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Executive Summary 
Scope of the briefing:  
 
The objective of this briefing is to present the main achievements and challenges of the EU-
Russia relations in the framework of the common space on external security. It assesses the 
progress made under this area on the basis of examining the activities carried out, and looks 
at the agreements reached on specific issues linked to the common spaces and the wider 
context of EU-Russia relations.  Furthermore, the briefing addresses the main problems in 
the implementation of the common space on external security and examines opportunities for 
progress or the inclusion of new items in the various policy areas under the common space.  
 
The briefing finally proposes recommendations, which would feed into the democratic 
scrutiny of the negotiations on a new agreement between the EU and Russia, as well as to the 
regular policy dialogue with the European Commission. 
 
 
Main findings:  
 
The EU-Russia Common Space on external security transcends the goal of mere cooperation 
and reaches towards a partnership between the European Union and Russia. Still, this 
attempt is hampered by a midway approach, which due to different factors does not go all 
way towards the integration or harmonization of external policies. 
The current framework of relations represents according to the analysis mainly an upgraded 
consultation mechanism. Joint work within the international, especially United Nations level 
remains superficial and unsteady as well as activities within the priority areas are only 
partially efficient. As the past military interventions in Georgia have shown, a common 
interpretation and definition of values underpinning policies is still missing between the 
European Union and Russia. 
 
Strengthening Dialogue and Cooperation on the International Scene 
 
Key achievement in this area is the institutionalisation of dialogue via different frameworks 
such as the expert-level Troika meetings,  dialogue within the United Nations, annual 
meetings of the EU with Russia on UN matters, and ad hoc contacts both in New York and 
Moscow at the level of Deputy Heads of Mission with the Russian Permanent Representative 
at the UN. Similar types of meetings take place in Moscow at the level of directorate at the 
Russian Foreign Ministry. Nevertheless, most meetings have merely informational character 
and have not achieved the ambitious goals set out. Also the promotion of contacts between the 
military structures as envisaged by the Road Map has not been realized. 
 
Fight against Terrorism  
 
In this area overlaps exist with actions foreseen by the common space on freedom, security 
and justice. For the space on external security, the majority of activities relate to mutual 
cooperation within the UN with regard to the adoption of the various international law 
instruments tackling the threat of terrorism.  
The Progress Report singles out the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism and the 
EU’s participation in it as an important common arena for anti-terrorism cooperation with 
Russia, but also with the US. Two challenges hinder at the moment an efficient 
implementation of this priority area: The perceived weakness of the EU in this area, as 
Member States follow different approaches and the disagreement between the EU and Russia 
on the definitions of terrorism, as seen at the example of Chechnya.  
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Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and their Means of Delivery, 
Strengthening of Export Control Regimes and Disarmament 
 
In this area, beyond mere consultation and information sharing, the EU and Russia have been 
able to make progress in the field of disarmament and reconversion of assets linked to 
weapons of mass destruction. The EU is also keen achieve results in its export control 
outreach programme in Russia and by TACIS provides funding for environmental projects 
assisting in the destruction of chemical weapons.   
 
Cooperation in Crisis Management  
 
The range of activities in this area covers the conclusion of agreements and the framework of 
legal and financial aspects of crisis management cooperation, exchange of views, promotion 
of contacts between military and civilian counterparts, etc. Still, despite some cooperation in 
the case of Transnistria in Moldova, Russia’s insistence on ‘agreed formats’ vis-à-vis the 
common neighbourhood makes cooperation in the PCA framework practically impossible. 
Activities have taken place at the level of an exchange of views and contacts, including 
regular consultation between the head of the EU Military Staff (EUMS) and the Russian Chief 
of Staff.  
 
Cooperation in the Field of Civil Protection 
 
Cooperation in this area is predominantly focused on the implementation of practical 
provisions furthering the 2004 arrangement between the EU Monitoring and Information 
Centre, and the Operations Centre of the Russian Ministry for emergency situations. The main 
development has taken place in the work on the abovementioned 2004 arrangement. This has 
involved exchanges of practical information, information on emergencies, etc. Russia has 
made several proposals to cooperate in the case of natural disasters, an area where the EU has 
only few competences. 
 
Challenges persist mainly in a heterogeneous approach of the Member States of the European 
Union towards the Russian Federation, especially with regard to energy dependency, and to 
the will of Russia to return as major force on the international stage. 
 
Recommendations:  
Four scenarios might be imagined to enhance the effectiveness of the common space on 
external relations:  
 

• Scaling down of goals of EU-Russia Relations  
The European Union needs to make its choice whether it envisages mere cooperation or 
partnership with the Russian Federation. Russia’s conduct following the Georgian crisis has 
raised serious questions about the degree and depth to which the country shares the stated 
values of the relationship. Growing internal authoritarianism and problems with regard to 
democratic practice, transparency and governance pose serious challenges to possibilities for 
a stable partnership. In the light of these developments the scaling down of the goals of EU-
Russia towards a cooperative approach might more fully reflect present realities.  
 

