PAGE  
140

Russia's Attitudes towards the EU:
Political Aspects*
Vladimir Baranovsky

Contents
Introduction……………………………………………………………….…..3

1. Background: overcoming low-profile attitudes
……………………….....5
Focus upon domestic developments…………………………………....6

Foreign policy disorientation………………………………………...…7

In search for points of reference……………………………………......9

The context of self-identification…………………………………......13

2. Views on the EU: various paradigms…………………………………....15

The EU as a model………………………………………………...….15

The EU as a partner………………………………………………...…19

The EU: a prospect for accession……………………..……………....22

The EU as a leverage……………………………………………...…..25

3. Rapprochement: rationales and limits…………………………………..28

New motives……………………………………………………….…28

Old doubts………………………………………………………..…...32

Bilateral or multilateral?……………………………….…………..….34

4. Emerging mechanisms……………………………………..……………..39

Political dialogue…………………………………………...…………39

Strategy documents……………………………………………..…….42

Summits…………………………………………………………….....44

5. Potentials for a joint agenda………………………………………….….48

Problems of organizing Europe…………………………………….....49

Zones of immediate contacts………………………………………….59

Broader context…………………………………………………….…70

6. CESDP: horizons of the Russian perception……………………………76

Legacy of the past……………………………………………………..78

Focus on NATO………………………………………………………80

Reservations and uncertainties…………………………………..…....85

Prospects of cooperative interaction……………………………....….88

7. Political challenges of enlargement……………………………………....95

Traditional attitudes………………………………………………..….95

The prominence of the political context……………………………....98

Concerns versus opportunities………………………………….....…103

8. Kaliningrad as a test case…………………………………………....…113

Existential uncertainty…………………………………………...…113

The double edge of Europeanization………………………….……..114

Russia's exclave as the EU's enclave……………………………...…117

Assessing the EU role……………………………………...……...…119

Developing interaction……………………………….…………...…122

9. After September 11: a new context for Russia‑EU relations?……...127

Conclusions…………………………………………………….…………...135

Introduction

This study aims at analyzing Russia's perceptions of, Russia's attitudes towards, and Russia's interaction with the EU developments as a political phenomenon.

Looking at the EU through the prism of political considerations has always been a remarkable feature of Moscow's attitudes. This was so even at the very early years of the integration in Western Europe, when its economic agenda was indisputably predominant. With time, this approach only seemed more justified and well-grounded—alongside the growing salience of political aspects in the EU evolution and the consolidation of its political personality. In relatively recent years, Russia's sensitivities were promoted by those developments that open new prospects for the presence of the EU in the international arena—in particular, its Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and Common European Security and Defense Policy (CESDP), as well as EU enlargement.

The main goal of the study consists in promoting a better understanding of how Russia identifies its own interests related to the EU and the extent to which this affects Russia's priorities, its behaviour in the international arena, both with respect to the EU and beyond.

The analysis is focused upon political aspects of Russia's interaction with the EU; other dimensions of this problem are only addressed insofar as they play a role in shaping political motivations and assessments. The author, however, does not intend to formulate specific policy recommendations but proceeds from the rationale of promoting the engagement of both the EU and Russia to develop cooperatively their relationship. It is clear that their interaction forms a political equation in which both sides are equally important. This study focuses only on the Russian side of this equation.

Addressing even this relatively limited task poses a number of methodological challenges. There is a need to analyze what Russia's perceptions and attitudes are, why Russia has these perceptions and attitudes, whether they are adequate to the actual state of affairs on the EU side, whether they are changing and in what direction, to what extent they are translated into policy, how they affect prospects of Russia's cooperative interaction with the EU. Furthermore, specifically political aspects of Russia's interaction with the EU should be considered against a broader background. They have to be addressed in the context of Russia's attitudes and policies to the EU as a whole, on the one hand, and in terms of Russia's self-assigned broader foreign policy agenda, on the other hand.

The study does not represent a summary of diplomatic record of interaction between Russia and the EU. Rather, it aims at developing a conceptual analysis that would go beyond official documents and draw its conclusion from ideas circulating within the political class and in the society at large—in the form of statements, interviews, articles, unofficial and working papers of policy-making institutions, analytical publications, information provided by the mass media as well as opinions expressed at various conferences and discussion meetings. For understanding the dynamics and the logic of Russia's political interaction with the EU, this broad intellectual 'software' might be even more important than the official policy's 'hardware'.

1. Background: overcoming low-profile attitudes

When analyzing Russia's assessment of, attitudes towards, and interaction with the EU during the last 10 to 15 years, one could be surprised by the lack of dynamism on the part of Moscow during most of this period. Moreover, a question might even arise whether it has overlooked the most dramatic political developments of the European integration.

Indeed, the history of the latter seems to have accelerated from mid-1980s. Since that time, it has brought about more fundamental novelties than during several preceding decades. More importantly, this development has had a significant potential for affecting the international political system, gradually turning the EU into an influential actor on the world scene.

In this regard, even a brief overview looks more than impressive and invites to think about eventual implications for international relations both in and beyond the Old Continent. The European political cooperation, this 'parallel' and initially semi-legal system of foreign policy consultations, evolved into the Common Foreign and Security Policy as a 'second pillar' of the EU. The EU membership was broadened for the third time, but in contrast to the previous waves of enlargement, that one included three neutral and non-aligned states, those who had been earlier rather firm in considering this impossible. The perspective of a 'common defence' ceased to be a taboo and was officially (even if vaguely) recognized as a matter deserving attention. The Western European Union, this almost invisible and abridged shadow of the EU, attempted to resurrect, enlarged its 'family' up to 28 countries and then actually was channeled to merge with the EU. The latter engaged in a dramatic endeavor of developing its own crisis-management capability. Finally, new candidate-countries began to form a long queue for joining the Union.

Meanwhile, most of these developments did not provoke any strong political emotion in Moscow. The latter (at least until recently) paid remarkably little attention to new political realities in and around the EU. In any case, they were by no means in the centre of Moscow's political agenda. Moreover, even if comparing to the defunct USSR, post-Soviet Russia seemed less politically inclined and professionally ready to consider what this might mean for its interests. Indeed, the Soviet Union was sometimes suspicious about the integration in the western part of the continent, sometimes more positively oriented, but almost never indifferent. As far as 'new' Russia is concerned, at the beginning of the 1990s and even later it often looked apathetic with respect to the political developments generated by the EU.

This could be explained by two major reasons, one generated by Russia's domestic developments and another one related to the sphere of foreign policy.

Focus upon domestic developments

From mid-1980s through mid-1990s the country turned out predominantly inward-looking and relatively less passionate about what was happening in the external world. Indeed, the access of Michael Gorbachev to power in 1985 and the beginning of 'perestroika' were producing by far more thrilling scenario than the Single European Act and debates related thereto. The signing of the Maastricht Treaty was a small, ordinary episode against the background of the disappearance of the Soviet Union—which was the event indeed. The enlargement of the EU passed almost unnoticed in the country that came up to the threshold of civil war which could only be prevented by shooting at the parliament with tanks. Even the debate in the EU on security and defence matters looked light years away from realities in Russia engaging in the Chechen war.

This list could be longer, although it certainly does not look methodologically convincing. Indeed, in most countries domestic affairs, as a rule, have predominance over the external developments. Foreign policies could rarely compete with interior ones. However, Russia's phenomenon of indifference was remarkable by its scale even in the framework of this general rule.

It was also remarkable in comparison to the country's own tradition in two respects. On the one hand, Moscow's foreign policy during the Soviet period had been traditionally considered as assertive (or 'active', if one uses the political and propagandistic cliché of that time), whereas at the beginning of 1990s the country looked invalidating this tradition. On the other hand, the general public during the Soviet period had been by and large interested in foreign affairs (even if only because it was impossible to manifest interest towards domestic ones), whereas in the early post-Soviet period this interest declined to almost zero level.

At the same time, keeping in mind the scope of transformation, the intensity of domestic political debate on the course to be adopted, the rigidity of struggle between competing interest groups and other similar factors, there seems nothing abnormal in such excessive concentration on the country's own problems. Relative decrease of interest towards the external environment was the price to pay for exciting domestic developments.

Certainly, the importance of domestic developments does not necessarily make foreign policy a low profile issue. Any country could face situations when the role of external factors becomes crucial in terms of its domestic developments. However, this was not exactly the case of the Soviet/Russian history during the last ten to fifteen years—both in terms of actual development and as far as its perception is concerned.

It is true that some policy-related analyses tend to make the West responsible for the demise of the USSR, the most dramatic event during this period. In principle, within this line of thinking, the EU could be a subject of negative attention. But Russian intellectual debate does not support this abstract assumption. Indeed, the conspiracy-oriented theories (focusing upon external influence as decisive factor of the collapse of the country) represent only a meaningless part of the whole spectrum of the debate. In addition, even within these theories, blaming the EU would mean focusing upon the wrong 'responsible' since this role is undoubtedly reserved to the United States.

There was an opposite vector in some Russian assessments regarding the interplay of domestic and external factors—when the support of 'democratic West' was regarded as crucial for ensuring Russia's political, economic and social transformation and preventing its return to the past. It would be logical, within this approach, to expect considerable support from the EU and to focus upon it in a more significant way. However, in practice this relationship emerged only later; at the initial phase after the demise of the USSR, the unlimited support was expected as granted and did not seem to require any specific intellectual or political efforts on the part of Moscow (in particular, with respect to the EU).

Foreign policy disorientation

Notwithstanding all reasons for focusing upon domestic issues, explaining the lack of adequate reaction to new EU-related phenomena only by predominantly inward-oriented character of Russia's political developments seems neither satisfactory nor sufficient. Part of the explanation (and perhaps a very significant part) could reside in the realm of foreign policy per se.

It is worth recalling that the post-Soviet Russia came onto the international scene with a strong pro-Western orientation. Destroying the old regime, getting rid of the communist past, proclaiming itself decisively in favour of democracy and a market economy—all this was considered to provide Russia with a ticket to the 'community of the civilized countries '. Now, yesterday's foes were regarded as the most reliable friends; they were expected to welcome the new Russia with enthusiasm as an equal partner—both in Europe and elsewhere. Operating together, they would constitute a nucleus of the 'new world order'.

Thus, Russia was both politically and psychologically ready to join the club of the international elite and expected to be recognized as a full-fledged participant therein. This vision had three basic implications for designing Russia's perspectives on the EU.

· First, there was a kind of tacit assumption (even if it was not proclaimed publicly): Russia 's interests in the international arena are basically identical to those of the West. Evidently, this fully applied to the EU as its organic part. The developments in and around the EU are to be accepted as such, without any concern and unnecessary doubts, since they, by definition, cannot be incompatible with Russia's interests.

· Secondly, with such 'radiant future' in view, there was no need to be excessively specific in assessing the developments within the West. The latter as a whole was the target of Russia's policy of new friendship, and losing time and efforts for dealing with meaningless details was simply not necessary. The EU was too small for new Russia's 'grand strategy' that was globally oriented. In a sense, this was a democratic variant of megalomanic ambitions inherited from the past
.

· Thirdly, the EU could hardly be Russia's preferable choice for organizing the European political space. New Russia was thinking about a new post-cold war pattern in a new Europe, with all interested countries participating in its construction as equal partners. The emerging pan-European pattern was to replace the outdated bipolar organization of the continent. Meanwhile, the EU was an element of the past, and it did not include Russia—therefore the latter had all grounds for not focusing its foreign policy upon this structure.

Certainly, the above description only gives a schematic picture, but it reflects the character of Russian thinking in the early post-Soviet period. This thinking was full of expectations, hopes and illusions that all prevented Moscow from paying due attention to the EU developments.

Moreover, even political actions of the EU addressed to what was disappearing as a single state, USSR, and what was becoming something new, passed practically unnoticed in Moscow. This was, for instance, the case of the EU decision to elaborate criteria for recognizing the new states emerging on the territory of the former superpower—criteria that were adopted by the foreign ministers of 'the Twelve'
 on 16 December 1991, but did not meet interest in Moscow. Meanwhile, they included notions that were of significant importance for Russia, such as guarantees to ethnic and national minorities, respect of non-violability of frontiers, recognition of international obligations, commitment to settle disagreements by negotiations and so on. At the least, this created a good starting point for developing constructive interaction with the EU at the very early period of post-Soviet Russia. This opportunity, however, was missed or, rather, passed unnoticed.

In search for points of reference

The initial euphoria with respect to anticipated 'entente cordiale' with the West did not last long. Explanations differ as to what extent this was due to the very fact of having a simplified approach towards the international life and excessive optimism of the post-cold war over-excitement—or, alternatively, to the mishandling of the emerging issues by various involved countries, including (or even beginning with) Russia itself. But one thing is obvious: very soon Russia started to reflect on its own international interests in a more specific way, rather than proceeding from the assumption that they are fully identical to those of major western international actors.

This was a painful process, since in many respects Moscow's foreign policy found itself disoriented and deprived of clear points of reference. However, it would be unfair to reproach Russian foreign policy makers and thinkers for the frustration that reflected the fundamental changes being experienced by the country. Indeed, it had entered a phase of profound transition: the highly centralized economy based on the overwhelming predominance of state ownership was to give way to a market economy; the totalitarian political system was to be transformed into a democracy; and what used to be a single country—the USSR—had been replaced by 15 new independent states, with the patterns of relations among them still to be crystallized.

None of these processes was complete or produced any relatively stable pattern which certainly created a highly volatile situation. Previous values, beliefs, structures, institutions, links, economic mechanisms and behavioural patterns had been either destroyed or discredited, while new ones were either non-existent or just beginning to emerge. In these circumstances, uncertainty and inconsistency in external policy were inevitable opening up the way for different scenarios of relations between Russia and the outside world.

Replacing the political terminology of the communist period with a thin layer of democratic rhetoric was certainly not sufficient for creating a solid conceptual basis on which to build an effective foreign policy. At the same time, the legacy of the past could not disappear instantaneously; inertia persisted on various levels and in various spheres: perceptions and norms, enduring empire/superpower mentality, a clear sympathy of powerful interest groups for isolationist protectionism or even confrontational assertiveness rather than for openness, adaptation and cooperation.

With respect to Europe, gradually getting rid of the old obsessions, suspicions and fears with regard to the West was certainly essential for clearing the way for a pan-European pattern which could include Russia among the international actors operating on the continent. However, although the collapse of the old regime made Russia ideologically closer to Europe, it was not necessarily making the two more compatible. Ironically, even the contrary may prove true: it had been sufficient for the former Soviet Union simply to proclaim its 'Europeanism' to gain a sympathetic reaction from Europe, but this was no longer the case for post-Soviet Russia. Since it pretended to operate as a 'normal' member of the international community, the quality of the factors certifying its participation in the family of 'civilized' countries (democracy, human rights, market economy and so on) was becoming a critical test—the test that the country experienced serious difficulties to pass.

Geopolitically, with the end of the bipolar division of Europe, Russia has unexpectedly found itself pushed to the periphery of the European space. What used to be the immediate neighbourhood for the state which controlled half of Europe turned out separated from Russia by two territorial belts comprising the former socialist countries and the former western republics of the USSR. Having suddenly become the most remote territory of Europe, Russia lost some of the options that had been available to the former Soviet Union, and its ability to affect developments in Europe significantly decreased.

This was the background of formative period of the Russian foreign policy in the post-Soviet era. Earlier illusions and perceptions began to give way to calculations, statements and actions aimed at promoting Russia as an influential international actor. By the mid-1990s, deliberations on Russia's 'great powerness', 'special responsibilities' and 'sphere of national interest' have become a new obsession—sometimes evolving into arrogance, assertiveness and what was perceived by other international actors as neo-imperial inclinations.

There were two alternative readings of this phenomenon.

· On the one hand, it was ascribed to legitimate—or at least understandable—attempts to overcome post-imperial frustration, to compensate for the mistakes committed in the initial period of the new Russian statehood and to develop an adequate understanding of the country's national interests in the international arena.

· On the other hand, there was a more worrying, even alarmist, interpretation—that Russia opted to aim to re-establish the legacy of the past (associated with the USSR, or the tsarist empire, or with both) and to consolidate its international status as an expansionist, militaristic and confrontational power.

Paradoxically, in any case attitudes towards the EU were to change from neglect and disregards towards attempts to develop a more specific understanding of what advantages (or disadvantages) it could provide in terms of the task of positioning Russia in the international arena. It is worth recalling in this respect how the EU was treated in the first 'Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation' adopted in 1993
. In a sense, this document reflected the on-going trends in Russian foreign policy thinking—both the above-mentioned initial syndromes and the emerging search for changes.

Interestingly, the section on Europe is listed in this document only on the fifth place, giving way to the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), arms control, the promotion of economic reforms and the USA. This is telling: Russia assessed itself first of all in terms of dissolved USSR legacy (other post-Soviet states as the major focus of attention, arms control as an attribute of superpower's policy, the USA as the main external interlocutor). As far as the EU is concerned, it appears only within one of regional dimensions of Russia's would be foreign policy.

Altogether the EU (EC) is mentioned six times (if the WEU is counted as well), but in four of them it is enumerated together with other multilateral structures, such as the UN, the OSCE, the OECD and G7. Specific issues are addressed only once: 'finalizing the negotiation with the European Community on the development and conclusion of a treaty on promoting relations in all spheres, including the political one' and 'setting up an effective mechanism of cooperation (regular political consultations, joint commissions and working groups on the parliamentary level and so on)'.

However, this is presented as the first task in Russia's relations with Western Europe. It is also worth noting two particular emphases related to the EU. First, the prospect of developing relations in the political sphere was specifically underlined. Secondly, apart from the bureaucratic task of finalizing a treaty (which does not contain anything 'conceptual'), the idea of developing 'effective mechanism of cooperation' on various levels was promoted. These two indications pointed to the on-going re-assessment of Russia's attitudes towards the EU. The latter was gradually ceasing to be almost non-existent in the radars of Moscow's foreign policy.

The context of self-identification

One more factor was important for promoting Moscow's attention to the EU. Russia started (or, rather, re-started) search for civilization and/or geopolitical self-identification—an intellectual and political exercise that has continued for centuries and remains nowadays both fascinating and inconclusive. Schematically, it is possible to distinguish three main lines of thinking in this regard
:

· a European paradigm (Russia belongs to Europe),

· an Asian paradigm (Russia is closer to Asia), and

· a Eurasian paradigm (Russia is special, it represents a world in itself that follows its own destiny and develops its own rules).

Depending on which one of the three is chosen (or on their combination), the EU could be regarded by Russia differently—both in terms of assessment and as far as the policy line is concerned.

Indeed, within the European paradigm, Russia would see itself as an organic part of Europe, and if the latter is increasingly associated with, concentrated in, and incarnated by the EU, Russia should be a part of it. This might have two implications for Russia's policy-thinking. On the one hand, it would be only natural to define prompt accession to the EU as one of the imperatives for the country's foreign policy (or even as its most urgent priority)—as it was done by the former socialist countries in East-Central Europe. On the other hand, failure to achieve this goal, for whatever reason, might generate a political and psychological complex of unfair treatment denying to Russia the status that it deserves—which in itself is fraught with resentment and, eventually, the reaction of alienation. Thus, in a paradoxical way, Russia's self-identification with Europe might result in grievances against the EU if it does not meet the idea of Russia's membership with support and enthusiasm.

The Asian paradigm makes the question of membership irrelevant. Furthermore, it orients Russia away from the EU stipulating that the country's main interests, prospects and would-be assets are to be associated with non-European options. In addition, Russia's 'Europeanness' could be a burden complicating the country's future-oriented search for a better destiny. In its extreme version , this line of thinking would argue for protecting Russia against the expansionism of the West (and, ipso facto, that of the EU), with chances for effective protection being considerably increased if Russia is supported by, or even allied with one or few Asian powers (China, India, Iran and so on).

The intellectual stereotype of Russia's Eurasian vocation is vague and allows for various interpretations of its foreign policy implications—interpretations that sometimes conflict with each other. This concerns, alongside other matters, the assessment of, and Russia's would-be policy towards the EU. Thus, if Russia represents 'a special case' in the development of civilization, it should not worry about eventual incompatibilities with external partners, such as the EU; it cannot and should not follow exogenous models, in particular, that of the EU; the inclination of the latter to expand its zone of influence might be a challenge to Russia, and so on.

At the same time, there may be another interpretation of Russia's 'Eurasianness' pointing to the fact that its unquestionable belonging to the European civilization goes in parallel with its geopolitical location making it vulnerable to challenges from Asia (for instance, associated with China). This must make Russia more sensitive to the Asian dimension of its foreign and security policy. Noteworthy, this guideline may advise against focusing excessively upon the West in general and the EU in particular—or, alternatively, argue in favour of forging strong cooperative relations with them, in order to have a secure 'rear' in case of unpredictable developments in Russia's Asian 'fronts'.

Against the background of these competing self-identification contexts, the character of Russia's re-emerging attention towards the EU was by no means predetermined. In fact, all the above mentioned trends affecting Russia's policy-oriented thinking in the 1990s were conducive to a whole variety of images of the EU and Russia's would be policy towards it.

2. Views on the EU: various paradigms

Plurality of Russia's perceptions with respect to the EU is related to various contexts in which the latter is (or could be) regarded as meaningful and deserving attention. Schematically, what might provoke Russia's interest could be described by four formulas:

· the EU as a model (that could be a source of political or organizational inspiration),

· the EU as a partner (for cooperative or competitive interaction),

· the EU as a structure for eventually incorporating Russia as a member-state, and

· the EU as a channel of leverage for attaining results beyond bilateral relations with the EU per se.

In practical terms, the actual policy line is based on a mixture of these perceptions. Analytically, each of them deserves some attention.

The EU as a model

The EU might represent for Moscow a fascinating model of how to organize relations between sovereign states in such a way that they become increasingly able to operate as an entity without losing their individual characteristics or by mutually accommodating them. The EU is generally considered to be a success story, and its example looks particularly impressive against the background of spectacular failures of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), this post-Soviet structure that Russia would be interested to turn into a viable and sustainable organization.

Indeed, the differences between the EU and the CIS are so enormous and substantive that even comparing these two structures might seem absolutely inappropriate. But some approaches, tools, organizational schemes and policy archetypes that have been successfully tested in (and by) the EU could be eventually considered relevant in the CIS context. In fact, some of these have been 'copied' by the CIS (which predictably does not provide this organization with additional viability, because of superficial character of adopting them).

The idea of 'integration with variable geometry' is also used for describing what is happening within the CIS, and some parallels with the EU are being drawn in this respect also. For instance, neither the Economic and monetary union nor the Schengen zone embrace all member-states of the EU. And this serves as an additional justification for different speeds of consolidation in the CIS, with some of its participants preferring very vague and soft integration, while others discussing custom union ('union of five'), and two of them even building a 'joint state' (Russia and Belarus).

Amazingly, although the latter case has no chances of being considered seriously as long as it is associated with ungracious political figure of President Lukashenko of Belarus, even in this model some analysts would be ready to see resemblance with the EU. Indeed, they point to the fact that the EU has a de facto 'core zone' of integration, and the idea of transforming it into something more official is debated not only as a purely academic question. If this represents a part of reality in the EU, the most developed integration pattern in the world, then there should be no reasons for considering this impossible within the CIS.

Serious analysts are rather cautious when considering the very possibility of using the EU experience for developing integration in the CIS. The most radical approach in the 'no' part of the analytical spectrum underlines that this is impossible in principle, just because the economic basis is absolutely different in the two cases—so that even applying the word 'integration' to the CIS would be absolutely groundless
. Others would recommend to expand the analysis of the EU for understanding the overall logic of its development
. Sometimes, when making comparative studies, analysts look for possibilities to pick up specific 'technologies' of the EU
.

Policy-makers seem to be more enthusiastic when a happy idea of modeling upon the EU occur to them. Noteworthy, infamous 'oligarch' Boris Berezovskiy, when holding the post of deputy secretary of the Security Council of the Russian Federation (1996-1997), tried to promote the idea of 'using the EU experience' in developing the CIS. Since his campaign was mainly focused upon overcoming the principle of unanimity in the decision-making process, this was rejected as an attack on sovereign rights of member-states. Nevertheless, in the 'Eurasian Economic Community' that was set up in 2000 by five CIS countries
, the decision-making is based upon the principle of majority voting with weighted votes
—which is slightly reminiscent of rules existing in the EU Council. It remains to be seen whether this structure survives and, if so, to what extent its decision-making scheme becomes operational.

What seems obvious even now is that these are typical examples of attempting to do quickly what requires years of consistent efforts. In the EU the process of gradually passing to majority voting has taken decades. And the EU experience has convincingly shown that adopting this principle cannot be only based on a political decision. It should be based on a vast and durable cooperative practice implemented on various levels of political mechanism. Otherwise, the very idea of supranational elements in the development of integration could be discredited, or the process itself could be blocked, as it happened in the EC in 1965-66. Russian 'imitators' of the EU are often either ignorant about the EU or proceed from excessively self-assured confidence that they could do better and faster.

However, even when (and if) there is an adequate knowledge, practical implementation always differs from theoretical schemes. With this qualification in mind, the idea of 'modeling upon the EU experience' might be considered for application even in a broader sense, both below the national level and above it. For instance, the case of the sub-national level seemed to become relevant for the Soviet Union in 1990-91, at the very end of its days, when it was already in disarray and the de facto growing autonomy of the constituent republics clearly pointed to the disintegration of the country. One of the directions of thinking on how to save its integrity pointed to the EU (EC)—the direction that was not seriously considered at that time, or rather simply overtaken by the avalanche-type collapse of the country.

In an amazing way, the analogy between the Soviet Union and the EU is developed in the other way around as well, with the former presented either as a would-be model for the latter, or as the warning on dangerous risks that might bring any multinational endeavor to a failure. The 'apologetic version' of this intellectual approach is well reflected in a dubious compliment addressed to the EU by the chairman of State Duma Guennady Seleznev: 'The European Union is a very clever organization that has adopted all useful [things] from the Soviet Union'
.

The opposite way of thinking addresses alarming signals to the EU: 'In the final analysis, the future of the EU will be settled neither by economic integration and free movement of working force, nor by joint financial system and even joint armed forces—this all used to exist in the Soviet Union'. That's why 'the Europeans should be more serious about the experience of another Union that has recently collapsed'. In particular, the disintegration of the USSR started by the adoption of 'laws on languages' and the explosion of linguistic passions in its constituent republics, which allows for worrisome parallels in the case of the EU, with its 11 official languages and the preponderance of one of them, 'reflecting the economic and political dominance of a non-European power'
.

However, comparing the EU and the USSR is a backward-oriented exercise whereas Russian developments appeal for analyzing the relevance of the EU model for the country's current challenges
. For instance, a case could be made for applying the EU experience by introducing the subsidiarity principle into the domestic political structure of the Russian Federation. This idea could be politically attractive, if one takes into account the complexity of relations between the centre and the provinces (regions) in Russia—complexity fraught with serious implications either in terms of the country's disintegration (as it happened to the Soviet Union), or in terms of its bureaucratic and autocratic over-centralization. The only problem is that the very concept of subsidiarity provokes even more confusion in Russia than in the EU
.

