement issue lie in
Russia’s military cooperation with the Baltic states in multilateral cooperation
frameworks.?®Russia has been unenthusiastic about multilateral NATO mechanisms,
preferring a “special relationship™ as outlined by the bilateral NATO-Russia Permanent
Council. This could be used by Russia for the purpose of damage limitation with

respect to hypothetical NATO enlargement in the Baltic area.

1% Sergei Medvedev, p.260.

2% CFDP Theses “Russia and the Baltic States”, op. cit., 6.10.

! The initiatives put forward in the Pact of Regional Security and Stability, Victor Chernomyrdin’s
speech in Vilnius in September 1997, and Boris Yeltsin’s pledge to reduce the armed forces in the
Russian Northwest by 40 percent in 1999.

202 Such as the Hanseatic Corps, currently involved Germany, Denmark, Poland and the Baltic States.
Russia and the Baltic states could cooperate in search and rescue operations on sea, in air trafficking
control, in liquidation of natural and environmental disasters within the “NATO’s Partnership for Peace™.
And even in peacekeeping for example, Russia could provide an airlift for the BALTBAT in Bosnia. For
more details please look at the NATO web-pages.
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3.3.3. Diversification and Regionalism

It is argued that Russia seeks to adapt to the new European system which seems
to be evolving in a multi-polar manner. She shapes her Baltic policy as a multi-layer
package: Layer one is the bilateral relations of Russia with individual Baltic states. For
example, Russia’s standing offer of security guarantees, and practical groundwork in the
questions of borders, national minorities, economic cooperation that are carried out in
bilateral commissions. Layer two is the common action under the “1+3” formula
between Russia and the Baltic states. Layer three consists of the work carried out in or
with international institutions, the OSCE, EU, NATO and the Council of Europe. While
in the early 1990s Russia had been mostly appealing to them with complaints
concerning the Russo-phone minorities in the Baltic states, it now has a much broader
constructive agenda. Finally layer four is regional, putting an emphasis on the Council

of Baltic Sea States (CBSS) as a structure across actual, or potential, dividing lines.2**

Russia’s support of Baltic regionalism is a recent trend. It is often seen as an
alternative to NATO enlargement. It also bears witness to broader patterns of thinking
in Moscow: integration in Central and Eastern Europe can now be imagined as
something in which Russia needs not to be the centre but merely a part. As put by
Alexander Sergounin, “ Russia should not only regard her Baltic and North European

policy as policy towards the region. Tt should also be implemented from inside the

% Sergei Medvedev, p.262.
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region”.2 For Russia, participating in the Baltic and Nordic regional initiatives could

be a catalyst for her own future integration into the wider Europe.
3.3.4. Security Perceptions

Both Russia and the Baltic states think that military threats originate neither
from the Russian territory nor from the Western/Baltic front. The result of this
understanding is the eventual demilitarisation of perceptions and mentalities. For
Russia, this means a major departure from the imperial narratives of the Soviet and
early post-Soviet epoch. The increased influence of gas and oil lobbies, of other
business elites, and of regional leaders in the Russian domestic and foreign policy lead
to a more liberal approach to Baltic affairs. There is indeed a gradual shift from
geopolitics to geo-economics on the Baltic front. The Russian proposal for the Pact of

Regional Security and Stability in November 1997 is a good example of this.2%

The offer of security guarantees is complemented by a host of economic,
humanitarian and environmental initiatives. Among them are the creation of the Baltic
energy ring; the improvement of the regional transport and communications
infrastructure; the establishment of trading and banking associations; consultations in
the field of minority rights; fighting crime, drug trafficking, and smuggling of nuclear
and other sensitive material; measures for dealing with environmental and technological

disasters, etc.2% In a sense, even il the hard security part of the package is unacceptabie

204 Alexander Sergounin, Russia and the Evolving Security Environment in the Baltic Sea Area.
Novgored: University of Nizhni Novgorod Department of Political Science Publications, 1997, p.13.
205 .

ibid, p.154.
206 Tanya R. Neuman, “The Russian Reaction Relaxed after the US-Baltic Character”, The Baltic Times,
22-28 January 1998, p.8.
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to the Baltic states because of its unilateral character, the soft proposals approach, the
issue of security and confidence from a non-military perspective, inducing a much more

positive reply from the Baltic leaders.

Despite of these positive trends, or the "economisation” of Russia's Baltic policy
as Medvedev calls it, the traditional geopolitical factors still play a large role in
Moscow. This is especially clear in Russia's preference of the EU enlargement over the
NATO enlargement. Even the opposition to NATO enlargement can be seen in at least
partially optimistic terms as it is more political isolation than military threats that worry
Moscow in the case of NATO enlargement. Moreover, there are hardly any mmperial
designs in Moscow concerning the future of the Baltic States: their regained
independence is a widely accepted fact. These are all positive trends which can be used
in turning Moscow into a "Eurasian bridge" between the dynamic markets of Europe

and Pacific, a role which Moscow itself aspires to achieve.”"’