• Redefinition of the Scope of the Common Space 
At the moment, important security dimensions such as energy, regional conflicts and 
governance remain outside the scope of the common space on external security. An inclusion 
of these items would be both in line with the EU’s approach in the European Security Strategy 
and the renegotiation of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA).  
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• Introduction of Benchmarking and Timeframe 
In order to better monitor progress made in the areas of cooperation in the common space, 
benchmarking measures should be introduced and a timeframe be agreed upon. While this 
framework might not be useful for initiatives in multilateral settings, bilateral cooperation 
may easily be operationalized in such manner.  
 

• Creation of mutual Ownership Initiatives  
In order to increase ownership of the common space on external security, a larger emphasis 
should be placed upon bilateral initiatives, which can be developed independently from 
multilateral settings. Examples might be joint training modes at the European Security and 
Defence College. A detailed audit of the five priority areas will arrive at some further 
suggestions. An interesting approach to such bilateral projects is that of the Russia-US 
Strategic Declaration Framework signed in April 2008, which contains numerous general 
goals, multilateral approaches but also some purely bilateral, specific initiatives.1 This 
framework could provide valuable suggestions for an enhanced and more effective 
cooperation. 

                                                            
1 This interesting mixture is available at:  
/www.cfr.org/publication/16193/usrussia_strategic_framework_declaration.html. The document posits 
some general goals (for instance in the field of arms sales). Parts of the declaration also determined the 
specific international channels through which mutually determined goals are to be achieved. Further, 
the text contains exclusive bilateral initiatives (for example, bilateral defence technology cooperation 
agreement). 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

The time since the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989 has brought numerous changes on 
the European continent and within the larger system of international relations. The 
disintegration of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union, the dramatic transformations 
of organizations such as NATO and the European Union, and the preservation of US 
engagement on the European continent have shaped the 1990s considerably. Russia 
has had to manage the breakdown of its communist economy and its empire, drawing 
on different strategies with a varying degree of success. The entire framework of 
relations between Russia and the West was thus redefined during the 1990s and in the 
early 21st century with the enlargement of the EU and NATO. The beginning of the 
new century brought significant first indications of some of the downside effects of 
globalisation. The new global security threats were predominantly objects of 
academic analysis during the last decade of the previous century, but the terrorist 
attacks of September 11, 2001, followed by attacks on European soil in 2004 in 
Madrid and 2005 in London changed the entire sense of situation and direction.  

Numerous consequences of this shift in Zeitgeist have been documented over the last 
years. One of them is the dramatic development of a much more coherent EU policy 
regarding the identified newly emerging security threats, also leading to intensified 
cooperation with third countries such as Russia. The 1997 Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) with Russia has been the framework of mutual work 
and was further developed in 2003 with the idea of four common spaces, two of 
which have linkages to security. Based on this broad framework, the EU and Russia 
have created a dense network of institutions, mechanisms and practices of cooperation 
and consultation. There are different approaches and goals to this set of relations, 
some more ambitious than others. Evaluations also vary. Yet, it is clear that the 
current framework provides important institutional opportunities for dialogue if both 
sides prepare to discuss its future.  

The Russian intervention in Georgia has, however, changed the tone of the current 
exercise of evaluating the progress made over the last couple of years. Responding to 
this military intervention and doubting the degree to which the current Russian 
leadership shares the stipulated goals and values of the bilateral relationship, the EU 
has decided to temporarily suspend dialogue on the future of the PCA. In reality, the 
current crisis brings into focus one of the key dimensions of any examination of the 
implementation of the external security common space: the degree of the 
compatibility of values between the European Union and Russia, which need to be 
seen as a prerequisite for the ambitious political goals of the PCA at the time of its 
signature and afterwards. Moreover, any assessment of the progress on the Road Map 
for the implementation of this space needs to primarily examine the degree to which 
actual practice has resembled a mere classical relationship of international 
cooperation or one informed and underpinned by common values.  
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II. EVALUATION OF IMPLEMENTATION OF COMMON SPACE ON 
EXTERNAL SECURITY  

1. SOME GENERAL REMARKS  

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement signed in 1994 and entered into force in 
1997 is the encompassing framework for EU-Russia relations. Its duration of 10 years 
expired in 2007 but was extended automatically until a successor agreement is 
adopted. Two vetoes by member states (Poland and Lithuania) had to be overcome 
before negotiations could ensue. Negotiation directives were approved at the EU 
Council of May 2008 and a first round of talks held last June. The successor 
agreement will need to be ratified by the European Parliament, the legislature of each 
member state and Russia. Until a few years ago, sectoral cooperation was structured 
under a number of additional agreements (control of drug traffic, regional policy, 
steel, science and technology, non-proliferation and disarmament, combating crime, 
energy and textile). There has been an expansion of cooperation formats in the last 
few years in line with the growing ambitions of EU-Russia relations. The four 
common spaces were created in 2005, as well as other important platforms such as 
EU-Russia Energy Dialogue and the six-monthly EU-Russia Human Rights 
Consultations. Proliferation of formats has been a clear trend EU-Russia relations in 
the last years even in the context of the PCA. The cross-cutting nature of many issues 
is relevant here, yet, greater coherence will be beneficial.  

