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INTRODUCTION
The development of relations between the Russian Federation and the
European Union (EU) is one of the priorities of Russia’s foreign policy and
economic diplomacy. The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation,
approved by the President of the Russian Federation, states that our country
“shall develop its relationship with the European Union as one of its main
trade, economic and foreign policy partners, and advocate all possible means
to strengthen the mechanisms of cooperation, including the corresponding formation of common spaces in the spheres of economics, external and internal
security, education, science and culture.” Russia regards the European Union
as a natural strategic partner, bound by economic complementarity, centuries-old trade and economic relations, the same socio-cultural roots, common
civilized principles and values, history and future.
We are presently experiencing a rather complex period in our relations.
In this regard it is clear that cooperation between Russia and the European
Union must be improved in the near future and transformed to real partnership
principles. Furthermore, it is necessary to prevent a return to the stereotypes
on the principles of master-and-servant and to proceed based on the expediency of a pragmatic understanding of one another.
In analyses and expert commentaries in the mass media on this subject,
emphasis is often placed on current problems but without sufficient foresight
or recommendations. Therefore, in the studies carried out by Russian experts
under the aegis of the Institute of Contemporary Development, the task was
to focus attention on the possible paths for further development of Russia–EU
relations in key areas, which also requires consideration of possible scenarios
for the development of the European Union’s internal and external policies.
Of course, in this context, the present and potential difficulties and problems
in our dialogue cannot be ignored.
This document is based on research carried out in the run up to the November Russia–EU Summit in France and is designed mainly for politicians
and experts on relations between Russia and the EU and its member states,
and also for others interested in this topic.
The Institute would like to thank the project participants. Special thanks go
to the Chairman of the Council for Foreign and Defense Policy, Sergey Karaganov, for his inestimable contributions to the research.
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THE EUROPEAN UNION:
CURRENT POSITION AND SCENARIOS
FOR DEVELOPMENT
The current position of the European Union (EU) and the events and processes taking place there reflect the current transitional state of the European
integration project: the most progressive and successful example of international cooperation in the contemporary world. But the main characteristic of
this transitional state is the inability of the political elites of the EU’s constituent
nations to formulate a common vision of a new “great project” – the strategic
goal of integrated development (Customs Union, Common Market, Economic
and Currency Union), the achievement of which requires concessions and
self-restraint. The lack of agreement on this shared goal is translating into
a lower level of willingness on the part of the member states to accept mutual
compromises.
The EU’s role on international security issues is far less significant than
its economic weight. This stems from the organization’s inability to formulate
a unified stance on key international issues, thus hampering its ability to integrate its own vision of world order. What also hinders this is the requirement
that the EU’s unified stance be based on the principle of the lowest common
denominator, when almost any member state can veto decisions of the group
as a whole.

1. Integration Processes in the European Union
The transformation of the EU into an independent center of strength will be
hindered for the time being by the seemingly insurmountable barriers on the
path to greater European integration. The EU entered a stage of uncertainty
after the collapse in May-June 2005 of the approval process for the European
Constitution – a document which aims to take a major leap forward on the
road to federalization of the EU. One of the reasons for this is that European
economic integration has reached limits beyond which there must be a direct
intervention in the basic sovereign rights of EU member states on such issues
as taxation, social policy and energy, as well defense and security.
The current stage of development of the European Union is characterized,
in spite of pronouncements to the contrary, by an increase in the significance
of national official bodies in the development of collective decisions of the
EU, and, accordingly, a certain decrease in opportunities for institutes of the
European Community. Due to objective factors in world development (slowing
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of economic growth, the financial crisis) and the development characteristics
of EU member states, the integration process appears to be stagnating.
The situation is made more difficult by the absence in Brussels (the institutes
of the EU) of tangible plans for further economic integration. The work of these
institutes is characterized by an emphasis on the process and not on the expected
result of integration.
In terms of economic regulation, this leads to serious contradictions in approaches by different member states. As such, some countries – at times tacitly, at
times openly – advocate more protectionism and limitation of liberalization of
the energy and communications sectors. Others continue to support unrestricted international trade and protection of the consumers’ right to choice,
increased liberalization and a more proactive application of competition
legislation. As a result, noticeable difficulties arise in the integration process,
the homogeneity of conditions of the internal market is broken, and regulation
is characterized by inconsistency within the EU and with regard to outside
countries.
With the elites of member states still unwilling to determine a common
vision for internal development within the EU, it is becoming more likely that the
focus will be placed on external challenges, which would allow for a “strengthening” of the union (“European Solidarity”) and at the same time be relatively
comfortable and non-confrontational. These external challenges include such
issues as climate change, energy security, migration, international trade, etc.
An important obstacle to improving the effectiveness of the EU’s actions on
the world economic stage is the shortage of instruments of combined regulation on issues of investment policy and innovative development, as well as
the continuing politicization of the external economic relations. And if the first
problem may start approaching a resolution after the Lisbon Treaty comes
into effect, the attempts of the EU to strengthen its role in the world would
further propel the member states and institutes of the EU toward arbitrary
use of external trade instruments for promotion of their political interests and
vice-versa.
The focus of the public policy debate remains energy. This sector is extremely politicized in the EU. The concerns over energy security is used to justify
the efforts of the European Commission to liberalize the energy sector, which
goes against the interests of member states that are striving to preserve their
own energy monopolies. These concerns compel the EU to diversify its energy balance (by developing renewable resources, nuclear energy, etc.) and
hydrocarbon transportation infrastructure. Nevertheless, the determination of
the energy balance structure, including the main suppliers of resources, takes
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place at the level of the individual member states. Thus, for now, in the EU
there is no unified energy market, and the prospects for its creation in the near
future, force-majeure events notwithstanding, are unclear.
An important factor in the EU’s failure to keep up with the US and Japan is
the insufficient financing of scientific research projects. The main reasons for
this are poor coordination of allocations from the national budgets, and also
the absence of strong links between science and business. As a result, some
attempts to finance innovation through private capital (for example, for the
Galileo global navigation system) seem to be ineffective. The attempts of the
EU to stimulate international cooperation by developing a network of science
centers connected with Brussels could hardly be called successful. Nevertheless, the EU’s efforts to strengthen its role in science and technology should
be the subject of serious attention.
Among the main characteristics of the EU position with regard to domestic
policies is the differences in visions of the member states for the union’s
future and the inability of one or a group of countries to fulfill the functions of
a political leader. Also, there is the rift between the perceptions of the new
member states and the states of “Old Europe”, accompanied by the growing
self-esteem of the “new Europeans”. The proclamations from representatives
of the European Commission regarding the intention of the body to become the
locomotive of European integration and political leader of the entire EU also
have not received much support among the population and many member
states of the EU.
It should be noted that there is no large project that would by its nature impress
the majority of countries and leaders of the EU and would be sufficiently ambitious from the political and economic standpoint. As a result, discussion in the
EU focuses predominantly on relatively minor questions of a technical and practical nature. Moreover, member states are not inclined to compromise on several issues on the EU’s agenda, which usually lacks issues that are fundamental
to the development of the EU.
Given this situation it seems natural that the issue of the future of the institutional structure of the EU remains unresolved. The Lisbon Treaty, the ratification of which remains quite possible despite the negative results of the referendum in Ireland, offers a less simplification in the decision-making mechanism
for the EU than the first project of the European Constitution. Along a number
of issues, this treaty reflects the trend of re-nationalization of the political
process in the EU and the strengthening role of member states, which creates
additional complications in the decision-making process. According to the
treaty, the consensus of all member states remains obligatory for decisions
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in many areas of activity of the EU. Similarly, the areas of so-called “shared
competencies” of the member states and the Communities/Union also create
additional confusion.

