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SUMMARY 
Of all EU-Russian common spaces, the 4th one on science, education and culture is 
considered the least controversial, the most successful and beneficial to both parties. 
Its implementation has displayed significant achievements but also certain 
shortcomings; it has also demonstrated the importance of some horizontal issues of 
functional character or of relevance for developing the 4 spaces model as a whole. 

Science and Technology 
The overall success of bilateral S&T cooperation builds on branches of science where 
both the EU and Russia have their world renown. Its objectives adequately reflect the 
strategic policy agendas of both parties, especially the goal of creating a common 
economic space by contributing to higher competitiveness and sustainable economic 
growth. S&T cooperation enjoys a solid legal basis and a well developed institutional 
network that helps dialogue from the political to the expert level across most thematic 
fields of EU research programmes. It also profits from a variety of financial 
instruments on both sides, which is essential for policy effectiveness on the ground. 

Implementation of the S&T sub-field of the 4th space has been particularly 
successful in encouraging Russian participation in FP6 and especially FP7 by means 
of targeted opening of selected topics, specific actions (SICAs) and by launching 
coordinated calls in 4 thematic fields (food, agriculture & biotechnology; energy; 
health; nanotechnologies & new materials). Russia has matched EU action by the 
development and launch of a targeted federal R&D programme, which is similar to 
FP7 structurally and in its thematic coverage and which offers funding for cooperation 
between Russian and European research entities. 

Future cooperation will be framed by the renewal of the bilateral S&T 
agreement that expires in February 2009. Even more important for further relations 
will be a possible Russian association to FP7, which has been demanded by Moscow. 
A number of specific institutional and financial questions will have to be answered, 
and the opening of such sensitive research fields as security and energy will have to 
be analysed. The strategic importance of this possible move places it firmly in the 
general political debate about negotiating and signing a new EU-Russian “strategic 
partnership” agreement. 

The most important recommendations in the science sub-field touch upon: 
• developing coordination mechanisms for planning and implementing research 

programmes targeted at Russia at EU, national and pan-European level; 
• establishing mechanisms for monitoring and coordination of EU-Russian 

cooperation in the scientific segment of the 4th space and the 1st space (and in 
future possibly between the 4th and the 2nd and 3rd spaces); 

• analysing Russia’s possible association to FP7 in terms of opportunities and risks 
and as to its dependence on (or autonomy from) negotiations on a new bilateral 
agreement. 

Higher Education 
EU-Russian cooperation in this sub-field is almost completely geared to the Bologna 
process and the agenda is dictated by the requirements for higher education reforms in 
all European countries, including Russia. The intergovernmental and voluntary 
character of the Bologna programme allows for a strong emphasis on bottom-up 
home-grown demand and on equal treatment, which is of particular importance for 
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Moscow policy makers who have to implement Bologna-related reforms in a complex 
political ambience that is far from consensual. 

Russia has made progress on such Bologna items as the introduction of B.A. 
and M.A. degrees, transition to the ECTS, modernization of curricula, quality 
assurance. The introduction of the doctoral degree in the Russian educational system 
has proven an insurmountable challenge, as it needs profound changes in what is a 
rather conservative system of scientific degrees and ranks. Another future challenge is 
transition from the “technological” aspects of the Bologna process (involving mostly 
administrations) towards prioritising its “substantive” aspects (involving teaching 
staff, students and employers). Russian debate on the strategic development of higher 
education discards an isolationist scenario and endorses the assumption of cooperation 
with the EU, which is desirable to develop as an equal partnership with shared 
financial contributions and coordinated activity programmes. 

Russian participation in EU programmes, such as Tempus, Erasmus Mundus 
(and the External Cooperation Window), Jean Monnet, Youth in Action has been 
successful, and has progressed with the help of joint evaluation instruments. Policy 
evaluation in this sub-field (also within the progress reports) should build upon the 
latter and should improve in terms of usage of quantitative data, qualitative 
conclusions and balance between encouragement and criticism. 

An important achievement in this sub-field is the establishment and activities 
of the European Studies Institute (ESI) in Moscow. The launch of a full-scale post-
graduate programme in EU integration studies and a variety of para-curriculum 
activities make the ESI an endeavour that deserves future support. 

Youth activities touch upon non-formal education and life skills education for 
young people, and are highly relevant for Russian society. However, the shift of 
objectives of life skills education towards public health does not fully fit into the 
general thematic scope of cooperation. The potential of youth action for achieving one 
over-arching objective of the 4th EU-Russian space – fostering European identity – is 
yet to be proven. 

The most important recommendations in this sub-field touch upon: 
• a gradual mid-term shift of funding from support for “technological” aspects of 

higher education reform to support for “substantive” reform; 
• strengthening coordination between programmes in higher education open to 

Russia at EU and member state level; 
• improving evaluation of higher education activities towards Russia at policy level 

by fully exploiting the results of joint evaluations at programme level; 
• upgrading support for the European Studies Institute in Moscow, also with a view 

to possibly making it the hub of a network of EU centres in Russia; 
• strengthening the potential of youth activities for fostering European identity; 
• assessing the relevance of developing EU-Russian cooperation in public health as 

a “sub-field within the sub-field” and its implications for the overall coherence of 
the 4th common space. 

Culture 
The objectives of EU-Russian cultural cooperation include cultural exchange, 
cooperation between cultural industries and the enhancement of European identity on 
the basis of common values. 

Establishing the institutions of dialogue (Russia’s priority) has been completed 
by the launch of a Permanent Cooperation Council on Culture. However, 
substantiating cooperation by policy action (emphasised by the EU) has stagnated. 
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The elaboration of a joint Culture Action Plan has been put on hold because of 
Russian opposition to the inclusion of regulatory and policy issues in its content. The 
points of disagreement are regulatory instruments related to cultural diversity and 
trans-border television, as well as implementation measures for the protection of 
intellectual property rights. 

The most important recommendations in the cultural sub-field touch upon: 
• assessing the impact of cultural exchange at EU and member state level on 

fostering European identity in Russia; 
• the preparation and adoption of a real (with specific objectives, benchmarks and 

deadlines), comprehensive and meaningful (covering policy and regulatory issues) 
Culture Action Plan; 

• coordination with EU member states the possible placement of their national 
cultural events/programmes targeted at Russia in a common European framework. 