Under the TACIS programme of the EU, some 2,7 billion euro of assistance to Russia 
have been provided taking into consideration the difficult fiscal situation of the 
country during that decade. The EU financial commitment has declined in the last 
years as Russian fiscal capacities have improved. Presently, financial support is 
predominantly channelled through the European Neighbourhood and Partnership 
Instrument. The structure of the support is in line with the agreed 2007-2010 National 
Indicative Programme for Russia which reflects the priorities formulated in the PCA 
and the four common spaces. The annual commitment in this programme is up to 60 
million euro but can be increased to 100 million euro depending on Russia 
involvement. There are a few other significant channels: the nuclear safety instrument, 
the democracy and human rights instrument as well as some regional programmes 
such as the Northern Dimension. 

The creation of a ‘common spaces’ approach is a novelty in EU-Russia relations and 
explicitly intents to enhance the status and to provide greater structure and substance 
to the partnership. While modelled on other tools used in the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, this framework sets out objectives and activities which are 
neither informed by conditionality nor give any prospects for eventual integration. At 
the same time, the EU-Russia relationship and its operationalization by the concept of 
common spaces is not informed by the classical approach of cooperation; but contains 
a claim to partnership and to a degree of value compatibility between the two parties. 
In this sense, we have something of a ‘midway’ approach: short of integration and 
harmonization, but more ambitious than the classical, purely cooperation-based 
approach. This brings benefits in terms of breadth and scope of relations, but poses 
difficulties relating to depth and time horizon for implementation. Such a conclusion 
is clearly justified given the experience of the implementation of the road map on the 
external security common space. Furthermore, on the basis of the available progress 
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report on the implementation of the external security common space, two conclusions 
may be drawn. Firstly, the current framework functions mainly as an upgraded 
consultation mechanism as evidenced by priority area 1, dealing with the 
improvement of dialogue and cooperation. Moreover, there has been little progress on 
the promotion of substantive components such as joint work within the UN as 
stipulated in the road map. Secondly, the implementation of the road map has, due to 
Russian insistence on a greater role within the EU decision-making process, stalled in 
important areas such as cooperation in crisis management. Russia’s policy towards 
and action in the common neighbourhood has posed serious questions and has 
undermined the agreed objectives for the development of this area. This has made 
substantial progress in the agreed priority areas very difficult.  

EU-Russia relations have been subject of numerous debates and resolutions even if 
they have not focused specifically on external security. These have mainly been 
declaratory in nature with a view of enhancing the compatibility of the approach of 
the two sides to important issues on the international scene (Kosovo status issue, 
nuclear proliferation and North Korea, etc.) Importantly, the EP has made the 
protection of human rights and democracy – building a central tenet of its approach to 
Russia. Further, the centrality of progress of tackling challenges in the common 
neighbourhood needs to be recognised. The EP has, for instance, been consistently 
critical of Russia’s unwillingness to engage substantially in the use of the available 
tools for enhanced cross-border cooperation.   

 

2. PRIORITY AREA 1: STRENGTHENING DIALOGUE AND COOPERATION 
ON THE INTERNATIONAL SCENE 

This priority area has a wide range of goals, some being quite ambitious 
(‘strengthening an international order based on effective multilateralism), some more 
limited (‘exchange of views on new initiatives in the field of security). The key 
achievement in this area is the institutionalisation of dialogue and consultation as 
envisioned through the network of various channels. This makes dialogue with Russia 
the most ‘intense’ the EU has with a third country. Exchange of positions and 
opinions takes place on a regular basis on the main topical issues such as Iran, the 
Middle East, the Western Balkans, etc.2 The expert-level Troika meetings provide  
ample opportunity for an extensive and broad exchange of views.3 Dialogue with 
Russia in the framework of the United Nations is also central to this priority area but 
here, again, cooperation appears to be limited to an exchange of views and 
consultation rather than coordinated action on legal and political substance. Emphasis 
is given to the annual meeting of the EU with Russia on UN matters, which takes 
place at the UN headquarters. On the operational level, there are ad hoc contacts both 
in New York and Moscow at the level of Deputy Heads of Mission with the Russian 