2. The European Union in the World
The European Union is one of the largest economic players in the world.
It accounts for the largest share of global trade – about 20% of the world’s imports and exports. Besides that, member states of the EU today provide about
20% of the world’s inward and outward direct investment. At the same time,
the position of the EU in the world economy is contracting and, probably, will
further contract, with the most optimistic estimations suggesting that its share
of the global GDP will slide to 17-20% by 2020. The EU will lag behind the US
and China on this indicator.
Nevertheless, the external economic policy and the institutes and processes
created for its close coordination (especially anti-dumping regulations) remain
the main instrument for the promotion of not only economic but also political
interests of the EU. In this regard, an important role is played by the principle
of “political conditionality”, which was developed in the beginning of the 1990s
and demands that economic partners of the EU respect democracy, human
rights and the rule of law as conditions for development of trade and economic ties with the EU. The assessment of compliance with these conditions
is something that Brussels reserves for itself, having developed the respective
qualitative and quantitative parameters for this purpose.
The application of this principle was in many ways an effort to close the “gap
between expectations and abilities” – positioning the EU as a major influencer
on the global stage and a relatively minor player with little real influence on
global and regional processes. However, in reality, it has by no means stimulated stronger ties but has succeeded in irritating a number of states. Moreover,
as experience shows, the selective application of these conditions does not
build support for the high status of the EU in the world.
Another important factor is the demand for “legal harmonization”. In essence,
it is an attempt to extrapolate EU regulations onto its partners so as to make
business conditions understandable and predictable for companies of the EU.
It also aims to make the development of legal norms in third countries understandable to Brussels. Legal harmonization clauses have been included into
agreements with third countries. In 2007 these clauses were supplemented
by the so-called “reciprocity principle”, according to which a lack of correspondence in market regulations can serve as a basis for the limiting of exports
of products and investment from these countries to the EU.
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The “reciprocity principle” seems to be intended to become the most effective tool for the harmonization of the standards and legislation of the EU’s
major trade partners with the standards and legislation of the EU. Particularly
as the instrument for punishment which does not promise trading partners any
advantages from playing by the rules offered by the EU, but only threatens
them with sanctions. However, there is reason to believe that the application
of this instrument could seriously complicate the EU’s relations with its leading
economic partners and weaken its role in the world economy as a whole. At present, this principle is already becoming a serious irritant in economic relations
between the EU and Russia and in such an important sector for both sides –
energy.
An important issue with regard to EU’s economic regulation of foreign trade
is the discussions on the investments of sovereign funds. There is concern
over how to insure that this type of foreign investment would not damage the
economy or security of the EU and member states and avoid giving greater
influence to certain external forces (primarily, the oil-producing Arab countries,
China and Russia).
An essential element of the EU’s agenda on the world arena is “global ecological leadership” which expresses itself in particular in the promotion of a global regime for limiting carbon emissions. The EU itself is ready to become an
example for other developed countries and to take upon itself greater obligations that could limit economic growth and exacerbate problems for certain
industries. Furthermore, the EU is extending its environmental regulations on
companies of third countries that operate within the EU, which is becoming
a source of irritation for its partners.
The World Trade Organization’s (WTO) mechanisms are actively used by
Brussels in settling trade disputes with its major partners as well as for imposing legal harmonization. But in recent years the effectiveness of the use of the
WTO by the EU for putting pressure on partners has substantially declined.
Despite attempts since 1992 (the Maastricht Treaty) to develop a common
foreign and security policy, the EU has failed to become a single independent
player and center of power. The most notable reasons for this include the
lack of willingness of the member states to relinquish a considerable share of
sovereignty in this area. By all appearances, there is a low likelihood that over
the medium term an agreement will be reached on a supranational common
foreign and security policy commensurate with what has been achieved with
economic policy.
There are considerable obstacles to the convergence of positions of separate EU member states on major global political issues and difficulties in
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reaching agreement on a consolidated EU position on the principle of a common denominator, due to the obvious diversity of its external political priorities
and interests. As a result, the positions adopted representing the combined
positions of EU countries across a range of issues are of a general nature
and often address only portions of the issue or questions of mechanism without tackling the main issue. The generality and insufficient precision of policy
stances based on the principle of the common denominator deprives the EU
of the possibility to actively influence on situations with available political, diplomatic and economic means. One can assert that post-Maastricht attempts to
develop a unified foreign policy have not been effective: acting on the principle
of the lowest common denominator, the EU has considerably less clout than
the aggregate of the largest European powers in the early and mid-1990s.
In this case, the whole is less than the sum of its parts.
At the same time, the EU has shown an increasing desire in recent years to
weigh in on as many external political issues as possible. This stems from
a gradual recognition by the political elites of member states that in current
conditions the continued political disconnection of the EU will mean a further
reduction in its role and standing in world politics.
In terms of the attempts by the EU to play a major role in world politics, including some security problems, they have noticeably increased following EU expansion in 2004 and 2007. Above all else, the political and diplomatic presence
of the EU in the space of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) has
been strengthened, stimulating competition in this region with Russia.
EU expansion has been accompanied by the emergence of the idea of the
“unification of the European continent” within the EU. For the first time since
being established, the EU, in its assessments, has attained a more precise
geopolitical dimension, coming to identify itself with Europe as a whole, what
could give the leadership of the EU a ground to speak on behalf of all of
Europe. It should be noted that the realization of the geopolitical project “the
Unification of Europe” has been entrusted to the European Commission, which
has also started to claim its own role in world political processes.
The main real expression of the participation of the EU in world politics, besides the expression of general positions for various international questions,
is the so-called “neighborhood” politics and its complex and strategic dialogues
with the leading centers of the world economy and politics (China, Russia, India and Japan). Its relationship with the US is of a special nature, thanks to
the military and political dependency and close economic interaction. Both
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of these instruments are based on the presumption that the EU is one of the
most successful and attractive models of political and economic development,
and therefore to varying degrees include the transfer to partners separate
elements of legislation and laws of the EU, particularly in areas of interest
to European business. This is especially evident in “neighborhood” politics,
amounting to in essence a strategy for creating an advantageously dependent
periphery in the regions bordering the EU.
In the military-political area the EU is not a subject and, moreover, is currently
not striving towards becoming a subject of policy, what significantly limits the
EU’s possibility to develop into one of the political centers of power in the
world. In light of the existing inconsistencies in the evaluations of different EU
countries of the threats to their security, the unwillingness of EU countries to
increase defense spending, the existence of NATO as an institutionalization
of the US presence in Europe and the American guarantees of security to
European countries, the real actors in this area are certain individual member
states, NATO and the US. The EU’s lack of being a single subject in the militarypolitical area in part results in a passive engagement in serious discussions
with other world players, including Russia, on the problems of European and
world security.
Taking into account the increasing role of the factor of force in world politics,
the global influence of the EU in the medium term may not increase but perhaps
even weaken. Despite the fact that there are instances where the EU is capable
of effectively acting as a diplomatic mediator in the regulation of conflicts, its
potential to influence the military-political situation in the world is insignificant.
In its relations with Russia, the European Union is perceived as an independent center of power in the Russia–United States –European Union triangle.
This role of a weighty “corner” has likely been assigned to it by Moscow itself,
and also by individual member countries (France, Germany, Italy), and not
by any well-conceived policy of the EU as a whole. It is important to note that
its 2004 expansion weakened the European Union’s potential as a partner
for Russia in this triangle. For many of the new members, one of the biggest
motives for participating in the Union has been the opportunity to distance
themselves from Russia even further, and they do not a wish to strengthen
cooperation with this country. Furthermore, the expansion also enhanced the
influence of the Atlanticists in the European Union, making the formulation of
a general EU position on defense and security (not to mention relations with
Russia) extremely difficult.
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3. Scenarios for the EU’s Short-Term Development
Economic and political trends allow us to talk about three possible scenarios
for the European Union’s development: preservation of the status quo, the
development and implementation of a breakthrough project initiative and the
intensification of diverse-speed integration processes.
The first scenario – the relative preservation of the status quo (or “shuffling in
place”) – seems to be more probable. It assumes that the European Union will
not find a significant breakthrough initiative or project plan in the short or even
medium term. Therefore, its main field of activity will be restricted primarily
by the various aspects of regulation from the European Commission, as well
as by attempts on the part of member countries to bring the European Union’s
powers under national control whenever possible, and to overcome disagreements among member countries and institutes on rather technical questions.
The second scenario – a breakthrough (“great”) initiative – suggests that
either the EU institutes (above all, the European Commission, as it has a key
position in determining the agenda) or the member countries (represented by a
charismatic leader from one of the largest EU members) manage to find a project that will embrace fundamental innovations in the political system and economic regulation of the European Union, as well as a transition to a brand new
phase in integration. Taking into account the current inertia, as well as the uncertainty surrounding the Lisbon Treaty, such an opportunity will not emerge –
not even in theory – in less than 2-4 years.
Finally, the third scenario is the intensification of the so-called “diverse-speed
integration” processes. This assumes that the differences between member
countries’ various models of socio-economic development and foreign policy
orientations will likely remain insurmountable. As a result, the member countries which are closest in their views on political and economic integration will
strengthen cooperation on certain issues (immigration, defense, civil law, etc.).
Although the guidelines for such cooperation have been spelled out in the
founding documents of the European Union since 1996, they have not been
used so far. The only widely known exceptions are the Schengen Agreement
and the euro zone. At the same time, the orientation toward relatively simultaneous integration, as well as a fear of substantially distorting the business
climate in the domestic market will, most likely, hinder the active process of
diverse-speed integration.
As for the external activities, we can also identify three key scenarios. The first
is coded as “Euro-UK” and presupposes that the European Union will concentrate on internal issues and rivalry with Russia in the region of “common
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neighborhood”. Taking into account the current status of external economy
and political tools of the European Union along with eagerness of the majority of countries in this region to join the EU, such scenario might come true in
the next 3–5 years. At this point the EU will not likely develop into a genuinely
independent power center and will maintain strong dependence on the US in
the key issues concerning the international and regional security.
The second scenario, to a certain extent in the vain of the first, can be coded
as “Euro-Venice”. According to it, the EU will not pay much attention the militarypolitical components of external activities. It will concentrate on own development as a purely “civil power” which will apply economic tools in pursuing its
economic and political goals. Since no innovative ideas are to emerge in this
area of EU activities and its input in the global economy will keep decreasing,
a more persistent application of such power and legal harmonization will boost
dissatisfaction of the partner countries.
The third scenario is called “Euro-France”. According to it the EU will substantially enhance its external and defense components and will adjust their institutional and decision-making mechanisms to the modern conditions. In this
case the EU might develop into a global power center and an autonomous
pole in international relations. This option presupposes that the countries will
manage to overcome discrepancy among the NATO supporters, those aimed
at the EU independence and the neutral countries. Taking into account the
condition of the political elites of the EU countries, this scenario might take five
years or more to happen.
The option “EU-Russia” should be separately taken into account. It presupposes a tangible shift in relations between Russia and the EU and a joint creation of a new international association or a union. Though it has hardly ever
been the theme in the European discussion. However, this option together
with the “Euro-France” scenario meets the long-term interests of Russia and
the EU and is capable of halting the marginalization of Europe.
Due to the aforementioned factors both Russia and the EU need some time
to think things over. The EU needs to decide on the pattern of its own development, on a new system of institutions and procedures based on the Lisbon
Treaty or on another option. The situation will become clear only in 2010. This
will lead to modification of the entire political system of the EU. Many changes
are unpredictable now, since they depend not only on the final terms in the Treaty
but also on informal political practice and on how well the newly appointed heads
of various institutions and structures organize their functioning.
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At the same time it is necessary to measure a role and potential of the EU
for the comprehensive modernization of the Russian economy and society
and for Russia’s ability to strengthen positions on the path of modernization
development. It is also vital to measure the potential of the EU as a traditional
incentive for Russia in modernizing Russian public institutions and morality,
source of investments, growth of the innovative elements of the economy, and
enhancement of transport and information infrastructure. Under the present
conditions, the challenges of the financial and economic crisis come to the
fore, and it is crucial to explore the opportunities for initiating various measures in the framework of Russia–EU cooperation.
Taking this into account, it seems that for Russia as a European country in
terms of its basic values and culture there is no other alternative model of
modernization – with all necessary modifications and adjustments to the country’s specifics.
It is crucial to maintain and develop the Russia–EU partnership. At the same
time, Russia should pursue stronger bilateral relations with individual EU
member countries, primarily with those countries that are interested in positive
relations with Russia.