27 Sergei Medyedev, p.264.
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3.4. The EU Enlargement & Russia

The European Union enlargement might further negatively contribute to the
existing viciousness relations of the European Union and Russia. For quite a while, the
EU tended to present its enlargement process as an entirely benign that extends the area
of stability and prosperity further and further across the continent. Some experts believe
that this process can have negative consequences and voice signal the seriousness of the

problem:

“At the same time, Russia will remain outside the ambit of EU enlargement
strategies. In this way, even if Poland and Baltic States are gradually
coming into a more structured relationship with the Union- passing from
association to eventual membership- Russia’s non-membership of the Union
will prevent the Baltic Sea from becoming a whole ‘internal’ European
Union sea. Consequently, the tension between the Union’s ‘external’
policies (development aid), on the one hand, and its ‘internal’ policies
(structural funds, spatial planning, trans-European networks), on the other,
is bound to continue, if to a lesser degree [...]. A clear line would be drawn
between Russia and the rest not only with the moment of actual accession,
but already in the years leading up to and preparing for membership. In this
respect, enlargement could be viewed as merely pushing the EU’s border
further east, but not changing the basic division between East and West that
regionality in the Baltic is supposed to overcome. Indeed, focusing not just
the evolution of the European Union, but also region-building in the Baltic,
on a distinction between Russia and the EU could well be expected to lead
to greater divisions. Regionality in the Baltic would be bound to suffer.”2%

In fact, the Russian reaction to the enlargement process has been that of posing
demands on the Union in order to compensate for the eventual negative consequences.

The Russian government has enumerated fifteen issues on which it demands

% Thomas Christiansen, “ A European Meso-Region? European Union Perspectives on the Baltic Sea
Region”, in: Pertti Joenniemi (ed), Neo-Nationalism and Regionality: The Restructuring of Political
Space Around the Baltic Rim. Stockholm: NordREFQ, 1997, pp.285-286.

IS
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consultation with the EU2®, among them tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade, visa
regime, norms and standards, and Russian speaking population in the Baltic states.?!®
Unfortunately, the main challenge for Russia is not in receiving proper compensation
for the possible deterioration of its trading or political positions, but rather in avoiding
further Russian exclusion from the single European economic, social and cultural space.
In this context, two of the issues mentioned, the question of norms and standards and
that of visa regime, deserve particular attention. First, as Rene Nyberg points out,
“The border between the expanding EU and Russia is also quickly turning
into a normative fault line as the Baltic States and Poland adopt EU
standards and legislation. The normative fault line effectively drives home
the argument that unless Russia harmonizes its standards and legislation
with those of its largest trading partner the EU, it will fall further and further
behind and become increasingly isolated.”"!
Russian authorities partially sensed that risk. In its mid-term strategy on the EU
the Russian government reconfirmed its intention “to pursue approximation and
harmonization with the Union legislation in the areas of most active European Union

Russia cooperation.” *'*  However, it remains to be seen how this principle will be

implemented in practice.

% Article 102 of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement.

1% 9o called © List of Russian concerns’ handed to the EU by Alexander Livshits, then special envoy of
president Yeltsin, on his visit to Brussels on 25 August 1999. The list was presented by Ivan Ivanov,
Russian Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs at a conference in Institute of Europe in Moscow, 16 October
1999. An updated check-list was given to the EU by Igor Ivanov, Russian Foreign Minister, during his
meeting with Commissioner Verheugen in July 2000. See the daily reports on the developments in the
Russian Federation: URL Attp:// www.rferl.org/newsline .

*!! Rene Nyberg, The Baltic: a Future Inland Sea of the European Union , Speech by the head of Eastern
Division of the Finnish MFA, Stocholm, 19 August 1999.

2 Medium-term Strategy for Development of Relations between the Russian Federation and the
European Union (2000-2010), available on word wide website of European Commission URL:
http:/fewropa.eu.int/comm./external-relations/Russia/Russian-medium-term-strategy/index. htm.
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Secondly, EU enlargement brings as a by-product tight external borders.2!® The
adoption of the ‘Schengen acquis’ leads to numerous technical complications for border
crossing, especially acute in the case of Kaliningrad. If not properly managed, this can
also have serious psychological effects, deepening the feeling of Russians that they are
being excluded. This could have serious political implications. Today’s EU enjoys a
remarkable good image in Russian public perception in comparison with other
European institutions like NATO or the Council of Europe.2!® Potential trade disputes
and obstacles to the movement of people might affect the existing favourable climate
negatively and make the EU an easy scapegoat for domestic political purposes. In short,
today’s challenge is to get out from the observably vicious circle, and to avoid getting
into an even worse situation that could result from this, possibly, emerging Russian

feeling of being isolated.