Horizontal Issues 
Cooperation within the 4th evokes horizontal issues of functional character 
(coordination, monitoring and reporting) or of relevance for bilateral relations across 
all 4 spaces (the equal partnership principle, the degree of dependence of the 4th space 
on “high politics” and the question of its normative potential). 

Developing effective monitoring and reporting mechanisms is treated as a 
matter of growing importance by Russian administrative and business circles as an 
indication of the sub-optimal results achieved so far. Joint reporting that is debated in 
Moscow is unlikely to be supported by the Commission. Coordination is a challenging 
task for both the EU and Russia in view of the complexity of cooperation formats – 
within this space, across spaces, with EU member states, at the policy making and the 
implementation phase. 

Equal partnership as a general approach is unevenly implemented at different 
levels in its institutional and financial aspects. A key issue in the realization of the 4th 
space is the degree of its dependence on (or autonomy from) the general political 
ambiance of bilateral relations. The main dilemma is about the potential of scientific, 
educational and cultural cooperation to exert a positive bottom-up influence and pave 
the way to further economic and political rapprochement, on one hand, and the risks 
of these cooperation fields to suffer from a negative top-down effect of political 
controversies. Analysis indicates that the dependence of non-political cooperation 
areas on politics is relatively low on a day-to-day basis but is particularly high when a 
qualitative upgrade of bilateral relations is expected (such as Russia’s possible 
association to FP7, or the elaboration of the Culture Action Plan). This question 
increases in relevance because of the embeddedness of 4th space cooperation in the 
negotiations on a new EU-Russia agreement. 

Opportunities for a normative debate in the 4th space are modest and for value-
driven action are even slenderer. Moreover, they have not been used so far, despite 
some claims in the text of the 4th road map. Some future potential for indirect 
normative influence might appear if Russia is associated to FP7 (cooperation in social 
sciences, ICT-related normative problems or ethical issues), or in youth activities. The 
record of Russian attitudes and action strategies on the issue of European values and 
democratic principles is very mixed – it displays some signs of openness and 
alternatives but otherwise registers discretionary or selective references, lip-service or 
dilutions of debate in broader (global) frameworks. 

The most important horizontal recommendations touch upon: 
• increased policy coordination (for details see the respective sections); 
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• assessing the implications (opportunities and constraints) of negotiations about the 
future EU-Russia “strategic partnership” agreement upon progress in the 
implementation of the 4th common space; 

• the development of successful strategies for normative influence (fostering 
European values and principles) across all segments of the 4th common space. 

In conclusion, bilateral cooperation within the 4th space so far is an 
indisputable priority for Russia. Aggregate Russian discourse on this topic is a mix of 
claims about the centrality of EU-Russian cooperation and nationalistic rhetoric. 
However, the importance for Russia to cooperate with the EU within the scope of the 
4th space is proven in a more or less consistent manner by practical action undertaken 
by Moscow in terms of the development of regulatory, institutional and financial 
infrastructure, conceptualization and strategy development, as well as practical 
participation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Relations between the European Union (EU) and Russia are in an “interesting” period, 
in the sense of the Chinese proverb, full of dynamism and interruptions. Experience 
gained so far needs to be assessed in order to outline possible options for future action 
of each partner and for cooperation. The main focus of such assessment naturally rests 
on the principal structuring units of bilateral cooperation – the 4 common spaces that 
are to be created following the guidance of the road maps agreed back in 2005. 

Of all spaces, the one dealing with scientific, educational and cultural issues 
seems to have delivered most and to be least exposed to the vicissitudes of politics. 
These basic assets of the 4th EU-Russian space create a paradoxical weakness – 
successes are weaker magnets for the analytical eye than failures, so there is a 
significant lacuna in the literature on this sphere of bilateral cooperation. The current 
paper aims to contribute towards filling this gap. It presents an overview of the 
achievements and shortcomings in each of the three sub-fields – science and 
technology, higher education, culture – in terms of objectives (their adequacy and 
continued relevance), institutional set-up (growth and efficiency), policy content 
(scope and problems) and implementation instruments (evolution and effectiveness). 
It reflects on the prospects for its development and recommends specific policy 
action. In addition to sectoral analysis, the text considers some horizontal issues of 
functional character (coordination, monitoring and reporting) or of relevance for 
developing the 4 spaces model as a whole (the equal partnership principle, the degree 
of autonomy of the 4th space and the question of its normative potential). 

Analysis focuses on basic documents of the EU and Russia (including joint 
ones) taking the 2005 road map and the 2008 progress report as a point of departure, 
but goes much deeper into academic and expert accounts of progress and problems in 
each sub-field. A special effort is made to shed light on specific Russian positions and 
strategies that are important for outlining the design of future cooperation within the 
4th common space but are less known to European audiences. 

2. SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY IN THE 4TH SPACE 
Russian and EU political and expert circles are unanimous in sharing the view that, 
out of all EU-Russian spaces, the 4th space on science, education and culture is not 
only the one that is least controversial and raises the lowest amount of problems that 
might hamper cooperation (Silva Rodriguez, 2007; Education Unites...), but is 
considered the most successful and beneficial to both parties. Within this thematic 
field, EU-Russian scientific and technological cooperation stands out as capable of 
delivering the most robust body of achievements. Moreover, when assessing the 4th 
space as a whole, Russian analysts single out scientific research and innovation as the 
cooperation field where clearly “there is a win-win situation” (Entin, 2006: 33) – a 
rare qualification in Russia’s political and analytical discourse. 

The overall success of bilateral RTD cooperation builds upon a number of 
mutual strengths – branches of science where both the EU and Russia have their 
world renown. It enjoys a solid legal basis and a well developed institutional network. 
It also profits from a variety of financial instruments on both sides, which is essential 
for research policy effectiveness on the ground. It is not surprising that science and 
technology receives a “very positive assessment of what has already been achieved in 
terms of actual cooperation” (Silva Rodriguez, 2007). 
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Objectives 
The objectives for EU-Russian scientific cooperation formulated in the 4th road map1 
can be credited on several accounts: 
• They adequately reflect the strategic policy agendas of both the EU and Russia. 
• They are well calibrated in finding a balance between generality and concreteness. 

They provide clear guidance for future cooperation in priority fields of research 
and, therefore, can form the basis for concrete programmatic action. 