TRADE AND ECONOMIC RELATIONS
The European Union is the key trade partner of Russia. A major portion of
Russia’s foreign trade is focused in the EU and the unique Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) signed in 1994 makes Europe the main target
of Russia’s foreign economic activity.
At the same time the announced economic partnership between Russia and
the EU has not been formed yet and the shortage of trust slows this process.
We should bear in mind that Russia and the EU are not only partners but also
competitors.

1. Ambivalent relationship with the EU
In relations with the EU any country (and Russia is not an exception) has
to take into account the dualistic nature of the EU, i.e., its status as a supranational entity and at the same time a group of individual states. On the one
hand, this peculiarity of the EU puts it in a favorable position during negotiations, as it enables Brussels to redirect partners to various national capitals in
order to solve complicated issues and vice versa. On the other, this peculiarity
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can be used by partners for manipulation based on internal contradictions
existing within the EU.
One should not overestimate opportunities offered by either of these tactics
(both parties are equally aware of their limitations). However, in the foreseeable future the complex of official relations with the EU in the economic sphere
will again comprise two segments: multilateral, with Brussels being responsible for issues related to provision of access to markets and harmonization
of the legal environment; and bilateral, with the member states handling the
specific economic projects.
There is a unique phenomenon, which, unfortunately, develops separately
from the official relationship. It is the European business community, where
mergers and acquisitions make national identity less easy to identify. Participants of this community prefer to contribute to enhancement of the business
climate through governments of the countries where their companies operate
or through business partners, claiming to benefit from their connections with
the European Commission or the governments of EU members or Russia.
Their dialogue with official Russia–EU institutions still cannot provide solutions for many practical tasks faced by the bulk of the business community.
Representatives of the latter tend to communicate with various ministries, institutions and brunches of the official economic authorities of Russia, the EU
and its member states via industry business associations, which are still not
adequately developed in Russia.
There is a certain more or less asymmetry between the two patterns of official
economic relations between Russia and the EU and this trend will persist.
The asymmetry exists in terms of content, effectiveness and impact on the
economic growth of the parties involved. Thus, for each period of time one
should choose such a format for relations with the EU and a combination of
both segments of relations as to benefit Russia’s economic interests. This
principle, although quite evident, has not been used up to this time and the
relevant analysis has not been carried out.
Russia started its relationship with the EU as an integrated union with a blank
slate in 1989 (the year the first partnership agreement was signed) and then
later signed a more detailed Partnership and Cooperation Agreement in 1994,
which still remains a legal benchmark for both parties. To this day, PCA remains
the only comprehensive international contract defining Russia’s responsibilities in trade and economic activities (taking into account that Russia is not a
WTO member and the legal foundation of the Eurasian Economic Community
(EurAsEC) and other associations with the CIS countries has not been completed yet). However, the strong political impulse created by PCA has been
used ineffectively.
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The fundamental difference between bilateral relations and Russia–EU relations is as follows: Russia–EU relations have not resulted in a single successful discussion of a large economic project intended to bring benefit to Russian
business (Brussels claims to lack the relevant authority to do this). In contrast,
Russia successfully discusses such projects with certain EU members and
secures strong support (Germany – Nord Stream, aircraft engineering, railway
service; Greece, Bulgaria, Italy – South Stream; France – rocket launches, aircraft engineering, gas production; Finland, Slovakia, Austria – transit corridors,
logistics systems, etc.).
At the same time one should not overestimate the effectiveness of bilateral
economic dialogues. Foreign trade figures for Russia with the EU countries
show that the size of the economy and the population are the crucial elements
of the pattern of relations between Russia and countries with similar market
structure (e.g. the US and Canada). Other important factors are: convenient
transport links, primarily for mass cargo (energy products, metals, etc.) and
the status of Russian capital in the economy of a partner country. Therefore,
it is not surprising that according to 2007 results Russia’s top five trade partners include the priority political partners like Germany and Italy, the “neutral”
Netherlands, the UK and Poland (the political dialogues with the last two on
the list have been nearly frozen recently). France, which is the key initiator of
safeguard measures and more oriented on the Mediterranean area, occupies
the sixth position and small Lithuania with its reserved attitude toward Russia
was an impressive 15th in the list (transit, business with the Russian roots).
As for investments, the intensity of such relations is not fully dependent on
the dynamics of the economic cooperation between the governments. The list
of key factors in this sphere is consistent with that of the trade sector. But the
major point here rests with the volume and/or indirect impact of the Russian
capital on the EU member’s economy (Cyprus, Luxemburg, the Netherlands,
the UK, etc.).
Another peculiarity of the bilateral segment of official Russia–EU relations is
the clear misbalance (not in Russia’s favor) concerning reciprocal access to
markets. If Moscow and Brussels have recently maintained an even balance
of mutual concerns, but the situation is different on the national level. The reason for this rests with insufficient involvement of Russian business in bilateral
cooperation bodies.
At the Russia–EU level this is not so clear, since here the parties discuss
systemic barriers related to trade regimes, i.e., barriers preventing market
expansion. They are related to the interests of entire economic sectors like the
Russian chemical industry (REACH Regulation), the perfume and cosmetics
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industry (EU Cosmetics Directive), the nuclear industry (European Atomic
Energy Community – EURATOM), the ferrous metals and chemical industries
(a series of anti-dumping measures), etc.
On the bilateral level such systemic barriers to trade might be discussed but
not resolved, except discussions about the stimulation and protection of investments which in reality are almost frozen. Here the problem of certain companies come to the fore and in this case Russia’s claims, as a rule, are much
inferior by the volume and scale to those of our partners. This speaks of the
state’s lack of readiness to facilitate collection of appropriate information and
also reflects the inertia of business or its lack of confidence in the government’s
ability to facilitate settlement of problems.
Finally, in their bilateral economic dialogue, Russia and the EU members fail
to discuss conceptual ways for developing relations between Russia and the
EU. Neither Russia nor the key partner countries could measure in a timely
manner the risks related to the slowdown of dynamics and the lack of strategy
for relationships. It is clear that the situation primarily stems from the weakening
of the EU as such, which demonstrates its inability to make strategic decisions
and not only in relation to Russia. It is also clear that the dialogue between
certain EU members (even if they are quite influential) and Russia on long-term
cooperation becomes ever more sensitive under these conditions. “European
solidarity” plays an important role here. However, even under these conditions,
both Russia and the EU countries must prioritize the problem of developing
a future cooperation platform and then search for a solution without negatively
affecting the national interests and “solidarity” with partners.

2. Evolution of Mutual Dependency
Trade figures demonstrate Russia’s dominating dependency on economic
relations with the EU compared with any other region of the world (with almost
60% of exports and 40% of imports going to and coming from this region). The
scale of this dependency has remained unchanged over the past 15 years,
but its quality has not improved, at the very least. In 2007, mineral products
accounted for about 80% of the total volume of exports (practically all of them
were energy products). Other important exports are ferrous and non-ferrous
metals (over 10%) and chemical products (over 3%). It should be noted that
shares of these key products fluctuate solely as a result of changing market
conditions on the corresponding markets and not at all due to changes of the
structure of Russian exports. For example, over the last six years the share of
energy products in the value of exports grew by almost 10%, while its physical
volume remained unchanged.
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A continually increasing portion of Russia’s imports from the EU (almost
53% compared to about 40% in 2001) is manufacturing equipment, which
serves as a basis for technical retooling and modernization across wide range
of Russia’s material production and services sectors (to compare: the share
of this group of products in Russia’s exports to the EU is 1.5%). The next
important group of imported goods is chemical products (about 20%), while
the third group is food products, the share of which over the same period of
time declined 1.5-fold, down to about 10%, due to Russia’s increasing food
self-sufficiency.
Despite Russia’s excessive dependency on exports to the EU, this relationship is not forecasted to significantly change in the medium term, since the bulk
of competitive Russian goods will continue to be sold in the European market.
The EU’s share in Russian exports could gradually decrease only if Russian
processing sectors achieve a new level of competitive power, which is possible
with the successful realization of the Long-Term Development Concept and
implementation of an active trade policy in the most promising alternative markets (India, Southeast Asia and Latin America, and probably China).
The EU, for its part, will continue to conduct an active policy aimed at the
expansion of its share in the Russian market and at restraining the expansion
of today’s most important articles of Russia’s exports.