A broader approach in terms of thinking about the EU as a model is possible not only 'downward' but also 'upward', with respect to the level of international relations in Russia's surrounding. For instance, this could be the case of Russia's concerns with respect to some areas of its 'near abroad', such as Transcaucasus. If pacifying and stabilizing them is considered as Russia's serious interest, a possible way of achieving this might consist in promoting integration between the belligerents (a model of French-German reconciliation through the ECSC/EC/EU), with Russia operating as external integrator… However, this scheme is derived from very broad thinking about the integration in the EU rather than represents eventual elements of Russia's political agenda associated with this organization.

The EU as a partner

The EU as a partner is another way of considering this organization when looking from Moscow. Actually, this is the most developed line of thinking, the one that usually comes to the foreground when the issue of relations with the EU is raised in political and academic debates as well as on the level of the decision-making process within the governmental structures.

Obvious factors make this line of thinking predominant in Russia. The EU accounts for approximately 40 per cent of Russia's external trade; it is the largest source of foreign investments providing more than two thirds of them; it generates the lion's part of economic assistance directed to Russia from the outside world. By all these parameters, the EU is the most important counterpart of Russia and is certainly appreciated in this capacity which makes Russia's cooperative interaction with it imperative
.

This is of particular importance in terms of Russia's crucial self-assigned task of ensuring economic sustainability of the country. Against this background, incentives towards promoting the EU to the very top in the list of Russia's foreign policy priorities look very powerful indeed.

Moreover, there is a general belief in Russia that the EU approach determines the overall dynamics of Russia's relations with external partners. If the EU develops trade with Russia, or provides credits, or becomes more active in terms of investments, or manifests flexibility in settling Russia's debts, and so on—this is expected to be a strong signal to other international partners that will most probably follow suit. In other words, the EU as Russia's external partner sets the pattern of behaviour to other actors. It is therefore not surprising that Moscow pays considerable attention to the EU position on some specific problems. For instance, the EU support is considered essential on such issues like Russia's accession to the WTO or the recognition of Russia's status as market economy country
.

The economic power of the EU generates both respect and apprehension. Respect is a more 'direct' reaction to the EU strength which is expected to take part in promoting Russia's economic development. Apprehension relates to some longer term assessments which makes Russia think about the EU in competitive terms. Indeed, if a scenario of Russia's economic resurrection proves true, the EU might become a challenger rather than a source of support.

Many in Russia would consider this scenario over-optimistic as far as Russia's economic recovery is concerned; for them, the EU economic strength as a problem for Russia is a very remote prospect. Others would argue that competitiveness in relations with the EU is an existential problem. Even nowadays, the EU as a partner might be also a source of irritation. There are numerous complaints about anti-dumping procedures and other 'discriminatory practices' by the EU against Russia. Thus, at the beginning of 2001, Russia's 'losses' because of the EU export quotas (on metals, chemical productions) and twelve on-going 'anti-dumping measures' were assessed at $2,5 bln.

Building 'organic' cooperative relationship with the EU requires considerable adjustments on Russia's part. Proponents of rapprochement with the EU believe that this is essential not only for developing relations with this organization but also in terms of promoting Russia's further transformation. In fact, the large-scale 'Europeanization' of Russia's economic pattern, political mechanism, judicial system, social norms and so on should consist in adopting the EU standards, both to make Russia compatible with the EU and, even more importantly, to make it modern and sustainable. Some opponents of this approach, those who profess irreconcilable anti-western beliefs, would reject it as a matter of principle; others would argue that introducing the EU standards is an enormous time- and effort-consuming operation requiring both patience and cautiousness. The 'pro-EU' extremists would reject such objections and reservations as meaningless; they would argue in favour of enhanced rapprochement at any price and believe that the ultimate advantages would outweigh any eventual costs of Russia.

There is a peculiar combination of economic and political motives in Russian thinking about the EU as a partner. Economics is predominant in 'technocratic' thinking; indeed, there are numerous examples when the line developed by various governmental institutions is only focused upon clearly 'countable' parameters: volume of trade, flow of investments, norms of profit, specific clauses in agreements and so on. In fact, this is often characterized by a surprising lack of assessing the political aspects of partnership with the EU. Political calculations, on the other hand, may look superficial, proceeding from normative stands and insufficiently aware of real requirements, constraints and obstacles. Ensuring an adequate combination of both approaches is a formidable challenge in developing Russia's attitude to the EU as a partner.

The inertia of considering the EU as an economic entity par excellence affects the character of Russia's understanding of 'partnership' with this structure. However, the on-going trend consists in considering the EU also as a political actor.

The EU itself, with its significant transformation in the 1990s, has certainly played a role in promoting such changes of the Russian attitude. But they were also generated by the evolution of Russia's foreign policy thinking—in particular by the emerging understanding that Russia has to search for its own place and role in the international arena. This required adequate assessment of other actors, either as potential cooperative partners in the international political interplay or as potential rivals and competitors. Assessing in this context the EU is becoming a growing necessity, because of the EU's developing Common Foreign and Security Policy that also starts embracing military-related issues.

By and large, this has turned into a kind of a two-ways street: the international political identity of the EU becomes more prominent, while Russia experiences growing need in political interaction with other actors on the international scene. Both processes represent independent variables; their intersection is not inevitable, but the chances for them to reinforce each other are by no means meaningless.

Here again, one could refer to Russia's first 'Foreign Policy Concept' of 1993 where possible political interaction with the EU was mentioned with respect to some international issues. This concerns, for instance, the eventual involvement of the EU in preventive diplomacy and conflict management—in particular, in Yugoslavia.

It should be added, however, that the view on the EU as potential competitor of Russia could be applied to the political dimension even to a greater extent than to the economic one. Indeed, if 'recovered' Russia tries one day to re-establish its influence in Europe, the EU as a political power will be a serious obstacle thereto. In a broader sense, the EU as a global actor in the making could also undermine prospects of Russia's 'greatpowerness'. It is true that such propositions look theoretical and politically irrelevant, without affecting much Russia's thinking about the EU. But within a more narrow focus—for instance, in regard to the CIS zone where Russia pretends to have 'special interests'—the vision of the EU as Russia's rival does not look as something generated only by ill-grounded intellectual exercises.

The EU: a prospect for accession

This vision suggests to aim at Russia's accession to the EU; moreover, this is recommended not as a long-term goal but as a practical task that should be clearly defined nowadays. In this context, even the notion of 'partnership' is considered inadequate and outdated: what Russia should be looking for is not partnership with, but participation in the EU. Furthermore, the EU is criticized for not thinking along these lines on future relations with Russia, and energetically advised to endorse this prospect.

This over-ambitious design could be partly attributed to the lack of understanding with respect to the EU. According a critically-minded expert from St-Petersburg, 'Russian politicians traditionally perceive the European Union as one among other international organizations, such as the Council of Europe, the OSCE, NATO. They do not take into account the key specificity of this political entity, namely, its supranational and quasi-state character'
.

There is also a lack of professional thinking on what Russia's participation in the EU would mean for Russia, to what extent this would be acceptable and 'digestible' for the EU, and what adjustments on Russia's part this would entail. Noteworthy, proponents of accession strategy never even mention (perhaps just being unaware of) the notion of the acquis communautaire that any country joining the EU is obliged to accept by adapting its administrative and legal systems and incorporating about 20 thousand normative acts therein
.

But the idea of accession is also backed by a political rationale (or, at least, what is considered to be one): should the prospect of Russia's integration into the EU be officially endorsed, this would leave no other choice to economic and political actors within Russia but to accept accommodation with EU standards, even if reluctantly and with the understanding of inevitable painful transformations that otherwise would be rejected. In other words, this would be a means of forcefully promoting the EU-based norms, patterns and requirements in Russia. Without doing this 'from above' and on the basis of politically motivated decision, incremental rapprochement with the EU would take several decades (if it happens at all).

The arguments of those who reject the prospect of Russia's eventual membership could be grouped in two clusters. One would include the whole variety of ideologically or politically motivated anti-Western and anti-European approaches, as described earlier. Another one would develop rational considerations for a more skeptical attitude. Thus, two of them are highlighted by a prominent Russian expert of the EU when arguing that the objective of Russia's membership is unrealistic and does not respond to the country's strategic interests:

· First, the EU member-states will hardly agree with such a prospect, apprehending that the EU will be unable to 'digest' the huge eastern neighbour with all its historic, economic, social, geopolitical and cultural specific features.

· Secondly, Russia has vital strategic non-European interests (for instance, in Central Asia or in the Pacific area). EU-related commitments and binding decision-making patterns would limit Russia's freedom of actions in the international arena
.

As far as the official stand on this issue is concerned, for some times it remained ambiguous. The idea of Russia's accession to the EU as full-fledged member was more than once mentioned in the past
. However, alongside the development of Russia's growing rapprochement with the EU, the position of 'no accession to and no association with the EU' seemed to be adopted; indeed, it was included into the Medium-Term Strategy for the Development of Relations between the Russian Federation and the European Union 2000-2010
.

Three reasons might explain this approach.

· First, the financial crash of August 1998 in Russia revealed the extreme vulnerability of its economy and superficial character of the on-going reforms. This in itself was a strong warning and raises serious question about Russia's ability to get accommodated to the realities of the EU.

· Secondly, there is a strong pressure for a more protectionist policy generated by considerable part of the business community fearing external competition. At the same time, criminal and/or corrupted elements in all segments and on all levels of Russia's economy are by no means interested in making it more transparent and law-abiding.

· Thirdly, the prospect of accession would provide the EU with the most powerful political leverage vis-a-vis Russia, making it vulnerable to eventual pressures. Without this tool, rare attempts of the EU to exercise political pressure on Russia will most probably have no discernable impact on Moscow (as it was proved in the case of the conflict in Chechnya). In this sense, 'no accession' policy means less responsibility and less accountability on the part of Russia (and probably less demands on the part of the EU).

Nevertheless, to consider the case closed would be premature. Noteworthy, a new formula was suggested in 2001 by Russian diplomacy (although only in a quasi-official way): 'Russia would like that its relations with the EU member-states would be similar to those that these states have between themselves'
. If ordinary logic tells that this means membership, in a political parlance this might mean something very advanced but falling short of full membership (with its burdensome responsibilities).

The EU as a leverage

Unclear accession prospects, on the one hand, and the risk of political rivalry with the EU as a competitive partner, on the other hand, might be compensated by its involvement in addressing those issues in the international arena that Russia considers important for reasons other than associated with the EU itself. The extent to which Russia is able to use the EU as leverage with respect to other international actors should certainly not be exaggerated. Furthermore, the EU and Russia could proceed from different motivations—but if their policies have similar vectors, Moscow would have reasons to consider the international activity of the EU as responding to its own interests. Making this a component of Russia's attitudes to the EU is only natural, even if Russia's debates do not reserve prominent place to this aspect of relations with the EU.

Thus, the influence of the EU may be helpful in promoting some concrete approaches backed by Russia, or alternatively in blocking those that provoke Russia's objections or concerns. The case in point is Russia's claims against some Baltic states (first of all with respect to alleged discrimination of Russophone minorities). Indeed, even if these claims are not fully supported by the EU, its contribution to making the policy of those countries more responsive to Russia's demands is difficult to deny.

In international conflict management there could also be situations where the EU and Russia have interest to operate in parallel ways or even jointly. It is true that this is perhaps a theoretical assumption rather than an observation from practical policy, since the record of the EU-endorsed conflict management is still rather limited. However, this area of activity becomes more salient both in Russia's perceptions and in those of the EU. There are no intrinsic reasons that would prevent them from cooperatively interacting in most of conflict-management situations. For Russia, this may be one more argument for considering political interaction with the EU valuable.

Notwithstanding all Russia's concerns about eventual 'alien' involvement in the CIS zone, the policy of the EU could be in resonance with some Russia's objectives even there. The case in point is the definition by the EU of criteria for recognizing post-Soviet states, which was mentioned earlier. They may have contributed, even if in a limited way, to ensure a peaceful character of the disintegration of the USSR. In a broader sense, the endorsement by the EU of democracy and civil society building in the new independent states, by the very fact of contributing to their stability, also corresponds to Russia's interest in having a predictable and relatively stable immediate external environment.

Eventual interaction with the EU in building a new pan-European political system is another matter that is of interest to Russia. Here, the situation is ambiguous: the EU might pretend to have a prominent place in this system (which does not necessarily provoke Russia's excessive enthusiasm), but it could also be considered a counterweight to NATO-centrism (and in this capacity supported by Russia).

The later subject evolves into a wider and even more contradictory theme: that of Russia's views on, and expectations with regard to the role of the EU in the Atlanticist component of the international system. This is a 'big issue' in Russia's assessments of the EU, and Russia's EU-related political rationales are to a very considerable degree inscribed into this system of coordinates.

By and large, Moscow tends to assess relations between Russia and the EU as having a certain positive potential in terms of implications for international developments, both with respect to some specific problem situations and globally. But there could be a 'negative leverage' as well, because Russia's economic dependence on the EU makes it vulnerable to eventual political pressures. The theme of 'interference in internal affairs', old-dated and traditionally annoying for Moscow, could also be a by-product of dynamism in political dialogue between two sides.

However, various arguments in favour of developing cooperative political interaction with the EU outweigh those that appeal for cautiousness and reservations. Cautiousness and reservations do not disappear but they seem to be deliberately pushed to the background of Russia's thinking. Their re-emergence cannot be excluded, but seems only possible if the rapprochement with the EU turns out inconsistent, impractical and, worse, counter-productive. The grounds for such pessimistic scenario, in the context of recent developments of political relations between Russia and the EU, look narrow indeed.

3. Rapprochement: rationales and limits

During almost the whole decade of the 1990s, while the EU was gradually becoming more 'visible' from Moscow, Russia's debates on Europe were nevertheless focused upon NATO. The EU was regarded as being the most powerful economic entity on the continent, but its political role seemed rather limited. Indeed, answers to a number of key questions remained unclear:

· To what extent is the EU able to translate its economic potential into political influence?

· To what extent deserves the EU attention as an integrated international actor rather than a structure for defining a common denominator of national policies that otherwise operate individually?

· To what extent is the changing international landscape in Europe affected by the EU rather than by other multilateral mechanisms (among which NATO has undoubtedly the most prominent place)?

But at the turn of centuries, the ascendant trend in Russia's relations with the EU becomes more discernible. To a considerable extent, this trend is generated by the growing international personality of the EU and the overall CFSP problematique. On the Russian side, this was promoted by several new motives in assessing the desirability of rapprochement with the EU—in addition to more general considerations addressed in the previous chapter.

New motives

The 'Euro-enthusiasm' does not necessarily represent an exclusively intra-EU phenomenon; at times, this notion could be also appropriate for describing the views on the EU from outside. In this respect, Russia's views do not represent any exception. The EU dynamics is regarded as an impressive manifestation of its viability and sustainability. The very fact of the EU attractiveness to most of the European countries searching for a membership in this organization is perceived as a convincing proof of its promising international future. 'Schengen' and 'Maastricht', 'euro' and 'enlargement' have become symbols of the vision of the future EU incorporating most of Europe's financial, industrial, technological, demographic, political potential. In a sense, the prospects of the EU look more shiny and encouraging from outside (in this case, from Russia) than it may be the case for internal observers and analysts. However, this perception seems to become prevailing in Russia's thinking about the EU.

A new theme appears in evaluating the role of the EU as economic power—the role that is regarded as more and more meaningful. As it was said earlier, this is certainly related to Russia's considerable dependence on the EU in terms of trade, investments, credits, indebtedness and so on. But there is also growing understanding that even such a 'strictly economic' view on the EU should not be only associated with Russia's immediate interests.

Indeed, the economic dimension of the international relations is assessed as becoming increasingly important, with the emerging post-bipolar international system being strongly affected by trends in financial and technological developments rather than by the traditional 'high politics' agenda. All Russia's affection with respect to the latter notwithstanding, the need of the 'economization' of foreign policy is one of the most fashionable themes in the on-going debates in Russia on its international activities. Within this dimension, the EU is undoubtedly one of the strongest international poles, and Russia's prospects will increasingly depend on how successful it is in relations with this 'economic superpower'. Suffice it to mention once again that in deliberations on Russia's access to the WTO the EU is often viewed as much more important interlocutor than anyone else.

In addition, it has become clear during the last two to three years that the EU is expanding not only to new territories but also to new functional areas. A qualitative breakthrough in this respect is associated with post-St.Malo developments and the evolving Common European Security and Defense Policy (CESDP). Here again, Russian observers might both exaggerate and misinterpret the character of this new phenomenon in the framework of the EU. But what nevertheless seems to them obvious is the fact that the EU is entering an area that used to be 'prohibited' to integration policy and was the exclusive domain of either national policies or NATO. This is regarded as a serious argument for anticipating the EU to become a 'real' international actor, if not to view it as a superpower in the making.

One more incentive for promoting the salience of the EU in Russia's international perceptions has emerged from Moscow's painful concentration upon various issues associated with NATO (enlargement, military campaign in Kosovo, new strategic concept and so on). Indeed, in the second half of 1990s Russia's negativism with respect to NATO became so powerful and overwhelming that any real or imaginable alternative to it started to seem attractive and deserving support and encouragement. This, in particular, had implications for Russia's attitudes towards the EU—attitudes that became a profiteer of Russia's obsessive anti-NATO syndrome.

The overall worsening of Russian-American relations in the second half of the 1990s has generated similar effect. Moscow perceived the 'Russian' policy of the USA during the second term of President Clinton as increasingly arrogant and unfriendly. Furthermore, the access to power of Republicans with President Bush Jr. has given even more food to this feeling. The EU looks attractive in comparison to the USA; frustration and indignation towards the latter has a by-product in promoting more sympathy towards the former.

In a sense, Russia has engaged in a kind of a zero-sum-game in developing its assessments of, and attitudes towards western multilateral structures operating in Europe: 'more EU' means 'less NATO', and vice versa. This vision may proceed from sophisticated calculations or ill-grounded illusions (or, else, from their mixture)—but the result in any case supports the 'pro-EU' logic in foreign policy thinking.

At the global level, Russia's positive and even supportive attitude towards the EU fits well in the vision of a multipolar world that is so dear to many Russian analysts, observers and politicians and that was even politically upgraded to remain, for a while, a quasi-official foreign policy ideology of the country
. This is closely related to the whole plethora of Russia's complexes with respect to the United States (the challenging unilateralism of 'the only remaining superpower', its disregard of the international law, its alleged pretensions to operate as demiurge on the international scene, and so on). The strengthening of the EU, according to this line of thinking, will make the international system more balanced and less US-centric—which could only be in the interests of Russia.

Moreover, Moscow might believe that the EU, in line with similar considerations, could find partnership with Russia appealing and responding to its own long-term interests. Western Europe will certainly need some time to understand that 'without weighty contribution of Russia, the European integration is doomed to stagnation and regress, whereas hopes for re-establishing an independent and influential Europe in the globaliazing world will only remain hopes'
. It is argued, however, that the EU, while promoting its international personality, will need interaction with influential actors in the world arena in any case—which is in fact a constant theme in some publications and statements of EU officials, in particular High Representative for the CFSP Javier Solana
. If so, Russia might be an attractive partner, even if only due to its still non-negligible, even if declining, role in world politics.

This 'arithmetic' is reinforced by some substantive considerations on the character of the EU international horizon. The latter also is believed to be defined in terms of multipolarity (which would allow the EU to become more 'visible') and the need for reducing the predominance of the United States by promoting some counterweights. As a Russian analyst put it, 'the ambitious aspirations of the EU […] make the latter balance its relations with the USA by developing relations with Russia'
. However adequate or misleading this specific assessment might be, the EU anticipated 'responsiveness' towards Moscow's expectations is a significant factor of Russian policy with respect to the EU.

Incentives for making 'pro-EU' tones stronger in Russia's motivation seemed so considerable that they even overtook the opposite logic generated by the conceptual evolution of the country's foreign policy. Indeed, while Russia's simplistic 'pro-westernism' of the early-1990s gives place to a search for a more coherent self-identification on the international scene, opposite extremes of 'anti-westernism' are often viewed as an attractive alternative to humiliating submission. In principle, this pendulum-type trajectory of Russia's foreign policy could have influenced Russia's attitudes towards the EU by making them more arrogant and suspicious-minded. What has happened in reality is just the contrary—in spite of the fact that within this 'pendulum model' Russia is nowadays in the counter-phase towards its own policy of the early-1990s.

Russia's 'opening' towards the EU has been also considerably promoted by the EU 'opening' towards Russia, its proclaimed intention to deal with Russia more consistently and cooperatively. For Russia, experiencing various complexes due to the feeling of being treated unfairly or with neglect, such manifestations of interest and attention are perceived as important political and psychological assets. This compensatory function has become particularly valuable in the early days of President Bush Jr. administration, with its proclaimed determination to downgrade Russia's role in the system of the US foreign policy priorities. Here again, the 'zero-sum' logic was developing additional incentives for rapprochement between Russia and the EU, making the former more predisposed towards upgrading its ties with the latter alongside the anticipated erosion of Russian-American relations.

Old doubts

There are certainly some reservations in Russia's perceptions of, and attitudes towards, the EU. In fact, these reservations could be formulated with respect to each of the above mentioned 'arguments' promoting Russia's increased attention to the EU.

· Thus, Russia's economic dependence on the EU has a unilateral character, and if energy supply is put aside, Russia is a meaningless economic quantity for the EU accounting for only 4 per cent of its external trade.

· Or, however significant the recent progress of CFSP and CESDP might be, the EU remains predominantly a 'civilian power', whereas Russia's international risks, challenges and opportunities are widely associated with geopolitics—the area where the EU is not yet a significant player.

· Or else: Russia's calculations (or hopes) about the EU as the emerging 'pole' in the international system with increasing ability and predisposition to operate independently of Washington are more than mitigated by close partnership between the EU and the United States—partnership that in any circumstances would prevail over the EU's 'Russian connection'.

Therefore, drawing a picture of Russia's unrestrained enthusiasm about the EU would be certainly misleading. Also, if there is Russia's enthusiasm, it often does not look reciprocated; indeed, some analysts and observers in Russia believe that Russia's desire to promote relations with the EU is considerably higher than the readiness of the latter to promote Russia's engagement.

A simplistic and politically biased explanation of this phenomenon would reproach the EU for deliberately attempting to 'push Russia aside' and prevent it from getting into Europe. More sophisticated analyses refrain from blaming the EU directly.

According to an internal memorandum prepared by one of the influential research and lobbying structures, 'this position of the EU is caused by a combined effect of several factors rather than by the underestimation of current and potential role of Russia in the system of European security, trade and economic relations'. It is argued that Russia is no longer regarded as an inevitable and serious threat to Europe and is becoming a 'normal partner'—which in itself promotes its de-prioritization.

At the same time, the attention of the member-states is focused upon reforming the EU and protecting their own interests in this process, whereas joint positions on new structures of political cooperation with Russia and the role of the latter in the European institutions have not been yet elaborated. In addition, the enlargement of the EU accompanied by its 'sub-regionalization' promotes the desire to defer the issue of Russia, because of its extreme complexity, to a later period when the situation in East Central Europe becomes more stable and predictable. Last but not least, unclear prospects of settlement in the Balkans are also believed to play a role in making the EU less resolutely oriented in the direction of opening towards Russia.

Such assessments mitigate suspicious instincts towards the EU—but at the same time they might question the appropriateness of choosing it as a preferential partner in Europe. In addition, this brings about a broader theme—the one concerning the interrelationship of bilateral and multilateral approaches developed by Russia's policy in and towards Europe.

Bilateral or multilateral?

Through decades and until the most recent times, Moscow considered bilateral relations with West-European countries as having undoubted prominence in comparison to relations with the EU. This logic, going back to the times of the Soviet Union and to a considerable extent inherited by the post-Soviet Russia, was built upon three motivations.

· One of them relates to the EU (EC) itself. Over a long period, its importance as an international actor and even its ability to function in this capacity were considered meaningless. Operating individually, member-states, in particular such as France, Germany, the United Kingdom and Italy, were 'real actors' whereas a 'separate' presence of the EC in the international arena was hardly noticeable. Whatever goals Moscow might set for its policy in Western Europe, they were to be addressed in the interplay with 'real actors'.

· Another motive proceeds from a traditional diplomatic calculation—a trivial, although not irrelevant one. Dealing with the 'integrated' international entity in the western part of the European continent was assessed as reducing the options that were presumably available to the policy of Moscow. Indeed, its diplomacy was interested in 'navigating' between individual foreign policies of its counterparts, each having specific nuances with respect to various international problems. This in itself opened some prospects for choosing better solutions, playing upon the differences between West Europeans, promoting 'privileged' relations with some of them at the expenses of others, and so on.

· Finally, a specific consideration proceeded from Moscow's desire to consolidate its role as a 'heavy weight' in Europe by preventing anybody else from playing a similar role. The Soviet Union was traditionally suspicious about the political prospects of the EC as a potential challenger to Moscow's influence in Europe. In particular, this anxiety was focused upon the Soviet 'outer empire': indeed, the EC as a politically viable integrated entity could become a strong pole of attraction for Moscow's allies with their dubious loyalty towards the 'Big Brother'. Schemes of a 'united Europe from Brest to Brest' (or 'from Poland to Portugal') could not but add fuel to such concerns and by no means made Moscow enthusiastic about eventual emergence of the EC as an international actor.

It is true that the focus upon the bilateral approach was gradually eroded alongside the developments in the European Community and then European Union. Indeed, since as early as the beginning of 1970s, the economic parameters of bilateral relations started to be progressively determined by, and inscribed into the emerging multilateral pattern of the EC—first in the area of trade and then increasingly in other sectors. Moscow had to accept new realities: the standardization of trade agreements with its partners from the EC, the necessity to deal with their common sectoral policies (for instance, such as fishery or scientific research), the interaction with the EC as such in some multilateral structures (for instance, within GATT negotiations and various international commodity agreements).

There was another aspect of the erosion of the traditional pattern: the development of relations between the smaller CMEA countries and the EC. This line was developing on two tracks: on the one hand, their trade policies were gradually getting out of the CMEA framework, on the other hand, they came to concluding some sectoral agreements with the EC as such, even in the absence of formal relations between the two organizations. And these new developments had by no means only economic importance. Their political implication consisted in undermining the consolidation of the 'socialist commonwealth' and creating new incentives for reconsidering the character of relations with the EC.

Pragmatic interaction with the EC was becoming unavoidable, although Moscow tried to keep it a low profile issue, rejecting the very idea of political interaction due to the above-mentioned considerations. However, separating this 'low politics' interface from 'high politics' was impossible. Actually, this was the same objective logic that eroded similar barriers between the EPC (European political cooperation) and the EC 'traditional' treaty-related activities. Noteworthy, it was in the 1970s that Moscow started to develop a kind of interaction with the EPC framework (for instance, in the UN and CSCE patterns)—although reluctantly, irregularly and in what could be defined as 'embryonic form'.