In Europe, Russia has not been able to block Western preparations to enlarge
Eastward, but the actual enlargement process has not yet completed. Russia has made
the West aware of its interests and stake in the outcome. The levers it will use to
influence the way in which enlargement is carried out, are conceived in a similar way as

those of the European institutions.

213 Lyndelle D. Fairlie, “Will the EU Use the Northern Dimension to Solve its Kaliningrad Dilemma?”
Northern Dimensions Yearbook 2000. The Finnish Institutc of International Affirs.
24 Ibid.
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3.5. Debate about NATO Enlargement

The plans of NATO enlargement by admitting the Central and Eastern European
Countries (CEEC), which have provoked a lively and sometimes hard debate on both
sides of the Atlantic, can lead to a serious crisis in the political relations of Russia and
the European Union in the post-Cold war period. This hampered the establishment of a
balanced partnership of Russia with the European Union. Tt is endangered by an
opposite extreme: a Soviet-type rhetoric of confrontation that will infringe Russia’s
national interests in all senses.” Although there is no formal link between the two
enlargements, the enlargement of the European Union and NATO, it seems evident that
especially in the case of the Baltic States the much-coveted NATO membership is likely
only after a EU membership has taken place. The already on-going EU enlargement will
have to do as a security substitute for the Baltic States in the foreseeable future.
Moreover, unlike in the case of NATO enlargement, the EU enlargement is perceived
rather kindly in Moscow. This is partly due to the ignorance of the Russians about
Europe, which entails a certain amount of misunderstanding the European project as
only a customs union in the process of expansion while failing to see the important and

far-reaching political processes which are going on within the European Union. This

215

The danger of isolation or isolationism in quite real. There are some political groups in the West
awaiting Russia’s faux pas that could provoke a new Cold war. In Russia, too, various forces seek to
provoke crisis in their relations with the outside world. So that the country would once again find herself
in a malign encirclement, haunted by the "complex of besieged™: for some of them, this is the only
available way to power, for others, this is the means to strengthen their hold on power with an "iron
hand". See; Hannes Adomeit, “The Atlantic Alliance in Soviet and Russian Perspectives™, in: Neil
Malcolm (ed), Russia and Europe An End to Confrontation. London: Pinter Publishers, 1994, pp.31-58.
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ignorance is, however, slowly withering away and it is being replaces with a more sober

analysis of the effects, both positive and negative, of the EU enlargement to Russia.

A responsible leadership of Russia, as well as the Russian society should prevent
any kind of freezing the cooperation with the West, a cold peace, or pushing the country
to a new military and political confrontation with the West. In the meanwhile, long-term
interests of Russia should not be violated, which could be the case in the event of
NATO enlargement. In this respect a triple goal should be pursued: to understand the
others, the motivations and interests of partners in NATO, countries of the CEE and the
CIS in the question of NATO enlargement, to identify national interests as they apply to
this issue, and to choose the optimum parameters of political conduct and to offer

NATO’s partners mutually acceptable common solutions.?'®

3.5.1. Interests of the European Union

Underlying the willingness of part of the ruling circles in the West to enlarge
NATO is a complex of varying interests. The attempt to preserve the viability of the
Atlantic Alliance, and to build up the basis for the common foreign and security policy,
defined by the Maastricht Treaty, is one of the important principle. Another interest
shared by all Western countries is to reinforce NATO as an instrument to keep the
United States in the European system. Admission of the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe to NATO is also considered as an instrument of control over the policies
of Germany in this particular region. With its former principal goal, containment of the

military and ideological threat of the Soviet Union, no longer valid, NATO entered a

7'® Hannes Adomeit, p.37.
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period of unavoidable systcmic crisis. All attempts to find a ncw role for the Alliance,
containing the threat from the South, peacemaking, etc.,did little in terms of substituting
its principal goal. In the meanwhile, there was a lack of political will in the NATO
circles to start such a radical transformation of the Alliance which could place it at the
heart of the new system of collective security in Europe. Considering this, a large part
of political, academic and bureaucratic circles connected with NATO and dependent on
it put forward the slogan which reads "enlargement or death". According to this
ideology, enlargement of the Alliance will provide it with new goals and prolong its

life-term.?"’