3. PCA and Legal Regulation of Economic Relations
The European Union was and continues to be the only international partner
with which Russia signed a large-scale agreement of the trade-political character. The role of PCA was primarily a creative one since it gave an impulse to
some (but not all) Russian industrial and services sectors, those most involved
in international competition (metallurgy, chemicals, nuclear fuel cycle commodities, financial services, commercial space launch services, sea and river
transportation services), to formulate and legally document measures to promote themselves in the EU markets and/or to protect their respective domestic
markets. The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement has been an extremely
important factor of the Russian business’ self-organization and determination
of its foreign interests and has laid foundations for a mechanism of consultations between government and business on trade and political issues.
PCA includes a modified and significantly reduced version of the framework
of the so-called specific obligations for market access and the most-favorednation regime exclusions. The agreement has also built a regime for intellectual property rights protection, which can be compared with the obligations
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under the corresponding WTO system’s agreement (TRIPS) and thus has
placed Russia under obligation to join a number of international conventions
in this field.
These and other obligations (legislations on competition, government support and customs issues) created a sort of a “roadmap” for the reform of the
Russian legal system. As a result, external legal conditions for the irreversibility
of the Russian reforms have emerged and subsequently there arose a certain
predictability in conducting business in Russia, and not only for European and
global businesses but for Russian businesses as well. It made a contribution
to attracting investments. The Russian government, in its turn, received a plan
for action that helped the reform to overcome some internal obstacles.
However, a number of issues brought up in PCA were not solved by the
parties in due measure. During the negotiations on PCA Russia agreed that
the direction of the economic legislation reform would be ensuring that this
legislation eventually would be compatible with EU legislation, and this was
documented in the text of the agreement. Later this general claim was translated by the EU (in a “roadmap” of the common economic space and a system
of “dialogues” aimed at preparation for its realization) mainly as a gradual
harmonization of both parties’ legislations on the basis of the EU law (the
acquis communautaire), i.e., on the basis of the principle that is traditionally
included by the EU in agreements with the third countries of the preferential
character or with a perspective of transferring to a preferential stage. But there
is no legal basis for such an interpretation. There is also no economic need to
build the Russian legislation on the EU model, especially now, when the EU
itself is experiencing a strengthening of national regulation, which is certainly
based on principles that do not contradict the common action norms established by the European directives.
In practice, Russian legislation has developed more logically for the stage
of structural reforms via use of richer world experience, including the experience of the EU (legislation on competition, state purchasing, state regulation
of external trade activity, the customs code, etc.).
At the present time, with reforms of Russian economic legislation largely
completed, the most topical issue is the rational limits of harmonization of the
legislation of Russia and the EU in the field of legislation on technical regulation.
An independent legal instrument of Russia and the EU in trade/economic
relations are the agreements on the stimulation and interdependent protection
of capital investments (with 19 counties of the EU), which level the playing
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field for foreign investors in terms of conditions of activity on the market of
receiving countries with other foreign and domestic ones but do not provide
market access guarantees. This should be discussed together with measures
to be adopted for harmonization of efforts aimed at allowing investment agreements play a more active role in stimulating investment and also their interdependence on WTO obligations.

4. Strategic Partnership Treaty
As is known, there are plans to sign a new agreement to replace PCA.
In Russia its preferred name is a Strategic Partnership Treaty (SPT). In addition
to the expiration of the original PCA at the end of 2007 (with the prolongation
option realized), one of the main factors in favor of a new basic agreement has
been the mutual aspiration to consolidate in a legally binding document the
relationship spheres which are specified by the “roadmaps” of the four “comon
spaces”. However, since it would be difficult to agree on technical obligations
in these specific areas (except for the economy), it is logical to make it a framework agreement.
The agreement would determine the main principles and goals of relations in
terms of foreign policy, defense and security, culture, science, and the economy. Within one of the options, sector agreements in priority areas of the relations (like transport, environment, science and technology, nanotechnology,
communications, space exploration, nuclear energy) would be concluded,
based on this agreement. It would make SPT an “umbrella document”.
There are a few options of how the economic sections of the agreement could
be configured. Within the key options, issues of trade and economic cooperation,
i.e., those currently stipulated in the PCA (namely, economic relations regime
and cooperation in priority sectors of the economy) can be:
□incorporated directly into the text of SPT along with expiration of Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement, after SPT comes into effect;
□included in SPT in a form of framework conditions and then stipulated in
separate sector agreements (including the trade regime agreement) which
would gradually replace the respective sections of PCA when coming into
effect, or in a “larger” economic agreement including sector provisions, which
would simultaneously replace PCA;
□specified in a form of framework conditions while the disciplines stipulated
in PCA but not yet realized (e.g., those reviving the Russia–EU Cooperation
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Committee or establishing dispute settlement procedures) are simultaneously
secured, while PCA is kept in force.
All these options in theory can be implemented either when Russia joins the
WTO or separately, in the case that Russia’s membership is postponed for
a considerable period of time.
The option of the transferal of PCA provisions with necessary amendments
directly into the text of SPT in case Russia joins WTO would mean that the
“regime” part of PCA ceases to exist and provisions for sector and institutional
cooperation can keep their framework nature without coming out of the general
format of SPT as a framework agreement. In case Russia’s WTO membership
is postponed, the transferal of the regime provisions to SPT would create a
voluminous set of binding trade and policy norms and significantly change the
agreement’s format. At the same time, the provisions for sector cooperation
would also keep the framework nature of PCA. This option has its advantages
if the parties want to adjust PCA provisions that do not suit them but are not
ready for significant developments in the specific mutual obligations (including
those on sectors’ interaction). A serious drawback here is the resourceintensive technical work for transferring a large number of provisions to SPT,
particularly if the WTO’s problem is not solved. The technical transfer alone
will require 2 years at least.
The option of documenting framework provisions in SPT with their subsequent
expansion within a group of sector agreements (or in one trade and economic
agreement) is distinguished first of all by allowing full-scale negotiations within
key cooperation areas and assumption of specific obligations in the interest of
implementing cooperation projects, including through the bilateral resource
of Russia–EU relations. The drawback here is the risk of the “diffusion” of a
negotiation position in the context of autonomous work of a number of negotiating teams, which can result in breaching the balance of mutual obligations. Risk mitigation is possible when the negotiations are monitored by the
“central” negotiating delegation and trade regime issues are excluded from
the agenda and transferred either to a special trade regime agreement, directly
to SPT or to the modified PCA.
An important question is whether the parties are ready to conclude a special
agreement on trade and economic relations to replace the Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement (or to add corresponding sections to SPT or PCA).
It is clear that a factor in favor of such agreement would be a possibility to solve
with its help some problems that are essential for the parties and concern
access to markets, an issue that cannot be solved with the existing agreement
base.

21

It has been noted that the EU is interested in expanding access to the
Russian market for a wide range of goods. The main obstacle here is relatively
high import duties and, to a smaller extent, technical barriers. Russia in turn
could be interested in the opening of the EU market to its agricultural products
and in the reduction of technical barriers. In services sectors, energy services
are the key ones for the EU, and so are services in the area of extraction of
raw materials as well as the access to the transport infrastructure, including
transit pipelines. Russia is unlikely to have determined interests in services
sectors except for ensuring the most liberal and transparent investment regime
both in services sectors (commercial presence) and in other sectors of the EU
economy, first of all in the energy sector.
All these issues can be resolved only in the framework of a free trade agreement with a wide application (goods, services, investments, capital). But negotiations of such an agreement can begin only after Russia joins WTO, at a
time when the scope of Russia’s obligations for the reduction of the goods
and services markets protection is completely determined and documented.
But even then an analysis of the balance of the parties’ interests in the field of
trade liberalization will be required, even if the liberalization is carried out with
the maximum use of the transition environment. Under current conditions this
balance is obviously not in Russia’s favor, and the situation can be changed
only by the EU’s readiness to accept “asymmetric” obligations, for example,
through consent for unilateral liberalization of the agricultural sector. Also impossible is the option when a free trade zone covers only services trade and
investments or only selected product markets. That is why preconditions for
the discussion on the free trade zone practicality should emerge in real economic life. This opportunity could be created by negotiations of sector agreements in the key areas of the parties’ competitive specialization.
Finally, the option of documenting framework conditions of the relationship
together with strengthening PCA disciplines is the more economic way to preserve the existing status quo in the regulation of the parties’ trade and economic
relations. However, measures like strengthening PCA institutes could be
insufficient for forming new relations aimed at actual support of the business’
interests in the key sectors of the relations.

5. Identification and Expansion of Common Interests
One reason for the crisis in trust in Russia–EU relations is the incorrect
identification of spheres of common interests. The dominate approach of
the EU views Russia as a growing market for export and as a source of resources, mainly energy products, requiring for security purposes “soft” control
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via contractual/legal instruments as within the EU’s “neighborhood policy”
(European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument). The entire real structure
of relations has been developed for this scheme, which is unbalanced by nature.
Furthermore, the counter moves by Russian companies looking to expand their
business on the markets for goods, services and capital in the EU are not,
as a rule, warmly welcomed.
Russia, however, has not clearly expressed that it holds its own aims for the
partnership, which also do not contradict the EU’s interests. To a large degree,
this is related to the fact that these aims have not been indicated in the appropriate manner. At present, the opportunity is there, and it stems directly from
the Long-Term Social Economic Development Concept.
The aims of strategic partnership, based on the objective interests of Russia
and the EU in the modernization of the economy and reduction of exposure on
external risks, could be laid out as follows:
□creation of a joint energy space with stable internal ties, with energy security
guarantees, a high level of energy efficiency and environmental safety, mutual
penetration of capital and opportunities to operate in third countries;
□creation of a common market for transport services, integrated into the
global transport system;
□joint development and marketing support on a global scale of technology,
products and services in the leading sectors of the economy (aviation, space
exploration, nuclear energy, IT, nanotechnology, etc.).