By the end of the XX century, the overall changes both in the western and in the eastern parts of the continent have set a new pattern for Russia's perception of, and attitudes towards the EU. With all ups and downs in Russia's interaction with the West during the 1990s, the prevailing trends consisted in overcoming its confrontational component and promoting the cooperative one, as well as in recognizing the increasing prominence of the EU's international personality.

These trends, however, have been developed gradually and without dramatic breakthroughs that might replace in a radical way Russia's long-standing unequivocal preference towards 'bilateral relations' with the EU member-states by an opposite 'multilateral' pattern. All the elements of the traditional model of policy thinking and policy making, as described above, have continued through the 1990s—both by the force of inertia and because they by no means were only incarnation of 'old thinking' totally irrelevant under new circumstances.

The balance between 'bilateral' and 'multilateral' patterns is undoubtedly changing, with the latter becoming increasingly important, especially in the last few years. At the same time it would be certainly premature to expect that the former will disappear. Moreover, with the risk of a certain simplification, one could even argue that the 'old' logic highlighting the prominence of individual relations with the EU member-states may be rationalized as a kind of compensation for the emerging new pattern with uncertain implications for Russia interests.

In the past, the preference for 'bilateralism' might be explained by expected gains from playing upon real or perceived contradictions between the EU (EC) member-states. With the development of joint and/or common policies of the EU in various areas such calculations are obviously becoming less realistic. At the same time, the 'politicization' of the EU seems to bring a kind of a 'second wind' to the bilateral patterns of their relations with Russia. Without exaggerating the importance of this phenomenon, its very existence deserves being mentioned both analytically and in terms of policy implications, however paradoxical this might seem.

Indeed, the prominence of the political dimension of the EU developments is undoubted. In particular, the CFSP and the CESDP promote the expectations with respect to the position of the EU in the international arena. Furthermore, the objective need for the EU to play a viable international role is becoming more and more significant. Meanwhile, its actual ability to operate internationally is lagging behind. The developments in and around the Balkans have dramatically shown this relative discrepancy between expectations for, and the need of the international personality of the EU, on the one hand, and its insufficient operational effectiveness, on the other hand.

Under these circumstances, in a number of non-meaningless cases the importance of the EU major member-states as international actors may look unexpectedly increased (even if only in relative terms), with the EU itself often only following suit. For instance:

· The participation of member-states in the Gulf War was based on their individual commitments rather than proceeding from any mandate issued by the Community (that in fact failed to appear in a politically relevant form).

· The decision of Germany to recognize the independence of Slovenia and Croatia turned out crucial for the position of the EC on this issue—the position that could have been otherwise formulated quite differently.

· The subsequent involvement of some member-states in former Yugoslavia was either predominantly individual, or inscribed into the NATO framework.

In fact, this list could be considerably longer, and Russia—all its growing interest towards the EU notwithstanding—saw it quite logical to interact with individual countries rather that with the structure where they themselves looked reluctant to operate jointly. When, for instance, Russia's diplomacy was taking part in the 'contact group', this was promoted by its desire to interact with a few leading countries of the West who put on the table their own interests and influences rather than representing the EU.

There is also another dimension in this approach. Since the CFSP is still predominantly defined on the basis of the common denominator of its member-states' foreign policies, the substance of the 'European' policy is determined by their individual contributions rather than emerging 'from nowhere'. Interacting with these approaches directly might be more efficient than awaiting for the EU's joint position. In addition, the latter has all chances to turn out less energetic, unambiguous and action-oriented in comparison with the national positions.

Not surprisingly, at times there seemed to be a growing conviction in Moscow that the bilateral track is more promising than the multilateral one, particularly when dealing with some key players in Europe. By the end of the Yeltsin period, France and Germany were considered to be the major partners on the European scene; Russia's new leadership under President Putin 'upgraded' Great Britain to this status. Each of these three is attractive for Russia on its own way: France by what is perceived as its independent policy and its reluctance to accept a submissive pattern with respect to the USA, Germany by its crucial geopolitical position in Europe and undeniable prominence in terms of its economic might, Great Britain by its role as one of the leading world political and financial centres, as well as by its expected ability to patronize re-introducing Russia, with its new leadership, into the international elite.

Some political and diplomatic missions also fit better into traditional bilateral approaches rather than into those focused upon the EU. Thus, in 1999-2000, when President Putin, as the newcomer to the world political scene, was facing a task of consolidating his personal position in the club of heads of state, early interactions with British Prime-Minister Tony Blair turned out of primary importance. In 2001, Putin's visit to Germany brought about significant political dividends due to his specific background allowing to highlight the 'personal factor' in Russia's relations with that country. In both cases, similar results that were politically rather important for Russia would be hardly conceivable on the basis of an EU-focused multilateral pattern of relations.

This all by no means testifies to 're-nationalization' or 'de-multilateralization' of Russia's policy. But the increasing focus upon relations with the EU has brought about some nuances to Russia's approach. Russia's interaction with the EU member-states does not become an alternative to relationship with the EU; rather, the former plays a role in both preparing the latter and developing its substance.

4. Emerging mechanisms

As mentioned earlier, the overall disappointment with respect to the West that seemed to prevail in Russian thinking by the end of 1990s could have affected attitudes towards the EU—indeed, making some Russians believe that it was only using supportive language to engage in a rhetorical exercises with no substance. That's why it was important that the practical developments would not give grounds for such a kind of assessments. By and large, Russians do seem to appreciate that in recent years the EU and Russia have made important steps towards each other on the political level and, even more importantly, have consolidated this movement institutionally.

Indeed, until recently, the political interaction of the EU and Russia has been practically non-existent. The last several years, however, have considerably changed this situation. Moreover, various forms of this interaction have appeared, and this variety in itself represents a formidable phenomenon in relations between Russia and the EU.

Political dialogue

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) that was signed in 1994 and entered into force in 1997 created a solid legal basis for relationship between the EU and Russia. Although this document may be vulnerable for criticism in terms of its practical importance as well as in terms of the readiness of both sides to implement its provisions, the PCA did design some new prospects in relations between the EU and Russia. This concerns, in particular, the EU—Russia political dialogue that was introduced by the PCA.

The political dialogue, as it was envisaged by the PCA, had to be developed as a four-layers structure of cooperation: semi-annual Russia—EU summits, annual sessions of the Cooperation Council at the level of ministers of foreign affairs, sessions of the Cooperation Committee (at the level of senior officials) and subcommittees on various issues, and sessions of the Parliamentary Cooperation Committee with participation of members from the State Duma and the European Parliament. In practice, even a broader framework started to take shape.

This includes, in particular, consultations between lower level officials, as well as contacts between Russian governmental officials and representatives of the EU 'troika'. Noteworthy, both sides seem to consider positively the prospects of further 'deepening' and 'widening' of political interactions at a working level—that is, with the intention to provide them a business-like character. This concerns, for instance, ideas of involving Russian diplomats in activities of the EU Council's working groups (which was initiated by the EU side), as well as 'updating' the political dialogue in the light of the Amsterdam treaty (by promoting Russia's interaction with new CFSP-related institutions).

Furthermore, alongside the developments of the CESDP, the political dialogue was officially broadened to include security matters
. A special declaration 'on strengthening dialogue and cooperation on political and security matters in Europe' was adopted by the EU‑Russia summit in October 2000 in Paris. In particular, it was envisaged to:

· institute specific consultations on security and defence matters at the appropriate level and in the appropriate format;

· develop strategic dialogue on matters, particularly in regard to security, which have implications for the Russian Federation and the European Union;

· extend the scope of regular consultations at expert level on the issues of disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation;

· promote cooperation in operational crisis management.

One year later, it was decided to introduce an additional channel of operational interaction between the Russian Foreign Minister and the EU High Representative for CFSP by carrying out regular meeting on the level Political and Security Committee (COPS) and Russian representatives. Also, the parties set consultations on crisis-management and crisis prevention to be held every month between COPS 'troika' and Russia. The first two meetings within this unprecedented pattern were carried out in November and December 2001.

By and large, the dialogue between Russia and the EU has already become a routine—which, in a sense, testifies to its consolidation. As many other aspects of cooperation between the EU and Russia, it could be criticized for failing to achieve any significant results or turning into a decoration deprived of serious substance; indeed, some Russian analysts believe that both sides appreciate the form of the dialogue rather than its content
. However, the very fact of establishing a political infrastructure between the EU and Russia seems meaningful. Besides setting up channels of communication, this infrastructure is turning the exchange of views into a 'normal' practice. If successful, this development might also be instrumental in promoting a certain 'instinct of coordination', even if this takes time and does not promise quick results.

In this case, a parallel might be drawn with the European Political Cooperation in the period of its shaping, in early 1970s. Indeed, the EPC was also criticized for modest results (if not their absence) and formalistic character, but in retrospect there are all grounds to believe that this was a necessary preliminary step towards the future CFSP.

If the political dialogue is not evaluated by unrealistic criteria and is not expected to bring about the results that it cannot generate in principle, this pattern is generally assessed by Russian analysts as a significant success in the EU—Russia relationship
. In a sense, this pattern has a unique character, at least as far as Russia is concerned; indeed, there is no other multilateral structure with which Moscow would have such kind of institutionalized political relationship or even anything approaching to it. Even within the CIS that is officially considered Russia's main priority in the field of foreign policy, similar patterns are still to be built. One might argue that this means a kind of 'special relationship' and even 'privileged partnership' between Russia and the EU—an exaggeration that however has not emerged on an empty ground.

One peculiar characteristic of the political dialogue between Russia and the EU should be underlined—namely, that it fits in a non-traditional way into both Russia's external interactions and those of the EU.

On the EU side, the very fact that the political dialogue was introduced by the PCA means that in principle it is to be governed by regulations, norms and institutions of 'standard' patterns of external policies of the EU. However, the agenda of the political dialogue goes far beyond the traditional scope of problems that are being dealt with by the EU Commission. In fact, the mechanism of the political dialogue on the EU side is composed by elements from both the first and the second 'pillars' of the Union, and allows the involvement of the third one as well. Furthermore, this promotes their cooperation, but also creates some problems regarding their respective competences and responsibilities. From this point of view, the EU-Russia political dialogue has certain implications for the EU internal developments, however limited the influence of this factor might be.

On Russia's side, similar 'traditionalist' logic implied that the responsibility for dealing with the EU should be entrusted, within the governmental mechanism, to the functional divisions dealing with external economic relations. Indeed, on the level of the Government, the deputy prime minister
 dealing with economics supervises Russia's overall relations with the EU, including political dialogue. However, within the Ministry of foreign affairs, 'the EU folder' is in the Department for all-European cooperation (DOS)—the one that is focused upon political rather than economic issues.

In other words, both sides seem to proceed from the assumption that bureaucratic 'compartmentalization' should not undermine the very idea of political dialogue as it was designed. In practice, its agenda goes much further than 'low politics' presume and is to a very considerable extent devoted to the CFSP matters.

In fact, this ingredient of the PCA, from its very beginning, looked as an instrument of initiating, maintaining and promoting Russia's interaction with the CFSP rather than with the 'traditional' segment of the EU mechanism. At the same time, the political dialogue seems to reflect the long-standing (since the Maastricht Treaty) and still continuing problem—that of the appropriate positioning and combination of three EU pillars. It fits into the intention to integrate various parts of the EU mechanism and make them more interrelated, which is manifested, in particular, by the parallel involvement of the EU Commission and the Council in the development of the political dialogue.

It is true that this parallelism may be accompanied by a legitimate question: whether the political dialogue only looks cooperative and substantive while in fact only incarnating certain symbolism. However, in external policy interactions symbolism does matter. Indeed, Russia interacts with the EU as such on traditional foreign policy matters and across the whole spectrum of the foreign policy making process. For instance, Russia's Ministry of foreign affairs considers the embassy of the country holding the 6-months presidency in the EU council as representing in Moscow the interests of the whole Union—which is manifested even in day-to-day interactions, bureaucratic practices and diplomatic protocol. This in itself becomes a kind of external legitimization for the CFSP.

Finally, one more dimension of political interaction between Russia and the EU should be mentioned as representing significant potential, the one that involves the parliamentary structures of both sides. Russia's Federal Assembly regards this development positively—first, as a means of increasing its own importance within the political space in Russia, and secondly, in the light of the growing role of the European Parliament within the EU political system.

Strategy documents

In 1999, the EU and Russia adopted new documents on their respective policies towards each other. For both sides, these documents represented a kind of a new experience. The Common Strategy of the European Union on Russia was the first document of this type as envisaged by the Amsterdam Treaty, and Russia could be pleased to have been chosen by the EU as primary ‘target' of its CFSP new pattern
. The Medium-Term Strategy for the Development of Relations between the Russian Federation and the European Union 2000-2010
 also represented a new genre for Moscow's foreign policy; it was considerably more elaborated than, for instance, the 'Decree on Russia's strategy with respect to the CIS states' of 1995.

Both 'Strategies' may be considered too vague and lacking concrete and strategically relevant actions. In addition, the closer reading of two documents reveals significant differences between them. In the case of Russia, for instance, a special attention is paid to the notion of 'equality'—which is in line with Moscow's emphasis on 'national interest' as the foundation of its foreign policy but sounds very traditional and not very appropriate with respect to the EU as unconventional international actor. Furthermore, the origins of the Russian 'strategy' seem to be connected first of all with the intention to prepare an 'adequate response' to what was being prepared by the EU—and this also in line with the idea of 'balanced relationship'. Some analysts believe that both documents are fundamentally different in terms of substance and orientation
.

The criticism from within the EU
 seems also linked to the problems of the inter-agency relationship in the Union. The Common Strategy on Russia was reported to create some uncertainty about the status of Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, and Javier Solana, the EU High Representative for the CFSP, questioned the added value of the document with respect to the already existing cooperation pattern
. Noteworthy, on Russia's side there have been no signs of similar assessments; Moscow seems to appreciate the EU's strategy, even if this is explained more by the satisfaction of the Union's attention to Russia rather than by the substance of the document
. Anyhow, the very fact that the two documents were adopted almost simultaneously, look very cooperatively oriented and both proclaim aiming at 'strategic partnership' between the EU and Russia seems telling and encouraging, even if only for considerations of political symbolism.

Summits

Russia-EU summits represent the highest level of the political dialogue. They are held regularly twice a year; thus, the summit in Brussels in October 2001 was the eighth since the PCA entered in force. For Russia, the significance of this practice is threefold:

· Summits highlight the status of the EU-Russian relationship and in this sense have a symbolic importance.

· They allow to interact with top officials representing different EU pillars—the head of member-state holding rotating presidency in the Council, the President of the EU Commission, the EU commissioner with responsibility for external affairs, the EU High Representative for the CFSP. For the Russian side, meeting with them 'en block' provide better chances for overcoming complexities of the EU 'compartmentalization' that might slow down cooperative interaction.

· Summits' agendas are relatively more flexible; they are not necessarily defined well in advance and allow to address 'hot issues' that otherwise might take considerable time for being inscribed into bureaucratic machinery of both sides. For Russia, this responds to Moscow's desire to expand the dialogue and to re-orient it in the direction of broader political issues.

As an example, one could refer to the seventh Russia—EU summit that was held in Moscow in May 2001
. Its agenda focused on three items: developments in Russia and in the EU, EU-Russia co-operation and current international issues. Each of the three allowed to address issues that otherwise would be rather sensitive as subjects of formal negotiations.

· The EU, apart from discussing the routine matters (such as the safeguarding of sustainable economic development and other aspects of the reform process in Russia), was interested in expressing its concerns about recent developments in the Russian media sector, in particular with respect to what was perceived as worrisome signs of increasing governmental control over it
.

· On the situation in the North Caucasus, the EU aimed at underlining the need for a rapid political settlement in Chechnya, as well as for a rapid return of the OSCE Assistance Group thereto. It wanted also to press for more progress in the human rights enquiries and for improvements in humanitarian aid deliveries to 'internally displaced persons'.

· Russia, on its turn, expected reliable information and assessments on the state of play regarding CESDP and the EU enlargement. In addition, both sides seemed to be ready for engaging in a delicate dialogue on whether and how the CESDP approach to third country co-operation might be applied to Russia.

· The summit was to facilitate addressing controversial aspects of some other issues on the EU—Russia agenda: the energy dialogue, the question of Kaliningrad, the cooperation in justice and home affairs, notably on combating organized crime.

· Finally, an overview of international issues, such as the Middle East Peace Process, the Korean Peninsula, Western Balkans and Belarus, might be both easier at the summit level and conducive to eventual rapprochement of approaches.

By and large, during a relatively short period the formal Russia‑EU summits have turned into a traditional practice, which in itself represents a significant achievement. In addition, a remarkable innovation appeared at this level in March 2001, when President Putin took part in the session of the European Council in Stockholm. This event has clearly gone beyond the framework of political dialogue between the EU and Russia, marking a certain difference in comparison with traditional Russia‑EU summits. It was for the first time that Russia's head of state was invited to participate in the EU summit, i.e. in what is considered to be the highest structural level of the Union's political system. In addition to political symbolism, it is worth noting the practical significance of this pattern that gives a possibility for an interaction with all leaders of the EU states, and not with only one performing chairmanship in the Council.

On the EU side, inviting leaders of non-member-states to the Union's summits is an exceptional practice, and there had been only two earlier cases of similar pattern of meetings (with Nelson Mandela and Yasser Arafat). Not surprisingly, observers in Russia stressed the importance of this meeting and its qualitative specificity; it was regarded as reflecting the rising character of Russia's relations with the EU, as well as the deliberate intention of the latter to highlight Russia's role as its partner
. Some comments were close to assess this move of the EU as only falling short of inviting Russia to join the Union
.

Russian observers also pointed to the fact that the new US president was to attend the next EU summit only four months later, in July 2001
. Accidentally, Putin's visit to Stockholm took place exactly at the moment of growing tensions with the administration of George W.Bush and coincided with a peak of a scandal with the expulsion of Russian diplomats from the USA. Thus, the 'rapprochement' with the EU seemed particularly impressive against the background of deteriorating Russian-American relations.

Another noteworthy aspect of Putin's participation in the EU summit was Russia's role in defining its agenda. Although the EU summit was focused upon economic issues, discussions with Russia's president were inevitably to touch upon broader political issues. In particular, Putin was reported to address the problems of the EU enlargement, the status of Kaliningrad and ballistic missile defence (BMD) plans. It would not come as a surprise if the latter issue was in fact imposed on the summit by Moscow. In any case, Russia could feel satisfied with the EU's responsiveness towards its attempts to promote political and security agenda rather than remaining encapsulated within the 'traditional' one.

In addition, the Stockholm summit took place at the time when hostilities that were beginning in Macedonia marked the emergence of a new 'hot spot' in Europe. Noteworthy, President Boris Traikovsky of Macedonia was another invitee to the EU summit in Stockholm. Thus, the summit allowed Russia and the EU to focus jointly (and, noteworthy, in the absence of the USA) on the then most urgent and crisis-prone development on the continent. For Russia, this pattern could look as responding to its best EU-related desiderata.

5. Potentials for a joint agenda

By and large, the emergence of a political interface between Russia and the EU is assessed by Moscow as a valuable asset. The importance of this asset has been only increased by the structural consolidation of political relationship between two sides. However, this characterizes only the instrumental part of their political interaction. It is the substance and the scope of the latter that are the most important parameters allowing to make conclusion on how successful this process is and to what extent it responds to expectations of the participants.

In fact, this comes to the task of defining the zones of overlapping and/or mutual foreign policy interests of Russia and the EU. When and where such interests emerge, Russia and the EU might engage in developing partnership that eventually will evolve into coordination and perhaps joint actions. In other words, the agenda of their foreign policy interaction is to be built upon issues that both sides might consider appropriate to address together rather than separately.

It should be noted that for the time being this relates to theory rather than to practice. The task of defining joint agenda—in a politically substantive way, rather than just bureaucratically or diplomatically—is still to be formulated and addressed by both sides. And they can do it only proceeding from serious thinking on longer-term prospects of international developments, as well as on their respective interests therein.

Meanwhile, neither the EU nor Russia seem to have adequately assessed a challenge of engaging in such kind of exercise. Their rapprochement, as suggested earlier, represents a very significant factor in the current European developments, but future-oriented policy requires focusing more substantively on where and with what purposes they should cooperate. The lack of strategic vision often pushes them to interact instinctively rather than consistently, reactively rather than with a sense of initiative. For this reason, any attempts to describe a would-be agenda of their interaction can be, at this stage, only tentative and subjective.

There is also a need to structure this tentative agenda. In a broad sense, Russia's goal seems to consist in filling it with political issues allowing to promote Russia's approaches towards various aspects of international developments. Actually, the list of these issues includes practically all those that are relevant to Russia's own foreign policy agenda in the making. It is another matter whether they fit into, or overlap with the CFSP agenda. Even when they do, it is obvious that sensitivities and focuses of Russia and the EU may be different. That's why it seems appropriate to overview the major international constellations where both sides might proceed from similar concerns and/or look for coordinated approaches.

Michael Emerson and his colleagues from the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS), when conceptualizing the emerging relationship between Russia and the EU, distinguish two categories: 'geopolitical Europe' and 'borderland Europe'
. This approach seems suitable for addressing the issues that might be included in the agenda of political interaction between Russia and the EU. Indeed, the first category would concern the organization of the European geopolitical space per se; the question arising here is whether the EU and Russia might find common interest in building such a space. The problems encompassed in the second group would touch upon Russia's and the EU's immediate (and perhaps partly overlapping) peripheries—problems that might constitute a considerable part of their political agenda. In addition, one more cluster could be singled out—'out-of-area' issues, i.e. those that might be a subject of cooperative interaction of Russia and the EU on the global scale and in the regions located far beyond Europe ant its immediate neighbourhood.

Problems of organizing Europe

Russia's thinking on possible interaction with the EU is deeply inscribed in reflections on the importance of Europe for Russia's international interests. In many respects, this region seems to be regarded as deserving very special attention on the part of Russia.

Indeed, it was in Europe that the overcoming of the cold war pattern had the most 'visible' and impressive character. It was in Europe that the elimination of East-West ideological, political and military confrontation allowed to reconsider Russia's security interests and concerns in the most radical way. It was in Europe that Russia might first of all see positive prospects of its constructive international involvement in the light of new circumstances in the world arena.

At the same time, Europe has become during the last decade an area of the most profound changes. The unification of Germany, the new activism of the integration processes, the foreign policy re-orientation of former socialist states, the dramatic conflict developments in the Balkans—all these elements of new European realities require the most serious attention on the part of Russia, objectively pushing it to reassess its interests and means of protecting them. In fact, Russia is facing a double challenge of enormous dimension: that of adapting itself to the emerging new European international landscape and that of affecting the process of its formation.

Russia has serious problems in meeting this challenge. The fundamental transformations of the last decade have significantly decreased Moscow's ability to affect developments in Europe. After having during half a century a direct access to the very centre of the continent, the country feels nowadays being its most remote territory. The center of gravity in Europe has moved westwards (at least as viewed from Moscow), and Russia experiences an uncomfortable feeling of being relegated to the sidelines of European developments. Worse, Russia finds itself in the painful position of having lost all the old allies and being unable to attract any new ones.

Against this background, Moscow seems to aim at consolidating the country's role in Europe and preventing (or, at least, mitigating) the development that might marginalize Russia. In principle, when defining Russia's interests in such a general way, they might look absolutely acceptable to the EU as well. In this respect, both sides can easily find a common language and to agree that Russia deserves a respectable place and role in Europe. The question is whether (and to what extent) they would find a common language in developing more specific assessments when considering the problems of organizing and consolidating the European international system in the making.

For a time, Russia manifested a considerable political and diplomatic activity to promote a 'pan-European security architecture' as an alternative to what was inherited from the cold war era. However, the EU could by no means reciprocate Moscow in the preference that the latter was ready to give to a new 'grand design' for Europe. This would mean abandoning those patterns that have proved their validity and were regarded as promising for the future. The EU itself was one of those structures—whereas Moscow apparently suggested 'to dissolve' them in a new political organization of the continent.

Due to similar reasons, there were no grounds to expect a positive echo from the EU with respect to Moscow's idea of establishing a hierarchy of European institutions. Indeed, the logic of upgrading the OSCE (CSCE) and putting all other multilateral structures under its umbrella looked very appealing to Russia. To the EU, it certainly did not—although there could be more sympathy towards less ambitious proposals aimed at making the role of the OSCE more efficient. But in this regard, it was Moscow who manifested more hesitations—not least because of its reluctance to provide this organization with more intrusive functions.

In fact, it is possible to see here a reflection of different approaches of Russia and the EU towards the principles of organizing the international system on the continent and the roles assigned to some of its components—in this case, to the OSCE. This structure—in terms of its genesis, composition and operational mode—is by far the most attractive multilateral institution for Russia. Indeed, the latter is one of its founders, it participates therein as a full-fledged member, the consensus rule provides Moscow with a veto right allowing to prevent decisions that it would consider damaging Russia's interests. For the EU, all these considerations are of no relevance; what matters is the role of the OSCE in maintaining and promoting some fundamental values adopted by the EU. Meanwhile, it is exactly this value-related aspect of the OSCE activity that provoked time and again Russia's exasperation. For the same reasons, the EU would welcome the OSCE 'expansion' onto the post-Soviet space, whereas Moscow often seemed to fear its excessive involvement therein that might limit Russia's freedom of action.

The differences in attitudes towards the Council of Europe seem to follow similar lines. When Russia became its member, this was viewed as an important political gain attesting to the quality of the changes in the country. The EU is certainly supportive with respect to such approach. But because the latter is mainly applied to 'newcomers' that fail to satisfy the Council's high standards on human rights and democracy, Russia finds itself vulnerable to severe criticism that might seriously damage its prestige. In this respect, it feels differently as compared to the EU. The latter is unfamiliar with the task that Russia faces within the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe—that of 'struggling' to alleviate condemnations addressed to Russia. In addition, the EU is genetically linked with the Council of Europe—meanwhile, as far as Russia is concerned, some politicians and analysts argue for its eventual withdrawal from this organization. This is fraught with a risk of pushing Russia to reconsider the very idea of becoming internationally accountable. Needless to say, that in the EU's perspective of Council of Europe, this 'dimension' is non-existent.

Russia does profit from participating in the Council of Europe and appreciate its contribution to democracy-building in the country. But Russia's attitudes towards this structure are considerably more vehement and politicized than those of the EU.

However, the OSCE and the Council of Europe are relatively marginal in the agenda of actual or potential 'pan-European' interaction between Russia and the EU. The key role therein is undoubtedly reserved to NATO. The reason is obvious: the very possibility of such interaction emerges at the cross-section of two extremely important—and controversial—dimensions of international politics, one concerning the EU—NATO relationship and another one regarding the Russia—NATO connection.