• They make explicit the need for synergies and mutual reinforcements of 
cooperation across the 4 common spaces. More specifically, successful 
cooperation in research is made imperative for the creation of the common 
economic space (achieving competitiveness and sustainable economic growth). 

The 2008 progress report of the Commission gives a good overview of the 
work done to fulfil the objectives. An external viewer is left with a positive general 
impression of how EU-Russian cooperation functions in science and technology and 
what results it yields. It is realistic to expect that Russian and European policy makers 
and the respective research communities can upgrade the objectives set in 2005 and 
“push forward a reinforced ambitious S&T agenda” (Silva Rodriguez, 2007). Raising 
the level of ambition is a logical step for the future. However, to substantiate such a 
conclusion in a more convincing way, future progress reports should structure their 
analysis and conclusions entirely along the lines of the objectives set beforehand.  

Structures and specific policy content 
EU-Russian cooperation in research enjoys a full set of political and administrative 
structures at all levels of decision making (see Annex 1), which is achieved to a great 
extent thanks to the existence of an autonomous legal basis (esp. the S&T 
Cooperation Agreement, which has been prolonged until 2009). 

At political level, both bilateral meetings (Commission – Russia) and sessions 
of the Permanent Cooperation Council (PCC) are instrumental for bringing up 
important agenda items and discussing – and possibly adopting – landmark decisions 
(e.g. Russia’s ambition to become associated with the 7th Framework Programme 
(FP7) of the EU). 

Cooperation structures at administrative level include policy dialogue of senior 
officials (within the Joint S&T Committee) and a number of thematic dialogues 
within working groups at expert level. These dialogues are seen as building “the 
organisational structure of bilateral relations” (Entin, 2008). The establishment of 
thematic working groups has been a relatively smooth process, although in some cases 
(e.g. information society research) it has stumbled upon institutional problems on both 
sides.2 

Since a thorough evaluation of the work of EU-Russian dialogues in the 
RTD field is unavailable, it is possible to deduct from a recent debate on policy 

                                                 
1 These are: (i) structuring a knowledge-based society in the EU and Russia; (ii) promoting a high rate of 
competitiveness and sustainable economic growth by modernization of the national economies and 
implementation of advanced scientific achievements for the benefit and well being of citizens; (iii) 
strengthening and optimizing the links between research and innovation and maintaining small and medium 
size entrepreneurship in the field of research and innovation; (iv) addressing global challenges and 
reinforcing people-to-people contacts (Council, 2005: 43). 
2 Setting up a working group on information society research has met symmetrical institutional difficulties: 
On the EU side, they have been caused by the joint responsibility of DG “Research” and DG “Information 
Society” for this subject matter. On the Russian side they have originated in the recent splitting of one 
ministry into two – of education and science and of mass communications (Filippov, 2007; interviews). 
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dialogues across the 4 spaces – where attention was logically focused mostly on the 
economic space – and make two conclusions: 
• S&T dialogues perform similar functions to those under the other spaces – 

communication (establishing a positive ambience) and information (providing the 
other party with valuable technical data that is otherwise difficult to procure). On 
this account, they have earned EU credit as they have “created an important 
atmosphere of trust and the conditions for a powerful political momentum” (Silva 
Rodriguez, 2007). 

• Unlike policy dialogues under the 1st space where problems are discussed but not 
solved (Entin, 2008), S&T dialogues have gone one step further: they have 
succeeded in bringing about “an increasingly common decision-shaping process” 
(Silva Rodriguez, 2007). 

Claims about the commonality of decision-shaping make it pertinent to look 
into the results of this process. The effectiveness of bilateral RTD policy dialogue is 
proven by the successful efforts to include a few topics of direct and mutual interest in 
the first FP7 work programmes published in December 2006. More such themes are 
expected to be inserted in the revised work programmes for the 2008 calls. 

Implementation instruments 
The EU’s decision to open ongoing FP6 projects to the participation of third-country 
research organisations led to the launch of targeted third-country calls for proposals in 
2006. In the EU-Russia case, the two parties ensured inter-departmental coordination, 
appropriate funds allocation, matching of technical time schedules, so that today 
Russia turns out to be “the most successful non-EU, non-associated3 participant in 
[…] FP activities” (Commission, 2008b: 117; Silva Rodriguez, 2007; Minch, 2007) 
(See Annex 2). The main priority areas with Russian participation were environment / 
sustainable development, specific INCO projects, nano-technologies, information 
technologies, aeronautics, life sciences, genomics and biotechnology for health, food 
quality & safety. 

Within FP7, Russian participation in the Special Programme “Cooperation” is 
possible in all projects across thematic areas. On the basis of this general rule, the 
Commission has established two specific mechanisms for funding Russian 
participation: (i) the “targeted opening” of select topics allows Russian research 
entities to be specifically recommended and encouraged (they would be additional 
partners in a consortium), and (ii) in cases of mutual interest, in all thematic areas 
except “Security” it is possible to undertake Specific International Cooperation 
Actions (SICAs) where Russian partners (at least 2 from different regions) would be 
obligatory partners in a consortium. In addition to that, the Special Programmes 
“People” and mostly “Capacities” also offer ample opportunities for Russian 
participation. An important step forward under FP7, which the 2008 Progress Report 
mentions, is the fact that “for the first time the EC and Russia launched in the 2008 
work programme 4 coordinated calls for co-funded research project proposals (in the 
areas of Food, Agriculture and Biotechnology as well as Energy) and prepared the 
ground for another two coordinated calls in the priority Health and one in the priority 
Nanotechnologies and New Materials for the work programme of 2009” 
(Commission, 2008a). 

                                                 
3 As in 2008, FP7 association agreements are in force with 11 non-EU countries: EEA countries 
(Switzerland, Norway, Iceland, Liechtenstein), Israel, countries from South Eastern Europe (Turkey, Croatia, 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Serbia, Albania, Montenegro). 
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In order to assess the potential to go further along this road, it is necessary to 
have a clear idea of the Russian financial instrument that matches FP7. The current 
Federal Targeted Programme on Research and Development (FTP-RD) covering 
the period 2007-2012 (see Russian Government, 2006) is the main instrument of 
public support for science and innovation in the Russian Federation. It aims to 
develop Russia’s scientific and technological potential and a comprehensive 
innovation system with a view to modernising and diversifying the country’s 
economy and enhancing its competitiveness. It builds upon earlier FTPs and earlier 
traditions of public research funding through “targeted foundations”.4 It strengthens 
the strategic trend of channelling public funding for science away from institutional 
support and towards competitive project funding. It is a reflection of the government’s 
commitment to increase public spending on research, innovation and education faster 
than in other state-funded sectors. Although highly centralised, the FTP-RD promotes 
increased co-funding from the business community in various forms of public-private 
partnership in the common goal to use the existing scientific potential for sustainable 
economic growth. 