For the energy sector, the key tasks include:
□attaining synergy in the value-added chain, which will require legal guarantees for investment in oil and gas production in Russia and provision of accompanying services, including pipeline access and transit, creation of logistics
centers and gas distribution networks, oil depots and refining capacity, including
special port facilities, as well as retail chains in Europe;
□joint production activities with provision of entire complex of services in
Africa, Asia and Latin America;
□joint research on effective extraction and transportation technologies;
□support from the EU for the formation of a global trading platform for Urals
blend and petroleum products in Russia;
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□joint cooperation in development of new international standards and rules
for energy sector trading.
In the transportation sector a priority task could be the resolution of issues
related to the setup of a global transportation system and supporting the
viability of the “West-East” corridor (with an extension to Vienna), including; simplified customs procedures and modernization of border crossings; implementation of a modern system of transit documents; use of conducive cargo tariffs;
modernization of routes and creation of a movement management system;
cooperative provision of stable cargo load, including creation of multimodal
center in the Far East moving cargos from the Asia-Pacific region to the “WestEast” corridor; joint efforts to create international legal norms and standards
for transport, including transit.
In terms of high technology, along with resolving the problem of technical
barriers in trade and discriminating barriers for access to markets and joint
use of modern training technologies, a central focus could be the creation
with Russian participation of competency centers and research and production complexes (clusters), which would provide Russian participation on equal
footing in the development of “breakthrough” products together with guarantees of equivalent rights to the results of the developments and their practical
implementation.
An important element of the agreement in this area could be the joint commercialization of hi-tech products, including on the markets of third countries.
The sides must work to attract not only the leading transnational companies
but also small and mid-sized businesses (for example, through a system of
business incubators, venture funds, etc.).
Given such an approach to the aims of the partnership, there would be an
opportunity to relatively quickly eliminate the contradictions that have built up
over time in Russia–EU relations.
It would become clear that the realization of this partnership would require
more than the preservation of PCA and the introduction into a new basic agreement several provisions of a declaratory nature. It is clear that for each of the
areas where the priorities can be agreed, it is necessary to have a separate
agreement (or separate chapter in the general agreement), which would contain an action plan for achieving the goals of cooperation.
The preparation of agreements of this sort is not possible without the participation of business communities. This would make it possible to bridge the
gap between businesses of Russia and the EU within the framework of their
common European business space and official relations.
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The preparation for such agreements would create a format suitable for both
multilateral and bilateral segments of relations between Russia and the EU,
as this format would include consideration of specific projects within the competency of member countries. And this would help eliminate the distance
between both of these segments in the official dialogue between Russia and
the EU.
Discussion of possible sector agreements would give the sides the pause
necessary to more accurately determine the prospects for trade and economic
relations, and, above all else, provide the opportunity to enhance their preferential element. For example, the central principle of the agreement in the energy sector should be a guarantee of energy security, i.e., undisrupted supply
(for the importer) and sales (for the exporter) for energy resources. However,
most of the instruments related to this (tariffs, technical regulation of imports,
access to deposits, pipelines, access to energy services, transparency in relation to investment policy, etc.) are regulated by the EU’s (and in the future,
Russia’s) WTO obligations. As such, a solution favoring only the interests of
Russia and the EU with no application to the third parties would require a preferential agreement. However, according to WTO rules, such an agreement cannot be restricted to a separate group of goods or sector of services. It follows
that it will not be possible to address the energy issue separately.
Undoubtedly, the demand to make changes in the markets access for goods
and services will also arise as a result of negotiations in other key sectors,
such as transport, telecommunications, production of civil aviation, shipbuilding, etc. The difference in the situation following these negotiations will be in
the fact that today we can only talk of expert assessments, whereas these
negotiations will produce a better-grounded representation of the actual economic need for liberalization measures.

6. The Role of Third Countries in the Russia–EU
Dialogue
The role of third countries has been undervalued in the economic dialogue
between Russia and the EU. In practice, this has led us to consider these
markets either as competition or as a source of negative influence on our interests. However, fast-growing markets should be regarded not only as rivals (that
is unavoidable) but also as opportunities for beneficial cooperation, above all in
those areas that Russia has determined for itself as the main directions for economic diversification. The priority regions in which joint projects and initiatives
should be encouraged are the countries of Asia, Latin America and the CIS.
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In its relations with the last region, Russia has its own interests. And this
approach requires careful elaboration, since it entails a risk of conflict.
It is important to note that from the very beginning of the post-Soviet period,
the European Union (then the European Communities) has proclaimed a commitment to developing privileged relations with the European countries of the
former USSR and the Transcaucasus. The goal of this policy is to influence on
the formation of the economic environment in these countries in the interest of
European businesses, with a view to their further economic development and
the stability of the region.
Involving these neighboring countries (as well as EurAsEС’s members)
in the implementation of industrial agreements could turn out successful. This
would provide for the maintenance of economic ties with, above all, Ukraine
during its “drift” toward associate membership in the EU. In order to pursue
these same goals, Russia should have an active policy toward EurAsEС and
the customs union, oriented towards strengthening the contractual basis of its
activities in a direction that does not move us away from the EU legal environment. It would also be wise to come to an understanding with the EU that
the inclusion of post-Soviet states of various foreign policy orientations in our
economic cooperation to the largest degree possible would be in the interest
of the strategic development of our relations.

***
Taking into account everything said above, it is important to note the following.
The EU’s assistance in bringing the negotiations on Russia’s entry into the
WTO to a close would be a real demonstration of partnership. However, the
feasibility of a new arrangement is determined not only by the result of WTO
entry. It will emerge if there are major changes to the nature of the economic
relations; above all, these will entail diversification of sectors’ inclusion and
real shifts in Russia’s implementation of its strategic tasks of creating a diversified, competitive, modern economy based on innovations. In these circumstances, the liberalization of reciprocal access to the market of goods,
services and capital (and a content of a new agreement must include this)
would be mutually beneficial.
Accordingly, it is advisable that the in the course of negotiations on a new
framework agreement with the EU, the economic part is restricted to references to sector agreements and to the separate trade and economic agreement
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that will be concluded in the future. That said, the Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement is still in effect, and an organization for trade and economic cooperation (it replaces the Russia–EU Cooperation Committee) will be created in
the framework of the Strategic Partnership Treaty. Also part of the latter will be
an organization to settle disputes, similar to the WTO arbitration court.
The main task and effectiveness criteria of sector agreements will be their
ability to directly further the implementation of economic projects in their respective areas. For this purpose, it is advisable to identify the sectors in which
there is a need for the creation of a more favorable regime for trade and investment and a judicial rapprochement, during both the negotiations stage
and the realization of agreements.
The collection and evaluation of the suggestions for changes in the trade and
investment regimes – and this can be outlined in the SPT – would be entrusted
to a structure for trade and economic cooperation. Based on the results of this
work, it ultimately forwards the suggestions to the higher organs of the partnership, with a reference to the advisability of concluding a preferential trade
and economic agreement.
The transition to a partnership of a predominantly sector-based character
with the EU requires the creation of new kinds of bilateral relations with the
member states, which would exist not in isolation but rather together with the
relations with the EU as a whole. In the framework of bilateral relations, the
most promising projects would be encouraged and promoted, the obstacles
for their implementation would be defined, including normative ones (like technical barriers), that then would be worked out on the level of Russia–EU sector
agreements. Russia, of course, must preserve the possibility of using the differences in individual EU countries’ approaches in tactical goals on its own behalf if necessary; however, strategically it should demonstrate a commitment
to the inclusion of all EU countries in bilateral cooperation in order to ensure
that the partnership remains as harmonious as possible.
The parties must identify the priority spheres of cooperation and the methods
to promote the economic agents in their countries to engage in joint projects
in the markets of Russia, the EU and third countries in the areas indicated.
In doing so, the parties must keep in mind Russia’s and the EU member states’
strategies for economic development and the main directions in the EU’s
policies on encouraging competitive advantage. This could also help finding
a useful application for the information received from the sector dialogues
of the economic common space “roadmap,” but this interaction format is not
enough. New sectors agreements that give this work the proper institutional
base and orientation on real results are also necessary.
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The dialogue between Russia and the EU should not ignore the countries
that, together with Russia and the EU, form the European economic space. It is
necessary to create some sort of a regime supporting the dialogue, which
would be aimed at coordinating the negotiations’ processes with the respective
countries in the interest of maintaining the favorable trade and investment
regime throughout the entire European region.
In the interest of high quality sector negotiations and the preparation of balanced proposals for trade and economic agreements, the representatives of the
business groups concerned should be integrated to the maximum degree possible into the negotiations process. It is business groups in particular that must
guarantee the coordination of all levels of the economic partnership, including
its bilateral and multilateral components.