Through the whole decade after the end of the cold war, Russia's debate on the organization of the European international system has been focused upon NATO. This seems to be related to three basic factors.

· First, during most of this period the alliance has been still perceived as a challenge to Russia's security interests, even if only a potential one.

· Secondly, Moscow wanted to prevent the central security role in Europe being played by a structure to which Russia did not and would not have direct access.

· Thirdly, Russia's over-excitement on the issue of NATO enlargement was (and still is) considerably promoted by purely domestic factors.

None of these arguments could provoke a responsive reaction on the part of the EU. With most of its member-states being simultaneously members of NATO, nothing allowed to expect them to share Russia's overall negativism towards the Alliance. What was a security challenge to Russia represented a reliable security guarantee to most of the EU members. Moscow's reluctance to accept the centrality of NATO tends to have an irrationally overwhelming character and is particularly exacerbated by Russia's non-participation in the Alliance. Yet, the EU looks at the NATO security role as a justifiable pattern, limited to the functional scope of the Alliance; those EU countries that are not members of NATO do not consider this fact as justifying any inferiority complex. The belligerence of some domestic forces in Russia over NATO is attributed to the inertia of cold war mentality that has to be overcome rather than cultivated.

By and large, Russia and the EU seemed to develop their assessments in entirely different systems of coordinates: what looked obvious to one side was absolutely inconceivable to another one, and vice versa. Thus, on the level of existential characteristics of NATO, both sides have very little chances to develop a common understanding. However, they could be more in tune with each other when regarding the dynamics of the developments in Europe and the role of NATO therein:

· First, the consolidation and the increasing salience of NATO are promoted by new military tasks that are being ascribed to the Alliance in addition to the old ones. This contradicts to the vision of a new Europe where the political developments are less affected by purely military factors. However inconsistent this vision might be in the light of developments in the Balkans, it has its vociferous supporters both in Russia and in the EU.

· Secondly, the Alliance, far from getting a lower profile, is carrying out a kind of a triple expansion—extending its functions, its membership and its zone of responsibility. Russia's resolute negativism with respect to this multidimensional expansion of NATO is by no means officially shared by the EU, but the latter may have serious reasons for certain reservations in this regard.

· Thirdly, Russia's complaints about the challenging policy of NATO might also meet some understanding on the part of the EU. According to this line of thinking, instead of making the international law and the UN-based system the core elements of the post-bipolar world, NATO disregards them both and pretends to have an exclusive droit de regard with respect to what is going on in the world. The EU may be reluctant to endorse straight-forward accusations of this type, but their substance would not make some of its politicians and analysts indifferent.

· Fourthly, Moscow's negativism towards NATO to a very considerable extent proceeded from Russia's political and psychological complexes regarding the USA. Yet, the EU is by no means immune of such kind of complexes, although they are rarely expressed in an open way and, as a rule, have only a latent character.

On the EU side, these broad considerations touch directly upon the CFSP developments. Indeed, the EU faces a challenge of promoting its own international identity, and NATO represents an extremely significant point of reference in the framework of this long-term process.

On Russia's side, the focus upon NATO is rationalized by arguments having a key importance for its own foreign policy self-identification. Among these arguments—those related to historic legacy (such as cold war mentality), status considerations (such as former superpower complex), fundamental orientations in external relations (first of all on would-be attitudes towards the West), approaches towards the emerging international order (in particular, towards the US leadership), and so on.

Not surprisingly, the EU—Russia interaction on NATO, touching upon extremely sensitive issues, has always had a very delicate character. As a rule, its 'material' component is almost invisible, with both sides often preferring to refrain from formalizing the debate. Moreover, the debate itself could be physically non-existent, with its implicit traces appearing only indirectly and in unofficial statements and comments.

This makes misunderstanding possible, and even more so miscalculations and inadequate assessments of each other's interests, intentions and readiness for practical actions. Moscow has more than once found itself in this trap when the EU was expected to prefer the engagement with Russia rather than with NATO/USA. In a broader sense, this touches upon the question that has been often raised through the last five decades, without ever getting a sufficiently unambiguous answer: are there grounds to anticipate a stronger Soviet/Russian-European connection as compared to the European-American one?

The CFSP fits directly into this thought pattern. Indeed, the CFSP has emerged as a trend towards developing the 'international personality' of the EU, and the self-identification of the latter is supposed to take place in juxtaposition to the already operating actors in the world scene. The USA and Russia are among those actors who are particularly visible on the radars of the EU, and the latter cannot avoid positioning itself with respect to them. The configuration of this positioning, as mentioned earlier, is expected to be significantly influenced by the objective closeness of Russia and the EU, both searching to diminish the US monocentrism by a strategy of promoting a more multipolar world.

The EU, in this perspective, has to feel uncomfortable about what it allegedly perceives as excessive US involvement in the European affairs. And on this ground, there could be a certain level of mutual understanding with Russia. It is true that Moscow's official policy line recognizes the essential role of the USA in the European developments; Europe is traditionally one of central issues discussed by Russians and Americans bilaterally. However, there is also a considerable amount of negativism in Russia's perceptions of, and reactions to the US actual and virtual presence in Europe. This negativism is partly a residual phenomenon inherited from the cold war era. But there is also a kind of neo-anti-Americanism emerging from the vision of the unipolar world in the making, with the only remaining superpower that pretends to be the centre of the Universe and operates in the international arena without paying any attention to legitimate interests of others (including the interests of the Europeans, both allied and not allied with the USA).

From this image comes a spontaneous suspicion that the consolidation of the trans-Atlantic relations might damage Russia's interests and push it further away from the main lines of European developments. This is coupled with sporadic attempts to play on what is perceived as contradictions between the USA and the EU and to promote 'pure European' approaches as a counterweight to excessive involvement of the Americans in the affairs of the continent. Russia, by the same logic, might be engaged in these approaches as a natural partner of the EU—in fact, 'more natural' (or more organic) in comparison to the United States.

All these trends were dramatically affected by the developments in and around Kosovo in 1998-1999. Even if nowadays this belongs to the past and President Putin seems to be concerned with this issue considerably less the Prime-Minister Primakov was, the importance of the Kosovo phenomenon for Russia's thinking about the current international developments should not be underestimated. Indeed, it influenced Russia's ideas on its relations with the outside world in a more fundamental way than most other events during the last decade did. This could not but have a considerable impact on Russia's attitudes towards, and policies in Europe—both in general and with respect to the EU in particular.

This 'European connection' of the Kosovo case for Russia might seem distressing if it is only regarded as inscribed into the overall context of Russia's relations with the West. Indeed, the military operation against Yugoslavia was assessed as a flagrant violation of the international law, as a heavy strike against the existing UN-based international system, as an attempt to establish a 'new world order' by force allowing the arbitrary interference into internal affairs of states (on 'humanitarian' or any other grounds). Also, Russia was strongly (and painfully) affected by the fact that the decision to use force was taken against its objection which was interpreted as an additional manifestation of insulting disregard towards Russia and as one more attempt to disassociate it from crucial European issues.

The air strikes against Yugoslavia, as viewed by Russia, were the most convincing justification for its negativism with respect to the prospect of establishing a NATO-centred Europe. Indeed, the Kosovo phenomenon has contributed to the consolidation of Russia's anti-NATO stand more than the whole vociferous campaign against the enlargement of NATO. For a while, the anti-NATO sentiments became so strong that major concern of the official Moscow, although it did play a role in promoting public indignation, seemed to consist in preventing the enthusiasts of a new cold war from taking the upper hand in domestic debates on how to respond to NATO's aggression.

At the same time, it is quite remarkable that Russia's indignation with respect to NATO military actions in Yugoslavia was oriented predominantly and almost exclusively against the USA—as if the Europeans did not participate at all. The fact that the EU supported the war against Yugoslavia and even contributed to it both politically and economically, passed almost unnoticed in Russia. By and large, the EU states involved in this campaign were basically viewed (and 'excused') as operating under American pressure.

This perception, even if coming to simplification or ignorance, redirected Russia's negativism away from the Europeans. Certainly, their record in Kosovo, as viewed by Russia, was very poor; their ability to operate independently from the USA turned out considerably lower than it had been expected. Moreover, the predominance of NATO in dealing with Kosovo was interpreted as undermining the process of building a strong 'European pole'
.

At the same time, it was hoped that the Kosovo crisis would promote the self-identification of the Europeans and their energetic search for a more prominent (and more independent) international role
. In particular, this role could be consolidated by promoting more active links between the EU and Russia. A parallel development could follow on Russia's side, with its increased attention towards the EU as a side-effect of the Kosovo crisis—the attention that was pushed forward by the anti-NATO rationale and directed towards Russia's engagement with Europe as an alternative to the predominance of NATO.

Actually, this highlights the core of this analytical and political trend suggesting that Russia has an option of promoting its relations with the EU at the expenses of NATO's role in Europe. Inherent in this logic is the vision of the EU facing a choice between USA/NATO and Russia. If Moscow plays skillfully on trans-Atlantic contradictions, and positions itself cooperatively and convincingly with respect to the EU, the latter might consider this offer irresistible.

Time and again, this logic has appeared through the whole history of Moscow's interaction with Western Europe and the USA since World War II. Russia's period of this history does not make an exception. Suffice it to refer to remarks that were done a couple of times by President Yeltsin
 stressing with a astonishing straightforwardness that 'the Europeans should be dealing with their affairs themselves'—presumably, without annoying involvement of the Americans. If such theses find their way on the level of official statements, one could easily imagine how tempting they are for authors of unofficial analyses.

Both politically and analytically, this approach leads to a deadlock. It certainly proceeds from wrong premises that misunderstand the character of trans-Atlantic relations, develop inadequate interpretation of contradictions therein, advance a distorted assessment of NATO, underestimate the scope, the depth and the strength of links between the EU and the USA. Ironically, the anti-US zeal of this approach fails to adequately consider its implications in terms of Russia's interest if the latter is defined somehow differently. In particular, it completely overlooks the argument stipulating Russia's objective interest in maintaining a certain level of the American involvement in Europe.

Against this background, it is worth mentioning a different line of thinking promoted by some analysts. They expect that the 'anti-NATO' vector of Russia's European engagement might gradually fade away which would bring about an overall rapprochement between Russia and the West as a whole. Thus, a prominent Russian analyst believes that the military campaign against Yugoslavia permitted the USA 'to make the Europeans reconfirm the centrality of NATO with unambiguous American leadership in the system of European security'. But he also adds an important qualification: 'Paradoxically as it might be, the Yugoslav crisis can prospectively create a fertile ground for a positive reassessment of Russian-Western relations'
.

This approach proceeds from the assumption that Russian-European connection should be considered not as a value in itself but as a means of re-establishing a normal track in Russian-Western relations. From the EU, Russia expects 'the manifestation of political will to balance Russia's relations with NATO (or to compensate their possible degradation as the result of the Yugoslav crisis) by developing its own ties with Russia'
. From Russia, it is required not to highlight its grievances towards NATO and USA in the light of Russia's rapprochement with the EU—on the contrary, they could be mitigated and then eradicated by this process. Furthermore, the latter is impossible as a long-term trend if it is developed in opposition to NATO and the USA. A similar logic is applied to the 'western side' of this pattern: in case the attempts to eliminate barriers in relations between NATO and Russia fail, the importance of cooperation between the EU and Russia would only increase as a channel allowing the West 'to keep' Russia for constructive interaction.

With President Putin, Russia seems to follow this more balanced logic in its official course. While maintaining its focus upon the EU, Moscow has also 'de-frozen' its relations with NATO. This 'dual track' approach allows less space for temptation of playing the card of the EU against that of NATO. Furthermore, it stipulates that 'ensuring stable and meaningful Russian presence in Europe is only possible if the USA is present there'
. In this sense, it better fits in the policy line of the EU itself, the one that stipulates the necessity of 'going hand by hand' with the USA and insists that 'more Europe' in the CFSP does not and should not mean 'less America'
.

Zones of immediate contact

In a sense, the enlarging EU and Russia could be regarded as two influential power poles in Europe—whatever meaning the very notion of 'power pole' might have. This scheme suggests that there is a certain space in their immediate vicinities whereupon the political interaction of the EU and Russia is of particular importance.

Here again, the practice of such interaction is often (although not always) lagging behind the objective need thereof. Theorizing does not compensate for the non-existent policies but could be helpful for developing a certain intellectual foundation for them—even if only by pointing schematically both to concerns that the EU and Russia might address to each other and to the potential of their cooperation.

Zones of actual or potential direct interaction between the EU and Russia stretch from Europe's North to the Caucasus. The general trend, when moving southwards, consists in increasing substantive challenges to their interaction alongside its eroding structural distinctness.

Northern/Baltic Sea area

It is in the northern part of Europe that the EU and Russia have a direct territorial contact, along the Finnish-Russian border. This zone of contact has a clearly defined status, there are no overlapping ambiguities that might complicate their interaction, as it happens in many other areas. It is true that the accession of Finland to the EU introduced some changes in its economic relations with Russia
. However, in political terms it had a very positive demonstrative effect for Russia's thinking about the future of its relations with the EU. Moreover, the evolving trans-border cooperation on the regional level, actively endorsed by the EU, is considered as a promising pattern indeed.

This said, one should also mention Russia's latent concerns as regards eventual claims to the territories that used to belong to Finland and were ceded to Russia in 1940 and 1944. On the one hand, the issue could be characterized as practically non-existent, if one takes into account both the unambiguous official position of Finland and the lack of support (and even interest) to it on the part of public opinion. On the other hand, if the very possibility of such claims is recognized theoretically, there might be an additional worry that they could become more convincing if supported by the EU. In practice, however, the very fact of Finland's EU membership makes a possibility of such claims politically irrelevant. In a sense, this also could be interpreted as one more example when the 'EU factor' has a beneficial influence in terms of alleviating Russia's phobia and anxieties.

Another problem might be considered less theoretical and more disturbing—the one touching upon the military-related aspects of Finland's participation in the EU. There are two possible concerns of Russia in this regard: that the participation in the EU might pave the way to NATO, and that the EU itself might evolve into a military-type structure thus undermining Finland's traditional stand in the international arena. However, this problem arises from Russia's controversial attitudes towards the CESDP (that are addressed in a separate chapter below) rather than from Moscow's political vision of the EU as a regional partner.

Finland played a crucial role in launching the Northern Dimension initiative and introducing it into the EU agenda. From the very beginning, a prominent place in this endeavor was envisaged for the interaction with Russia. Meanwhile, Moscow's initial reaction thereto seemed coloured with a certain political confusion and perhaps suspicions, even if indistinct and not specifically articulated. The reasons for such apprehensions could have been based on two considerations.

· First, the initiative could encapsulate the interaction between Russia and the EU into a strictly regional framework. It would reduce the role of the PCA as a more comprehensive pattern of this interaction, or at least develop as a kind of competing machinery. As a result, Russia would be relegated to the sidelines of the EU priorities
.

· Secondly, it would radically shift the functional center of gravity in interaction between Russia and the EU, focusing it upon 'low politics' and eliminating 'high politics' from the agenda. Indeed, comprehensive as it was, the Northern Dimension intended to cover almost every conceivable subject, except military security.

If the Northern Dimension is looked upon from this angle, Russia would have no reasons for excessive enthusiasm thereon. The proposed framework might be perceived as incommensurate with Russia's international status; however reduced and eroded, it still deserves more respect and has to be treated accordingly. Politicians and analysts with sharp inferiority complex (or, alternatively, with residual superpower mentality) might even perceive this as an insulting proposition. Suspicious-minded observers would suppose that this was exactly the deliberate intention behind the initiative, that is to remind Russia about the place it deserves, and put it thereto.

These vague instincts, however, turned out outweighed by the positive dynamics of the Northern Dimension
. Without addressing here all its vast programme (that is substantially analyzed elsewhere
), it is worth underlining some politically relevant considerations.

· The Northern Dimension has become one of the most important EU programmes. Apprehensions that it would be a small and almost indiscernible fraction in the overall spectrum of the EU external relations have proved wrong.

· It has become sufficiently comprehensive for not considering it meaningless. In particular, it operates as a political umbrella for numerous other regional patterns (including, for instance the Council of Baltic Sea States).

· Russia is interested in opening the 'Arctic window' which was agreed upon within the Northern Dimension. This allows to involve the EU in cooperative interaction with Russia in that area.

· The political sponsorship of Finland and than Sweden have proved beneficial for the Northern Dimension. In Russia's eyes, the non-participation of these two countries in NATO makes their political sponsorship particularly valuable.

· With Russia's sensitivity over its Kaliningrad exclave, it is appreciated that the Northern Dimension has been instrumental in promoting this issue into the EU—Russia political agenda.

· Although an initiative of regional size and focus, it might be not as limited as it initially looked. Russia's North extends to the region of Chukotka at the shore of Bering Straight. The Northern Dimension could point to fascinating prospects of cooperation between the EU and Russia in exploring these vast territories. In particular, the exploration of Siberia could be a super-project of the 21st century, with enormous economic, geopolitical, demographic and other implications.

Among the problems that Russia sees nowadays in the Northern Dimension, the most irritating for Moscow is what it believes to be an excessive focus upon ecology at the expenses of other aspects of regional cooperation. Ironically, when at the earlier stages Russia was arguing against its role as a gas supplier, it insisted on making environmental issues more prominent and seemed pleased when this was done on the initiative of Sweden. Also, when Russia request more progress in terms of insuring the financial basis of the Northern Dimension, these demands are only addressed to the EU participants in this programme—although they, in response, assess rather critically Russia's own contribution. By and large, it seems that in some respects there is a certain misunderstanding with respect to the very ideology of the Northern Dimension, with its focus upon promoting an overall infrastructure for economic and social developments.

As far as 'pure' politics is concerned, it remains an open question whether the exclusion of traditional security issues is beneficial or counterproductive. This removes the burden of the most contentious problems, but makes the Northern Dimension totally irrelevant for addressing them.

The most serious of such problems emerge in Russia's relations with three Baltic states with regard to (i) their intention to join NATO and (ii) the status of Russophone minorities therein. Paradoxically as it might be, there is no appropriate niche in the EU—Russia interaction for addressing the first of these two issues. The second one is mainly treated in the context of forthcoming accession of these states to the EU. Meanwhile, both aspects might deserve more attention on the level of the CFSP—Russia connection
.

CIS western edge

However, if the current and forthcoming configuration in and around the Baltic Sea area seems more or less clear and in this sense does not seem conducive to overburdening the political agenda of Russia and the EU, the situation becomes more controversial when moving further southwards. The in-between political space is constituted by the western edge of the CIS, this fluid and politically unstructured entity with numerous unsettled problems, both in domestic politics and with respect to external interactions, and with controversial combination of Russia's influence and Russia's weakness therein.

Russia's objective role in the post-Soviet space is considerable; it is becoming even more so against the background of relatively more successful domestic developments in Russia in comparison to the erosion of economy and political structures in some of its CIS neighbours. At the same time, Russia proceeds from the assumption that the CIS is (or, in any case, should be) a zone of its predominant influence. Whether Moscow manages (or fails) to implement this approach into practice is another issue. But this will certainly be inscribed into broader international context and at the same time will have broader international implications. Russia's political relations with the EU should be considered, inter alia, against this background.

While Russia might realistically expect that its unique position within the CIS area will be recognized and respected, there may be three disturbing aspects for its relations with the EU.

· First, the means which Russia considers necessary and legitimate for protecting and promoting its interests in the post-Soviet space could be viewed by the EU as inappropriate or unacceptable.

· Second, building up of a Russia-dominated 'velvet empire' would most probably meet similar reaction.

· Third, Russia's reluctance to let other international actors operate within its 'sphere of vital interests' may also have a discouraging effect on relations between Russia and the EU.

On the part of the EU, this might require a better understanding of Russian concerns and difficulties in forging satisfactory new patterns with other post-Soviet states—as well as a better understanding of emotional and psychological connotations of this problem. Indeed, there are no legal obstacles for an eventual political 'penetration' of the EU onto the territory of the former USSR. However, if such developments are not backed by appropriate political accommodation with Moscow, the latter might be inclined to perceive them as promoting further erosion of the post-Soviet space, this remaining symbol of what used to be one country.

Yet, this erosion has been politically and psychologically accepted only in the case of three Baltic republics, with their developing alienation from Russia (which means much more than just getting independent). However, even their eventual involvement in NATO is still a traumatic phenomenon, and this to a considerably higher degree than it was in the case of the three East Central European states. With respect to other post-Soviet territories in the western vicinity of Russia, similar effect might be produced by a prospect of their accession to the EU, however less challenging this might be seen in comparison to NATO membership. Indeed, Russia seems to apprehend that the political distance might turn out too short between outsiders' involvement and irreversible re-orientation of its western CIS neighbours.

In addition to emotional and psychological aspects of the problem, there is an obvious political dimension in it. Maintaining Russia's predominance in the CIS area is considered by Moscow as one of the 'pillars' of its positioning in the international arena. In a paradoxical way, Russia's apparent disillusionment regarding the CIS as a multilateral mechanism goes in parallel with increasing inclination to consolidate its influence within the CIS as a geopolitical space. Noteworthy, the new configuration of the international system, with the US predominant role therein, seems even to make this trend more explicit. A notorious Russian analyst believes that nowadays '[t]he struggle is going on for getting a place in the unipolar world. Russia's goal in the unipolar world consists in maintaining its positions over the CIS territory'
.

Ukraine's political maneuverings seem to be viewed in Moscow as the most disturbing challenge in this regard. This is partly due to the fact that Kiev might consider the prospect of its rapprochement with, and eventual accession to the EU as quite realistic, whereas for Moscow developing coherent arguments against Ukraine's eventual participation in the EU would be more problematic than objecting to its rapprochement with NATO. However, Ukraine may be also dissatisfied with fact that the shadow of Russia seems always present in its relations with the EU
.

At the same time, some Russian comments point to a paradoxical aberration that might be associated with concerns of both countries. Indeed, a case could be made that Ukraine's European orientation has chances only if supported by Russia. As a Russian observer put it, Ukraine 'has formally proclaimed its European choice, but—strange as it might be—it [the choice] is less European, than the non-European choice of Russia, with the latter definitely appearing as a more European country'
. This logic seems appropriate even if there are some doubts on 'political correctness' of the issue as it is discussed here. In other words, Russia's involvement in Ukraine does not prevent the latter from getting closer to Europe; on the contrary, Russia could be instrumental (and perhaps even indispensable) in promoting Ukraine's rapprochement with the EU. For instance, more successful economic reforms in Russia make it relatively 'more compatible' with the EU, and Ukraine's opening towards Europe could bring better results if it is carried out together and in coordination with Russia. Similarly, the expansion of capitals from Russia to Ukraine paves the way for investors from Europe that otherwise could be more hesitant and reluctant to explore the unprepared economic space.

From this point of view, a political dialogue between Russia and the EU could be balanced (and reinforced) by the involvement of Ukraine therein. In a broader sense, such trilateral configuration could be applied to other CIS states in the area as well. This would promote their self-esteem and their repositioning vis-à-vis Russia from dependence to partnership—without, however, antagonizing Russia and provoking suspicions and nervousness on its part
.

This said, it is clear that the range, the scope and the substance of bi- or trilateral interaction patterns will vary depending on size of different states and their specific circumstances. Thus, Belarus represents a special case. Although its domestic developments is an additional burden rather than an asset for Moscow, the latter pursues a patronizing policy line because of various considerations that are promoted by that cannot be disregarded. This will most probably push the Kremlin to take the side of President Lukashenko in any situation when he becomes an object of external pressure. It is true that Belarus is a small quantity in the priorities of the EU. However, the reputation of the current regime puts the country in the category of pariah states in the perceptions of the EU. In fact, Russia and the EU proceed from mutually opposing vectors—which in itself is a sufficient reason for paying a special attention to this problem in Russia's political interaction with the CFSP.

The case of Moldova brings into the pattern of Russia's relations with the West in general and with the EU in particular two problems. One concerns the country's political drift westwards, including its eventual re-unification with Romania; the political relevance of this issue seems to have become considerably lower than in the early post-Soviet years a decade ago. Another one touches upon the Trans-Dniester region with overwhelming Russian ethnic population claiming independence from Moldova. Although the prevailing mood in Russian political quarters seems to prefer downplaying this conflict in order to prevent it from turning into a new 'hot spot', warnings against eventual attempts to pressure Russia out of that area time and again re-emerge in Russian political debates and mass media. Competitive influences of western countries are often mentioned in this regard. Thus, the United States was reported to threaten deploying its military bases in Georgia and Azerbaijan in case Russian does not prompt its withdrawal from Trans-Dniester region
. In fact, this alarmist approach does not differentiate between the USA and other western countries, including the EU members—they all are viewed as aiming to undermine the overall balance in the Black Sea region and 'encircle' Russia along its immediate periphery.

By and large, the problems of the CIS area, especially those in its western edge, are by no means irrelevant for the prospective political agenda in Russia's relations with the EU. They have to be addressed cautiously, with a clear understanding that this might touch upon some delicate or tough issues
. But failure to address them could be even more counterproductive. The interests of both Russia and the EU in the post-Soviet space might be better served by their broader cooperative pattern of relations than by its absence—not to mention the alternative of confrontation in this area.

Black Sea area/Caucasus

In principle, this approach seems also relevant with respect to the areas further to the south—with three important qualifications.

· The developments in these areas have been more chaotic and the situation nowadays is less structured than in other European vicinities of Russia.

· Russia has a high level of sensitivity towards this part of its southern underbelly, generated both by domestic and by external factors.

· The EU seems to have only embryonic policy with respect to these areas.

In fact, these three factors might constitute a serious rationale for both sides to engage in a more active political interaction. Two main lines of such development seem possible.

The first one would be focused upon the Black Sea area at large. Indeed, its importance for Russia is obvious and does not need any special clarification. As far as the EU is concerned, it will enter the area as a major actor in any mainstream scenario, since half of the coast line is accounted for by EU accession candidate states. Thus, Russia and the EU will be interacting in the area anyway. In addition, this interaction will have a strong political relevance to the CIS/Ukraine factor (as outlined briefly in the previous section), as well as to the prevailing paradigm of Russia's relations with Turkey in its various capacities (as a NATO member, a candidate to the EU accession and an influential actor in the Caucasus).

This said, it would be of utmost importance to ensure that the forthcoming political emergence of the EU in the Black Sea area does not exacerbate historical and political sensitivities of Russia. The latter should be convinced to consider this process in the context of a long-term mutually beneficial cooperative interaction rather than as a worrisome sign of forthcoming rivalry and competing strategies aimed at controlling lands, water spaces and transportation routes. Essential in this context would be an initiative line of the EU, coordinated with and supported by Russia.

A possible approach has been suggested as a model of the EU Black Sea Dimension
. It seems to have several advantages.

· It is inspired by, and could profit from the already existing pattern of Northern Dimension.

· It suggests to build upon the already existing structure, the Organization for Black Sea Economic Cooperation, with the EU becoming its full-fledged participant.