                                                            
2 Full details are available in the 2007 Progress Report prepared by the European Commission and the 
General Secretariat of the Council of the European Union.  
3 There are roughly annual or bi-annual meetings at this level where extensive consultations are held on 
numerous topics. Some deal with regional matters while others tackle more sectoral issues such as 
cooperation on specific initiatives in international organizations. This channel of cooperation remains 
important from the view of mutual confidence-building as experts, diplomats and policy-makers 
interact on concrete issues.  
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Permanent Representative at the UN. Similar types of meetings take place in Moscow 
at the level of directorate at the Russian Foreign Ministry. Most of the envisaged 
activities are in effect taken forward via the consultation formats and relate to purely 
informational activities (for instance, exchange of information on relevant major 
international contacts between EU and Russian officials, and of views on new ideas 
and initiatives in the security field). There is also some cooperation taking place 
within the EU Institute for Security Studies, which functions as a hub for 
communication and exchange on security issues between the EU and Russia.  

There is no evidence that both sides have been able to implement one of the most 
important provisions of this priority area, namely the elaboration of joint initiatives in 
order to promote conflict prevention and settlement. Given the significant divergence 
between security perceptions and the approach towards the common neighbourhood, 
this is a logical and expected outcome. It further reinforces the rather declaratory 
nature of cooperation in the context of this priority area.  

The road map contains another important objective, namely, the promotion of contacts 
between the military structures of both sides including the European Defence Agency. 
Still, there is little evidence of any substantial progress with regard to this area, as the 
work programme of the agency contains no plans for cooperation with the Russian 
authorities.4 Some limited training activities with Russia, mainly in the form of 
Russian participation in ESDP courses at the European Security and Defence College, 
take place.  

 

3. PRIORITY AREA 2: FIGHT AGAINST TERRORISM  

The EU-Russia cooperation in this field dates back to the aftermath of terrorist attacks 
of 11th of September 2001, to which the two parties responded with a joint document 
in 2002. A number of activities relevant for the fight against terrorism are covered by 
the common space on freedom, security and justice, including information exchange 
between Europol and the Russian authorities. The majority of activities in this priority 
area relate to mutual cooperation within the UN with regard to the adoption of the 
various international law instruments tackling the threat of terrorism. These include 
UN Security Council Resolutions 1373 and 1566 (on trafficking of small arms and 
weapon and financing of terrorism) as well as 12 counter-terrorism conventions and 
other conventions dealing with nuclear terrorism and international terrorism. Mutual 
cooperation is also envisaged within the Council of Europe and its work on counter-
terrorism instruments. Another body of measures envisages classical consultation and 
information activities in various fora dealing with the fight against terrorism. These 
include consultations and possible coordination of positions prior to major anti-
terrorist meetings, information exchanges in Moscow and Brussels, etc.  

The Progress Report singles out the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism 
and the EU’s participation as an important common arena for anti-terrorism 
cooperation with Russia, but also with the US. The EU will also be looking to engage 

                                                            
4 The work plans of the agency for both 2007 and 2008 do not set out any planned activities with 
Russia. Further, the Council guidelines in line with which these programmes have been drafted are also 
silent on EU-Russia relations.  
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with Russia in relation to a programme dealing with critical infrastructure. As far as 
UN-related mutual work is concerned, there is little evidence of substantial progress 
on the plethora of conventions, regardless of the dense network of consultation 
mechanisms. The report concludes that current practice leaves ‘room for 
improvement’. Two issues appear to have impact on the current state of affairs.5 The 
first one relates to the Russian perception of European weakness in the area of 
counterterrorism. Important differences of opinion exist between the member states on 
the issue of terrorism despite significant recent advances. The coherence of EU 
positions within the UN on anti-terrorism issues might also lead Russia to conclude 
that bilateral diplomacy is preferable. Secondly, important differences of opinion 
persist in relation to definitions of terrorism and their application to specific 
situations, regions and instances. In this context, EU and Russia have different 
approaches to Chechnya and the heated dialogue of the late 90s still exerts some 
influence.  

 

4. PRIORITY AREA 3: NON-PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS OF MASS 
DESTRUCTION AND THEIR MEANS OF DELIVERY, STREGTHENING OF 
EXPORT CONTROL REGIMES AND DISARMAMENT 

The scope of cooperation in this area has a similar structure to priority area 2 (fight 
against terrorism), integrating the promotion of various international instruments 
(some include G8 Global Partnership in accordance with the Kananaskis documents6 
dealing with non-proliferation, follow-up work to the treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, etc.) and ‘softer’ measures such as the exchange of views and 
opinions on the range of issues. The envisaged set of activity takes place across an 
extremely wide spectrum of fora and has been difficult to monitor. Beyond mere 
consultation and information sharing, the EU and Russia have been able to make 
progress in the field of disarmament and reconversion of assets linked to weapons of 
mass destruction. The EU has funded a project aimed at the destruction of chemical 
weapons through a series of measures, mainly within the EU-Russia Chemical 
Weapons Destruction Project.7 These include support for the operation of a 
destruction site in Kambarka, and the destruction of artillery and rocket ammunitions 
in Shchuch’ye. A further venture has provided support for the physical protection of a 
nuclear site in Russia. In the field of nuclear safety, funding has been made available 
for the reconversion of weapons experts by means of the International Science and 
Technology Centre operational in Moscow. The EU is also keen to persist in work on 
its export control outreach programme in Russia and by TACIS provides funding for 
environmental projects assisting in the destruction of chemical weapons.   