A general comparison of the EU’s FP7 with the Russian FTP-RD indicates “a 
striking similarity […] in terms of concepts, priorities, terminology and duration” 
(Burger, 2008). Close resemblance is apparent in structural terms, as well as with 
regard to the thematic areas prioritised by each programme (see Annex 3). These 
features make the FTP-RD an appropriate “inter-locking” instrument, together with 
FP7, in the effort to promote Russian scientific cooperation with European countries 
and with other countries with a pronounced research potential. 

The Russian FTP-RD introduces a special budget line (2.7.) for “carrying out 
experimental-constructional and experimental-technological works jointly with 
foreign scientific organisations or on themes proposed by the business community”. 
At the launch of the programme, the allocation of funds targeted for international 
scientific cooperation was singled out by Russian officials (e.g. Khlunov, 2007) and 
welcomed by their EU counterparts (Silva Rodriguez, 2007; Burger, 2008). Indeed, 
such an opening can be considered as a positive step creating the financial basis for 
joint scientific projects between European and Russian researchers. However, the 
state’s commitment has to materialise during the programme’s implementation period. 
The budget item mentioned above is dedicated not only to international cooperation 
projects but also to ones proposed by Russian business. The financial basis proves to 
be narrower than initially expected. A survey of the 2007 calls for applications under 
item 2.7. shows that only 42% of the annual budget is allocated for projects with 
foreign organisations (European and non-European) (see Annex 4), which leaves a lot 
more to be desired in future implementation. The EU should keep an eye on a possible 
evolution of the modalities of application of the Russian FTP-RD in order to assess 
the extent, to which (i) international cooperation has been mainstreamed in this 
programme, (ii) cooperation with European research entities has been prioritised, (iii) 
the claim of raising private funding equal to the commitment from the federal budget 
has been met. 

Prospects 
According to EU science experts (e.g. Contzen, 2008), future EU cooperation with 
Russia could build upon several strengths demonstrated by the Russian S&T sector as, 
for example, achievements in basic science and “big science” (space, fusion, high 

                                                 
4 For a brief summary of the background of the current Russian FTP, see Burger (2008). 
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energy physics). It could exploit advances in technological niches in materials, 
nuclear technologies, biotechnologies, while taking into account the fact that research 
in these fields is essentially publicly funded and publicly executed. Given recent 
growth in Russian SMEs, cooperation on emerging industrial products could also be 
beneficial. Cooperation might be hampered because of the difficulty for Russia to 
overcome a “too much inward-looking approach”, which is the result of the 
accumulation of a number of factors throughout the years.5 

The 2008 Progress Report on the 4 spaces signals that “much remains to 
be done to ensure that important research projects are effectively geared 
towards the implementation of the Common Economic Space” (Commission, 
2008a: 35). Indeed, achieving synergies between research cooperation and 
economic cooperation seems to be the most serious challenge for the future. 
The EU has to develop viable feedback mechanisms across the 1st and the 4th 
space – both within its own ranks and while talking to its Russian counterparts. 
Coordination of FP7 action targeted at Russia with research programmes of EU 
member states and other pan-European research promotion instruments is 
another imperative for the work of Commission services in the future.6 

A major topic brought forward for discussion at the Permanent Partnership 
Council (PPC) on Research held on 26 May 2008 was Russia’s decision to apply for 
joining FP7 as an associate member. Russia’s explicit motivation for such an 
application refers to the opportunity for equal access to participation in European 
scientific consortia and the need to enter in competition with European scientific 
institutes and teams despite references to a lower degree of development of Russia’s 
scientific and educational sphere (Fursenko, 2008c). Accession to FP7 is perceived in 
Russia as capable of giving the country access to European scientific organisations 
and European “technological platforms”, as an impetus for commercialisation of 
results and for reforming ineffective management structures in the scientific and 
educational sector (Fursenko, 2008a & 2008b). 

The EU has made a commitment to “rapidly examine” Russia’s request 
(Slovenian Presidency, 2008b). The positive record of EU-Russian cooperation 
in research so far is a good stepping stone to such a qualitatively new level of 
cooperation. The language of the PPC Joint Statement indicates the EU’s full 
awareness of the complex environment in which possible negotiations will take 
place. While the renewal of the current EU-Russian S&T Cooperation 
Agreement, which expires on 19 February 2009, is mostly perceived as 
“business as usual”, the negotiations on a new bilateral “strategic partnership” 
agreement (frozen after Russia’s war with Georgia) will be the political 
framework that will directly impact on the prospects of Russian association to 
FP7. The latest strategy paper of the Commission (2008c: 6) on international 
S&T cooperation points explicitly at such interdependence. During negotiations 
on a possible Russian association to FP7, two questions will be important: 
Institutionally, Russian representatives on the programme committees are 
expected to be treated in conformity with the principle “a voice but not a vote”, 
which concerns current associated countries, such as Norway, Israel or Turkey. 
                                                 
5 Contzen (2008) lists the following: language; weak networking in the past; lack of active presence in 
international meetings; different approach to cooperation, notably reluctance to share financial burden; 
discrepancies in intellectual property rights policies; different project management styles; political obstacles 
such as visas, export control and information disclosure issues; differences in S&T structures; weak 
implication of industry; meager involvement of the younger. 
6 The EC Delegation in Moscow is preparing a compendium of scientific cooperation programmes open for 
Russia that are implemented at EU, pan-European and member state level. 
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Financially, fixing Russia’s contribution is expected to be made following 
objective economic criteria but some flexibility would be possible. Moscow 
would understandably seek a juste retour from its FP7 association, but the 
experience of associated countries (those mentioned above, as well as former 
candidates from Central Europe) shows that an outsider’s integration in the 
European Research Area is a lengthy process and Russian policy makers should 
be prepared to sustain financial losses (at least by the expiry of FP7) even if 
they manage to negotiate the most favourable financial terms of participation. 