· There are realistic grounds to expect Russia's supportive attitude thereto.

In any case, this line deserves serious attention of both Russia and the EU and might be a valuable future-oriented element of their joint political agenda.

The situation in the South Caucasus (or in the Transcaucasus, according to Russia's political parlance) might constitute another important item of this agenda. It is true that the region, strictly speaking, is not nowadays in the zone of Russia‑EU immediate contact—but it could be considered as the immediate extension of that zone. Prospects for interaction between the EU and Russia are perhaps more controversial in this area because of its highly unstable situation.

Indeed, the Transcaucasus and its vicinities represent an increasingly volatile geopolitical landscape. The area's immediate proximity to Russia's troublesome North Caucasus provinces is only one, albeit extremely important dimension of Moscow's concerns—in particular, about the external support of military separatist activities, like in Chechnya. Other dimensions include uncertainties about domestic developments in all three Transcaucasian post-Soviet states, the existence of unsettled armed conflicts there and the prospects of extracting energy resources from the Caspian oilfields.

Moscow is becoming extremely sensitive to what is perceived as the growing involvement of out-of-area actors in the region threatening Russia to be squeezed out of the Transcaucasus. The US activism in the area is an especially irritating factor: Moscow apprehends that the Transcaucasus is increasingly regarded by Washington in terms of its vital interests, the American investments there are rapidly developing, and the United States is obtaining powerful levers of influence over the region of growing strategic importance, both for Russia and in terms of broader geopolitical considerations. A dramatic reading of this phenomenon, that was becoming increasingly common in Moscow by the turn of centuries, suggested that the next twist of the spiral of Russian-U.S. rivalry for spheres of influence would be in the Transcaucasus and around the Caspian sea
.

It is against this background that prospects of Russia—EU political interaction in the region could be explored, with two main arguments substantiating this pattern:

· Russia is interested in promoting stability in the Transcaucassus but cannot do it on its own—whereas the EU could significantly contribute to problem-solving both by its direct involvement (diplomatically and financially) and by its unique experience of organizing its own multi-state and poly-ethnical space.

· At the same time, the EU's involvement might be perceived by Moscow as less challenging in comparison to those of NATO or the USA—especially in the light of Russia's political rapprochement with the EU.

These are certainly very general considerations. But they might lead to very concrete patterns that Russia and the EU might be interested in promoting—for instance, on the use of the emerging CESDP potential, in cooperation with Russia, as a conflict management tool in the case of Nogorno-Karabakh conflict. However problematic this approach might seem nowadays, it might be a matter of discussions within a joint Russia‑EU political pattern.

Broader context

There are two aspects of interaction between Russia and the EU that deserve attention when analyzing prospects of developments outside the areas of their direct contact in Europe and its immediate vicinities.

'Out-of-area' cases

First, there are concrete 'out-of-area' issues that emerge on the agendas of the EU and Russia. For each of them, the relevance of such issues, the motivation of addressing them and the understanding of desirable outcomes could be different. Moreover, there is only partial overlapping of 'out-of-area' agendas that Russia and the EU define for themselves. However, although the lists of their concerns are by no means identical, they are not necessarily incompatible and do possess certain similar items. Common elements in perceptions, assessments and attitudes of Russia and the EU might constitute a basis for joint approaches, both in very general terms and as far as concrete political actions are concerned. In principle, there is here a potential for Russia's interaction with the CFSP—the potential that is becoming more significant alongside the 'expansion' of the EU onto the area of foreign policy.

As a model of such pattern, it seems possible to mention would-be attitudes towards Iran—an issue where positions of the EU and Russia have some resemblance, especially when assessed against the background of the US policy. Indeed, the later classifies Iran unambiguously as a 'rogue state' accusing it in human rights abuse, sponsorship of international terrorism and intention to build up nuclear and missile potential that would eventually threaten the United States. Furthermore, Washington insists that its obsession with Iran has to be shared and supported by the US allies and partners; failure to do so becomes a criteria of the US negative attitudes towards, and pressures upon respective countries.

In particular, Russia is blamed for assisting Iran in developing its nuclear weapons capabilities—or, in any case, for not promoting more rigorous practice in relations with Iran. Moscow has never recognized these accusations and believed them politically biased and ungrounded. Anyway, the 'Iranian issue' has been in the agenda of Russian‑American relations since mid-1990s, and its salience (promoted by Washington) has periodically complicated these relations and generated negative impulses on other areas of interaction between two countries.

Against this background, it is noteworthy that the EU started to improve its relations with Iran after elections there in 1997 that brought to power President Khatami, a more moderated Islamic leader that was expected to launch the internal evolution of the regime. The overture to Iran was advanced further on in September 2001 when the EU announced that it is prepared to broaden and improve its relations with Iran; the foreign minister of the later, in a first visit to Brussels since the 'Islamic revolution' of 1979, met with the EU officials that pointed to a prospect of 'revival of political dialogue', with President Khatami expected to visit Brussels in spring 2002
.

This line dissociates the EU from the US policy, with its uncompromising 'rogue state' rhetoric and attempts to impose it onto other international actors. Although the tragic events of 11 September 2001 introduced some new motives in the US political line and made the EU solidarity with the USA more pronounced, the differences nevertheless remain. And this pushes the EU closer to Russia's approach. Indeed, both the EU and Russia seem to proceed from similar vision with respect to the future of Iran, both seem to anticipate this country's international status to become more prominent, both give preference to their own economic interests rather than to political goals that they do not share, and both prefer to pursue a more sophisticated policy rather than only recurring to pressure. Moreover, both seem to believe that the considerable changes are to be expected in the broader area around Iran, which makes expedient more active policy of engaging themselves in the region. Also, engaging regional actors in the international system may be considered important for promoting their international accountability, contributing to their forthcoming transformation and making it softer and less destabilizing.

These are, so to say, conceptual foundations of the attitudes of the EU and Russia towards Iran and its vicinity—foundations that seem to contain both elements of similarity with respect to each other and those of distancing with respect to the USA. The situation has been certainly modified somehow by the post 11 September developments—which is addressed later in this study
. It is also true that geopolitical motives may be stronger in the case of Russia; indeed, the latter associates with Iran some additional contexts that are determined by territorial proximity and are of less relevance to the EU. At the same time, the EU points to significant differences with Iran on human rights, the death penalty and freedom of press—while all these themes seem to be of lower sensitivity for Russia's foreign policy. Nevertheless, this case may be considered one of those where Russia and the EU have de facto analogous positions, and for this reason open for their constructive political interaction.

Another notorious example (even if not inscribed into the mainstream of both sides' policies) relates to their connections with North Korea. Both Russia and the EU have been developing them recently, although independently of each other—but in striking juxtaposition to the policy of Washington.

Indeed, upon arrival to power at the beginning of 2001, the Republican administration temporary withdrew from active diplomacy on Korean Peninsula and President George W.Bush decided to freeze talks with North Korea on halting its missile program. Meanwhile, the EU announced its plan to establish diplomatic relations with Pyongyang and sent there a delegation—which was objectively closer to the line advocated by Russia. Suffice it to mention that President Putin scheduled to meet with Kim Jong Il in April 2001 in an effort to persuade him to agree to reconciliation with South Korea and to abandon the ballistic missile programme that has been cited by Washington as a large part of its motivation for developing a missile defense
. In fact, the EU and Russia joined each other in engaging into an active Korean-oriented diplomacy, and their lines developed in juxtaposition to that of the USA
.

There are certainly other issues on which the EU and Russia could find common language when discussing some aspects of the US policy: the non-ratification of the CTBT and the treaty banning the land mines, the Bush administration's rejection of the 1997 Kyoto agreement on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the US Government's hostility to the treaty creating an international tribunal on crimes against humanity… Certainly, this all by no means leads to building an alliance against the USA—which would anyway be an unrealistic proposition. Indeed, similar approaches should not necessarily be a function of the US assertiveness or unilaterlaism, they could be promoted by other factors as well. By and large, various problematic situations in the international arena emerging outside Europe might constitute a significant part of the EU—Russia political agenda appealing either to common assessments or even to joint actions of both sides.

Global governance

But it seems also possible to distinguish another aspect of their eventual 'out-of-area' interaction—the one that might seem less concrete but concerns more fundamental processes in the international arena. It touches upon the on-going transformation of the overall international system, both in terms of its restructuring and its substance. Indeed, with the end of the cold war and bipolarity, on the one hand, alongside the controversial developments of the globalization, on the other hand, the international system has entered a period of dramatic challenges and dramatic changes.

There are two major lines of thinking when considering possible answers to these challenges. One tends to focus upon worldwide realignments in the international arena, with different models of global geopolitical configuration in the making (unipolar world with the predominance of the USA as the only remaining superpower, new bipolarity with the USA and China as the main protagonists, oligarchic system with a few major international actors setting the rules and enforcing their observation, and so on). Another one promotes post-modern ideas of introducing qualitative changes in the world system that would reflect new realities, such as relative decline of states, growing prominence of various non-state actors, predominance of transnational financial flows, revolutionary implications of new information technologies—but also dramatically increasing centre-periphery gap and globalization of new challenges, such as terrorism, organized crime, uncontrolled migration and so on.

Whatever direction would prevail in practical political developments, it is obvious that the role of major international players will be essential therein. Both Russia and the EU are among such players. Their impact would be considerable anyway—either upon the geopolitical reorganization of the world or within various post-modernity models. But the effectiveness of their impact will be commensurate with their ability to develop common understanding of what is to be done, and how.

This requires serious debate on the longer term fundamental problems rather than on current issues of common interest. Indeed, while thinking about the challenges of the future (and putting aside some small problems—such as NATO enlargement—which in a couple of decades will seem insignificant), it is the broader management of the international system that has every chance of being the issue of the 21st century. Cooperation between the EU and Russia might be essential in addressing this issue, but nowadays both seem to lack adequate future oriented thinking. This might be one more reason for engaging in this endeavor cooperatively.

6. CESDP: horizons of the Russian perception

'We welcome the progress achieved in the common European Security and Defence Policy'. This remarkable statement appeared in the text of the Joint Declaration summarizing the results of the European Union—Russia Summit held on 30 October 2000 in Paris. Vladimir Putin's signature on the document meant that for the first time ever Russia, officially and at the highest political level, expressed its positive view of this new and lately fast growing dimension within the European Union. Noteworthy, even stronger words were used in the official text in Russian ('we note with satisfaction…', and not just 'we welcome…') 
.

It could be seen as something more important than just a routine diplomatic formula. In Russian political perception satisfaction with regard to CESDP is by no means self-evident, certain and alternative-free. Furthermore, the problem of how to deal with CESDP is a mirror reflection of some of Russia's foreign policy key dilemmas closely related to a difficult process of searching for its national identity.

What should a fundamental political project of new Russia be and how would it fit in the changing world around the country? Through which foreign policy benchmarks should it be guided and what criteria should be used to select them? How to secure for Russia a worthy place on the international arena and what does this notion of 'worthy place' mean? All these questions, still pretty much at the core of the ongoing conceptual discussions, appear in Russia's debates on what CESDP means, how it fits into the overall policy context and relate to the real or eventual interests of Russia.

While pointing to numerous questions that are of primary importance to Russia, the issue of CESDP does not make answers to these more easily available. Against this background, the fact that it is a matter of considerable interest in Russia is worth noting. One might even argue that there is more interest than the CESDP deserves, and that there is something irrational in this interest. Indeed, on the one hand, the CESDP does not touch upon the most important aspects of Russia's foreign policy agenda. On the other hand, Russia is not a member of the European Union and will probably not join it soon, and in any case, the CESDP does not concern Russia directly.

Nevertheless, on the political level and within the professional academic and diplomatic community there are numerous manifestations of Russia's interest (statements, interviews, articles in newspapers, seminars, discussions, and so on)
. There are three major reasons to explain this phenomenon.

· The first one is obvious: the EU is a 'big partner' of Russia, and there is a feeling that it is turning into a more significant actor in the international arena, not least because of the growing importance of the CFSP and CESDP.

· The second reason concerns NATO. Because NATO has been in the focus of Russia's nervous and over-dramatized attention during recent years, the temptation to consider the CESDP as a possible alternative to it was perhaps irresistible.

· Finally, the CESDP is regarded as a possible means of Russian engagement in Europe. Against many the background of many worrisome indications a certain 'de-Europeanization' of Russia, the CESDP might be a project that would allow Russia to return to the European track.

Yet, Russia's interest towards CESDP goes in parallel with quite a number of old and newly born complexes, uncertainties, illusions, reservations and ambiguities.

Legacy of the past

It would be quite helpful and useful to look at this problem from the historic perspective. When in the Soviet era discussions would flare up on the issue of western military and political integration, two opposing views were usually expressed. Or, to be correct, three views, the first being that it was a totally senseless discussion since there was no true European military and political integration. However, the remaining two perceptions were based on logical premises, which were directly at odds with each other.

One of them stated that an evolving or eventual military and political integration—either within the framework or on the basis of the European Community (the forerunner of today's European Union)—was nothing else but a consolidation of NATO's European base. That logic was almost genetically linked to a wary and hostile attitude towards the phenomenon of integration in the western part of the continent as a means of strengthening the position of the West in its struggle against the USSR and world of socialism—the struggle which was spearheaded by the United States and the American-controlled NATO. The underlying thesis of traditionally hostile attitude towards the European Community boiled down to viewing it as NATO's economic power base in Europe. Consequently, any attempt of military and political integration within that entity would mean creating additional military possibilities for NATO and the United States. Insofar as NATO was the embodiment of everything that was extremely evil and hostile and under American guidance, any signs of Western European integration gravitating towards military and political union or even just a talk about that could not but provoke Moscow's extremely negative reaction.

Even when the perception of the integration processes in Western Europe slowly started to change, it primarily related to the economic side of the whole thing. Soviet analysts began to highlight its objective character, and for that time (in the 60-s) it was a genuine breakthrough in terms of intellectual conceptualization of the integration phenomenon
. However, it was only in the era of Gorbachev when the European Community was finally recognized as a political entity and actor. At the same time, his 'new political thinking' did not go as far as recognizing the military and political aspect of European integration. In part, this was due to the fact that at that time the issue itself was very vague; it was viewed more as a certain potential area of development rather than something tangible and feasible.

There were, however, other views on the military and political side of the integration processes taking place in Europe. They were shaped within the framework of two post-Stalinist models of Soviet intellectual perception of international relations: peaceful coexistence and intra-imperialistic contradictions. The theory of peaceful coexistence aimed at engaging the countries of the so-called 'socialist camp' in constructive cooperation with the West, while the second model presupposed that the West should not necessarily be viewed as a single consolidated whole. The overlapping of these two paradigms brought about a relatively logical and well-knit postulate: a negative attitude towards NATO should not necessarily be 'translated' into attitudes towards eventual military and political integration with European parameters. Indeed, such integration tendency is the result of the deepening contradictions between the United States and Europe; it testifies to the erosion of NATO's solidarity and represents a challenge to the American domination in the military and political sphere. Thus, from the point of view of the Soviet military, political and foreign policy interests, it was probably not that bad and at least deserved more thorough and unprejudiced analysis.

It should be noted here that such a view was unquestionably a marginal one. As early as in the 1960s and through the 1980s, the dominant idea was that it was very unlikely that the existing contradictions between the Americans and Europeans would spread to the military and political area. The depth and the scope of these contradictions should not be overestimated; they were mostly latent in their nature and in any case could not even be compared to the major East—West confrontation. The latter would inevitably outweigh intra-imperialist contradictions in the military and political sphere. The conclusion was that there were no grounds for any 'illusions' with respect to eventual military integration in Western Europe, and Moscow should energetically oppose even the slightest signs of the EC expansion into the military sphere.

This basic intellectual structure underlying Moscow's past perceptions of the military dimension of Western European integration has been recalled here only to be aware that much of that ideology was still present in Russian post-Soviet political thinking. Paradoxically (or ironically), while Russia engaged in a hard process of adjusting itself to fundamental alterations in its overall external environment, this relatively small fraction of its foreign policy thinking seemed to persist almost unchanged, pushing to consider the CESDP mainly from the angle of rivalry between the EU and NATO. 

Focus on NATO

The attitude towards military and political processes within the European Union as an explicit function of the attitude towards NATO—this was the paradigm-invariant which survived the collapse of the USSR.

It manifested itself in the beginning of the 90-s when many in Russia were in the state of euphoria about potential prospects of strategic partnership with the West and temporarily abandoned their wary and watchful attitude towards NATO. At that time Moscow did not react in any way to attempts to intensify the movement to military and political cooperation in the western part of the European continent. For instance, everything that related to the creation of the Eurocorps or efforts to reanimate the Western European Union (WEU) were viewed as not worthy of any attention—something that would have been unthinkable for the defunct Soviet Union with its obsessively suspicious vigilance towards such kind of developments that were invariably attributed to the intrigues of war-mongers from NATO.

By mid-1990s, the paradigm of Russian attitude towards NATO changed. As it was already hypothesized earlier, the extremely negative reaction of Moscow to the idea of NATO's expansion eastward was counter-balanced by Russia's increasingly benevolent attitude towards the European Union as the incarnation of an alternative project.

This attitude was extended to those aspects of European integration that had traditionally been a matter of Moscow's concerns in the past, including its military-related dimension. Suffice it to compare a wary attitude towards WEU in the Soviet time with the heightened interest in it generated in the middle of the nineties. It looked as if this interest was growing alongside the campaign against NATO's enlargement. There was time when Russian politicians and analysts as near as cajoled the candidate countries to join WEU hoping that it would make them change their mind about becoming part of NATO. More than that, when three Baltic states were accorded an associated partnership status with WEU, Moscow did not react at all—in contrast to the deep stress it fell into each time when someone mentioned their possible joining NATO, and with apparent ignorance of the fact that mutual military assistance provisions under Article 5 of the Brussels Treaty (as modifies by the Paris agreements of 1954) are way tougher than similar provisions in the North Atlantic Treaty.

All this can logically lead to one conclusion—as it was the case before, the differentiation between 'Atlantic' and 'European' parameters of the military interactions within the continent is still the cornerstone of Moscow's policy. Sometimes this approach is openly highlighted as almost an official position. But more often it appears at the subconscious level shaping politicians' discourses and analysts' theorizations. It is interesting to note that political and conceptual issues that are concurrently being debated are basically the same ones as before. It should be also added here that many of them are surprisingly similar to those debated by western analysts and politicians when they discuss CESDP.

Occasionally, discussions give rise to clearly exaggerated perception of what CESDP's objectives are and what it would look like in the foreseeable future. In such cases lack of knowledge about the real state of affairs brings about an image of a 'united Europe' which is about to acquire a fully-fledged military mechanism. Few in Russia seem to realize that it actually boils down to creating crisis management instruments to implement the so-called 'Petersberg missions' rather than moving from national to 'European' means of ensuring military security. Many think that the EU has engaged in a full-scale project of building a 'European army' (which is reminiscent—to those who know the post-World War II history—of European Defence Community plans in 1952–1954).

As a variant of this approach, the developing military dimension of the EU is regarded as fulfilling the same functions as provisions on security guarantees in NATO. Within such pattern, the membership in the EU, with its on-going and increasing 'expansion' into traditional military security area, is considered to be a substitute to a membership in NATO for those countries that, for whatever reasons, either cannot afford the latter or deliberately refrain from such option.

Opinions differ on whether the membership in the EU is to be viewed as a 'full-fledged' substitute to the membership in NATO or just a 'reduced' and 'imperfect' surrogate of it. Russia, when trying to promote the idea of the Baltic states' accession to the WEU as an alternative to their NATO membership, definitely proceeded from the former assumption. The same could be said about the Baltic states themselves when they declined such 'trade-off' on the grounds that the 'European' guarantees provided by the EU/WEU would by no means have the same effect as guarantees provided by NATO
.

Yet, Russian debates also generate the alternative approach with implicit warning on eventual implications of the 'militarization of the EU'. Thus, a well-known Russian analyst, director of political programmes at the influential Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (SVOP) Andrei Fedorov, when analyzing debates in Finland on eventual accession to NATO, writes: 'Proponents of membership [in NATO] aim at entering NATO not through a main door, as Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary did in 1999, but through a back door, via reinforcing military cooperation in the framework of the EU'
.

Distinguishing between political and analytical elements in Russian assessments of the CESDP-related developments is not always possible. Perhaps, 'warnings' and alarmist messages are more often inscribed into the former category whereas the latter one tends to pay more attention to difficulties of the process and its inherent contradictory elements. Then, traditional analytical skepticism based on half a century of monitoring European integration may gain the upper hand: how serious is all that and isn't there too much ado about nothing? Even if there is 'something', it is absolutely clear that the way from common policy to common defense is very long, whereas its ultimate point may turn out unreachable at all. Noteworthy, Russian military elites—at least until recently—seemed rather uninterested in considering the CESDP as a serious issue requiring adequate assessments and thinking on Russia's eventual reaction
.

Thus, Russians are uncertain in their evaluation of the CESDP, its real substance, scope and prospects. Even greater uncertainty concerns the correlation of EU's military dimension with NATO's one and how Russia should view this aspect of the problem. As was the case in the past, it is possible to distinguish the emergence of two intellectual and political trends in this regard, one represented by 'Euro-enthusiasts' and another one promoted by 'alarmists'. The former would talk about creating a military and political potential with a certain measure of independence from the United States and NATO—which is not only 'understandable' and 'justified'
, but also attractive to Russia (especially for carriers of the allergic instincts towards NATO—instincts either inherited from Soviet times or acquired because of events in Kosovo). And, again as before, this approach would be rejected by those who put a strong emphasis on very close links between CESDP and NATO and suspect that the former is just an additional tool of the latter.

'Euro-enthusiasts' would logically appeal Russia to establish and develop interaction with the emerging EU military structures that would hopefully push NATO to the background. The 'alarmists' would view these attempts with skepticism. Or they would try to make the possibility of Russia's cooperation with those structures conditional on CESDP's radical break from NATO. Senior officials within Russian military establishment were disarmingly candid about their position: we stand for cooperation with CESDP but not with the one that has been shaping so far. The reason is obvious: we are against the EU's security potential becoming 'an appendix to NATO's military machine'. If the CESDP is built up as something within, linked with, or additional to NATO, we cannot accept it. In other words, the problem is whether and when the CESDP moves out from under NATO's umbrella
.

A new interesting element is introduced in this constellation by those who politically or intellectually stand for prioritizing Russia's relations with NATO and the United States. This approach would explicitly or implicitly oppose Russia's cooperative interaction with the EU in the area of CESDP because favoring the development of military and political relations with the EU would mean to be against NATO and the United States. According to this logic, it can only be done by hawks from the Ministry of Defense or General Staff as well as by anti-American and anti-NATO 'civilian strategists'
.

As a result, red-hot anti-NATO people, on the one hand, and passionate pro-NATO activists, on the other hand, unexpectedly find themselves in one and the same camp. Both argue against any cooperation with the emerging mechanisms of military interaction on the basis of and within the European Union. Of course, there is a certain simplification in distinguishing these two categories; however, one can not but notice the extreme polarity of arguments and motives that in fact point in the same direction. But in one case, cooperation with CESDP is rejected due to its complete 'subordination' to NATO while in another case a potential Russian cooperation with CESDP is viewed as leading Russian policy astray from its major would-be direction.

By and large, Moscow's obsession with NATO, when developing Russia's attitude towards CESDP, could turn out counter-productive and misleading from the point of view of Russia's own interests.

· It creates a distorted picture of the CESDP.

· It generates ungrounded (and erroneously oriented) hopes about the extent to which the EU is moving away from the USA.

· It offers wrong criteria for evaluating the CESDP.

· It suggests inadequate arguments for approaching the EU in this sphere.

One can assume with a fairly big measure of certainty that the enthusiasts of military and political cooperation of Russia with the EU who are guided primarily (if not exclusively) by anti-NATO, anti-American logic are bound to be somewhat disappointed. If Moscow vigorously starts to offer itself to the EU as a contracting party for CESDP, insisting explicitly or implicitly the appropriateness of this model as an alternative to NATO, the effect would be directly opposite: instead of attracting the Europeans, Moscow will scare them off.

Indeed, on this matter, the EU member-countries have a lot of troubles to deal with even without 'the Russian factor'. The nervousness of the United States about CESDP pushes Washington to use every opportunity to remind that the EU's military dimension should be shaped only within the framework of the Atlantic system of coordinates and through close cooperation with it. This is one of the major priorities for the Europeans—to remove the US concern that CESDP may weaken or marginalize NATO. To emphasize this particular theme when offering Russian 'support' to CESDP is like pouring oil into fire. This will almost certainly make the EU extra cautious about the idea of partnership with Russia in this area.

A parenthetical comment seems appropriate in this regard. When observing Russia's inclination to look at CESDP primarily through the prism of NATO, one can see an amazing parallelism with the uneasiness of the United States about this development in the EU. Washington also tends to assess the CESDP according to NATO-related criteria. In this respect, the Russian and US approaches have different vectors, but the methodology seems to be almost the same—and almost similarly erroneous.

Reservations and uncertainties

Thus, confusion and lack of clarity about CESDP is not an exclusively Russian policy's monopoly. For the EU, the problem of its own military dimension's correlation with NATO seems to be even more sensitive and controversial. It is worth mentioning that other questions arising within the EU are remarkably similar to those that the Russians are asking themselves. However, this certainly does not mean that 'Russian questions' fail to highlight some specifically Russian concerns and sensitivities.

For instance, what will be the impact of CESDP on the status of neutral countries, which are members of the European Union but are not part of NATO (such as Sweden, Finland, Austria, and Ireland)? If CESDP is going to be closely linked to NATO, will it result in those countries drifting towards membership in the Alliance (even if only de facto rather than de jure)? Will their neutrality become formal or not?

Or, there is another uncertain aspect of the problem: where will the EU intend to use the crisis management mechanism it is presently developing? It is clear that the first and obvious choice would be the Balkans—in case the instability there persists or even becomes greater. But what else will be within the scope of CESDP? The question, as some analysts believe, is by no mean theoretical, as CESDP, in order to be credible, will have to prove its validity somewhere sooner rather than later.

Yet, if the area of operation of the CESDP is unofficially defined as covering an area with a radius of 4000 kilometres from Brussels, then it might reach not only the Balkans or North Africa, but also post-Soviet territories, which is certainly a sensitive issue for Russia. Furthermore, if the application of the CESDP is considered appropriate in Nagorny Karabah, Abkhazia or the Transdniester area, would it not mean that the set of instruments being developed now will be exclusively (or mainly) oriented towards post-Soviet geopolitical space? In fact, even if there were nobody in the EU who would really think along this line, Russia's alarmists would have the impression that their country is being squeezed out of the regions vital to its national interests—and this impression would be directly linked to CESDP.