The need for brevity here does not permit extensive detailed treatment of all issues. 
Progress is very uneven in terms of meeting the 2007 deadlines under the Chemical 
                                                            
5 In this section I am relying largely on research conducted by K. Anderman et al. ‘Russia-EU External 
Security Perceptions: Russian Policy and Perceptions’.  
6 The Kananskis summit was the first G8 summit after the terrorist attacks of September 11. During the 
meeting a G8 Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction and a 
Cooperative G8 Action on Transport Security were concluded. 
7 See Council Joint Action 2007/178/CFSP of 19 March 2007 in support of chemical weapons 
destruction in the Russian Federation in the framework of the EU Strategy against Proliferation of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction, OJ  L 81/30, 22.03.2007. 
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Weapons Convention with Russia already requesting a 5-year extension. Russian 
funding for chemical weapons destruction activities has been problematic since the 
1990s and with some increases in funding as economic conditions have improved. At 
the same time, there have been signs of deeper commitment over the years with the 
creations of special government commission devoted to the destruction of these 
weapons and restructuring the Russian Ammunitions Agency. Yet, deeper Russian 
concerns about perceived excessive access to ‘sensitive sites’ persist and Russian 
security policy is not linked to this process of overall change in thinking about 
weapons of mass destruction. The EU has adopted three joint actions in support of 
these activities in the context of its 2003 Strategy for against proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction. At the same time, EU funding has been insufficient totalling 4.3 
million euro for the three joint actions. Further issues of coherence arise from the 
plethora of bilateral frameworks in which many of the activities in this field take 
place. Many of these predate EU activities and the Global Partnership and are better 
funded. For instance, the United Kingdom has a bilateral agreement with Russia 
dating back to 2001. Further, Germany has made a significant financial contribution 
to the effect of 340 million euro and decisive help in the building of two of the three 
facilities for destruction of chemical weapons.  

 

5. PRIORITY AREA 4: COOPERATION IN CRISIS MANAGEMENT  

The range of activities in this area as envisioned in the Road Map is extensive, 
covering the conclusion of agreements and the framework of legal and financial 
aspects of crisis management cooperation, exchange of views, promotion of contacts 
between military and civilian counterparts, etc. The Progress Report does not, 
however, give evidence of any advances in this priority area. Important and known 
obstacles persist, especially related to an agreement on identifying specific conflicts 
where crisis management is required. Despite some cooperation in the case of 
Transnistria in Moldova, Russia’s insistence on ‘agreed formats’ vis-à-vis the 
common neighbourhood make cooperation in the PCA framework practically 
impossible. Another key problem is linked to the 1992 Seville arrangements in this 
field, which do not permit third states to participate in joint planning and decision-
making. In this sense, Russia has a status grievance as it sees itself as a mere 
contributor rather than an equal partner. A further issue touches on the question of 
interoperability, as such work is not on-going in the EU-Russia framework, thus 
limiting some options for present and future cooperation in the field of crisis 
management.  

Despite the abovementioned difficulties some activities have taken place. These are 
mainly at the level of an exchange of views and contacts, including regular 
consultation between the head of the EU Military Staff (EUMS) and the Russian 
Chief of Staff. Furthermore, Russia has already appointed a contact point with the 
EUMS and holds regular dialogue with the Director General at the EUMS. At the 
academic level, Russian participants are invited on a regular basis to training courses, 
including on ESDP. Lastly, the EU has an already established practice of inviting 
Russian participation to many of its crisis management and military exercises.  
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6. PRIORITY AREA 5: COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF CIVIL 
PROTECTION  

Cooperation in this area is predominantly focused on the implementation of practical 
provisions furthering the 2004 arrangement between the EU Monitoring and 
Information Centre, and the Operations Centre of the Russian Ministry for emergency 
situations. Also mutual assistance and exchanges of views are ensured; and 
participants to various workshops and exercises invited. The Progress Report on the 
Road Map emphasizes that the main development has taken place in the work on the 
abovementioned 2004 arrangement. This has involved exchanges of practical 
information, information on emergencies, etc. The Russian Ministry for emergency 
situations has appointed a liaison officer to the Russian Delegation to the EU, helping 
to establish regular dialogue. Since 2003, Russia has been quite active in proposing 
various ideas for cooperation. Most notably, Russia has suggested that the two sides 
work closely together in case of natural disasters, in line with the wide prerogatives of 
its relevant Ministry. This proposal was then developed into an idea for the 
establishment of a joint European centre for dealing with natural disasters. Also, 
Russia has proposed the creation of a joint European transportation squadron for 
dealing with disasters. The main obstacle for deeper cooperation is the fact that the 
EU itself has very limited prerogative in the field of civil protection, with member 
states mainly being responsible for these issues.  