SECURITY RELATIONS
1. Interests of Russia and the European Union
At the Russia–EU summit in St. Petersburg in May 2003, the idea of common
space of external security was formulated. Creation of such a space provides
partnership between Russia and the EU in five areas: active dialogue concerning the international relations and security; the fight against terrorism; nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means of delivery,
strengthening of regimes of export control and disarmament; cooperation in
the field of crisis settlement; cooperation in the field of civil protection.
However, even in the recent past, from the point of unique solidarity and unity
during the antiterrorist operation in Afghanistan and before the crisis of August
2008, interaction based on this recognition was formed on the principle of the
lowest common denominator. One of the reasons was persistence, above all
among great powers, of a serious divergence of perception of the specific
sources of threats from international terrorism and proliferation of WMD.
In addition, stability in “Large Europe” is more substantial and of special
general interest to Russia and the EU. The European Union is interested in
stability in the south and the east, while Russia is interested in the west and
south of its borders. This goal cannot be reached without rapprochement of
partners to prevent and settle various conflicts. Yet to achieve this it is necessary
to form a common opinion on the sources and culprits of such conflicts and to
reject rigid geopolitical rivalry.
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Specific joint interest to Russia and the EU in the long term has a global
parameter. In international relations, without each other, both Russia and the
EU will find it rather difficult to become centers of power comparable to the
US or China, and in the longer term with other possible new large powers and
coalitions of states and transnational organizations of the 21st century.
Ideally, the economic, military-industrial and scientific potentials, the geostrategic positions, traditional strengths and practical experience of armed
forces of countries of the European Union and Russia are, in many respects
capable of complimenting each other. Having rid themselves of mutual military
fears, they could completely transfer huge resources to other threats and challenges to security. Together, Russia and the European Union can play a role of
an economic, military and political center of global significance, and they are
capable of eliminating serious dependence on risks generated by the unpredictability of external and military policy of other global power centers. Such a
symbiosis could play an independent role in the global economy, politics and
security, hindering international unpredictability and having its own vision for a
rational and stable world order.
At the same time, as often happens, the most clear and logical political constructions are the most difficult to realize in practice, encountering the severe
reality of economic, political, ideological, bureaucratic and personal interests
of participants of the process.

2. Problems and Contradictions
Among the main sources of problems and contradictions in development of
Russia–EC relations in the field of security now and in the immediate future
are the following:
□the destabilizing role of the US and NATO in the process of transforming
the alliance and its new tasks
□rivalry and contradictions of Russia, the US and the European Union in the
post-Soviet space
□problems of Russia’s internal evolution and foreign policy
□underdevelopment of the military component of the EU
□amorphism of the conceptual and administrative parameters of the common space of external security
□strain in relations between Russia and the West after the Caucasus conflict
in August 2008 and difficulty of a peace settlement in the southern Caucasus.
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It should be noted that 21 members of NATO are also members of the European Union. Further expansion of the block cause a predictable growth in
tension with Russia and a tendency of return of the alliance to habitual collective
counteraction against Russia but already on post-Soviet space, what has an
impact on the EU’s position (in this case, the concept “post-Soviet space”
excludes the former Baltic republics). Correspondingly, the US has suggested
reorienting the new functions and tools (including the newly created rapid
reaction force) on this task. And attempts of the European Union to resist such
reorientation and develop its military component for other tasks will still be suppressed in every possible way by Washington through NATO structures.
Even irrespective of NATO expansion, the post-Soviet space is becoming one
of the main arenas of international contradictions, including those between
Russia and the West. Although in the EU there are various thoughts regarding
expansion of NATO eastward, the EU is not ready to recognize this space
as a region of Russia’s exclusive interests. Rivalry over it in the future may
strengthen military and political pressure among leading powers and unions.
For its part, Russia too is also not yet an acceptable partner for the EU for
cooperation because of Russian problems in carrying out of military reform
and efficient political democratic control over military organization as they are
understood in the European Union. At the same time, as it is considered in
the EU, Russian Armed Forces, their configuration and structure, stationing,
programs of equipping military technology and combat training are still largely
focused toward large-scale or regional war with the USA, NATO and Japan.
Depending on the development of the situation after the August crisis of
2008, further reduction of NATO forces in the Europe, including US troops,
could be suspended. Despite the low probability of a deliberate large-scale
military attack on Russia, expansion of NATO to its borders, especially to
Ukraine, would have fatal consequences.
At the same time, it is impossible not to see that for objective historical reasons NATO, as a product of the Cold War, is becoming less and less adequate
to deal with threats as well as military and political tasks of these new times,
despite all attempts to adapt to them. The pressure on key NATO structures
has become even more amplified due to the specifics of the US foreign policy
under the Republican administration.
Additionally, a number of important points, caused by the current multi-polarity of the international system and growing interdependence in the process of
globalization, contrasts strikingly to the period of the “classic” Cold War. This
is shown by the current global financial crisis, which has began in the US and
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then struck Russia, the European Union and Asia. For the first time, during
the Moscow’s serious military action there has been no obvious unity within
NATO, and a definite split between the block and the EU on the issue of reciprocal measures concerning the Russian Federation has been evident. In such
a situation, also for the first time, the EU represented by the French President
Nicolas Sarkozy, presiding over the European Union, acted as an intermediary between Russia and Georgia, and in practice between Russia and the US,
claiming not only an economic role but also one of a political center of power.
On the other hand, after August’s events, the idea in the European Union of
gradual integration with Russia on all common spaces has since faded into the
background. Disagreements inside the EU, and between the EU and NATO,
now basically concern an optimum parity of policy in cooperation and in opposition, as well as forms of the two, but not the probability, terms and ways
of integration.

3. European Defense Policy
In spite of the fact that the European Union’s own potential in the field of
security and defense is in its embryonic stages and cannot be a real and
effective alternative to the corresponding potentials of the US and NATO, the
countries of the EU, with a large degree of probability, will in the future try to
speed up work in this direction. Unlike NATO, which was created in conditions
of the Cold War and today is searching for new tasks and functions (ever
more destabilizing and aggressive), the European Union initially aspired to
and consciously tries to create tools for security, including a military force, for
conditions that has developed since the 1990s.
In the Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997 development of the defense element of
the EU was oriented on meeting the so-called Petersburg Tasks (humanitarian
and rescue tasks, crisis management, including the deployment of combat
troops in peacemaking, and peacekeeping). With the Labor Party coming to
power in Great Britain, development of the European defense policy gained
a new stimulus (the Franco-British meeting in Saint-Malo in December 1998).
The basic decision was made about a merger of structures of the EU and
West European Union (WEU), which soon allowed to talk about a formation
of the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) as a component of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy of the EU established in the Treaty of
Nice in 2001.
Now a certain institutional structure has been created for the ESDP. Key
decisions concerning defense and security must be made by the Council of
the EU unanimously. On a day-to-day basis, management is carried out by
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the Political and Security Committee (PSC), and a Situation Center has been
created for crisis regulation and providing reconnaissance information.
The professional military contribution to EU policy is made by the Military
Committee (EUMC), which consists of the Chiefs of Defense who are regularly represented by their permanent military representatives. Examination of
technical and financial issues, and also direct contact with forces and means
of military potential accessible to the EU, are provided by the Military Staff
(EUMS).
For operations of the mixed military-civilian type there are, for example, the
Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management, Civil Planning and Conduct. Joint operations and doctrine implementation are provided within the
framework of the EU Operations Center.
General arms projects are in the competency of the European Defense
Agency. Results of space surveillance for the EU are provided by the Satellite
Center in Torrejon (Spain). Assistance in professional training is provided by
the European Security and Defense College, and the EU Institute for Security
Studies can provide analytical support to the ESDP.
However, this branched-out bureaucratic structure currently yields rather
modest results. The European Union is carrying out eleven operations in the
field of foreign policy and security policy, but only two of them are military operations (EUFOR Althea in Bosnia and EUFOR Chad/CAR) and two more are
mixed military-civil (assistance to reform security structures in Guinea-Bissau
and in the Democratic Republic of the Congo). The largest number of personnel involved operations are in Bosnia and Herzegovina (2500) and in Chad
and the Central African Republic (3700). If in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
EU was guided by NATO forces already deployed, essentially only taking on
management of a system already functioning, in Chad and CAR all stages of
operation have been carried out by European Union forces.
The ability to react quickly to crises the EU connects with the concept of
“military groups” fixed in the Headline Goal 2010 – combat groups of mobile
forces of 1500 people, representing a battalion, provided with all necessary
supporting resources. These groups can be deployed within ten days, and the
speed of deployment is supposed to be provided by military-transport aircraft
within the framework of ESDP. Since January 2007, two battle groups (each of
which can be formed by efforts of one or several countries) are at the disposal
of the EU, being replaced every six months. Until now, battle groups have
been used only in training conditions.
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It is paradoxical that the most important problem for formation of the military
component of the European Union is the participation of the majority of the EU
countries in NATO, where their basic resources are tied up. So the total number of armed forces in the states of the European Union is 1.8 million. Initially,
within the framework of ESDP, approximately 200,000 troops (slightly over
10%) were supposed to be allocated to the rapid reaction force, with the possibility of deploying up to 60,000 in a “military theater”, i.e., only 3% of the total
number of armed forces. But even this ineffective use of military resources has
turned into an excessive problem. In 2004 the European Union decided to create mobile combat units and in three years’ time only created two, with a total
number of 3000 troops, i.e., 0.15% of the total EU military personnel.
Thus, the overwhelming share of resources allocated by EU countries for
collective forces and tasks is still tied to NATO and operations of the countries in the alliance (particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan). There is no common
understanding about military needs for accomplishing the Petersburg Tasks
and there is also no clear differentiation between the military components of
the EU and NATO. This dichotomy in the European Union will remain the most
serious obstacle for creation of its own military basis.
The foundation for development of relations between the EU and the NATO
were declared in 1996 in Berlin, where decisions of the North Atlantic Council
established principles of cooperation between NATO and the WEU. The
negotiations that took place since 1999 about adaptation of 1996 arrangements to the situation, which developed after taking the decision to integrate
the WEU into the EU, were crowned with the acceptance of a cooperation
agreement between NATO and the EU known as the Berlin Plus agreement.
Now cooperation between the EU and NATO is provided by the permanent EU
Group situated at the NATO’s Operation Headquaters, Allied Powers Europe
(SHAPE), and a permanent NATO communications mission is attached to the
military staff of the EU. Moreover, with a view of coordinating issues of developing the defense potential of the two organizations, a special EU–NATO
group has been created.
Development of the military-political component of EU policy is constantly
and harshly, although implicitly, suppressed by actions of the USA and NATO,
not desiring the appearance of an effective competitor that reduces dependence of the European countries on the US in this sphere. After the August
crisis, the increased tension in relations with Russia is forcing the EU and
NATO to coordinate their military policy more closely.
Nevertheless, the new political role of the European Union, more independent from the US, creates the preconditions for increasing its military indepen-
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dence. To a large extent, the resulting vector will depend on Russian policy in
the CIS and its military formation, Russian actions in regulating cooperation
with the military-political component of the EU and also on the course of the
new US administration.