Bar a vote and a financial gain, an important argument for Russia in favour of 
FP7 association is access to first-hand information on strategic EU research priorities, 
which sitting on the programme committees will ensure. For the EU, the current 
configuration of bilateral relations poses a problem for providing such access mainly 
in two FP7 thematic priorities – security and energy. In the broad security field, it will 
be difficult to distinguish between some research themes where EU-Russian 
cooperation should be encouraged (e.g. internal security) and others where it should 
be contained. In energy research, diversification of energy sources as a major strategic 
goal for the EU might strain dialogue with Russia. Such problems could be 
hypothetically solved by negotiating a form of discriminatory regime for Russian 
participation, but this seems neither sensible nor realistic. The EU should rather assess 
if constraints in these two areas could be compensated by advantages of Russian 
participation in other areas. 

A political problem that might arise after Russia’s possible association to the 
FP7 is the interplay between the country’s participation in the research programmes, 
on one hand, and EU-Russian political relations, which might experience adverse 
developments also in the future, on the other. The record of cooperation with EU 
partners that are politically difficult, such as Israel, is telling about the relative 
autonomy of research cooperation from “high politics”. In the absence of precedents 
(e.g. freeze of Israeli FP7 participation in response to a Middle East crisis situation), it 
will be difficult for the EU to argue in favour of downgrading Russian FP7 
association if Moscow creates problems in Eastern Europe. The dependence of 
science on politics will be relatively lower on a day-to-day basis. 

Having the above constraints in mind, one should also consider the question of 
Russia’s association to FP7 in full awareness of the strategic advantage it might bring 
based on the strengths of the Russian S&T sector, as noted above. The EU could 
exploit and build upon its current capacities of a pole of attraction and, by gradually 
integrating the best teams of the Russian research community, further expand the 
European Research Area. 

Recommendations 
• Extend the EU-Russian Science and Technology Cooperation Agreement; 
• Develop coordination mechanisms for planning and implementing research 

programmes targeted at Russia that operate at EU level (FP7), at national level (in 
EU member states), in a pan-European framework (Eureka, INTAS, CERN, etc.); 

• Establish more viable and effective mechanisms for monitoring and coordination 
of EU-Russian cooperation between the scientific segment of the 4th common 
space and the 1st (economic) common space; in view of the possible association of 
Russia to FP7 and the opening of cooperation to security research – prepare the 
establishment of similar mechanisms for monitoring and coordination between the 
scientific segment of the 4th common space and the 2nd and the 3rd common spaces 
(internal and external security); 
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• Carry out a comprehensive ex ante assessment of opportunities arising from 
Russia’s possible association to FP7, as well as of potential risks of this 
association in such sensitive thematic fields as security and energy, and possibly 
in other politically sensitive areas; 

• Assess negotiations on Russia’s possible association to FP7 in terms of their 
political dependence on (or autonomy from) negotiations on a new EU-Russian 
“strategic partnership” agreement and outline possible scenarios. 

3. HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE 4TH SPACE 
The educational component of the 4th space is focused on EU-Russian cooperation in 
higher education. It is centered on reforms triggered by the Bologna process and 
displays the characteristic features of a sphere of activity where the EU has only 
auxiliary competencies to assist the implementation of national educational policies. 
Bologna-related activities form the bulk of bilateral EU-Russian action. In addition, 
two policy lines followed in the implementation of the road map are non-formal and 
life skills education for young people. 

Objectives 
Goal-setting in this field is almost completely geared to the Bologna process and the 
agenda of practical bilateral cooperation is dictated by the respective requirements for 
higher education reforms in all European countries, including Russia. This has both 
advantages and disadvantages. 

On one hand, following the Bologna agenda means that there can be no 
misunderstandings between policy makers because on both sides “participants know 
what is required” (Entin, 2006: 37). Moreover, the transformation of higher education 
institutions within the Bologna process is carried out in parallel in all European 
countries. The latter implies a dialogue “among equals” and does not place Russia in a 
separate qualitative category that would be different from and opposed to “Europe”. 
Russian politicians strive to raise support for a difficult transformation of higher 
education by stressing that it is not an obligation imposed from outside but is the 
result of the “explosion of interest to international education” among Russian 
universities.7 Emphasis on bottom-up home-grown demand and on equal treatment is 
of particular importance for Moscow policy makers who have to implement the 
Bologna programme in a complex political ambience that is far from consensual.8 The 
Bologna set of goals helps education to “stand out” as a priority area of EU-Russian 
cooperation in the long term, alongside with some key economic sectors (Arbatova, 
2007: 15). Last but not least, the prospect of seeing Russian higher education “inside 
Europe” raises the stake for modernization as it increases the attractiveness of Russian 
universities for students from CIS countries.9 

On the other hand, superimposing the long-term Bologna goal to create a 
European Higher Education Area on the 4th EU-Russian space places the latter at a 
disadvantage. The road map is a much more concrete document, with a more limited 
                                                 
7 For statements of Russia’s Minister of Education and Science and of a director in the ministry see: 
Education Unites... and Russia Will Increase.... 
8 Participation in the Bologna process is challenged at political level (by such parties as “Spravedlivaya 
Rossiya” / “Just Russia” or the Communist Party), by representatives of academic circles who plead in 
defence of Russia’s “unified educational space”, and by businessmen who treat the B.A. degree as 
“unfinished higher education” that undermines the quality of the labour force. 
9 Russia’s minister Fursenko (2006b) has argued that Russian educational services will become more 
attractive for CIS students if Russian diplomas can become a job permit for any company in any European 
country. 
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duration and objectives consonant with but distinct from the Bologna goals. While 
complementing inter-governmental efforts, EU action has found a specific niche by 
encouraging cooperaiton between the main actors in the process – universities. 
However, such a distinction of objectives is often ignored by the public eye and 
generates overambitious expectations that are incommensurate with the scale of the 
road map. The perception – be it correct or not – that the objectives of the 4th space in 
higher education look too “grandiose” (Entin, 2006: 37) pre-empts a realistic 
assessment of the effective allocation of resources needed for reaching it. 