Some experts believe that the EU cannot be enlarged without a simultaneous
expansion of NATO, although the advocates of such view do not insist on an immediate
NATO enlargement.2!® Having learned of immense costs of pulling up former socialist
economies to Western standards in the course of the German reunification, West
Europeans have de facto revised the schedule of admitting the countries of CEE to the
European Union. While earlier it was promised to take place by the end of the century,
now it has been postponed for an indefinite period, and NATO membership is being

offered as sort of a compensation to the East Europeans. The countries of Western

27 Such ideology is particularly strong in the United States, where the obligations under the North
Atlantic Treaty are considered to be the basis for the U.S. military and political presence in Europe and
the main instrument of supporting the American influence on the continent. This is of particular
importance since this influence fades away, and other centres of power, first of all Germany, are on the
rise. Germany, too, has special interests in the enlargement. In Bonn, membership of the countries of CEE
in NATO is seen as a proper form of the German zone of influence in the region, since the rest of the
West and nations of CEE themselves will be reassured by the possibility to keep Germany at bay through
the mechanisms of the Atlantic Alliance. For more detail see; Nelson Drew, NATO from Berlin to
Bosnia: Transatlantic Security in Transition, Washington: National Defence University, 1998.

218 Jeffrey Simon, NATO Enlargement: Opinions and Options, Washington : National Defence University
Press, 1998, p.40. :
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Europe, cspecially Germany, arc also intcrested in reinforcing their ncar periphery,
especially since reforms in Russia are slowing down and the threat of instability still
persists. Alongside with this, there is an intention, particularly noticeable in the United
States, 1o capitalize on the geopolitical acquisitions achieved through the victory in the
Cold war so that Russia, even afler sorting out of the current crisis, would not be able to

proportionately increase her political influence in Europe.?'?

The arguments of proponents of NATO enlargement, both in the West and in
CEE, have been buttressed. The positions of the Russian diplomacy also have been
substantially weakened by a number of faults on Russia’s home front, first of all by the
armed conflict in Chechnya, by the manner of decision-making on starting it, as well as

by methods of engagement in it.?*°

3.5.2. Interests of the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe

Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary rid themselves of their communist regimes
than they moved in the early 1990s to cement their integration into Western civilization,
announcing their candidature for the EU and NATO. This caused friction with Russia
which impinging on its traditional sphere of influence and raising an old spectra of
encirclement. The interest of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe 10 join NATO
has been to a large extent initiated and is still stimulated by the Western proponents of

enlargement. Alongside with this, the countries of CEE have their own reasons to seek

2% Olgan Bekar “ NATO’nun Geniglemesi Rusya ve Tiirkiye”, Avrasya Etidleri, cilt.1, (Ilkbahar) 1996,

5.69-70.
%20 Mesut Hakki Casin, Novgorod Prensliginden XXlInci Yiizyila Rus Imparatorluk Stratejisi, (Basilmamis
Tez), Istanbul, 2001, 5.246-248.
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to join NATO. There arc the desirc to spced up integration into the Western community,
to "return into Europe", if not through the main door, the EU, then at least through the
"side door", which is NATO. Finally, to fill in the vacuum that have emerged in CEE,
largely due to an almost complete negligence displayed by the Russian diplomacy in
this region.??' They hope to come closer to their main goal, that is the EU membership,
through membership in NATO. They desire to partly counterbalance the dominant role
of Germany in the region through the membership in a common alliance. They fear of
Russia’s and/or Ukraine’s turn towards aggressive policies or internal instability in their
countries. The wish to partially secure themselves against the possibility of an internal
social unrest. A fairly small part of Central and Eastern Europe advocates of NATO
enlargement also have vague hopes that this development will provoke confrontation
with Russia and turn their countries into "front-line states”, with the subsequent increase
in political and economic support. Finally, a small part of the political elite, as usual, is

looking forward to high-ranking and well-paid posts in NATO structures.?”?

Most of these interests are understandable and legitimate, as well as the desire of
countries of CEE to join NATO or any other alliance. In principle, Russia is interested
in stability in the countries of the region, so that their political leadership feels relatively
secure. But then, interests of Russia and the countries of CEE begin to diverge: Russia

does not consider these countries’ membership in NATO as an optimum and well

2! Olgan Bekar, 5.70.
222 Worner Manfred ,“Building a New East —West Relationship”, NATO Review, vol. 37, no. 1,
(February) 1998, pp.2-7.
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balanced responsc to their anxicty. In this case, security of the countries of CEE will be

achieved at the cost of security interests of Russia.”?