EU-Russia dialogue on space cooperation is an important recent development relying 
on the elaboration of a nascent European space policy as well as the Road Maps. The 
dialogue dates back to March 2006 and is structured in seven working groups dealing 
with issues such as launch systems, applied space science, satellite navigation, etc. 
Importantly, the speeding up of negotiations relating to Galileo/GLONASS 
cooperation is envisaged with most of the work directed at technical issues such as 
compatibility, operability, development schedules of the two systems. Funding 
remains an issue with most projects potentially eligible for funding under the 
forthcoming round of support from the 7th EU Framework Programme for Research 
and Development. Yet, here as well, most activities are at a consultative level with 
some important political issues being sidelined (i.e. Indian and possible Chinese 
support for GLONASS and the implications of that).  

 

III. SOME CHALLENGES AND ISSUES  

1. PERCEPTION OF ‘SECOND ORDER’ FRAMEWORK 

This analysis has already insisted on the historical importance of the four spaces idea 
in the relations between the EU and Russia. However, the recognition of this fact 
ought not to ignore the multiplicity of contexts in which both parties operate in the 
field of (external) security. The Europeanization of security is an important 
phenomenon of the last decade and has clearly allowed the EU to start achieving a 
degree of structure and direction in the field. 8 Russia, on the other hand, has made no 

                                                            
8 This process is particularly important in permitting the EU to organize its relations and cooperation 
with third parties as is the case with Russia. For an extensive treatment of this issue see chapter 5 of 
Andrew Cottey’s “Security in the New Europe”, 2007, Palgrave Macmillan. 
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secret of its preferences for other international formats in which to conduct its security 
and foreign policy.9 In this sense, the PCA framework with the EU is something of a 
‘second order’ setting, best equipped to deal with less central and urgent matters. 
Russia’s continued movement away from democratic practice may further consolidate 
this attitude.10 Should this prove to be the case, the PCA and its successor framework 
are likely to continue to function predominantly as consultation mechanisms. Further, 
the latest foreign policy thinking in Moscow is very much directed at “returning” 
Russia on the global stage.11 

 

2. PCA AS TACTICAL DIPLOMATIC WEAPON  

One important challenge emerges from a diplomatic practice that has been gaining 
prominence in EU-Russia relations in the course of the last few years. It is the 
increasing employment of the PCA as a tactical diplomatic weapon. While initially 
this was performed by some member states (Poland in 2006 and Lithuania in 2007) 
over certain particular grievances, the EU has presently extended the application of 
this approach as an institution.12 Searching for a balanced and acceptable response to 
the Russia-Georgia crisis, the heads of state of the EU member states selected the 
option to suspend dialogue on the successor agreement to the PCA. This will have 
implications for the perceptions of the status of this agreement. It would clearly be 
speculative to chart these in the immediate aftermath of the decision. At the same 
time, it is clear that format instability is likely to have repercussions. Progress in the 
common space on external security is extremely dependent on mutual perceptions of 
framework stability. Yet, the centrality of value compatibility between the two parties 
to this agreement needs to be recognised as it will most likely prompt a debate in this 
direction as well.  

 

3. CONTINUED DIVERGENCE OF SECURITY AND FOREIGN POLICY 
PERCEPTIONS  

Much of the decision of both the EU and Russia to institutionalise security 
cooperation in the PCA is linked to a degree of commonality in the perceptions of 
security challenges, threats and solutions. At the same time, the two parties have 
divergent interpretations of the implications of these threats. The EU is concerned 
with the stabilisation of its adjacent territories and sought to do this by means of a 
selective and limited process of inclusion. Russia perceived this process as 
encirclement and reads the situation as a threat. Another example is terrorism. From a 