Youth is the non-Bologna focus of goals in this thematic field. While both 
non-formal education and life skills education for young people are – in themselves – 
highly relevant for Russian society, the choice of such a concrete sub-field is not very 
well justified. The 2008 progress report indicates a shift of objectives of life skills 
education towards public health, which does not fully fit into the general thematic 
scope of cooperation. Should the trend towards developing full-fledged public health 
cooperation continue, it will change the general logic and design of the 4th common 
space and transform it into a much broader “human dimension” of bilateral EU-
Russian cooperation. 

Structures and specific policy content 
The predominantly intergovernmental character of the Bologna process and mostly its 
“facultative parameters” (Entin, 2006: 35) determine, to a large extent, the 
institutional specificity of this segment of bilateral cooperation. The institutional set-
up of policy dialogue is overtaken by the Bologna structures at political and senior 
official level. That is the explanation, for example, of the absence of a PPC session on 
education (unlike research and culture). 

The content of policy reform in higher education faces several challenges. 
First, while one cannot deny Russian achievements on a number of Bologna 
agenda items (e.g. the introduction of the B.A. and M.A. degrees, progress in the 
transition to the ECTS, modernization of curricula, cooperation in the area of quality 
assurance, etc.), meeting one specific objective has proven problematic: European 
experts note and Russian educational experts themselves criticise the absence of 
progress on the introduction of the third – doctoral – level in the Russian 
educational system (see Education Unites…). This issue has to be tackled with 
particular attention in the future. But one should not expect quick results, because it 
needs more profound changes in what is a rather conservative system of scientific 
degrees and ranks. 

The second challenge that is important for raising the quality of policy reform, 
this is the need to pass from “formal” to “real” transformation – from action 
undertaken by administrations (in the ministry, agencies and universities) to activities 
performed by the main actors in higher education – teaching staff, students and 
employers. Recent Russian analyses make a distinction between the “technological” 
aspects of the Bologna process where the administrations report success and its 
“substantive” aspects where progress is much slower. The latter is directly related to 
the generation of the necessary knowledge and competencies and requires more 
serious involvement of academics, of the beneficiaries and the end users of 
educational services (Lebedeva, 2007). 

The third – long-term – challenge for EU-Russian cooperation in higher 
education reform is the development of a strategic vision of cooperation and of 
each other’s role in it. For the EU, it will be important to draw an adequate picture of 
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Russian views on this segment of bilateral relations. The results of a recent study are 
instructive. 

The project coordinated by the State University – Higher School of Economics 
(HSE) in Moscow designs five scenarios of future EU-Russian cooperation in the 
field of higher education aiming at the implementation of the 4th road map (Larionova, 
2007). Analysis spans between, on one hand, an isolationist model whereby bilateral 
cooperation would develop only thanks to EU funding, and, on the other hand, a 
maximalist model of developing EU-Russian relations in the field of education into a 
platform for a long-term full-fledged internationalisation of Russia’s system of higher 
education. After analysing the views of over 150 Russian and European scholars and 
education experts, the study recommends, first of all, undertaking a package of 
thirteen immediate preparatory steps (in 2008), which should be followed by the 
option of a special bilateral programme in support of cooperation in selected fields (in 
2009-2011), and the latter should be upgraded into the option of a comprehensive 
“presidential” bilateral programme in support of cooperation in higher education for 
implementing the 4th EU-Russia road map (Ibidem). 

This project draws conclusions on the basis of a thorough examination of 
advantages and risks. Its methodology, justification and recommendations point at 
several important conclusions. First, the assumption of cooperation with the EU is 
undisputed in Russia and the isolationist scenario is discarded. Such cooperation 
is desirable to develop as an equal partnership with shared financial contributions and 
coordinated activity programmes (e.g. calls for proposals). Second, the EU 
programmatic approach is gradually gaining ground in the elaboration of future 
Russian strategies for modernising the country’s educational system. Moreover, EU 
educational programmes, such as Erasmus Mundus or Tempus, are cited as models for 
Russia’s future instruments of cooperation in higher education not just with the EU 
but also with other countries (e.g. CIS).  

Implementation instruments 
The 2008 progress report on the 4th space summarizes the implementation of the three 
broad strategic objectives of EU-Russian cooperation (university cooperation, 
academic mobility and the promotion of multidisciplinary EU studies) and 
cooperation instruments focused on young people. It covers Russian participation in 
EU programmes, such as Tempus, Erasmus Mundus (and the External Cooperation 
Window), Jean Monnet, Youth in Action. Analysis in the education section of the 
report should be credited for stepping beyond quantitative comparisons and offering 
qualitative conclusions about the implementation of Bologna process objectives in 
Russia. On the other hand, a number of recommendations could be made for 
improving future policy assessments in this field: 
• On quantitative data: (i) They do not always directly justify generalized qualitative 

qualifications, such as “most progress”, “high interest”, etc. (ii) The importance of 
figures will be better understood if they are placed in context. Comparisons with 
past periods, with other countries or with set targets should be made more 
systematic. (iii) The selection of empirical proof of achievement is not well 
calibrated. For example, progress can hardly be substantiated by quoting “the 
publication and distribution of a leaflet” as a measurement of success. 

• On qualitative conclusions: References to the Bologna objectives are rather 
general. More concrete conclusions and policy recommendations would have been 
more appropriate than some figures. They could have been based on joint EU-
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Russian evaluations,10 thus avoiding the risk of creating a teacher-and-pupil 
situation. What is already being implemented at project level – the establishment 
of measurable and verifiable indicators of achievement – should be done also at 
policy level. Assessments of the effectiveness of EU programmes for achieving 
policy goals11 could and should be articulated in future in such policy overviews 
as the progress reports. 

• On lack of progress: Apart from registering the non-introduction of the doctoral 
level in Russian legislation, the report does not mention a single problem in the 
field of higher education reform in Russia. This prompts the question: How useful 
can it be to draw an overtly optimistic and rosy picture for stimulating further 
modernization of Russia’s higher education? If one takes account of the frankness 
of domestic Russian debates on the topic and of the acceptability of criticisms 
displayed during discussions,12 one would conclude that the Commission should 
avoid exercising unnecessary self-restraint. 