3.5.3. Main Interests of Russia

Afler the disintegration of the USSR, one of the main aims of Russia was to
preserve and develop good relations with leading Western countries and their coalitions.
Taking into account the present and especially the prospective geo-strategic position of
Russia, her economic concerns, cultural and historical traditions, Russia is vitally
interested in a close strategic alliance with the rest of Europe, and in a fully fledged
participation in a common European system of collective security. NATO enlargement
can initiate a security process in which there will be no place for a full-scale
participation of Russia. However, an effective and reliable security system in Europe is
unimaginable without both NATO and Russia taking part in it. The situation would be
different if Russia became a full member of NATO. In this contingency, the road would
be open for a real, not a declarative, full-scale cooperation of Russia and NATO. A
realistic assessment of this possibility, though, attests to its low feasibility. Because
firstly, NATO countries are not interested in such a development, at least until the
situation in Russia becomes more stable and predictable. Secondly, this will be opposed
by the political leadership of the countries of CEE, fearing to find themselves in

Russia’s shadow even within NATO. Thirdly, one must admit that many groups of the

23 Ibid, p.7.
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Russian society are not ready for such a development; also, this idea is rejected by a

large part of the military leadership.”**

Russia is nevertheless interested in the existence of NATQ in its current capacity
as a guarantor of stability in the relations along the West-West axis, and also in
reforming and strengthening it as a reliable mechanism of European stability that can
become one of the pillars of the new collective security ‘architecture of the continent.
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization as a defensive military and political union of

democratic states is not a military threat for a democratic Russia.”?

Russia can’t disregard other key interests which are achieving and strengthening
social, political and economic stability inside the country. It is from this point of view,
which is politicat and psychological, that NATO enlargement contradicts Russia’s
national interests. The danger lies in the emergence of the feeling of military and
political isolation of Russia, in the revival of anti-Western and militaristic trends in the
public.??® 1t is highly probable that the decision on expanding NATO eastwards will
lead to a number: of negative: consequences both for Russia and the international
security: This can have a decisive influence and prompt such changes in Russian
domestic politics that would turn Russia info a revisionist power, interested not in
strengthening, but in undermining the emerging political order in Europe which does

not meet her interests. This will radically undermine Russia’s confidence in the policies

224 Jeffrey Simon, NATO Enlargement: Opinions and Options. Washington: National Defence University
Press, 1998, p.47.
25 ibid, p.48.
%25 This is even more true since the West did not (and could not) find arguments which would convince
* the Russian society that the advance of NATO to the borders of Russia by embracing the former allies of
the USSR, speculating on the idea of "Russian imperialism”, would vitally serve the interests of Russia,
especially considering the fact that Russia herself is left out by expanding Atlantic Alliance.
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of the West whose decision to enlarge NATO contravenes an obligation, that went
without saying, not to enlarge the Atlantic Alliance afler the Soviet Union gave its
consent to the reunification of Germany, and is also in defiance of the claims of CEE
countries to have no intention to join NATO after the disbandment of the Warsaw
Treaty.”?” Consequently, this will not only reinforce the positions and arguments of
radical anti-Western isolationists, but will also result in anti-Western evolution of even
the most part of traditional pro-Western elites. Such decision will undermine the
geopolitical, as well as conceptual basis of most arms limitation regimes. Everyone,
including Russia, will lose the military and political situation become less predictable,
and new channels for the arms race may emerge. The elimination of the belt of de facto
neutral, and, as a rule, weakly armed states which has taken shape in the cenire of
Europe following the demise of the Warsaw Pact, will deprive Russia of a major
advantage achieved by her sorting out of the Cold war. This will deepen the feeling of
injustice, and also revive fears, strengthening the positions of militarists and militarist
thinking on both sides. Russia may get an excuse and another reason to seek strategic
allies, even if temporary, in the South and in the East. The rivalry in Central Asia
beyond the frontiers of the former Soviet Union, and in the-Middle East will intensify.
Russia will be compelled to enhance her cfforts at creating an effective system of
collective: security and defence in the framework of the CIS. This development which
will not only deepen the division of Europe, but may entail additional extremely
detrimental military expenditure, since' Russia will be left with weak and poor allies.

The hard-line opponents of NATO expansion in Russia will get a chance to relate the

7 Olgan Bekar, “NATO’nun Genislemesi Yanhs Bir Adimdir”, Avrasya Etidleri, cilt..1, (Ilkbahar)
1996, 5.67-68.
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mismanagement of domestic reform, as well as low profile of Russia in the
contemporary world, to "unfairness” of the West, first of all the United States. In order
to offset the passible increase of the feeling of vulnerability as a result of an even more
drastic change of geo-strategic balance, and to secure against the situation when her
partners could be tempted to capitalize on this change, and she could become an object
of political pressure. Russia will probably be compelled to examine the possibility of

greater political reliance on nuclear "containment" in Europe. 2%

If NATO enlargement takes place before a radical improvement of Russia’s
cooperation with the West on. a broad range of issues, this will maost likely further
reduce the leverage of Russia in international relations, first of all in the dialogue with
the West on. political, economic and other issues. Being a partial solution to just one
problem in the centre of Europe is diminishing the feeling of strategic uncertainty
among the part of political leaders ix CEE. Russia believes that NATQ expansion will
generate a number of much more serious problems. This implies turning the Baltic
states and possibly Ukraine into the zone of bitter strategic rivalry. The wish of the
Baltic states to join NATO, which will only become stronger if the Alliance extends to
CEEC, as well as any discussions and maneuvers around further enlargement, will

create a potential hotbed of real crisis in the center of Europe.”