Another issue that may not be indifferent to Russia concerns the impact of the CESDP on the nature and scale of military preparations. They will inevitably have to alter in terms of scale and qualitative characteristics if the EU intends to acquire independent military capability. The EU member-states will have to focus seriously on restructuring their armed forces and spend more on purchasing modern military hardware, so that not to face again a situation similar to Kosovo case where Europe's participation was more than modest (whereas the US Air Force, for instance, accounted for 80 per cent of all combat sorties). Meanwhile, the intensification of military preparations in the EU countries may be taken by Russia as not a very reassuring sign—especially against the backdrop of uncertainties about how the ever-increasing capabilities are going to be used.

In Russian eyes, there are other questions that are still open, and some of them will perhaps remain so at least for some time. For instance: 

· Will the CESDP retain a crisis management function, or should it be considered a first step towards collective defence?

· To what extent will it be autonomous from NATO—both politically and in terms of fulfilling its own missions (strategic planning, intelligence, infrastructure, and so on)?

· Will it increase the role of military factors in European developments?

· To what extent might it change the character of the EU—turning it from a civilian actor to a military one?

· Whether the CESDP will always be in accordance with international law? Is there a prospect for it become just a tool for multiplying 'Kosovo models'?

Such questions, under certain political circumstances, could generate alarmist perceptions in almost hysterical proportions. In principle, this logic could even make a case that CESDP is potentially 'more dangerous than NATO'. A quotation illustrating this approach runs as follows: 'Behind all the EU's statements about the need to make a military choice there is just the idea of creating a powerful European strike force entrusted with functions that geographically would greatly exceed NATO's capabilities. […] As it was the case of NATO in the Balkans, armed European Union will act in accordance with its own desire while the UN and its peacekeeping contingents will basically become irrelevant'
.

To be sure, this is a marginal point of view. But even if such extreme approaches are put aside, the question about CESDP's long-term prospects still remains. There may be wide-ranging views on this point in Russia. To make things simpler, the question may be formulated in a surrealistic way: could militarily strong 'united Europe', even independent in its decisions from the United States, become the same political challenge to Russia as NATO was considered to be in the Soviet time? Or to turn into an existential challenge, like the one represented by China?

The analysts from the Russian institute for strategic studies, a well-known research establishment with a solid unbiased reputation, give the following answer: the CESDP plans 'should remain an object of Russia's most serious attention, [because they] envisage the development of armed forces under the EU control with such qualitative and quantitative characteristics that for the first time during the last 50 years would allow force projection beyond the member-states. As far as possible directions of this force projection are concerned, Russia's experience, over many centuries, of relations with West European and Central European countries does not give it grounds to rely completely on the words of these countries' official representatives. […] Especially because the words such as 'Caucasus', 'Black Sea', 'oil' that had been pronounced by some Western European analysts, suggest certain thoughts. Taking into account the 'deeds' of some Western Europeans [in the Balkans or in the Gulf], the character of these thoughts cannot be complacent'
.

Prospects of cooperative interaction

It is clear that all these theoretical speculations can vary within rather broad spectrum. This in itself promotes 'wait and see' approach: Russia should be prudent until things clear up and not be in a rush to define its position.

But there is also an alternative point of view proceeding from a possibility of developing very high level of interaction between Russia and CESDP, up to participating in joint actions and setting up joint structures. Thus, a prominent analyst argues in favour of establishing a joint Russia‑EU body for dealing with security and defence, the one that would be 'modeled' upon Russia‑NATO Permanent Joint Council
.

With such prospects in mind, Russia should intensify its efforts to be involved in CESDP. And it should act quickly while this new policy of the EU and its modus operandi are still being shaped because when this process is over and the rules of the game are set it will be very difficult to change them afterwards. In other words, there is still a possibility today for Russia to influence the final outcome of CESDP development process while tomorrow it will be too late and Russia will be forced to adapt to what has been created without its involvement and participation.

Perhaps this approach contains somewhat exaggerated notions of Russia's capabilities to have leverage on the process of shaping the Common European Security and Defence Policy'. However, it contains a principle orientation on cooperative interaction between Russia and CESDP. The logic promoting such interaction appeals to a number of arguments, all pointing to the fact that it could be a common interest of the EU and Russia:

· First, Russia might offer the EU a certain potential to assist militarily in the CESDP missions—for instance, with transport aviation, satellite communication, observation and navigation. It is true that there are various (including negative) assessments of Russian eventual contribution and the degree of its compatibility with the EU's assets. However, the issue is worth serious analysis, especially in the light of considerable shortages of the EU in some areas that are of key importance in the context of CESDP, such as airlift.

· Secondly, the decision of the EU to promote a non-military component of crisis management opens one more area for cooperation with Russia. During the past 10 years its special Ministry for Emergency Situations has acquired considerable experience that could be of use for CESDP rescue operations.

· Thirdly, for Russia crisis management in its vicinity is becoming increasingly relevant. As it was already mentioned, there may be serious political problems with respect to the eventual involvement of the EU with 'Petersberg missions' into the post-Soviet space. But provided these political problems are settled, Russia might find cooperation worthwhile in terms of developing more effective and consolidated efforts.

· Fourthly, effectiveness is not the only thing that might matter in Russia's interaction with the CESDP. There may be a case for a hypothesis that Russia in general could find itself closer to the missions designated to the EU rather than to the USA. According to a slightly schematic vision, the CESDP heralded a certain division of labour between the USA and the EU, with the former focusing upon major conflicts (like in the Gulf war) and the latter on crisis-management (Bosnia-type operations)
. Yet, a perspective of being involved in a major conflict with the West is meaningless for the post-cold war Russia; in addition, such a risk might be believed to be neutralized by Russia's nuclear potential, even if it is eroding and becoming obsolete. Crisis management, on the contrary, represents a more realistic challenge that might be associated with various potential threats ranging from civilian riots to separatist violence to terrorist intrusion from outside Russia. In a sense, even the military operations in Chechnya could be ranked into this category. If so, this means that Russia might have additional reasons for considering CESDP crisis management as deserving closer attention and by no means incompatible with Russian armed forces' missions.

· Fifth, even more meaningful are the political aspects of such a cooperative endeavour. The area of crisis management opens the way for truly equal cooperation, and this might be politically and psychologically important for overcoming some of the residual instincts inherited from the period of the cold war. Indeed, it is something relatively new; there is no burden of the past; and the agenda is less controversial (if compared with the task of transforming common defence into a different pattern). Furthermore, the fact that it is not yet defined completely might be a positive element in terms of mutual accommodation.

It is true that here, as anywhere else, there could be a gap between theoretical arguments and their implementation into practice. In particular, it became clear in the context of the crisis in Macedonia in 2001.

Indeed, this could have been the right case for CESDP to act—when the US/NATO was unwilling to send more forces to the Balkans
, whereas there were ideas about the EU to get involved
. Meanwhile, Russia's comments on developments in and around Macedonia were focused upon the scandalous failure (or even more scandalous lack of desire) of NATO-led armed forces deployed in the area to prevent or neutralize the intensifying hostilities. Less attention, at least publicly, was paid to what could be an alternative to NATO military role in the area. One might assume, however, that anti-US, anti-NATO and pro-EU elements in Russia's logic would promote Moscow's positive attitude towards eventual involvement of the EU.

Politically, joint EU-Russia efforts to settle the crisis did not look as something impossible. Moscow, searching to re-establish its reduced positions in the Balkans, attempted to promote its own involvement in Macedonia. Noteworthy, when President Putin participated in the session of the European Council in Stockholm in March 2001, President Boris Traikovsky of Macedonia was another invitee to this EU summit. It was perhaps not accidentally that the idea of sending the EU crisis-management force to Macedonia was raised by François Léotard, CFSP envoy to this country, during his visit to Moscow in September 2001. In principle, one could hypothesize that this was the first case when Russia-CESDP interaction could have been translated into practice.

This did not happen because the EU turned out unprepared for such kind of independent involvement—both technically and politically. This perhaps even could not have happened as a joint Russian‑EU endeavor at that stage. A sine qua non requirement for Russia to engage in building a cooperative pattern with the EU on CESDP-related matters seemed to consist in overcoming the inertia and the temptation to consider the problem exclusively or predominantly in the context of relations with NATO. There was (and there still is) a need to recognize that military-related cooperation with the EU is simply not feasible without restoring interaction with NATO and, even more so, when this cooperation is presented as an antithesis thereto
.

It looks like the official policy of Russia is evolving exactly in this direction. For instance, the Medium-Term Strategy for the Development of Relations between the Russian Federation and the European Union 2000-2010 officially presented by Vladimir Putin at the EU-Russia summit in Helsinki in October 1999 contained a provision that the cooperation with the EU in the area of security 'could become, inter alia, a counterbalance to NATO‑centrism in Europe'. A year later, at the above-mentioned EU-Russia summit in Paris, the Russian president did not even mention the issue. It was also absent in the Foreign policy concept of the Russian Federation adopted in June 2000—this document just impassively stated that the evolving EU's military and political dimension 'should become the subject of special attention'.

This allowed to move rather quickly on a political level, with the peak of the process reached at the above mentioned Paris summit of Russia and the EU. Since that, the theme of Russia's eventual involvement in the EU crisis-management operations has been routinely mentioned in practically all important meetings of the two sides. However, the vagueness of these references has also become a routine; their future-oriented character could have inspired hopes, if it had not underlined the spectacular absence of real progress. In any case, it is quite remarkable that the EU official comments look rather inspiring in this regard
 whereas Russia seems somehow disappointed.

Indeed, the Russian side, after having made its political choice with respect to the CESDP, was anticipating a considerably higher pace of rapprochement that would allow discussing (and taking decisions on) practical steps rather than general principles. In this particular respect, the Russia‑EU summit in Moscow (May 2001) provoked rather skeptical comments, since the overall positive assessments of this meeting
 did not conceal its failure in producing tangible results that it had seemed legitimate to expect after the political breakthrough at the previous summit in Paris.

Russian analysts point to a paradoxical reversal of roles that have occurred since the Paris summit. Before that, Russia had focused upon political aspects of eventual interaction with CESDP and maintained a certain vagueness in its attitude. Nowadays, it is eager to promote its own practical involvement and to prompt visible results thereof. The EU, on the contrary, is suspected to become more reluctant with respect to the development of the whole pattern because it has got Moscow's political support of the CESDP in principle but apprehends political implications of Russia's eventual involvement. According to this vision
:

· The EU is focused upon operational tasks of establishing rapid reaction capability by 2003
, whereas the ability of Russia to contribute to this process in practical terms is assessed skeptically.

· Neither there is enthusiasm about Russia's possible participation in, or influence on decision-making with respect to the CESDP.

· Russian proposal to delimitate the area of eventual crisis-management runs against the intention to keep broader options for the CESDP—in any case, not to restrict its area of responsibility by the EU zone.

· Or, another source of troubles could be Russia's insistence on 'equal cooperation' in crisis-management.

· Also, the very fact of Russian involvement could complicate the Atlanticist parameters of the CESDP (related, in particular, to NATO and the USA).

· Finally (and perhaps most importantly), there are concerns that Russia, still proceeding from its own political considerations, might 'politicize' the whole agenda of the CESDP.

Noteworthy, such skeptical assessments seem to ignore the development of the EU position on the eventual involvement of non-member-states in the crisis-management carried out with CESDP tools. Indeed, conceptually, the CESDP is becoming more open. In particular, since the Nice summit, Russia has been offered a place in the committee of contributors should it wish to participate in an EU-lead operation.

A real breakthrough in terms of Russia's cooperation with, and involvement in the CESDP will most probably require going beyond the pattern of this bilateral interaction. This by no means seems an improbable proposition. Noteworthy, the idea of a tri-lateral NATO—EU—Russia co-operation in crisis management has been first tentatively (although unofficially) formulated by Russian diplomats. The problem could be put in a radically altered context if the new spirit of cooperation emerging after terrorist attacks of 11 September in New York and Washington prompts the overall changes in Russia's relations with the West and makes them irreversible.

If CESDP–Russia interaction evolves into a tangible international pattern, this could have at least two extremely important international implications.

· It would be the best guarantee against suspicions, mistrust and concerns that are still persisting in Russian-European agenda. Russia's involvement in the system of military and political relations in Europe, which is presently being shaped around and on the basis of the EU, is more important than cultivation of somewhat flimsy image of 'common European architecture'.

· In terms of longer-term prospects, it could be the nucleus of a globally oriented mechanism of crisis management that functions well beyond Europe.

7. Political challenges of enlargement

The forthcoming enlargement of the EU touches upon Russia's political interests in many respects. Apart from various concrete issues that emerge in this context, it seems important to point to global political implications in terms of Russia's international positions. The enlargement of the EU means that Russia will find itself next to the biggest market in the world, with population of 550 millions and gross domestic product of about $8 trillion. Most of Europe's territorial space, political resources, economic capacity and demographic potential will be concentrated in this entity. Geopolitically and in terms of balance of power, this means that only two important international actors will remain on the continent—the EU and Russia.

However, it is worth noting that at times Russia's assessments seemed to fail proceeding from this 'large picture'. Instead, the attention was (and sometimes still is) focused upon either immediate balance of gains and losses or upon links of the EU enlargement with other political dossiers of Russian foreign policy.

Traditional attitudes

The prominence of political considerations in Russia's attitudes towards the enlargement of the EU was inherited from the Soviet past. Indeed, as it was reminded earlier, the integration in the western part of Europe, from the very beginning of its development, was assessed in Moscow as a political project aimed at undermining its positions and therefore requiring very suspicious attitudes. This in itself would be a sufficient reason for considering any enlargement plans as being against the interests of the USSR.

However, the initial two stages of enlargement (in 1970s and then in 1980s) went in parallel with growing recognition of the 'objective character' of West European integration by Soviet academics—the attitude that was gradually finding its way within the official agencies involved in foreign policy. Straightforward arguments against the expanding territorial space of West European integration would have not fit into this emerging thought and policy patterns.

Even more importantly, the Atlantic and the Mediterranean vectors of the EC enlargement did not intersect with what Moscow considered its foreign policy priorities. Consequently, there were no significant reasons to dramatize both enlargements—insofar as they did not challenge Moscow directly. Instead, it was expected that 'intra-imperialist contradictions' would either make the enlargement impossible or, if it turns out successful, aggravate and undermine internal developments within the European Community.

By the beginning of the third phase of the EU enlargement the situation had changed in a radical way. The 'socialist commonwealth' and then the Soviet Union had ceased to exist whereas Russia as a partial substitute to the latter was just in a formative period, with only embryonic foreign policy instincts. In fact, it was this dramatic change in the international environment of the continent that made possible the next round of the EU enlargement.

Politically, its most remarkable feature consisted in involving three neutral/non-aligned countries—Austria, Sweden and Finland. Economically and in terms of social organization, they were much better qualified for joining the EC/EU than most of their predecessors from the previous enlargements. But the crucial role belonged to political circumstances. Without the erosion of the cold war and then disappearance of one of its power poles, their accession to the EU would have been impossible.

Indeed, three decades earlier they had had opted for non-participation in the EU. For each of three countries, there were specific reasons and motivations; among them, those connected with political circumstances played by no means a meaningless role. Indeed, these countries were inscribed into a delicate bipolar international balance, and to alter it might be fraught with destabilizing consequences. A possible reaction of the USSR would be predictably negative and even assertive—although the 'weight' of this factor was different in each of three cases, the EC itself could not but have it in mind. Against this background, eventual economic gains might seem less important than negative political implications undermining the overall international pattern in Europe. In fact, the configuration of the Community turned out inscribed into the configuration of the bipolar international system; changing the former was possible only insofar as it did not change the latter.

Noteworthy, this paradigm was not only imposed by the East but also tacitly accepted by the West. In a sense, it was a recognition of political personality of the EC—much earlier than the problem of transforming it into a political union became the matter of concrete discussions. Also, the decision not to expand onto the 'grey zone' between two blocs could be characterized as an act of foreign policy coordination; moreover, the latter was in fact focused upon the issue that was by no means of secondary importance—although the integration in this sphere, in the form of the EPC and then CFSP, was to develop considerably later.

The disappearance of 'the East' as a political pole of the international system in Europe made this paradigm irrelevant. In addition, two features of Russia's foreign policy of that time were crucial for defining Moscow's attitude (or, rather, the absence of the latter). On the one hand, Russia's focus upon domestic issues and the lack of strategic vision as regards its interaction with the external world was by no means conducive to considering the issue in terms of Russia's interests in the international arena. On the other hand, the honeymoon in Russia's relations with the West (or, at least, Russia's euphoria in this regard) predisposed Moscow to be supportive rather than critical. Later, when Russia started to make its foreign policy more coherent and less submissive, the third round of enlargement was already a fait accomli, whereas any post-factum arguments against it would have been absolutely irrelevant.

Nowadays Russia's attitude towards the forthcoming enlargement of the EU is being formed under the influence of other constraints:

· First, the overall context of Russia's relations with the West has changed, with excessive enthusiasm of early post-Soviet days having become the thing of the past.

· Secondly, Russia has shaped some basic 'great lines' of its foreign policy that serve as a system of coordinates allowing to assess facts of international life.

· Thirdly, the EU enlargement is going to take place mainly in the Eastern direction involving countries that are adjacent to Russia.

· Fourthly, the EU itself is in process of change, and some aspects of this transformation may seem particularly relevant to Russia in the context of the enlargement process.

Thus, there are no grounds to anticipate Russia's indifference towards the forthcoming EU enlargement, as it was the case with its previous round. Indeed, in Russia's debate on the EU this problem has a prominent place
. Interestingly, this debate has reproduced a number of the above-mentioned patterns that were appropriate to the past. There are, however, some specific features of the discussions that are also worth noting.

The prominence of the political context

There is a noteworthy confusion in Russia's assessment of the substance and driving forces of the forthcoming enlargement of the EU.

On the one hand, most Russian observers seemed to consider the enlargement of the EU in juxtaposition to the enlargement of NATO—in line with the obsessive focus upon the latter. This logic brought them to point to what they saw as fundamental differences between the two processes. The argument went as follows.

In the case of NATO, the enlargement (to Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary) was driven by political motives. It was aimed at consolidating this military alliance against Russia—which was fraught with serious negative implications for the international stability. In particular, this would create 'new dividing lines' in the continent and inflict irreparable damage to the prospects of the 'new European architecture'. That is why Moscow had to use all possible political and diplomatic means to prevent the enlargement of NATO. Failure to achieve this would require serious political and even military counter-measures on the part of Russia. Its foreign policy could be re-oriented away from Europe making political accommodation with the West more and more difficult. Russia's domestic politics would be affected as well, with anti-western, anti-democratic, anti-liberal and anti-market forces becoming more powerful and influential—which, on its turn, might have grave implications for Russia's foreign policy, making it more assertive. By and large, the West was going to make a serious mistake, and the price to be paid for it will be a 'cold peace' instead of equal partnership, with serious chances to evolve into a new cold war.

In the case of the EU, everything is quite different. The enlargement is based on the trends of 'objective developments' and driven by economic factors rather than by political considerations. For this reason, it cannot and should not be 'resisted'. Unlike NATO, this enlargement could not be considered as constituting a threat to Russia or challenging its vital interests. This process expands the zone of economic prosperity, whereas NATO enlargement creates an exclusive security zone, without providing to others an access therein. Furthermore, the enlargement of the EU could fit into the broader picture of building a 'greater Europe' where Russia could also get a prominent place (in contrast to a 'NATO-centred Europe').

In fact, this logic represents nothing else but the continuation of the traditional line of thinking that tends to consider everything related to the EU against the background of NATO. Furthermore, there is a specific segment within this logic that explains the enlargement of NATO as a kind of substitute to the enlargement of the EU.

Indeed, joining the EU is a considerably more demanding task than joining NATO. Qualifying for the EU membership is an order of magnitude harder than responding to criteria of accession to NATO. In the former case, an applicant has to restructure its whole economy and to accommodate its legal system to that of the EU. In the latter case, what is essential is the political decision whereas the degree of required accommodation is incomparable with a huge amount of work that has to be done for absorbing acquis communautaire.

More concretely, the three Central European countries that joined NATO in 1999, would have spent long years in the EU antechamber. For them, NATO membership was a cheap, easily achievable consolatory prize for not being accepted into the EU. The latter, according to such analysis, was reluctant to let them in, not being sure that they could meet formidable challenges of accommodation and concerned with implications that might follow for the EU itself. Moreover, the applicant countries might be satisfied with this design as well, since it allowed to avoid a painful process of making themselves 'compatible' with the EU or, at least, to protract this process over much longer time rather than engaging in a 'shock therapy' with its high social and political costs.

What does not fit into this scheme is the fact that the enlargement of the EU was not postponed to indefinite future after the enlargement of NATO. On the contrary, the latter seemed to provide additional incentives to the former, turning it into a more realistic perspective and, in fact, promoting the engagement of all involved parties into concrete negotiations.

This introduced a second dimension into Russia's assessments and explanations—the dimension that, in a sense, contradicted the logic of drawing a clear cut distinction between the two enlargements. On the contrary, now they were regarded as making parts of one and the same political design, that of filling the vacuum that had emerged on what used to be the space under the exclusive control of Moscow.

It seems noteworthy that this line of thinking is promoted by those Russian academics and experts who have a vast knowledge of the EU realities. For them, the process of integration has to be based on the objective economic interdependence and compatibility, as it was proved by the successful experience of the EU and by the failure of many other attempts to reproduce this pattern in the absence of necessary preconditions. Political motives are certainly important for the development of integration, but they have to be supplementary to solid economic realities. Otherwise, the integration becomes a means for promoting political ends rather than an organic process that is developing on its own, under the influence of objective centripetal factors.

Within such vision, the first and the third phases of the enlargement were driven by economic rationales. Indeed, the countries that joined the EC in the 1970s and then the EU in 1990s were basically compatible with it, and their accession promoted the further development of the integration.

On the contrary, the Mediterranean vector of the enlargement in the 1980s had a predominantly political character, with economic preconditions being considerably less obvious since the compatibility of applicant countries with the EC was much lower. The involvement of Greece, Spain and Portugal was aimed at consolidating their democratic status, after years of authoritarian rule, and widening the territorial scope of the EC itself for increasing its international role. This was a political project rather than an economic one, and the Community had to pay a certain price for it. In particular, the EC became less homogeneous, the degree of its internal cohesion diminished, additional tensions emerged within centre-periphery relationship—this all was a reverse side of politically motivated choice to expand. It is another question that the political goal itself was considered to be worth such efforts and sacrifices, but the decision 'to go politically' was undoubtedly the foundation of that enlargement.

The current stage of the EU enlargement fits into this second model. Moreover, its political character is even more obvious
. Economically the East Central European countries and three Baltic states are even worse prepared for a full-fledged participation in the EU than it was the case of three candidates of 1980s. In addition, post-socialist countries have passed through a longer experience of diverging economic, social and political practices, which confronts them with a considerably tougher task of accommodation towards the EU. These factors, although not an insurmountable obstacle for the membership in the EU, should have been a serious warning both for the EU and for the candidate countries.

Nevertheless, these economic concerns seem to be outweighed by the political motives. The intellectual conclusion from such kind of assessment goes as follows: if the on-going enlargement of the EU has a predominantly political character, this gives even more grounds to Russia to look at it from a political angle. In other words, this line of thinking pretends to have direct implications for Russia's policy line.

Interestingly, the logic of this approach would make reconsider the earlier hopes that the enlargement of the EU could be an alternative to the enlargement of NATO. Furthermore: not only they go in parallel and reinforce each other, but Russia might have even more serious concerns about the implications of the EU enlargement as compared to those that would be generated by the enlargement of NATO.

· The enlargement of NATO, however unpleasant it might be for Russia, is relatively limited in functional sense touching first of all upon the sphere of military security. The EU is a more overwhelming project; the integration creates a new reality in virtually all areas of social developments. Russia apprehends that the participation in NATO might affect the policy of the new member-states. Yet, their participation in the EU will change these states themselves.

· Russia is worried that it will be alienated from NATO-centred Europe. Yet, this alienation might have a qualitatively deeper character with respect to the enlarged EU—just because the enlargement of the EU will bring about more fundamental changes in the new member-states than their actual or eventual accession to NATO will. If Russia was against the enlargement of NATO because it would allegedly generate 'new dividing lines' on the continent, then it should have even more serious apprehensions about an actual abyss that might separate it from the enlarged EU
.

· In the case of NATO, these dividing lines might be fluid and could even erode if new circumstances appear or a political decision for rapprochement is taken by both sides. The enlargement of the EU will bring about irreversible changes; they could not be mitigated by political decisions only as such decisions would be insufficient for making Russia and the EU more compatible. In the final analysis, this applies to the scenarios of Russia's eventual membership in both structures: joining NATO would be easier than joining the EUNATO and in the EU—the later would be more difficult to achieve in comparison to the former.

· Russia used a system of arguments against the enlargement of NATO—the system that had a certain coherence, even if the arguments themselves were not convincing for interlocutors. No coherent objections on Russia's side could be presented against the enlargement of the EU.

· If Russia continues to experience a political discomfort with respect to the enlargement of NATO, it could envisage some political or even military counter-measures thereto. They would almost certainly bring no results and could even be counter-productive in terms of Russia's own interests, but if Moscow takes a political decision on this matter, such measures could be put into practice. Nothing of this kind is possible with regard to the EU enlargement—unless Russia succeeds in promoting an 'alternative' integration within the CIS pattern, which looks nowadays as a highly implausible proposition.

· Finally, the problem of NATO enlargement could become irrelevant for Russia within an opposite scenario—that of its radically improved relations with the West. In principle, this could bring about a possibility of Russia's accession to, or enhanced association with NATO. With respect to the EU, implementing a similar model of Russia's membership would be more difficult—for the reasons that were discussed earlier. If so, removing Russia's enlargement-related concerns by the very fact of Russia's membership also looks more realistic in the case of NATO than in the case of the EU.

Against the background of Russia's earlier enthusiasm about the EU enlargement, this turn of thoughts might seem somehow surprising—but it adequately reflects the analytical trend of focusing upon extremes rather than looking for intermediate assessments. Indeed, the 'old logic' of setting the two enlargements against each other clearly failed to assess the intrinsic link between, and commonality of the two processes. Overcoming this logic would certainly contribute to making Russian perceptions more adequate. However, the price to be paid for this reassessment may come to expanding Russia's NATO-related concerns onto the enlargement of the EU. Paradoxically, in the latter case these concerns might even become reinforced by the overall importance that the EU enjoys in Russian perceptions.

Concerns versus opportunities

There is only one way to overcome Russia's contradictory perceptions of, and attitudes towards the enlargement of the EU. It consists in developing a balanced assessment of this phenomenon, without dramatizing what could look as its eventual negative implications. Furthermore, it is essential to promote an ideology of looking at the problem in a positive way by highlighting potential mutual advantages and cooperative prospects. By and large, Russia's diplomacy and Russia's foreign policy thinking are moving along this line, taking the EU enlargement as a fact of life and focusing first of all upon its practical consequences.