An important achievement in implementing the 4th road map is the 
establishment of the European Studies Institute (ESI) with the Moscow State 
Institute of International Relations (MGIMO), and with the cooperation of the College 
of Europe – Bruges. Its successful operation is outlined as a distinct specific objective 
of the realisation of the road map (Commission, 2006: 8). Its major success is the 
launch of a full-scale post-graduate programme in EU integration studies (with 
specializations in law, economics and politics) that is targeted at young Russian 
government officials. It builds upon the experience of the College of Europe in 
introducing similar programmes in Central European countries that did a lot to train 
public administration in EU affairs, and upon the strengths of the Institute of 
European Law and the Department of European Integration at MGIMO. What is 
more, the ESI has started to establish itself as a forum for debate on EU-Russian 
relations that: (i) reaches out to broad audiences; (ii) provides a variety of 
communication channels (web-based and paper publications); (iii) always combines a 
commitment to sound analysis with an encouragement for expressing divergent 
viewpoints. The achieved intensity, breadth and depth of study in this programme, as 
well as its practical utility and the broad spectrum of para-curriculum activities, lead 
to the conclusion that this endeavour should continue to receive bilateral financial 
support on a long-term basis. The ESI also has the potential of becoming a hub for the 
“network of EU centres”, which is proposed in the 2008 progress report as a possible 
future step (Commission, 2008a: 38). 

Youth-focused activities carried out within the 4th road map are, in principle, 
well targeted on non-formal education and life skills education. The account of 
accomplishments so far allows two questions to be raised: 
• How far can youth activities be appropriate for achieving one over-arching 

objective of the 4th EU-Russian space – fostering European identity? 

                                                 
10 The progress report (Commission, 2008a: 36-37) mentions – but does not exploit to the fullest – a joint 
evaluation of the contribution of the Tempus programme for the implementation of the Bologna process, 
which has been launched by the EU in cooperation with the Russian Ministry of Education and Science. 
11 One example of such an assessment is the seminar “Tempus programme projects: contribution in the 
implementation of the Bologna process” held on 7 December 2007 in Moscow (available at: 
http://www.tempus-russia.ru/meropri.htm). 
12 Speaking at a conference in Moscow, Marc Franco, EC Head of Delegation, pointed at the one-sided 
mobility flows of students and young researchers – that is, from the former Soviet Union to Europe – and 
stressed the importance of transforming EU-Russian cooperation in the field of education into a genuine – 
i.e. balanced – partnership (see speech summary in: Education Unites...). 
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• How good is coordination between action taken within the 4th space aimed at 
preventing socially significant diseases and public health risks, and activities 
carried out within the 1st space (including the proposal to set up a dialogue on 
public health13)? 

Prospects 
As discussed above, Russia’s cooperation in higher education reform within a pan-
European framework proves politically acceptable and functionally appropriate with 
regard to form (intergovernmental, facultative, etc.). However, with regard to 
substance “adjustment to the Bologna process would seem to be a one-way street for 
Moscow” (Entin, 2006: 37). EU policy planners should not fail to observe that this 
“street” has more than one “lane” of cooperation – the EU programmes, as well as 
those bilateral and/or multilateral initiatives that Russia undertakes with individual 
EU member states.14 Coordination between EU programmes and those of member 
states targeted at Russia should build on positive experience15 and become more 
systematic. The main future challenge seems to be to make the Bologna goals and the 
available EU policy instruments match each other better – either by “transposing” 
goals into specific benchmarks that are realistically achievable in the short-term, or by 
making EU programmes capable “to meet the volume of need” (Ibidem) that is 
observed in Russian higher education. 

Recommendations 
• When planning EU higher education programmes open for Russia, consider a 

gradual mid-term shift of funding from support for “technological” aspects of 
higher education reform to support for “substantive” reform – from action 
undertaken by administrations to activities performed by university teaching staff, 
students and employers; 

• Strengthen coordination between EU programmes in the field of higher education 
open to Russia and those of EU member states; 

• Improve feedback and evaluation of higher education activities towards Russia at 
policy level (esp. the progress report) by fully exploiting the results of joint 
evaluations at programme level (e.g. of the Tempus programme); 

• Upgrade support for the European Studies Institute with MGIMO, also with a 
view to possibly making it the hub of a network of EU centres in Russia; 

• Strengthen the potential of youth activities carried out within the educational 
segment of the 4th common space for fostering European identity; 

• Assess the relevance of developing EU-Russian cooperation in public health as a 
“sub-field within the sub-field” and its implications for the overall coherence of 
the 4th common space. 

4. CULTURE IN THE 4TH SPACE 
EU-Russian cooperation in this sector of the 4th space builds upon an extremely rich 
common European cultural heritage that is worth sharing between Russia and all other 
European countries. The raison-d’être of such cooperation is, however, somewhat 
ambiguous. On one hand, it occupies a modest place in the design of the spaces, 
                                                 
13 Dialogue on health is recommended also in the 1st road map (see Commission, 2008a: 5). 
14 For example, in 2007 Russia launched a trilateral cooperation with Germany and France aiming at the 
elaboration of common higher education standards in the field of engineering (see: Russia Will Increase...). 
15 The EC Delegation in Moscow has already published a compendium of higher education cooperation 
programmes open for Russia that are implemented at EU level and at the level of EU member states. 
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which is hinted in the title of the road map (“… including cultural aspects”). On the 
other hand, debates among analysts and broader professional circles seem to be loaded 
with a common expectation that cultural cooperation “can help foster a better and 
deeper understanding and pave the way to further economic and political 
rapprochement” (Entin, 2006: 33). These are two markers of a basic question that has 
not received a satisfactory answer so far: How ambitious should EU-Russian 
cultural cooperation be? How integrated should it be into the overall agenda of 
bilateral EU-Russian relations, or – the opposite – how distinct an oasis should it be 
from the vicissitudes of politics? 

Objectives 
Three objectives are meant to organize EU-Russian cultural cooperation. One is 
directly related to culture as an intergovernmental policy field within the EU; another 
is economic (develop cooperation between cultural industries); the third might be seen 
to have political overtones (strengthen and enhance the European identity on the basis 
of common values). 