28 Alexander Golis, “ Russia Not Ready to be NATQ Partner”, The Russia Journal, 5 June 2000,
Retrieved 15 April, 2002 on the World Wide Web URL: www.russigjournal.com/start .
229 y1.-

Tbid.
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3.6. Russia, the CIS and the European Union

At the end of 1991, after the collapse of the USSR, Russia became an
independent state, forced to leave its status as the center of a world empire. It should be
stressed that Russia never stood alone in the post-Soviet space. Three Slavic republics,
Russia, Belarus and Ukraine, calling themselves Sovereign Republics and High
Contracting parties. They established the CIS by concluding a treaty on the Creation of
a Commonwealth of Independent States.?®® The Slavic nucleus was a few weeks
afterwards by eight other former Union Republics in the treaty of Alma-Ata, which took
the form of a protocol added to the Minsk Treaty. The non-Slavic latecomers were
qualified as equally founding members of the CIS.”*! During the transitional period in
which the former Union republics were- establishing their own state systems and were
gradually becoming aware of their own interests related to their status as New
Independent States. Exception should be: made for the Baltic States which reaffirmed
their independent status before the collapse of the Soviet Union and managed to remain

outside the CIS.

The Newly Independent States were recognized by the international community
as fully fledged members of the United Nations and they became separate: members of
the OSCE. The CIS ‘was not conceived to replace the USSR, but to fill in a gap during

an exceptional and unpredictable historical period. “ It was like a new theatre prepared

20 The three original memiber states of the 1922 Soviet federal construction declared that they considered
the Soviet Federation o be dissolved and formed a new Slavic nucleus. This was formulated in the
preamble of the short document of the so called Treaty of Minsk 8 December 1991.

! Ten republics claimed immediate membership, the Baltics declined to join, as did Georgia and
Azerbaijan became conditional member: See also; B.Martha Olcott, “ Russia’s Place in the CIS”, Current
History, vol. 92, 10.576, (October) 1993, p.28.
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to welcome new actors and stage new plays, still unwritter”*? The CIS project initiatly
concerned the 12 neighbours who until 1991 belonged to a.common political, economic
and social space: In this sense a comparison was made with relations between Turkey
and its neighbours after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire or, in a different manner,
the situation of Austria, Hungary and other Central European states after the break up of

the Habsburg Empire.”* As the earlier examples of Britain and France?*

, the loss of
Soviet empire was accompanied by the search for a new role in Russia who was forced

to define a new form of relationship with the members of the former Soviet Union.

Reference was made to EFTA, NAFTA or the Asia-Pacific Council, each
contemporary association opts for a policy of economic cooperation. From the
beginning a vague blueprint of CIS-construction was made for future interstate
cooperation. Although the Newly Independent States were just leaving their former life
as Union Republics, the Treaty of Minsk were already formulated their relations
between each other as independent states. From the very beginning of the CIS the heads
of states and governments went i search for ways to establish. cooperation: o a new
basis, to bring the reform programs closer together and to co-ordinate activities along
the new lines of market transformation. The Minsk Treaty already mentioned the target
of creating “all-European and Eurasian markets”. The member states also promised each

other to cooperate in the field of foreign policy. Besides this, there would be

2 M. Mendras, “Reflections on the CIS: Myhts and Realities of a Five-Year-Old Community”,
European Construction and CIS Integration , Report of the Seminar at the Robert Schuman Center in
Florence, 15-16 May 1997, p.33.

23 ibid, p.34.

34 Britain and France could simultaneously pursue decolonization in Africa and Asia, and integration in
Europe, Russia had little alternative but to pursue decolonization inn Eurasia even as it sought regional
integration with the countries in the region. See Karen Dawisha, “Russian Foreign Policy in the Near
Abroad and Beyond”, Current History, vol. 95, no. 603, (October) 1992, p.322.
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cooperation in transport, communication systems, environmental protection, migration
policy and struggled against organized crime. Moreover, the new cooperation should
develop according. to currently accepted principles of European cooperation: reference
‘was made to the Organization for Security and Cooperation-in Europe (OSCE) and to

the aim of establishing an economic and legal space.”*’