Economic aspects

It is true that sometimes this could look as rather simplistic calculations of the balance of Russia's possible gains and losses. For instance, the 'costs' of the previous round of the EU enlargement for Russia (that is, Russia's 'losses') were unofficially estimated at $300 mln. However, the methodology of such kind of assessments has never been publicly revealed, and any figures in this regard are more than questionable.

This 'arithmetic approach'—that has the doubtful advantage of being countable and the disadvantage of lacking strategic vision—was most eloquently reflected in the 'List of Russia's concerns' with respect to the enlargement of the EU—an official document that was submitted to the EU Commission on 25 August 1999
. Indeed, 12 out of 15 'concerns' were focused upon strictly economic and technical aspects of the problem.

Interestingly enough, some of these concerns are outweighed by possible gains for Russia
. For instance, Russia will profit from the lower and more flexible common tariffs of the EU when they are expanded onto the candidate countries (although there may be specific cases when the opposite effect takes place). Also, they use more extensively quantitative restrictions and will have to lower them
.

There are certainly other economic consequences that are predictable but less countable. The trade flows of the new member-states will be inevitably re-channeled onto the internal market of the EU—which will certainly affect Russia's trade with them. In their domestic market, the EU general system of preferences will promote competitive advantages of exporters from the developing countries. The common agriculture policy of the EU, when extended onto new member-states, will actually close their market for Russian exporters of agricultural goods and make Russia's agricultural import from there more expensive. Anti-dumping and anti-trust legislation in the EU is more rigid than in most current candidate countries, and this could also be a source of Russia's losses
. Part of foreign investments that might be attracted to Russia will be oriented to the new member-states.

In a general sense, Russia's compensation for eventual losses will consist in prospects of getting access to a large market, with all its advantages related to size and homogeneity. In particular, Russia's business already implanted in East Central European countries and three Baltic states, will find itself within the EU zone by the very fact of its enlargement, thus facing new opportunities (as well as new constraints). This is certainly a very theoretical consolation; its existential character has little chances to alleviate Russia's very concrete concerns. However, the positive role of new challenges as incentives for increasing the competitiveness of Russian economy should also be taken into account.

Thus, the most serious problem for Russia will be the EU-oriented standardization in the candidate countries replacing the existing one that was partly inherited from CMEA (Council of Mutual Economic Assistance) and thus compatible with Russian standards. In the longer run, this could become a formidable obstacle for Russia's export thereto. However, this touches upon the broader problem of compatibility of standards—the problem that has no easy solutions and requires focusing upon concrete issues on a case-by-case basis. Russia will certainly not feel comfortable if all comes to accepting the EU standards. But alternative approaches have to be seriously substantiated if there are cases where Russia could promote them. At the same time, the earlier it starts to accommodate its standards to those of the EU, the better it would be in terms of its own longer-term interests. After all, Russia has already committed itself to go along this line by Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with the EU. The enlargement of the EU could become an additional incentive for actively engaging in this endeavor.

Visa regulation

A number of Russia's immediate concerns as regards the enlargement of the EU are more of a political character. The most outspoken of them concerns the issue of visa regulation.

Indeed, expanding the Schengen zone onto the future new members of the EU will inevitably have some complications for the residents of the Russian Federation. Some of former socialist countries that used to be Russia's close allies within the CMEA and Warsaw Pact had a visa-free regime with the Soviet Union—the regime that was 'inherited' by Russia. 'Schegenization' of these countries will worsen the conditions for tourism, business travel and so on. Furthermore, candidate countries have to introduce visa for citizens of non-EU countries, including Russia, even prior to their official accession to the EU.

It is true that there is nothing abnormal in such a kind of development that fits perfectly well into the logic of the EU enlargement (as well as into that of accommodating any newcomer to any multilateral structure, when the former has to accept the rules and the norms of the latter). Russia should also take into account that its 'open' frontiers with most of the CIS countries are conducive to uncontrolled migration—which is one additional reason for EU candidate countries to introduce visa regime. But what has an irreproachable logical and legal justification might turn out insufficiently legitimized in terms of some practical implications—both political and psychological ones.

· Indeed, complicating transborder human contacts looks as a process contradicting to the overall logic of promoting them—the logic that is still recalled by many Russians as the cornerstone of the West's policy towards the East in the era of détente. In other words, the whole issue is perceived in the following way: rhetoric on the importance of human relations has turned out only an instrumental means of achieving the political goal of 'softening' and demoralizing the opponent—which testifies to the hypocrisy of the West, both in the past and nowadays.

· If the alleged hypocrisy is not in the focus of such assessments, its place could be occupied by concerns on disappointing dynamics of the policy of the West: it is perceived as less cooperatively oriented than it used to be during the cold war—the assessment that only supports theories on non-friendly attitudes of the West towards Russia (for whatever reason).

· In a sense, this may also be interpreted as one more proof of the selfish policy of the West that is only interested in Russia's natural resources and erects artificial barriers for contacts in other areas.

Emotionally, the disappointing aspect of this problem for Russians is related to the fact that some 'degradation' of human contacts is either predictable or already taking place in relations with countries that used to be considered as historically, culturally and psychologically 'closest friends' (or even almost 'brothers') of Russia. For instance, introducing visa regime between Russia and Bulgaria
 is almost tantamount to doing this in relations between Russia and Belarus, which would be an unconceivable proposition for the absolute majority of Russians.

By and large, the problem seems to be excessively emotional, on the one hand, and allowing for some technical accommodations of administrative and organizational character, on the other hand. It is true that Russia would favour some kind of 'special regime' for its citizens, even if for only a transitional period—without probably taking into account the fact that introducing exceptions into the Schengen logic would undermine its consistency and effectiveness. However, accommodations seem possible at least in four directions
.

· First, by postponing the introduction of visa requirements until the date of accession in some cases (as Lithuania is currently planning and as Poland intends to do with respect to Ukraine).

· Secondly, by improving the machinery and facilitating the whole procedure of issuing visas.

· Thirdly, by promoting cross-border contacts in the frontier regions by introducing a kind of 'preferential treatment' for their residents.

· Fourthly, by considering a prospect of Russia's accession to the Schengen regime, even if in the longer-term future and on a restricted bases.

At the same time, it seems quite probable that Russian citizens will appreciate the advantages of the extended Schengen zone allowing for their free movement within the EU in a broader scale than nowadays.

Russians in the Baltic states

The status of Russian (Russophone) minorities in the Baltic states have been one of the most disturbing factors in the relations of these countries with Moscow. It is true that Russia was suspected in using this problem for exercising political pressure against post-Soviet Baltic states. It also true, however, that these allegations do not eliminate the problem itself
. The enlargement will bring it into the EU, unless a satisfactory solution is found. All Russia's claims addressed nowadays to the Baltic states will be automatically re-channeled onto the EU.

However, eventual complications do not represent the only aspect of this political problem. There are at least three more dimensions in it, not necessarily with a negative context both for Russia and for the EU—Russia relations.

· First, the goal of accession to the EU has already become instrumental in promoting changes in the policy of the governments in the Baltic states as regards Russophones. The very perspective of joining the EU makes them more cautious, tolerant and flexible with respect to the issue of minorities' rights. Otherwise, the Baltic states would have not been qualified for membership.

· Secondly, the membership of the Baltic states in the EU will in itself ensure better protection of the rights of Russophones, extending to them higher standards than those that are applied nowadays.

· Thirdly, with the accession of the Baltic states into the EU, the latter will absorb, for the first time in its history, a non-negligible Russian (Russophone) ethnic community.

Russia seems to underestimate the importance of these factors. Many in Russia believe that the EU should have exercised a stronger pressure on the Baltic states on the issue of civic rights; failure to do this testifies to politically motivated calculations. Noteworthy in this respect are observations of one of the most thoughtful analysts of the European integration who by no means could be suspected in professing retrograde values. He believes that 'the historic past [of three Baltic states] and not so remote episodes of Soviet leadership's repression against their search for independence have generated in the West a particular sympathy and non-indifference towards their future. Their strategic position also has significance: these countries considerably undermine Russia's military and economic presence in the Baltic Sea area. Perhaps, this explains why West European leaders look through their fingers at the discrimination of Russophone population in Latvia and Estonia and are ready to do the maximum for accelerating the accession of three former Soviet republics to the EU'
.

By and large, there is always a possibility of blaming rhetorically either these states (for ignoring civic rights requirements established by the EU), or the EU itself (for inappropriate indulgence towards the Baltic states or even deliberate reluctance to pressurize them), or both
. There could be practical implications as well; Russia  has threatened not to extend the PCA (Partnership and Cooperation Agreement of 1994 with the EU) to the new member-states if concerns vis-à-vis the Russian minorities are not properly addressed. However, in terms of political relevance of this issue, its destabilizing potential for relations between Russia and the EU as a whole should not be overestimated.

Anti-Russian zeal of newcomers?

Over more than a decade Russia's relations with some of the candidate countries have developed unevenly and are still overburdened by unpleasant memories, mutual assertions and persisting problems. It is apprehended in Russia that this heritage will affect the policy of the EU when today's candidates become its full-fledged participants. Furthermore, the forthcoming institutional reform of the EU will, according to some views in Russia, provide them with disproportionate representation allowing to the newcomers to promote their residual anti-Russian rhetoric and, in particular, to block prospects of further cooperation between the EU and Russia.

These allegations may be psychologically understandable and not deprived of real substance. However, they are politically doubtful, administratively unverifiable and inconclusive in practical terms. Indeed, even if they do not proceed from excessive inclination to conspiracy mentality and do reflect the real situation, it would be hardly possible to design an institutional reaction thereto, and even less so a political one. In principle, a proposition that the new members will be able to impose their psychologically motivated line upon the old ones seems exaggerated.

In a broader sense, one might develop an argument that would point in the opposite direction. The candidate countries have had certain traditions in developing economic and other relations with Russia, and they might bring this experience as their asset into the EU. In this respect, the example of Finland is telling: its interest in trade with Russia contributed to promoting the 'Russian orientation' within the EU (with the Northern Dimension initiated by Finland being the most notorious example). There are no reasons why this pattern could not be applied to the future new members of the EU as well.

Also, there may be grounds for turning the problem the other way around and assuming that the authority and established practices of the EU could neutralize eventual 'extremism' of its newly joined participants. In some cases, this might respond to Russia's interests rather than contradict them. For instance, when Moscow started to consider a construction of a new gas-pipeline to Western Europe that would circumvent Ukraine (for overcoming both its monopoly over Russia's gas transit and its kleptomania with respect to Russia's gas proper), Poland was long reluctant to endorse this project under the motives of political solidarity with Kiev. Warsaw's resistance was reported to be overcome only under the pressure of the EU, in particular Germany
.

Post-enlargement prospects

For Russia, the prospect of the EU enlargement in the not so distant future seems more or less clear. It is less clear what will happen afterwards. Three Russian concerns are worth mentioning in this regard.

· First, the question arises about the limits of possible further enlargements: how far will the EU expand eastwards? If the question of Russia's eventual participation in the EU is put aside, this concerns Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova. For each of these, the prospects of membership in the EU have a very individual character, and for all of them they are nowadays very vague and uncertain. But even as a theoretical proposition this might be perceived by Russia with the most serious concerns. However remote such prospect might seem nowadays, Russia could view the EU enlargement eastwards as the first step in this direction.

· Secondly, when coming back to the forthcoming accession of the Baltic states to the EU, Russia could see it as a factor facilitating their membership in NATO. If the two enlargements are interlinked, nothing would prevent Russia from making such kind of conclusions. As it was already argued above, Russia's attitudes seem to have made a 180 degrees turnaround: if the participation of the Baltic states in the EU was initially regarded as a way of substituting to, and preventing their membership in NATO, nowadays the former could become a factor promoting the latter.

· Thirdly, the EU enlargement introduces some specific undertones into the prospects of the CESDP. Insofar as the latter is regarded as developing certain preconditions for transforming the EU from a civilian power into one that possess a military potential, the expansion of the EU in the eastern direction brings this potential closer to Russia. With all uncertainties associated with the CESDP and as discussed earlier, the very fact that this process is developed within the expanding territorial space might be a matter of additional concerns for Russia.

Dialogue on the enlargement

Russia's officially formulated concerns have become a matter of its discussions with the EU. The very fact of engaging in such kind of dialogue is assessed by Moscow as encouraging. However, it seems to be dissatisfied with the format, status and possible implications of this dialogue. Russia would prefer to turn it into full-size negotiations, aimed at adopting formal and binding decisions. Ideally, Russia would like to have a voice in negotiations on the EU enlargement, in order to raise therein its concerns and to influence their outcome.

The approach of the EU, as seen by Russia, comes to a formula: discussing but not taking decisions—because as far as they concern candidate countries, deciding on behalf of them is politically impossible, whereas involving them is legally impossible since they are not yet member-states. Russia appeals to a common sense rather than to formal logic: it is better to address the problems in advance and alleviate them before they start to produce negative implications. Failure to accept this approach is also regarded as an additional political obstacle for accommodating Russia's concerns in the context of EU enlargement.

In a sense, there could be a noteworthy parallel with Russia's logic in the earlier period, when Moscow was trying to prevent the enlargement of NATO. Its preferential interlocutors at that time were Washington, Brussels and other capitals of western countries rather Warsaw, Prague and Budapest. The international personality of the candidate countries was ignored, whereas the power to decide was actually acknowledged only to NATO and its major participants. The results of Russia's anti-NATO campaign notwithstanding, such kind of disregard towards junior international actors could not but promote the erosion of their relations with Russia further on. Similar attitudes seem to prevail nowadays, in the context of the problem of the EU enlargement, and this risks bringing about similar results as well.

At the same time, pretensions to get involved into the official negotiations on the enlargement of the EU are as groundless as they were in the case of NATO enlargement. It is true that the history of diplomacy knows situations when a third party is provided with a status of a full-fledged participant in the negotiations. But these were exceptional cases indeed, and the involvement of a third party was usually motivated either by its exceptional might or by the desire to grant it with special responsibility or mediatory functions. None of these conditions are present nowadays.

To sum up, the forthcoming enlargement of the EU introduces a very important dimension in its relations with Russia. The latter might associate with the EU enlargement both new challenges and new opportunities. While the inertia of traditional considerations promotes Russia's 'defensive instincts' with regard to the enlargement of the EU, there also seems to be an expanding space for cooperative interaction between them for addressing the emerging issues.

8. Kaliningrad as a test case

The Kaliningrad region that became Russia's exclave on the Baltic Sea shore after the demise of the Soviet Union represents a particular case in Moscow's attitudes towards the CFSP and the EU in general. This is due to three reasons.

Existential uncertainty

First of all, there is a kind of Russia's existential uncertainty about the future status of the Kaliningrad region. It is clear that this uncertainty would be never expressed officially. Most politicians would be hesitant even to mention this delicate issue publicly. However, when looking into the future, whether the region remains a part of Russia would not seem to many Russians a pure theoretical question.

This is partly generated by the old-style suspicions on Germany's revanshism and eventual territorial claims on the part of Poland and Lithuania. It is true the scope of such suspicions should not be exaggerated. Nevertheless, in the Russian debate one could find some intellectual and political speculations on the 'interest' towards the Kaliningrad region which is allegedly growing in these countries. For instance, when the regional Duma in November 1998 adopted a law allowing to sell and buy lands, this raised concerns that up to half of them might become the ownership of German companies
.

At the official level, no one is blamed or openly suspected for intending to question the 1945 Potsdam settlement. By and large, there is an understanding that support of such approach is only a marginal phenomenon in the neighbouring countries and has very doubtful chances to become politically relevant.

At the same time, against the background of what has happened in eastern and south-eastern parts of Europe during the 1990s, a scenario of changing post World War II borders does not look absolutely implausible. There are no reasons why this could not be applied to Russia—where this feeling is promoted both by the psychological trauma of having lost the status of superpower and by a certain deterioration of relations with the West.

In addition, the Kaliningrad region is located on the territory that has never been populated or explored by Russians in the past, and their emotional 'attachment' to the former Eastern Prussia certainly differs from that to areas of their traditional settlement. With renewed interest of Russians to the history of their country, they cannot but experience a certain discomfort when half a century of 'their' period of the Kaliningrad region is confronted to, and compared with seven centuries of the area's German period. Paradoxically, many in Russia might even consider claiming the Crimea (that had turned out a foreign territory after the demise of the USSR) more legitimate than resolutely upholding the principle of Russia's territorial integrity with respect to what was a pure annexation as the result of the World War II, even if approved by other victorious powers and not officially questioned nowadays by anybody.

Some analysts and politicians add up arguments based on economic and political rationale. The Kaliningrad region, according to this line of thinking, is no more than a traditional colony, and Russia will have earlier or later to get rid of this burden
. Even if such approaches by no means represent a mainstream of Russia's views on the Kaliningrad region, they do create doubt to what extent its belonging to the country could be included into the category of obvious, undeniable and uncontestable hard facts.

The double edge of Europeanization

Secondly, Russia faces uneasy choices with respect to the long-term prospects of the developments in (and of) the region. The latter has to be opened towards Europe because of obvious economic, financial, technologic and communication constraints, as well as due to Russia's limited resources that may be used for supporting the region. Its European predicament is by and large recognized by a majority of observers—including those who profess an anti-western ideological credo or believe in the region's unique geostrategic value, as one of Russia's few remaining outposts providing access to the Baltic Sea
.

Indeed, notwithstanding any arguments in favor of keeping the Kaliningrad region only as a military stronghold focused upon traditional security, implementing this line would be virtually impossible. Moreover, its military significance might be questioned by the very fact of its remoteness—which would be further aggravated if and when three Baltic states join NATO.

At the same time, Russian media abound in information on deteriorating living standards, poor economic performance, sluggish reforms and inadequate administration in the Kaliningrad region which all makes it unattractive in terms of investments
. The prospects of the region, if the current trends continue, look extremely gloomy. It is hoped that the remedy may consist in attracting foreign investments thus insuring the region's economic and social recovery and viability. This strategy is to be based upon the geographic location of the Kaliningrad region as Russia's 'most western-exposed' administrative entity; indeed, this is considered to be the region's only valuable asset.

However, in order to make the Kaliningrad region more receptive to foreign capitals, it has to be turned 'more European' in a very broad sense—in terms of legislation, administrative management, the practice of entrepreneurship and so on, including the predominant patterns of political, economic and social behaviour. It may be rightly argued that this is easier to achieve within one territorial entity rather than in the scale of a vast country such as Russia. But the reverse side of the medal is that the region might become 'more European' than all the rest of the country. This, in turn, could promote further disengagement of the former from the latter; indeed, the already existing distance between them might become not only physical, as it takes place now, but also institutional and political one—which will be a much more serious challenge than 1000 kilometers separating Moscow from Kaliningrad nowadays.

In addition, in order to make the Kaliningrad region more attractive to western capital, Moscow has to provide it with some special rights that do not exist in the rest of the country—such as more liberal custom regulation, preferential taxes and so on. This, according to alarmist expectations, will inevitably make the region even more 'special' as compared to Russia proper; a by-product of additional incentives for the region reforms would be its becoming increasingly different and therefore alienated from 'the mainland'
. It is true that this hypothesis has not been verified so far, since earlier attempts of establishing a 'special/free economic zone' in the region actually failed in the 1990s
. But the logic of such approach still seems attractive and may become politically relevant again—also restoring fears and concerns about and the region's eventual disintegration from Russia
.

This is the core of the 'Kaliningrad dilemma': in order to prevent further deterioration of the region and to make it sustainable, Moscow has to promote its 'European drift'; the latter, however, is fraught with the region's re-orientation away from Russia. In the worst case scenario, this may at one point undermine Russia's sovereignty in the region and eventually bring about its withdrawal.

Noteworthy, such vision is not necessarily generated by excessive suspicions with respect to the neighbours of the Kaliningrad region. Indeed, such suspicions, as mentioned earlier, do not represent a very strong element of Russia's thinking about the Kaliningrad region. The problem is that the latter might start alienating from Russia without any 'support' from the neighbouring governments (and even against their eventual intention to slow down the process in order to avoid political conflict with Russia). The emerging economic, corporate and technological links might turn out stronger and more powerful than any political considerations. The Kaliningrad region, 'exposed' to the open market and not politically protected by Russia, might just become engaged by new realities (especially since the old ones are insignificant or powerless).

In a sense, the case of the Kaliningrad region might be presented as a model of political risks generated by trans-national economy. If so, warnings against such risks, as described above, look fitting well into the logic of antiglobalism. The distorted character of this alarmist approach—or, rather, its inability to suggest viable alternatives—is well demonstrated by this case also. What is interesting here is the fact that various concerns about the Kaliningrad region's political perspectives in the light of its economic 'opening' appeared not as a replica of antiglobalist movement but prior to it and almost as its proto-model, the one developing in a micro-scale, but with unclear political relevance to a big country.

Russia's exclave as the EU's enclave

Thirdly, the forthcoming enlargement of both NATO and the EU will bring about a new situation for the Kaliningrad region with the accession of its direct neighbours, Poland and Lithuania, into these two structures. Russia's north-western exclave will become an enclave inside NATO and/or the EU which in itself will create a new configuration for all involved actors. In particular, this specificity will be added to all Russia's actual (or perceived) problems associated with the enlargement of the EU and treated earlier.

Thus, the introduction of visa requirements by Poland and Lithuania for Russian citizens will affect the residents of the Kaliningrad region in the most negative way, and even to a greater extent than any other Russians. Indeed, the problem is not only in the fact that Kaliningraders nowadays move frequently across the frontiers with these two countries
. In addition, there will be the politically humiliating and psychologically traumatic necessity to obtain visa for traveling to Russia proper by train or by car. Whether the EU as a whole and the two neighbouring countries would be ready to introduce some special rules for this case was by no means clear; in any case, this does not correspond to the rigid Schengen logic ('either in or out'). Ideas on introducing a 'Baltic Schengen zone' (with the participation of the Kaliningrad region) are certainly unrealistic, because this would require eliminating free movement of people between the Kaliningrad region and the rest of Russia and introducing 'internal' visas for Russian citizens.

Also, all the problems of economic interaction between Russia and the EU will be multiplied and aggravated in the case of the Kaliningrad region—even if only due to the fact that it will be physically surrounded by the EU economic space. Whatever arguments there might be in favour of Russia's would be focus upon the EU, Moscow could consider such a policy line a matter of its own choice—whereas for the Kaliningrad region it is something inevitable, not to be debated, but to be accepted as a must.

In particular, the region will not suffer from the introduction of the EU tariffs that are lower than those practiced by Lithuania and Poland. But EU technological, ecological, safety and other standards will be a very serious challenge to the industry of the Kaliningrad region. In addition, all ground communication and transportation between the region and the rest of Russia will pass over the EU space. How to get accommodated to this new environment was (and still is) by no means clear.

By and large, it is expected that the EU, in order to make the accommodation of the Kaliningrad region easier and minimize eventual negative implications for the EU itself, could grant it with some kind of preferential treatment (or should be requested to do so). The proponents of such a logic also point to the fact that this will create a comfortable spring-board for Russian business to operate within the EU.

There is, however, some weakness in this approach. First, the assumption that the EU will enthusiastically promote 'special treatment' to the Kaliningrad region is still to be proved. Secondly, the type of this treatment is still to be clarified—in particular, by assessing whether the Kaliningrad region would gain or lose from a kind of free trade agreement with the EU. Thirdly, when dealing with external state-partners, the EU has not had experience of providing a certain regime to territorial parts of countries in question; also, a broader political problem for the EU would be to enter into agreement with a non-sovereign entity. Finally, the logic of establishing 'special relations' with the Kaliningrad region, as pointed earlier, may lead to granting it 'special status' within the EU and, in extremis, to its absorption by the latter. Making even a modest step along this path may turn out both politically unacceptable to Russia and politically undesirable to the EU.

There is one more aspect of the forthcoming 'encirclement' of the Kaliningrad region by the EU—the one concerning the military transit to and from mainland Russia. This was a contentious issue in Russia's relation with Lithuania, and the accession of the latter into the EU will bring this problem to the agenda of Russia—EU relations
.

Assessing the EU role

By and large, the EU factor will soon become a crucial one in the developments of the Kaliningrad region. There are various views in Russia on the eventual implications of the EU involvement. 

Alarmist assessments tend to warn that the EU-driven effective 'Europeanization' of the region will promote its disengagement from Russia. An article authored by a military analyst (having a rank of colonel) and entitled 'Creeping annexation of the Kaliningrad enclave' enumerated patterns that might undermine Russia's sovereignty, such as (i) the establishment of a condominium of Russia, Germany, Poland and Lithuania over the region; (ii) its integration into a Baltic 'Hansa Union'; (iii) its transformation into a 'Euroregion Königsberg' or a 'Luxemburg on the Baltic Sea', (iv) promoting the migration of 'Russian Germans' (i.e., ethnic Germans living in Russia since the 18th century) to the Kaliningrad region and establishing a 'Russian-German republic of Königsberg' there; (v) free settlement, property rights and participation in the local government provided to Germany's citizens in the region; (vi) the demilitarization of the latter. Noteworthy, this impressive, although rather traditional list of actual or anticipated 'subversive actions' (that Russia has to be concerned about) also included 'the involvement of the EU in the development of conceptual approaches' towards the evolution of the region
.

Looked from a different perspective, the EU is considered to be the most appropriate external partner for preventing the degradation of the Kaliningrad region and ensuring its survival. The EU is economically powerful and politically unchallenging (in contrast to NATO), and its participation in the 'salvation' of the Kaliningrad region should be strongly welcomed and energetically supported by Russia. In that part of the spectrum of available options, proponents of an extremist approach would argue that the region should not only open itself to the EU, but also aim at integrating into it
 and even become closed to 'other Russians'
—supposedly, because they are unable to launch reforms adequately and will only discredit them further on.

One could make an argument that the active participation of the EU in the development of the Kaliningrad region should be considered as certainly preferable in terms of Russia's concerns and interests as compared to the extensive involvement of any individual country, especially Germany. Indeed, the prominence of the EU would allow to minimize the risk of turning the region exposed to the revanshist threats, however vague these might be.

A counter-argument, however, might blame the EU for playing into the hands of its most powerful member-state. 'Germany is obviously attempting to use the pan-European integration processes in order to legitimize its right to influence the future of the Kaliningrad region'
. It is clear that this argument goes back to times immemorial, when the EU was suspected to be nothing more than the tool of German revanshism or neo-nazism. It is noteworthy, however, that this type of traditional thought patterns re-emerged in the 1990s not as a general theoretical proposition but as a concrete diagnosis of a specific political situation in a specific area —diagnosis made not by disappearing old-style proponents of anti-western hysteria but by some politicians of the new generation
.