4. Conceptual Basis for Security Space
Russia and the European Union do not have a precise vision of an ultimate
goal of cooperation in this sphere, as there is also no answer to the main
question: what does the fundamental term “external security space” mean?
Cooperation on individual issues of international security is frequently carried
out between the parties, which does not create any space. For example, the
NATO-Russia Council discussed many issues from antimissile defense to oil
spills on the water’s surface in offshore development, but it obviously did not
aim to form a common space of external security.
Apparently, criteria for such a space should include:
□an idea of what the common space of external security for Russia and the
EU is in geographical and functional aspects;
□not simply a cooperation in settling international issues, but the defining of
joint course of actions with a serious military component;
□a common idea not only about common external threats, but also about
specific opponents;
□creation of administrative-structural chains of military interaction;
□compatibility of Russia and EU armed forces required for carrying out joint
peacekeeping and other operations.
For none of the criteria above is there any agreement of the parties, nor is
there any overriding position within Russia and the EU. For example, does the
CIS represent external security space where should the EU, Russia and other
CIS countries cooperate? Furthermore, as the majority of the EU countries are
simultaneously members of NATO, it appears that the external security space
of Russia and the EU significantly assumes the space of external security
being Russia NATO, and this also means of Russia and the US. But there
disagreements over this space prevail so far, and the term “space” does not
now concern Russian–US relations.
There is no administrative structure that could carry out cooperation between Russia and the EU in the military sphere on a continual basis. While
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Russia has a permanent representative in the EU who regularly meets the
Political and Security Committee, and there is a representative of the Ministry
of Defense in the Russian Mission at the EU who sometimes contacts the
EUMC, there is no permanent working cooperation similar to that which exists,
for example, between the EU and NATO.

5. Possible Stages and Directions in Developing
Cooperation
Formation of a common space of external security for Russia and the EU is
currently a rather remote prospect and long process. Today, it is only possible
to talk of a program of joint actions in the field of foreign policy and security,
which if things turn out well will create conditions necessary to this end.
The EU already considers Russia as a partner in the field of prevention and
elimination of consequences of emergency situations, and in the sphere of
space research and transport aviation. The rather limited but at least practical
participation of Russia in the European Union’s operation in Chad and CAR
also testifies to the interest of the EU in cooperation in the sphere of peacekeeping activities.
In the process of developing ESDP reference points, the European Union
bases itself on regularly updated catalogues collating information on military
potential available to fulfill operations. Russia could offer the EU, in turn, a
catalogue of its own potential, which it is prepared to put at the disposal of
the European Union. In this case, it would be possible to raise the efficiency
of Russian participation, having in advance stipulated the terms of expansion
and probable level of accompanying expenses.
The observer role and participation of even the smallest Russian contingents in EU operations should not be neglected. The minimal representation
of the Russian party in all EU projects where both parties have no fundamental
objections against such participation, raises the level of trust between partners
and promotes an experience exchange. In this regard, it would be possible to
intensify various fact-finding programs. All this is most likely just the appearance of cooperation, but at the initial stage while ESDP is developing, such a
format is convenient for developing relations.
With a certain succession of events, and above all, eliminating the threat of
a new division of Europe and opposition in the post-Soviet space, the tasks
and resources of NATO in Europe may transform to a military basis of the EU.
Effective cooperation between Russia and NATO will be impossible while expansion of the alliance to the east has not been stopped.
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However attempts at cooperation between Russia and the EU in the military
sphere bypassing NATO will be perceived as striving to hammer a wedge between the Euro-Atlantic partners and may cause a negative reaction. Therefore, by limiting cooperation with NATO before clearing the situation with expansion, one could continue cooperation between Russia and the EU in the
format of NATO at least in activating cooperation on Afghanistan, which is
of a unique, mutually advantageous nature for Russia, the USA, NATO, EU,
Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and Shanghai Cooperation
Organization (SCO).
Also, to start with, it is expedient to initiate cooperation directly with the EU
of corresponding Russian state and scientific organizations in less sensitive
areas: with the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management, Civil
Planning and Conduct Capability, the European Security and Defense College
and EU Institute for Security Studies. Subsequently for consultations and cooperation in crisis regulation, preventive diplomacy and information exchange,
it is possible to establish contacts with the PSC, the EU Situation Center,
the Operations Center and the Satellite Center in Torrejon (Spain). This is
especially useful in view of the new role of political intermediary which the
European Union is aspiring to play. Participation of EU observers in the peace
process in the Southern Caucasus could be a point of a support for such contacts, and then extend to other regions.
The roadmap of the common security space, accepted in Moscow at the EU
Russia Summit in 2005, contains a detailed list of directions for cooperation
in the sphere of security, but has no ultimate goals, terms or success criteria.
Considering the negative experience of the NATO-Russia Council, it is necessary to try to avoid the appearance of any new forums for infinite discussion
of issues.
With a moderately favorable turn of developments in European policy, it is
expedient to narrow the agenda within the roadmap of the common security
space, accepted in Moscow at the EU Russia Summit in 2005, and to develop
specific tasks and plans on the remaining issues with an adequate control
over execution of adopted tasks.
Among such priority tasks it is possible to highlight the following:
□the fight against terrorism, transit and networks for trafficking of narcotics;
□cooperation between Russia and the EU in the field of non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction and export control through coordination of
actions within the framework of existing international forums (Non-Proliferation
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Treaty (NPT), International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Nuclear Suppliers
Group (NSG), Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR);
□joint long-term space projects of the Russian Federal Space Agency and
the European Space Agency, including space-monitoring systems of activity
concerning MTCR and NPT;
□creation of a permanent mission of the Russian Ministry of Defense at the
EU Military Staff, regular participation of the Chief of the Russian General Staff
in the work of the EU Military Committee, and then a formation of a permanent
Council for planning and coordinating cooperation between the EU and the
Russian Federation on the common security space
In the best-case scenario (the real promotion of the economic and political
program of Medvedev–Putin, termination of expansion of NATO to the east
and its marginalization, creation of the ESDP), it is possible to have forms
of cooperation leading to a military-political partnership of a new type. Its difference from traditional unions will be that it is not directed against a common external enemy and consequently it will not be necessarily to take on
single command, common operating plans, armaments’ standardization and
full operative compatibility of national armies. Not excluding individual joint
operations externally, such a partnership will be based on a coordinated set of
mutual security interests, including those inside the common space, as well as
on a range of military means, forces, programs and operations for execution
of specific tasks.
The main directions of further strengthening of cooperation could include:
□deliveries from Russia and also co-production of long-distance transport
planes, artillery and armored equipment, air-defense missile systems, small
military ships and diesel submarines, fifth-generation fighters, etc.;
□expansion of cooperation in satellite launches and the use of space ranges, co-production of dual purpose satellites for communication, navigation,
meteorology and monitoring;
□formation of a joint rapid reaction corps for fulfillment of peacekeeping missions, compulsion to peace making and the fight against terrorism, piracy and
proliferation of WMD;
□creation of joint warning systems against missile attack, systems of European air defense and ballistic missile defense.
Russia seems to be interested in the development of a military-political component of the European Union. This becomes all the more topical with partial
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reduction, or full termination of cooperation with NATO, especially in the event
of attempts towards new expansion of the alliance.
As a long-term issue, the military-political component should become a part,
in the event of its creation, of the future union of Russia and Europe, based on
close coordination of actions in geopolitical, economic, energy, environmental
and other spheres. The union of Russia and EU which is proposed as a strategic
prospect (and to which it is necessary to aspire) could be under the “umbrella”
of the new Pan-European Security Treaty (Helsinki-2 or OSCE-2), the contours
of which have already been drawn in a number of Dmitry Medvedev’s speeches,
and to become a part of the new architecture of international management.