                                                            
9 There are numerous studies on the avenues and instruments of Russian foreign policy. An exhaustive 
and detailed treatment can be found in Dov Lynch’s “Russia’a Strategic Partnership with Europe” 
published in the Washington Quarterly in 2004.  
10  An updated and thorough description of Russia’s ‘transition to autocracy’ is available in Pierre 
Hasner’s account published in the April 2008 edition of the Journal of Democracy.  
11 Such thinking is clearly visible in the last major foreign policy speech of the new Russian President 
delivered in June 2008. The full text of the speech is available at: 
http://www.kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2008/06/05/2203_type82912type82914type84779_202153.shtml;  
12 The features and circumstances of this practice may be usefully observed in the case of Lithuania. An 
exhaustive review may be found at: http://www.ypfp.org/lithuanias_lonely_gambit  
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European perspective, the phenomenon requires a range of policies often involving 
external action as in the case of failed states. Russia does not necessarily share this 
view and is much more inward, ‘in-country’ looking. Such divergences have 
implications in terms of security cooperation, for instance largely limiting it to 
international conventions.13 The events of August 2008 and Russia’s invasion of 
Georgia make such divergences rather dramatic and indicate serious forthcoming 
difficulties in the external security road map. There has been hardly any progress in 
the resolution of the ‘frozen conflict’ in the common EU and Russia neighbourhood. 
Furthermore, Russia has made a dramatic shift in its approach to this area, 
undermining the agreed principles of interaction in the PCA framework.  

 

4. INDIVIDUAL MEMBER STATE VS. EU POLICY TOWARD RUSSIA  

The important linkage between energy and security while not captured in the  
substance of the external security common space remains a central component of any 
EU member state policy towards Russia. In the absence of a fully developed EU 
energy policy, and in conditions of energy supply and energy price uncertainty, many 
have opted for bilateral tracks of cooperation with a varying degree of impact on their 
perceptions of EU-Russia security relations.14 Moreover, most new member states are 
in a situation of extreme energy dependency, further complicating and limiting their 
range of options on the common security agenda.15 While such a situation persists, 
there will be few opportunities for ‘beefing up’ the common security agenda and 
moving towards a direction beyond mere consultation and mutual awareness of each 
others’ security cultures and establishments.  

 

5. COOPERATION OR PARTNERSHIP?  

The analysis has already indicated that the nature of the current EU-Russia framework 
is ‘midway’ between classical international cooperation and a more ambitious 
approach underpinned by a claim of compatibility of values. This tension is clearly 
perceptible in the implementation of the road map. The emphasis clearly lies on 
consultation mechanisms, with little progress being made on substance and 
institutional cooperation, mutual understanding of foreign policy, security mindsets 
and elite relations. Major differences over the common neighbourhood continue. 
Some of these difficulties arise from the ‘midway’ nature of the framework. Such 
differences and difficulties persist and it might be appropriate to initiate a debate on 
the basis and presumptions of the next agreement. The current state of affairs has the 

                                                            
13 The Russian approach to terrorism is largely one of addressing threats coming from Chechnya and 
the North Caucasus, i.e. coming ‘from within’. An interesting and informative analysis of this issue 
may be found in Dmitri Trenin’s “Russia and Anti-Terrorism” found at: 
http://www.carnegie.ru/en/pubs/media/72290.htm  
14 The ability of Russia to employ energy as a tool is usefully summarized in Jonathan Hayes’ piece 
“Russian Energy is Europe’s Achilles Heel” published in Central Europe Digest in August 2008.  
15  The variety of approaches by the EU member states cannot be captured in the context of this 
research. For a region-specific analysis of some of the linkages between energy and security see Ryan 
Miller’s paper “Central Europe’s Energy Security Schism” published in the Center for European Policy 
Analysis.  
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ambition of a partnership, but the reality of a limited cooperation arrangement. This 
discrepancy ought to be corrected. A demotion to a mere cooperation agreement will 
bring clarity of political goal and realism, while a reaffirmation of partnership will 
require new instruments and the political will to match intent with actual practice.16 

 

IV. POSSIBLE FUTURE STEPS 

1. SCALING DOWN OF GOALS OF EU-RUSSIA  RELATIONS  

Two important difficulties have been identified, both relating to the very core of the 
EU-Russia PCA framework. The first one relates to the proper approach to this 
relationship. Partnership and cooperation have been integrated in a single approach 
despite some significant differences in their underpinnings. Partnership, as already 
indicated, posits a degree of engagement which is underpinned by a large overlap of 
values, commonality and compatibility of values to approach a set of common, shared 
issues. On the other hand, cooperation is more appropriately attached to a situation in 
which both parties are merely distinct subjects of international relations. There is an 
underpinning of distance in such relations as both parties’ commonality refers only to 
their acceptance of the basic rules of international relations and law. By implication, 
an agenda informed by a mere cooperation setting is less ambitious and far more 
reliant to consultation, some coordination and exchange of views. The second 
difficulty mentioned at the beginning of this section refers precisely to the major 
finding of this brief analysis of progress under the external security common space. 
This finding points to a situation in which, despite stipulated ambitions, EU-Russia 
exhibit much more the features of a cooperation-underpinned relationship than one 
based on partnership. This is evidenced by the serious stalemates in a number of 
priority areas (such as cooperation in crisis management, fight against terrorism and 
civil protection). Furthermore, the EU has not been able to make notable progress in 
the common neighbourhood. Russia’s conduct following the Georgian crisis has also 
raised extremely serious questions about the degree and depth to which the country 
shares the stated values of the relationship. Moreover, growing internal 
authoritarianism has implications for the external security agenda given the important 
linkage between democratic practice, transparency and governance and the 
management of security threats. One way of addressing the proposed discrepancy 
involves the scaling down of the goals of EU-Russia ties in order to more fully reflect 
its present realities.  