Although such conspiracy mentality still has some support in Russia's thinking about the Kaliningrad region (and, theoretically, it may re-emerge under certain circumstances), it has failed to take the upper hand in designing Moscow's policy. By and large, during the 1990s Russia has become less suspicious on the Kaliningrad issue. It is a noteworthy phenomenon, if one takes into account a visible deterioration of relations with the West in general in the second half of the decade. Indeed, in the context of this trend, and especially with NATO Kosovo military operation, there were warnings that 'the formerly widespread ideology of Kaliningrad's development as an outpost for cooperation between Russia and Europe will experience pressure from the strengthening nationalistic moods in the Russian politics'
. In fact, this has not happened. On the contrary, the overall cooperative attitude towards the EU that finally has become prevailing in the policy thinking of Russia pushes the latter towards positive assessments of the EU eventual role in the Kaliningrad region.

Also important was the gradual erosion of previous 'either‑or' attitudes in Russian thinking on, and Moscow's policy towards the Kaliningrad region ('it will be either a Russian or a European entity'; 'either Russia's sovereignty over the region or its drift in the direction of Europe', and so on). Instead, preference is given to the formula 'both‑and': the region may and should develop its European connections without undermining its belonging to Russia. What's more, the exposed geographical location of the region may and should promote Russia's own involvement into Europe. In other words, the issue should be treated not as an apple of discord between Russia and the EU, but as an incentive for their rapprochement.

Developing interaction

For the EU, the Kaliningrad issue is a peripheral one, a 'sub-issue' of two dossiers: the enlargement of the EU and the development of its Northern Dimension
. For obvious reasons, Russia's sensitivity towards the Kaliningrad issue is higher. Not surprisingly that Russia takes initiative in this area more actively than the EU that sometimes even looked hesitant and reluctant.

Indeed, the EU, until recently, did not manifest any special attention to the Kaliningrad region and the awareness of its specific status, problems and requirements
. Meanwhile, Russia's medium-term strategy for developing relations with the EU (October 1999) contained a special clause on the Kaliningrad region. An idea of 'special arrangement' between Russia and the EU over the Kaliningrad region was put forward, with the intention of turning it into a 'pilot region' that would promote the overall cooperative interaction between both sides.

This orientation was promoted further on by the so-called Nida initiative (February 2000), a joint Lithuanian-Russian proposal for collaborative projects in the region
. A noteworthy aspect of this initiative (suggesting over a dozen of various cooperation endeavors in and around the Kaliningrad region) consists in the fact that it was jointly developed by Russia and by a candidate country and then addressed to the EU Commission for being considered in the framework of the Northern Dimension.

The EU reciprocated by the decision of the European Council in Feira (June 2000) that adopted the Northern Dimension Action Plan in which a prominent place was reserved to the Kaliningrad region. The EU Commission was requested to prepare a study on the Kaliningrad region as a potential 'pilot region' for cooperation with Russia. Without analyzing here the substance of the Commission study (that was completed in January 2001 and well received on the Russian side
), it should be noted that this certainly helped to promote the issue of the Kaliningrad region and to put it on the EU-Russia agenda.

It is true that depending on the practical developments, the very notion of 'pilot region' may turn out either a revolutionary breakthrough in relations between Russia and the EU, or a pure slogan without practical substance. The balance of these two elements seems fluid—which prevents from making hasty conclusions. Enhanced cooperation is certainly impeded by significant obstacles related to the lack of both experience and essential infrastructure. Also, most of previous projects on the Kaliningrad region have been rather modest and involved other Russia's partners than the EU, mainly through bilateral contacts or the Council of Baltic Sea States.

The role of local administration will certainly have some relevance for interaction between Russia and the EU on the Kaliningrad region. Its new governor, the former Commander of the Baltic Fleet Vladimir Yegorov, was elected in 2000 with a proclaimed programme of promoting permanent cooperation with the EU. The fact that he was strongly supported by the Kremlin in the election campaign is telling. However, the actual readiness and (most importantly) the ability of the regional authorities to engage in cooperative interaction with the EU are still to be tested.

Russia might also be somehow disappointed by the cautiousness of the EU with respect to providing special benefits to the Kaliningrad region. The EU Commission, in the above-mentioned study, argues against introducing a special trade regime with, and establishing a special development fund for the Kaliningrad region.

However, what has happened by the turn of the century is even more than just 'the involvement of the EU in the development of conceptual approaches'. Indeed, the issue of Russia's exclave on the Baltic Sea shore has become one of the focal points of the EU Northern Dimension programme (insofar as it is addressed to Russia). Furthermore, it is the most developed part of this programme. Beginning from 1999, the issue of the Kaliningrad region is on the official agenda of practically all Russia-EU summits and sessions of Russia-EU Cooperation council. Constructively oriented comments of the EU officials on the Kaliningrad region and prospects of cooperating with Russia therein have become a routine practice during the last two years
. By and large, Moscow has reasons to inscribe this growing attention to the Kaliningrad region into the positive record of Russia's foreign policy. 

The presidency of Sweden (in the first half of 2001) was particularly instrumental in promoting the prominence of cooperation between the EU and Russia on various aspects concerning the Kaliningrad region. There are reasons to believe that this did make the issue 'more acceptable' to Russia in political terms, and not only because this line fits into the logic of encouraging 'soft security' in the Baltic Sea area which is traditionally (and at the same time delicately) advanced by Stockholm. Keeping in mind the above-mentioned Russian anxieties about eventual German paternalism in (and towards) the Kaliningrad region, any initiative in this regard originated from or even only strongly endorsed by Berlin would have promoted a vivid reaction in Moscow. This might be seen not only as the first sign of reconsidering Germany's deliberate low profile policy with respect to the Kaliningrad region, but also as something discrediting the EU policy and subordinating it to a certain national strategy, the one which damages Russia's interests. In contrast to such eventuality, Sweden is not suspected neither in revanshist inclinations (since the era when it controlled the eastern shore of the Baltic Sea is separated from nowadays by centuries rather than by decades) nor in any 'anti-Russian' long-term policy designs. Against this background, its initiative line of making the EU endorse the Kaliningrad issue looked absolutely legitimate, non-provocative and even positively-oriented towards Moscow.

Moscow's 'green light' to the region's international connections allowed to open there a number of diplomatic offices of foreign countries (including some of the EU member-states). The Kaliningrad region has become one of the leading administrative entities of Russian Federation in developing links with counter-parts on the regional and sub-regional level in other countries. It was also the first in Russia to test the system of 'Euroregions' actively endorsed by the EU.

In relations between Russia and the EU with respect to the Kaliningrad region there are still numerous problems requiring concrete decisions and mutual accommodation. But most of them seem to have technical character. What matters for Moscow politically is the fact that it seems to have successfully got rid of its own phobia and sensitivities—which is paid off by better prospects for Russia in many respects:

· First, because of implications for the region itself. The very fact of overcoming the EU's initial inclination to consider it as Europe's meaningless periphery could promote similar evolution on Russia's part, making the Kaliningrad region something more than Russia's distant and isolated backyard, even if exposed to the West.

· Secondly, because this development has made the EU reconfirm more than once Russia's uncontestable sovereignty over the region. This does not provide Moscow with ultimate guarantees, but clearly and unambiguously stated official recognition of the Kaliningrad status is certainly better than avoiding to touch the issue thus promoting Russia's uncertainty and nervousness.

· Thirdly, because the issue is complex and brings together economic, political, military and other aspects. As it was mentioned earlier, Russia tends to broaden the agenda of its political interaction with the EU rather than to focus upon 'narrow issues'. The case of the Kaliningrad region does allow for such broader approach, and successfully dealing with the issue might be considered a good model for organizing overall relations between Russia and the EU.

· Fourthly, because the Kaliningrad problem touches upon various international actors. Promoting their interaction, with Russia and the EU playing a central role therein, may contribute to the development of cooperative security system in the Baltic Sea area along the lines that Russia would have all the reasons to support. Moscow would hardly have any objections against making the Kaliningrad region one of central components of such system.

· Finally, because Russia's attempts to use the EU as a leverage in relations with its external partners may have some relevance to the problems of the Kaliningrad region. Thus, when raising the issue of unimpeded transit of goods between the Kaliningrad region and the 'mainland', Russia was reported to have better understanding on the part of the EU 'old' members rather than on the part of the 'new' EU candidates, i.e. Lithuania and Poland
. This also means that negotiating and then agreeing with the EU on the 'Kaliningrad matters' (such as transit, visas and so on) may turn out easier and more effective—both as a process and in terms of results.

9. After September 11: a new context for Russia‑EU relations?

The tragic events of 11 September 2001 when New York and Washington became targets of unprecedented terrorist attack with a few thousands of victims generated a world-broad wave of sympathy towards, and solidarity with the USA. The EU and Russia were among those who expressed resolute condemnation of the terrorist assault and political support to the United States. At the same time, it is worth pointing to some specific nuances of their attitudes towards Washington's reaction thereto—nuances that also reveal certain similarities between Russia and the EU. Indeed, several themes that were invoked by both seemed to be in a closer resonance with each other rather than with what originated initially from the United States.

First of all, while agreeing that military response was necessary, they seemed to have similar concerns about its character. The logic that apparently was followed both by Moscow and by the EU countries proceeded from the assumption that determination and resoluteness should be accompanied by sober analyses, clear definition of objectives and appropriate selection of targets. Both appeared anxious that Washington might resort to indiscriminate retaliation rather than to legitimate response against terrorists
.

In the case of Moscow, this reaction was probably linked to the apprehension that a large-scale war in Afghanistan might either spill over into Russia's immediate southern neighborhood or challenge its influence there. Although none of these two scenarios looked particularly challenging to the EU, it was certainly interested in preventing the overall destabilization in the region and uncertainty that might follow
. By and large, there seemed to be a shared fear about the possibility of an excessive US reaction that would create more problems than it resolved.

Secondly, both the EU and Russia stressed specifically that the war against terrorism should not turn into a war against Islam. For them, history, demography and geography reduce temptation of accepting superficial and simplistic prejudices as foundation for policy line. Also, both may feel vulnerable in case the Taliban regime would respond by declaring jihad, a holy war (as it threatened to do indeed). Here again, Russia may believe having more urgent reasons for preventing the 'clash of civilization' at least due to three factors: because of a considerable share of Moslems in its population, because this could stir up Islamic extremists in Central Asia and in Chechnya, and because Moscow would not like to undermine its links with some Islamic regimes
.

Of these three factors, the first and the last ones are of a certain relevance to the EU as well. Indeed, although in Europe the share of Moslem population is lower than in Russia, it is considerably higher than in the USA; in this respect, some EU countries could be considered belonging to the same category as Russia rather than the USA
.

At the same time, it is worth mentioning the diplomatic activities of the EU with respect to some of the Moslem countries in order to try to make them more cooperative and unambiguous in supporting the anti-terrorist operation planned by the USA. In particular, these activities were focused upon Iran and Syria
. In fact, this turned into a kind of diplomatic 'division of labour' between the Atlantic allies, with Washington exercising direct pressure upon its clients and loyal regimes, and the EU operating in countries where the USA had only limited direct access to political leaders and means of influencing them.

Since Russia's political links with regimes that are characterized by the lack of excessive sympathy towards the USA are even more developed, Moscow could only blame itself for not engaging in such diplomatic operation; the latter, if carried out actively and with the sense of urgency, might have raised Russia's role in the whole post-terrorist attack developments. Anyhow, in this particular aspect of the crisis, the EU and Russia had similar political resources; the difference is that the EU used them whereas Russia did not, but in principle their joint action would have been possible, responding to interests of each side and opening better prospects for practical results.

Thirdly, both Russia and the EU were concerned with the initial US determination to react without legitimizing its retaliation—the mood that looked prevailing in Washington in the first days after the terrorist attack. Indeed, Washington made it clear that it would not look for UN approval of its military response that is based on the right of self-defence. It is true that both the EU and Russia recognized this right. President Putin went much further than that by ordering active support of the military operation in Afghanistan, which made Russia and the USA de facto military allies, for the first time since the end of World War II. However, Russia's general approach that was clearly manifested during the Kosovo crisis considers the mandate of the UN Security Council sine qua non of any military intervention. In principle, this logic is shared by the EU, although in a milder form (and without referring to the case of Kosovo). Taking into account the circumstances, neither Russia nor the EU were particularly vocal in articulating their reservations on this issue, but these reservations do exist and look rather similar.

In a broader sense, the problem consists in what is perceived as the US inclination towards unilateralism in the international arena. In the eyes of many Russians, Washington's reluctance to look for inscribing its actions into the international law or to make them dependent on vast international support was only one more manifestation of unacceptable hegemonism. The very fact that the USA was in a dramatic and extraordinary situation, while Russia decided to provide it with political and military support, excluded any official 'anti-hegemonistic' comments on the part of Moscow. It is noteworthy, however, that this theme was more than discernible in unofficial discussions.

On the EU side, any reference to this matter became almost impossible in the overall context of the terrorist attack; furthermore, the focus was made upon consolidating and promoting the US leadership in fighting terrorism with a global reach. However, this was accompanied by the idea of building a broad coalition against terrorism
—which means a commitment to consult with partners rather than operating unilaterally. President Vladimir Putin also appealed for 'joint approaches and effective mechanisms of cooperation' in fighting against international terrorism
; whereas analysts and commentators were unanimous in underlining that this would require involving Russia in decision-making process
. In any case, supporting the USA does not and should not mean providing it with a carte blanche for any use of force in the international arena—a reservation that seems common to the EU and Russia, even if expressed delicately or, for the time being, not articulated at all.

One should perhaps refrain from drawing too far-reaching conclusions from what appears from the above analysis. If exchange of opinions of a very general character is put aside, interaction between the EU and Russia did not occur. Similarities in perceptions, assessments, reservations, concerns and eventual recommendations did exist but they were not translated into practical cooperation. In other words, cooperative interaction between Russia and the EU with respect to the terrorist attack on the USA and its implications seemed to have a very considerable potential. The degree of translating this potential into practice was disappointing indeed.

Perhaps, this was even impossible in principle, though not due to any substantive incompatibilities between Russia and the EU. The reason seems to be twofold.

· On the one hand, although the EU in this particular case appeared to operate as a real actor
, the relative weight of individual approaches of major member-states was considerably higher
—which may be explained by the urgency and sensitivity of the issue, its complexity and uniqueness. Indeed, all the above considerations with respect to the EU approach relate to some (or even all) member-states rather than to the EU itself.

· On the other hand, the situation itself pushed Moscow, when discussing its own reaction to the terrorist challenge, to focus upon Washington rather than the EU. Indeed, after a period of hesitations and uncertainty on the course to be followed under new circumstances, Moscow opted in favour of supporting anti-terrorist operation‑and this support was predictably addressed to the USA, both politically and militarily.

It is noteworthy, however, that in some Russia's domestic comments the government was reproached for associating its stakes with the USA solely. This was perceived as provoking suspicions on the part of the EU and damaging the prospects of Russian-European relations
.

This criticism notwithstanding, it is obvious that Russia's involvement in joint struggle against international terrorism should be inscribed into a longer-term perspective. If the terrorist assault of 11 September 2001 and world reaction thereto do open a new era in international relations (as many observers believe—or, at least, seemed to believe at the early stages of this development), the very character of Russia's relations with the West could significantly change. In an 'optimistic' vision, joint struggle against international terrorism represents a new chance both for Russia and for the West to engage in a fundamental rapprochement—indeed, a second chance after the first one was missed in the beginning of 1990s
.

Such a radical transformation in the broader framework of the international system would come to a formation of a Euro-Atlantic pattern with Russia's full-fledged participation therein
. This might be expected to alter Russia's past, current and future-oriented perceptions of, and attitudes towards the EU in general and CFSP in particular. Furthermore, there may be an intellectual and politically-relevant temptation to design a new perspective that would be free of all burdensome and complicating contexts of interaction between Russia and the CFSP, while inscribing it into a scenario of 'cooperativeness without limits'.

However, intellectual cautiousness should prevent from excessively far-reaching conclusions and expectations. If the alteration of the existing parameters defining the interaction between Russia and the West seems by and large probable, how deep it could be and in what direction it could be oriented is perhaps too early to hypothesize. Furthermore, even the irreversibility of the choice made by President Putin could be a matter of doubts. This choice was enthusiastically supported by liberal-oriented and pro-western forces in Russia, but there were also warnings on the part of their opponents. They argue that the proclaimed intention to join efforts in fighting terrorism is only a superficial aspect of the ongoing geopolitical transformation, whereas its substance consists in the accelerated search for dominance by the USA and NATO.

It is anticipated that inevitable complications would emerge on this ground
. Thus, the efforts of building a broad international coalition prompted by terrorist attacks against the USA in September 2001 were commented by some Russian observers through the prism of eventual implications for Russia's positions in the CIS. Russia's prospects in Central Asia have immediately become a serious matter of concern in the light of the intention of the USA, while preparing a retaliation against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, to deploy its forces in Uzbekistan and some other new independent states of the region. There also appeared warnings going beyond Central Asia; the USA and NATO were blamed to aim, under the pretext of building a coalition against the international terrorism, at accelerating their expansion onto the CIS area and initiating a 'Big Game' therein
. These conspiracy-oriented perceptions seem indicative, even if not directly addressed to the EU.

Or, another case in point might be Russia's decision to discontinue its military outpost in Lurdes (Cuba) that used to be a key asset of Moscow in terms of its radio-electronic intelligence covering the whole Western hemisphere. This decision, taken only one month after the terrorist attacks, was quasi-officially presented as Russia's contribution to building a new relationship with the USA. But in Russia, there were also other interpretations of this move—extremely critical and explicitly blaming the Kremlin for unacceptable acquiescence with respect to the USA. Thus, Russia's former minister of defence Igor Radionov assessed this as an erroneous concession 'to our main strategic enemy'
; another comment characterized this event as a final act of Russia's strategic retreat 'inscribed into the concept [developed by some alien forces] of turning a military superpower into a regional state with aspirations limited only by its own official frontier'
. In a broader sense, there are considerable parts of elites and public opinion that are reluctant to support President Putin's move towards building a new relationship with the West, which might be a source of possible alteration of Russia's policy.

On the other hand, if a radical transformation of the international system does take place, this could modify old coalitions and bring about new realignments, with challenging options to be decided upon both by Russia and the EU. This might open a prospect for getting rid of Russia's traditional inclination to correlate its EU-related policy with the 'American factor'. However, Russia could also face a temptation for 'privileged' relations with the USA
—which might implicitly make its interaction with the EU less prominent. If so, a paradoxical consequence of possible rapprochement between Russia and the West would be reduced political salience of Russia's links with the EU, even if only in relative terms. Furthermore, this scenario could be promoted by the consolidation of the US leadership role in the context of 'joint struggle' against new security threats. Indeed, if the allies of Washington and most of its partners accept such a role, either enthusiastically or even reluctantly—then Russia might find it necessary (or, at least, rational) to follow this pattern, by focusing itself upon the USA and without paying much attention to other options.

An alternative approach would argue that in discussions on the 'post-war' (i.e., post-Afghan war) re-organization of the world, treating the USA as Russia's interlocutor par excellence and the only would-be partner does not necessarily represent the best strategy. For instance, building a trilateral coalition USA—EU—Russia may be preferable to an eventual bilateral (and perhaps submissive) alliance with Washington. Also, it is worth mentioning one more alternative scenario, that of a new American isolationism that might promote the EU interest towards Russia and encourage Russia's European connection
.

By and large, even if there is no clear-cut answer to the question whether 11 September 2001 has marked a turning point in the development of the international system, Russia's debate on the basic foundations and orientations of its foreign policy have restarted anew. Russia's political attitudes towards the EU will inevitably be a part of this debate.

Conclusions

Russia's intellectual and political debates on the attitudes towards the EU are inscribed into the overall picture of domestic transformations in the country and its search for accommodation with the external environment. Numerous interest groups participating in this process have various corporate identifications, different ideological backgrounds and political orientations, unequal access to resources and power. None of these parameters predetermines their positions with respect to the EU. Within the business community and officials from the state apparatus, professional military and diplomats, academia and mass media one could find the whole variety of approaches, ranging between the most 'pro-European' ones and those that are characterized by deep suspicions towards the EU.

This is reflected in the political process in Russia—on the level of political parties, in the State Duma, as well as in the official policy of the country. However, the general trend seems to point to the direction of developing a more positive and constructive attitude towards the EU. At the same time, this attitude is becoming more differentiated, focusing upon specific aspects of Russia's interaction with the EU and assessing them against the broader background of interests, concerns and prospects.

Many elements of Russia's thought patterns and political instincts with respect to the current evolution of the EU are deeply rooted in the history of the last four to five decades. Indeed, the understanding of Moscow's attitudes towards the European integration since the beginning of its developments goes far beyond the necessity to represent a genesis of Russia's attitudes. The analyses of the past provides a better sense of both the actual situation and its eventual future developments.

In particular, this concerns the extent to which Moscow perceives the EU as a political entity. Noteworthy, Moscow's initially overwhelming negativism towards integration in the western part of the continent is primarily explained by the fact that it was assessed as a purely political project hostile to the Soviet-lead 'socialist system'. In the 60s, Soviet academics started to develop a more realistic evaluation of integration pointing to its 'objective characteristics'—which was a fundamental breakthrough paving the way for overcoming political barriers in the future. In the 70s, this assessment began to affect Moscow's foreign policy; with the latter becoming more flexible and differentiated in the context of détente, the attitude towards the European Community was changing to a more cooperative one. In the 1980s, Moscow has finally come to view the EC as a political thing. In the 1990s, political aspects in the interaction with the EU are becoming of growing importance and may become predominant—as they were at the very beginning of this process. However, the unquestionable negative vector of that time has not been replaced by an unquestionable positive one nowadays.

Soviet attitudes with respect to earlier attempts of developing military-related aspects of integration in Western Europe are also worth mentioning. Negativism towards such projects as the European Defense Community went in parallel with confusion in assessing attempts to promote a 'European core' in NATO or to 'upgrade' the Western European Union. It is striking to what extent this confusion is reproduced in reactions towards the emerging CESDP nowadays.

The attitudes towards previous phases of enlargement seem less connected with what is taking place in our time. However, in earlier discussions on actual or eventual expansion of the EC the 'Soviet factor' was not insignificant; indeed, it defined the geography of enlargement and singled out zones where the latter could not take place.

Finally, when dealing with the past, it seems appropriate to consider to what extent the EC was regarded as an international actor. Alongside the development of the European Political Cooperation, Moscow was paying increasing attention to the EC's ability for a 'collective behavior'—although cautiously, with slow political repercussions and with significant reservations.

In addressing the current situation, the question arises whether the post-Soviet Russia has overlooked the most dramatic developments in the EU during the last decade. Indeed, most of them did not provoke any strong political emotion in Moscow that was preoccupied with both challenging domestic agenda and the painful adaptation to Russia's reduced international status. Later, Russia's political attitudes towards the EU turned out inscribed in Russia's broader foreign policy agenda that was following a pendulum-type trajectory, with simplistic 'pro-westernism' of the early 1990s giving place to a feverish search of a more coherent self-identification on the international scene and with opposite extremes of 'anti-westernism' sometimes viewed as an attractive alternative to humiliating submission. Russia's attitudes towards CFSP, CESDP and EU's forthcoming enlargement were developing at the crossroad of these conflicting dimensions of Russia's foreign policy.

Paradoxically, although within this model Russia is nowadays in the counter-phase towards its own policy of the early 1990s, Moscow is nevertheless actively articulating its positive attitude towards the EU. The arguments in favor of developing a kind of privileged relationship with the EU range from economic rationales to the reasoning on joint efforts of Russia and the EU for organizing the European geopolitical space. The institutionalization of political interaction between Russia and the EU has become a considerable achievement not only in terms of their bilateral relationship; indeed, this pattern has a unique character for Russia's overall foreign policy practice nowadays.

One of central issues of the developing interaction of both sides to be considered in the project touches upon the 'Atlanticist' contexts of Russia's foreign policy and the EU developments. An amazing parallelism has always existed in the attitudes of Washington and Moscow towards European integration. In the case of the USA, a support for a strong Europe was based on, and conditioned by the assumption that such a Europe should not challenge the US primacy. The Soviet attitudes represented a kind of a mirror image of this pattern: an interest in a United Europe that might be a counterweight to the American primacy went in parallel with concerns that a United Europe might be an additional element of the collective strength of the West, under the control of the USA.

Although the cold war ended more than ten years ago, this pattern is still discernible. Noteworthy, Russia's attitudes towards the growing role of the WEU in the 1990s or towards the plans of enlarging the EU have never been so suspicious and clearly negative, as that towards NATO enlargement. Moreover, this was perceived as an acceptable alternative to NATO enlargement, and at times one might even believe that Moscow was more enthusiastic about the WEU or the EU enlargement than the member-states were. In a sense, Russia's attitude towards the enlargement of the EU was a profiteer of Russia's obsession with NATO enlargement.

The context of NATO is particularly important with respect to Russia's attitudes towards CESDP. Some analysts and politicians would condition their positive assessment of the CESDP only to the extent to which the latter would be able to disengage from NATO. Otherwise, an image of NATO expanding onto the EU might prevail over the image of the EU expanding onto the area of crisis-management.

Russia's perception of, and Russia's attitudes towards CFSP, CESDP and the enlargement of the EU are developing in the context of broader vision of Russia's anticipated challenges from, and its would-be priorities in the international system.

On the one hand, the vision of the EU becoming stronger and acquiring a possibility of playing an independent role fits well into a picture of multipolar world that is so dear to many in Russia. On the other hand, there are arguments considering an economically, politically and militarily strong United Europe as a kind of existential challenge to Russia. There may be also other matters of concern for Moscow, even if hardly grounded—for instance, regarding the role of the EU in the CIS space and/or with respect to the existing or eventual conflicts on the post-Soviet territory.

Similarly, Moscow's concerns with the EU forthcoming enlargement have two dimensions. One is related to the balance of immediate gains and losses (tariffs and other means of trade regulation, the regime of visas and so on.). Another one touches upon the assessment of longer-term prospects, with the process of the EU consolidation becoming increasingly overwhelming and Russia remaining outside the 'core area' of Europe.

Notwithstanding all positive changes in Russia's attitudes towards the EU, there is an objective need for developing a strategic line that would not be only focused upon calculating the balance of immediate gains and losses. Indeed, overcoming the old-style 'idealist paradigm' was important for not seeing in the EU a political challenge, as it was the case during the Soviet times. But endorsing instead a 'realist paradigm' has brought about a paradoxical result, when the attitude towards the EU is only determined in terms of winning or losing. This is a short-sited approach, and many concerns of Russia are rooted within this superficial 'pragmatism' preventing from adequately assessing the prospects of historical development.

The terrorist assault of 11 September 2001 and world reaction thereto have opened a 'great debate' on eventual international implications of theses developments. Without being the focal point of this debate, the relationship between Russia and the EU will nevertheless constitute an important element of any scenario of future developments in the international arena. At the time when effective management of the international system have all the chances to become one of the central issues in the global agenda of the 21st century, joint efforts of Russia and the EU, first of all through Moscow's cooperative interaction with CFSP and CESDP, might be of considerable importance for consolidating international security both in Europe and well beyond Europe.
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