THE SEARCH FOR LONG-TERMR
APPROACHEMENT
The current period of relations between Russia and the EU is characterized
by a high degree of uncertainty connected with the parties’ lack of a common
strategic vision of mutual relations and the preservation of inertia in these relations in an atmosphere of heightened dynamics in the external environment.
Moreover, Russia and the European Union are dependent on certain limitations, being a consequence of, for example, a variety of foreign policy priorities
of individual member states of the European Union.
An important role is played by the disproportion between the scales of economic and cultural cooperation and the fact that the existing network of political and expert dialogues have not yet become an effective platform for discussion of important issues, but used by the EU for promotion of its own demands
without taking into adequate account interests of its partner. This also contributes to the inertia in our relations.
In the political dialogue, the most serious problem is the inability of the parties to formulate a common strategic purpose and corresponding understanding of directions for further development of relations. This is partly conditioned
by excessive dependence of EU–Russia relations on the influence of external
factors, above all, on the condition of Russia–US relations. In these circumstances, the countries of the European Union try to play a role of an independent center of power and, most likely, are interested in preservation of “soft”
forms of conflict between Russia and the US.
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In the sphere of economics, cooperation between Russia and the European
Union collides with the unconstructive position of the EU concerning the accession of Russia into the WTO and constant introduction of new unilateral
requirements from Brussels. At the same time, in individual member states of
the European Union, practical steps for restricting access of Russian investments and business on their markets have been taken, and bodies of the
European Union are not yet inclined to operatively and constructively conduct
discussion of a mutually beneficial and predictable investment regime.
Relations in the energy sphere remain a major area for cooperation for Russia and countries of the EU. But it has become more and more noticeable
that there is a contradiction between development of effective cooperation on
the line of Russia–EU member states and politicization of energy issues at
the level of Russia–EU. This ultimately interferes with transformation of the
energy dialogue to a qualitatively new level of mutually acceptable regulation
in this sphere.
With the current conceptual deficit and problems in Russia–EU relations as
well as contradictions among EU countries in the process of forming a common constructive position, the realization of an officially declared purpose of
relations, strategic partnership, is hindered from moving to a qualitatively new
level in accordance with the long-term needs of the parties. The conflict in the
Caucasus has added to the difficulties for moving up to this level, but it does
not block the beginning of a serious and specific dialogue about the prospects
of cooperation between Russia and the European Union.
Profound reconsideration of the philosophy and strategic orientation of EU–
Russia relations, a definition and conceptualization of concurring interests of
Russia and the countries of the European Union, development on this basis
of plans, adequate to European and international reality, for long-term rapprochement are necessary. Key issues where discussion is obviously necessary for returning relations to a normal course and providing them a steady
and dynamic character are: the role of Russia and the EU in the world; the
presence of common strategic interests among the parties and foundations for
their joint realization; a definition of specific mechanisms in increasing mutual
trust and cooperation, including their political and legal aspects.
An important stage along the path to conceptualization of a new model of
relations is the promotion of Russia’s own vision of the format and contents
of the strategic agreement that should replace PCA. At the same time, the
new agenda of relations with the European Union offered by Russia requires
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greater specific definition and detailed elaboration. But this, in turn, faces the
problem that Russia seems to have not ultimately defined for itself the content
of the future model of relations with the EU and not generated for itself a vision of more detailed strategic partnership with the European Union. There is
no such uniform vision and in the European Union either, and obviously to a
greater degree.
In this regard, it is not necessary to focus on an excessively active, “at whatever cost”, negotiations over the establishment of a new base document, but
rather to have the opportunity for adequate judgment of the aims and issues
for the foreseeable future – to enhance our relations to a qualitatively new
level of cooperation in all possible directions, with simultaneous intensification
of the search for innovative forms of cooperation.
At the same time, current complications in EU–Russia political relations and
ambiguity in the development of the international situation stimulate the need
to activate political dialogue with the EU and bilateral cooperation with individual states of the European Union, especially the leading ones, and to speed
up a wide cooperation among institutes of civil society, including business and
expert communities.
For Russia and countries of the European Union the preservation in our
relations positive elements and their transition to a qualitatively new level is
of vital importance and cannot be sacrificed in international and political conjuncture. A source for formation of a new philosophy of relations should be the
understanding by the parties that only a genuine strategic partnership, and
probably subsequent union, based on equality and global responsibility, can
prevent a probable relative marginalization of the European Union and Russia
in the world and promote their accelerated development and preparedness to
meet challenges and threats in the future.
The form of a strategic union seems optimum as a long-term objective and
the “best option”. Among its main components: a “big deal” in the spheres of
energy and investment, strategic dialogue and close interaction on key issues
of the international agenda and global security. From the international and
political aspect this union should lead to structural stability and security in the
Eurasian region.
The key roles for successful transition to new models of relations will be
played by such factors as:
□the prospects of Russia’s capability to maintain adequate rates of development and to increase efficiency of state management;
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□the ability of Russia to switch to new sources of growth based on development of the innovative component of the economy, including due to escalating
internal investments;
□the prospects and probable scenarios of internal political and institutional
developments of the EU, especially in view of the centrifugal tendencies which
have been outlined during preparation and ratification of the Lisbon Treaty. In
this regard there is special importance for the forthcoming European Parliament elections in 2009 and determination of the new composition of the European Commission;
□the dynamics of Russia and the EU’s weight in the world economy, and
prospects for further displacement of the center of world economics to the
Asia-Pacific region;
□the ability of Russia and the European Union to reject the confrontational
“zero-sum game” logic, to define optimum limits of their foreign policy independence and to develop a common approach on key issues of world order.
An important contribution to a new, positive quality of relations could be an
objective concurrence of interests between Russia and the countries of the
European Union on many issues which Europe and the modern world faces.
Above all, one should mean excluding new militarization of international relations in Europe and fighting the threat of large wars in conditions of the fast
repartitioning of the world, adherence to the universal value of international
law and institutes and to peaceful settlement of interstate and internal conflicts,
support of stability in the Greater Middle East region and in other key regions
of the world, raising the competitiveness the Russian and EU economies.
As for the time interval for reconsideration of our relations and more precise
formulation of interests of Russia to the EU, its duration could also be linked
to the entrance into force of the Lisbon Treaty, when the abovementioned
situation will be cleared up. At the same time, a certain “slowing down” (or a
“pause”) of the Moscow-Brussels dialogue on new basic agreement will hardly
negatively affect bilateral trade and economic as well as political relations of
Russia with individual member countries of the European Union.
In the current and very uneasy situation, negotiations could with a high degree of probability lead to additional friction. The cooperation experience of
Russian representatives with the European Commission indicate that its staff
are inclined to politicize individual technical issues of relations and to use unlinked issues to render additional pressure on Russia. Under the present political circumstances, serious promotion of issues of the new agreement on
conditions acceptable to Russia may turn to be rather difficult.

41

At the same time, Russia is interested in a maximally positive atmosphere of
relations and further cooperation with the European Union and is ready to take
into account the interests of the EU member states on the world and regional
arena. Such a policy, however, does not at all mean returning to the practice
of concessions on important economic and political issues to the West. Such
concessions are particularly senseless as a tool of “mollification” of the position of the EU on unrelated political and military issues.
An important mechanism of strengthening positive elements in Russian–
EU relations could be the continuation and even intensified work within the
framework of branch dialogues aimed at preparing cooperation agreements
in individual sectors.
One of the priority strategic tasks of EU states is the strengthening of Europe as an actor of global scale. In view of this, a significant contribution to the
increase of the mutual importance of constructive and multifaceted relations
between Russia and the EU could be the intensification of trade, economic
and political contacts of Russia with the fast-growing states of Asia. Expansion
of cooperation with countries of the Asian region could result in a future role for
Russia as the central element in the development of technological, industrial
and marketing chains in Eurasia.
Development and deepening of mutual relations between Russia and individual countries of the European Union has great significance. As an objective
assessment of today’s condition of trade and economic and political relations
shows, the effectiveness of cooperation on a bilateral basis between Russia
and countries of the European Union prevails in relations on the Russia–EU
line as a whole.
The short-term perspective a probability of forming a real strategic EU–
Russia partnership is relatively small. This partly leads to a need to continue
a policy aimed at strengthening and developing close friendly relations with
individual countries of the European Union.
At the same time, it is expedient to consider that the large continental powers of the European Union are interested in preserving the EU as a tool of
collective representation of Europe on the world scene, including mutual relations with Russia, and in expanding its set of tools for negotiations. Therefore,
further development of mutual relations with these countries should not carry
visible features of a demonstrative tearing away from the EU as a whole.
A serious role in the development of relations between Russia and the EU

42

and in gradual completion of the existing conceptual vacuum is the expansion
of dialogue at the level of a civil society, business and expert communities.
In this regard, it appears that work should begin to initiate and organize a
series of major scientific conferences and seminars in Moscow and countries
of the European Union with participation of representatives of the expert community as well as state bodies of Russia and EU countries.
It is necessary to organize new dialogues of a universal nature between
Russia and the leading EU countries (Russia–Germany, Russia–Italy, Russia–
Spain, Russia–France) in which statesmen, business leaders and representatives of youth and non-governmental organizations could take part. To a
certain degree, an example could be the initial idea of the “St. Petersburg
Dialogue” under the condition that it is possible to avoid the bureaucracy and
inertia peculiar to this forum.
An important step would be to more actively involve countries of the European Union as participants of various regional economic forums (“St. Petersburg”, “Krasnodar”, “Krasnoyarsk”, etc.), which would help to provide strategic
depth to new relations between Russia and the European Union, to relieve
them of concentration on current political interests, and also to create a new
network of contacts at regional levels.
It is expedient to speed up work on cooperation among business communities and among leading transnational and national entrepreneurial organizations of Russia and the European Union. The Russia-European Union Industrialists’ Roundtable has serious potential, including for the intellectual “injection”
of decision-making mechanisms. These communities should be involved as
closely as possible to the development of recommendations on the further
development of our relations with feedback from the authorities, to lobbying
the interests of the country (along with one’s own) in the European Union and
to the creation of adequate mechanisms for such work.
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