 

2. REDEFINITION OF THE SCOPE OF THE COMMON SPACE 

The scope of the external security common space incorporates most of the provisions 
of the European Security Strategy largely shared by Russia. The key threats identified 
in the document are complemented by crisis management arrangements, which are 
however largely stalled due to decision-making disagreements. Depending on the 

                                                            
16  There are different macro approaches to the whole question of EU-Russia relations. I have 
consciously decided not to insert these in the context of this short and focused analysis. Still, for an 
influential account see Mark Leonard and Nicu Popescu’s ‘A Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations’.  
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outcome of the larger political debates about the nature of EU-Russia relations, the 
scope of the common space might be redefined. Important security dimensions such 
as energy, governance and regional conflicts remain outside the current remit. The 
exclusion of these dimensions runs counter to the notion of partnership and their 
appropriate inclusion must be negotiated between the two sides. Given current EU 
thinking on security, the elements of its security strategy form a coherent set, which 
needs to be reflected in the various partnerships / cooperation frameworks with third 
parties. A discussion on the possible enlargement of the remit of the common space 
on external security will also serve to bring out current Russian thinking on security 
and how the Russian authorities intend to tackle these issues internationally. There is 
also a temporal consideration. The next EU-Russia framework will probably be of the 
same time frame as the PCA. If this is indeed the case, then the whole range of 
coming security challenges ought to be included even if this means varying depth of 
cooperation among the different elements.  

 

3. INTRODUCTION OF BENCHMARKING AND TIMEFRAME 

The absence of an agreed set of criteria or benchmarks for the achievement of the 
stipulated provisions of the common space is a serious shortcoming, severely limiting 
the utility of the cooperation and partnership process. As a consequence, no suitable 
timeframe has been elaborated, leaving most of the envisaged activities in a 
permanent ‘on-going’ mode and thereby precluding any pressure for progress. 
Provided that there is sufficient political determination and will on both sides, a 
system of benchmarking and timeframe may be elaborated and put in place. Clearly, 
work will need to be done in order to determine which activities may be subject of 
benchmarking. For instance, it is clear that result-oriented progress on initiatives in 
multilateral settings such as the UN and the OSCE will be difficult to benchmark. On 
the other hand, areas of purely bilateral cooperation may easily be operationalized in 
such manner. This tool will help structure and prioritise activities needed to fulfil the 
agreed priorities. At the same time, benchmarking is an instrument suited for a more 
ambitious project. In this sense, the feasibility of this recommendation is entirely 
dependent on the outcome of the larger debate on whether the next agreement with 
Russia will place greater emphasis on classical cooperation or on the more ambitious 
project of partnership.  

 

4. CREATION OF MUTUAL  OWNERSHIP INITIATIVES  

Placing many of the common space provisions in multilateral settings inevitably 
means a lack of ownership and dependence on the complex dynamics of international 
diplomacy. For instance, this observation is relevant in relation to the various UN 
anti-terrorism instruments which both the EU and Russia want to see adopted and 
implemented. The Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism exemplifies this 
situation. The initiative is a Russian-US project launched by the Presidents of the two 
countries back in 2006 with the intention of boosting the efforts and capacities of 
various parties to combat nuclear terrorism. The EU has joined as an observer and has 
given much prominence to this initiative in the EU-Russia context. While this is 
clearly a very important project, it raises the issue of the lack of genuine bilateral 
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initiatives which will not assist in the implementation of the external security common 
space, but also provide opportunities for confidence-building. This could start with 
less ambitious ideas such as joint training modes at the European Security and 
Defence College. A detailed audit of the five priority areas will arrive at some further 
suggestions. An interesting approach to such bilateral projects is that of the Russia-US 
Strategic Declaration Framework signed in April 2008 which contains numerous 
general goals, multilateral approaches but also some purely bilateral, specific 
initiatives.17 This framework could provide valuable suggestions for an enhanced and 
more effective cooperation. 

                                                            
17 This interesting mixture is available at: 
/www.cfr.org/publication/16193/usrussia_strategic_framework_declaration.html. The document posits 
some general goals (for instance in the field of arms sales). Parts of the declaration also determined the 
specific international channels through which mutually determined goals are to be achieved. Further, 
the text contains exclusive bilateral initiatives (for example, bilateral defence technology cooperation 
agreement). 
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