On the other hand the European Community has also declared its role to be one
of building peace and reconciliation through the development of closer relations
between European states since its foundation. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the
European Community had begun to look a peace-building role in this time: on a larger
scale. Work through the ‘Organization for Security and ‘Cooperation in Europe, and
through bilateral channels, to- defuse ethnic conflicts in the Caucasus and Central Asia.
The EU endeavoured to settle the conflicts in Abkhazia and Nagorno-Karabakh. They
tried to strengthen secular Muslim societies, notably Turkey and Azerbaijan, against
Islamic militant ‘groups. Both Russian geo-strategic ambitions and Iranian-style
religious militancy pose long-term threats to the Muslinx sacieties of the region. These
threats can be countered by helping to create free market economies, respect for the rule
of law, and a civil society that respects democracy and political pluralism. From the
start, security was an important issue in the framework of CIS cooperation. The
situation in this field is relatively different from the Europeant Union, where security is
primarily guaranteed by the transatlantic cooperation and defence structure of NATO. In

the CIS framework Russia who is the security guarantor, situates itself not outside but

35 Katlijn Malfliet, “ The Commonwealth of Independent States: Russian Ambitions Disguised in a
European (Eurasian) Project?, in: Tom Casier & Katlijn Malfliet (eds), Is Russia A European Power? The
Position Of Russia in a New Europe. Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1998, p.94.
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within the cooperation framework. This can be considered as a reason why security is
important issue from the beginning, The member states would preserve and support a
common military strategic space under a joint. command, including unified control over
nuclear weapons.**® The CIS was not likely to develop in the direction of the restoration
of the former Soviet state, nor towards a European-like system of supranational powers
in the first years of its existence. Restoration of the ‘Soviet Union is not a practical
option, despite the calls of communist and nationalist groups for the revival of the fallen
giant. This idea was formulated with the great authority by ‘a leading Soviet
international lawyer G.I. Tunkin:
“It is impossible to turn back the wheel of history. Under present conditions
the movement for the restoration of the Union, although in principle
enkindled by honest intent, is fraught with danger. An attempt to reach this
goal by resorting to: force would lead to immense bloodshed, and there is
evidently no other means but force. Today, the only course is to align our
steps with history, which means to support and cultivate the Commonwealth
of Independent States”.*’
The Newly Independent States developed nationalist ambitions to make
themselves economically and: politically independent from Moscow. They allied with

non-CIS countries other than Russia to achieve this goal. Distribution of power and

global outreach of these nations changed radically.

But on the other hand, Russian patriotic consensus, which emerged since 1992
as a unity among the major capital camps with regard to the most important issues,

argues that Russia is a civilization in its own right that, despite of its connections with

28 Together with the Treaty of Minsk and the protocol of Alma-Ata , the Declaration of Alma-Ata and
the Charter (Ustav) of the CIS, accepted on 22 January 1993 are qualified as the “Founding Documents
of CIS”.

37 V. Pechota, “The Commonwealth of Independent States: A Legal Profile”, Parker Scholl Journal of
East Evropean Law, vol.2, no.4-3, 1995, p.585.
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Europe, cannot and will not thrive in the West.® Russia cannot adopt either the
structure of western political institutions or all the principles of the market economy,
because different historical traditions force it to follow its own unique path. Russia is
not really seeking integration in the Euro-Atlantic structures, because the patriotic
consensus sees a danger therein of the: country being absorbed by the “single, Western
World”. Instead, Russia sees itself as the hearth of its own Eurasian zone of integration.
Discussion on NATO’s enlargement has acted a catalyst for the new patriotism and has

thus assured greater significance than it otherwise would have warranted.
3.6.1. The European Union & the CIS?

The very success of the European Union, the advances in integration and
economic development which made it so attractive to the East. The Commonwealth of
Independent States(CIS) develops along ideas, values and patterns which may show
some similarity with European integration. Can CIS and EU integration be compared as
a process? According to Dietrich von Kyaw, German ambassador to the EU, “the
historical and geopolitical differences are striking and speak against any direct
comparison of the EU and the CIS.” 2** The CIS leaders and pro-integration bureaucrats
do not hide that they drew inspiration from the European model. However, he points
the crucial difference as follows:

“The European experience demonstrates that fruitful cooperation between

smaller and- bigger states presupposes restraint of the bigger partners and
corresponding institutional framework. The largest states in the EU have

28 Katlijn Malfliet, p.127.
29 Dietric Von Kyaw, “Reflections on the Integration Proceses of the EU and the CIS”, European
Construction and CIS Integration, p40.
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made the positive experience that exercising such restraint can serve their
interests as well.” 24

The ideologized democratic internationalism, traditional Russian chauvinism,
enlighted self-interest are the examples of different foreign policy schools that emerged
in post-Soviet Russia. In Asia and the Middle East, Russia is clearly starting to carry out
policies that reflect statist thinking. The complex oil, money and transport politics are
characterized as classical geopolitics which is a revival of the Great Game that marked
Central Asia and the Caucasus in the nineteenth century. The Old Great Game was
focused on the dynamics of Russia absorbing the Caucasus and Central Asia as parts of
its expanding empire. Enlightened interest implies first of all that Russia should strike a
balance on an East-West axis and on a South-North axis. In its post-imperial re-
integrationist course, atlanticismr should be rejected as not sufficient and too extremist.
Because Russia may still too far separated from Furope and behind the West in
economics, Conversely, Russia cannot affort to become a solely Eurasian and Asian
power.?*! Both insiders and outsiders initially assumed that the CIS nations would
primarily look to their neighbours, the former Union: Republiés; and to the West for
economic alliance formation. However, Newly Independent Sta-tes on the territory of
the former Soviet Union may see more strategic sense in looking at the same time West
and Eastwards. The extension of closer relations with China®*? is a typical example of

this. development.. Therefore; the crucial question is not: whether the: CIS countries will

240 ihid.

241 K atlijn Malffliet, p.122.

22 Indeed, at one side Russia emphasized the bread alliance with China and that was materialezed in
April 1996 by establishment of Shanghay Five Group which included Russia, China, Kyrgyztan and
Tajikistan. This group. aimed in related to two bigs intention at large, to create strategic bridgehead
against the US ascendancy, at specific, to maintain common border security. See for more details; Giirkan
Sen, “Sanghay Beslisi”, Stratejilk Analiz, ciltl.1, say1.1, (Mayis) 2000, 5.15-18
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develop towards EU integration and will participate in a pan-European economic and
security structure. But rather whether.the CIS finally ends up in a similar structure, that
will hinder pan-European integration in the future and draw a new dividing line in

Europe?*

The future. politics and economics of Russia and its newly independent
neighbours affect global and regional security issues such as proliferation, terrorist
networks and resources, transnational crime and drugs, the global spread of AIDS, and
international markets for energy and natural resources. With the collapse of the former
Soviet Union, the European Union decided to support the transition process towards
market economies and democratic societies in countries of Eastern Europe and Central
Asia. Thus, since the begimning of the nineties, the EU has developed a much more
formal and political relationship with the CIS countries. Building strong trading links
was a major objective; but the overall aim is to foster enduring political, economic and
cultural links, so as to ensure peace and security. European Union's role in integrating
countries of the former Soviet bloc into the international system, an assessment and
advisory project on the development of GUUAM which is a security association
comprised of Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and Moldova, as a mechanism
for regional security and political cooperation, and development of the "Shanghai Six"

regional grouping for coping with problems of Central Asian security and stability.

Russia plays the CIS game very carefully and in a balanced and often

contradictory way, but with: a decided aim which is the CIS integration process is

2 Katlijn Malfliet, p.122
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directed by Russia and she is already de facto the core of the CIS. The geographic
situation, Russia encompasses two thirds of the CIS territory and half of the population
of the former Soviet Union, is already pointing at Russia as a gravitational center within
the CIS. Russia still remains a world power due to economic and military power with
nuclear arms. The structure: of CIS. economy and the historical tradition will drive the
states that just acquired their sovereignty to new coopetation in a Eurasian space. They
will encourage each other to evolve towards a common: market. They should coordinate
their economic policy and foreign trade. All-this make under-the enormous weight of the
Big Slavic Brother. It is precisely the new principles of cooperation that will strengthern:
‘the position of Russia: Russia will no longer the sponsor the brother republics because
of ideological reasons. The valorization of world prices will strengthen the dominamt

position of Russia.

Russia has been integrated in all kinds of European institutions which are the
Council of Europe, OSCE, it was accepted by G7, it expressed its interests for WTO.
Also in March 1997, Yeltsin proclaimed that Russia aims at full integration i the
European Union.*** However two strange events follows each other about a legal
framework for the protection of minority groups. Firstly, the “Convention on
Safeguarding the Rights of Persons Belonging to National Minorities” concluded within
the framework of the Commonwealth of Independent States om 21 October 1994.

Secondly, the “Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities”

24 Yeltsin expressed this thought after the American-Russian Summit during a short visit to Finland. The
decision of the Central. and: East European associated countries: adopt the obligatory harmonization
objective of the EU was on the one hand and the ambitions of Russia in the framework of the CIS on the
other hand may create a new post-socialist bipolarity in Europe. See; Asem Naugabayeva, “Yeltsin’den
Sonra Putin’le Yeni Rusya”, Strategic Analiz, cilt.1, say1.1, (Mayis) 2000, s.9.
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