Perhaps only the first objective can be assessed to have been successfully 
achieved, as far as it focused on a growing exchange of cultural products and among 
cultural agents between the two parties. Attempts to discuss cooperation between 
cultural industries have followed the uneven path of dialogues within the 1st 
(economic) space. With regard to European identity and common values, one can only 
register the most transparent and outspoken claim of the EU to act as a normative 
power in its external policies, and try to investigate how it has been substantiated. 

Structures and specific policy content 
Two vectors of activity can be identified in the implementation of the 4th road map in 
the field of culture – a structural and a functional one. A clear “division of labour” can 
be observed, with Russia prioritising the establishment of an institutional set-up and 
the EU emphasising policy action. 

EU-Russian interaction on structural aspects has aimed to rectify the lack of an 
appropriate format for political dialogue at ministerial level. The launch of a PPC on 
Culture had not been envisaged at the start and has become the reason for insistent 
Russian demands that the gap should be filled. Otherwise, Russia has stated, it would 
be “impossible to raise cultural interaction to a higher level” (see: Conclusions...). 
With the support of the Finnish, the German and the Portuguese EU presidencies, 
Russia achieved its goal of status recognition – the first PPC on Culture took place in 
Lisbon on 25 October 2007 in Lisbon. 

The functional vector of cooperation has been instrumentalised in the so-called 
Kajaani process, which was meant to substantiate the implementation of the cultural 
aspects of the 4th road map by developing an EU-Russia Culture Action Plan. As 
announced by the EU in advance, this plan “will serve as a tool to foster the regular 
exchange of information and views on issues that may have an impact on cultural and 
audiovisual cooperation and to hold technical consultations when necessary” (see: 
Culture: Jan Figel...). If exchange of information can possibly be the central rationale 
behind an action plan, then it looks rather minimalistic, as compared to the ambitious 
objective about strengthening and enhancing European identity. According to the 
Commission’s progress report, cultural exchange proper will represent the bulk of 
actions listed in the Action Plan (see Annex 5). Culture is a policy sphere where the 
EU has only complementary competencies to those of member states and the EU is 
unlikely to be expected – in qualitative terms – to deliver more than it has delivered 
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until now. Moreover, in order to be worth the name of a policy instrument, the Culture 
Action Plan will have to set specific objectives with measurable benchmarks and 
deadlines; in other words, it will have to overcome the main deficiency of all 4 road 
maps – a Sisyphean task in itself. Otherwise it will only be a consolidation (and – 
possibly – improvement) of existing practices. 

As the progress report indicates, Russian opposition to the inclusion of 
regulatory and policy issues in the content of the Action Plan has put the initiative on 
hold. The points of disagreement are regulatory instruments related to cultural 
diversity16 and trans-border television, as well as implementation measures for the 
protection of intellectual property rights. 

Implementation instruments 
The focus on institutional and policy issues above would not mean to neglect the 
achievements of cultural exchange proper. Apart from giving a quantitative account of 
events (which the progress report does), it is difficult to make a qualitative assessment 
of the impact of EU-Russian bilateral cooperation without a detailed evaluation of 
accomplished projects and of employed resources. Commissioning such a mid-term 
evaluation seems to be the appropriate step to take at project and programme level. 

Prospects 
After such institutional “ups” and functional “downs” of cooperation, more serious 
efforts should be invested on the EU side to arrive at the elaboration of a Culture 
Action Plan that would be both real (i.e. with objectives, benchmarks and deadlines) 
and meaningful for Europe (i.e. covering also policy and regulatory issues). The EU 
position should be clear in envisaging the organisation of another PPC meeting only if 
such a plan is ready for endorsement. 

The intergovernmental character of cultural cooperation within the EU should 
be better exploited by the Commission in designing cultural exchange with Russia. 
Organizing one-off events “with a European dimension” (exhibitions, festivals) could 
be usefully complemented by series of national events/actions (organized by EU 
member states) that are placed in a common European framework. In this way, each 
member state’s autonomy will be respected, while the general “picture” will be of 
European scale. This could seem demanding from a coordination point of view, but 
will definitely mean more efficient use of EU and member state funding, and is likely 
to have a more significant long-term impact. 

Recommendations 
• Consider the elaboration of a qualitative assessment of the impact of cultural 

exchange at EU and member state level on fostering European identity in Russia; 
• Prepare and adopt a real (with specific objectives, benchmarks and deadlines), 

comprehensive and meaningful (covering policy and regulatory issues) Culture 
Action Plan; 

• Coordinate with EU member states the possible placement of their national 
cultural events/programmes targeted at Russia in a common European framework. 

                                                 
16 The EU urges Russia to ratify the 2005 UNESCO Convention on the protection and promotion of the 
diversity of cultural expressions. 
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5. HORIZONTAL ISSUES IN THE 4TH SPACE 
Implementing the 4th EU-Russian road map presents a number of challenges that are 
common to the three sectors – science, education and culture. They might be 
displayed in each to a varying degree and have a different impact on practical work, 
but they are not derived from the substance of cooperation in the respective field and 
are horizontal in nature. Yet other challenges transcend the implementation of the 4th 
road map, have cross-sectoral validity and concern the progress of bilateral EU-
Russian relations as a whole. 

Monitoring and writing progress reports 
One such challenging issue is the question who is to monitor progress achieved in 
road map implementation and how. This is important in the context of proliferation of 
sectoral dialogues that is observed within the 4th space, but also within the other three. 
In this specific case, evidence of monitoring activities is insufficient, so conclusions 
will have to be drawn on the basis of general feedback. 

Monitoring progress in the framework of dialogues is found lacking by high 
ranking Russian government officials (Entin, 2008). They propose that separate 
monitoring by the European Commission and by Russia’s Permanent Representation 
in Brussels17 be replaced by a joint monitoring mechanism, as they believe this to be 
essential for further implementation of the road maps. Calls for monitoring procedures 
agreed by both parties are heard high in the Russian administrative circles. Two 
possible interpretations of the rationale behind such calls could be that they reflect (i) 
dissatisfaction with differing sets of progress evaluation criteria applied by Brussels 
and Moscow, or even (ii) dissatisfaction with the effectiveness of the evaluation 
exercise carried out by Moscow’s Permanent Representation to the EU as compared 
to the Progress Report prepared by the Commission. 

The idea of joint monitoring is likely to be opposed by the Commission for the 
same reasons as in the case of reporting on the European Neighbourhood Policy 
(ENP). The East European ENP partners of the EU have raised similar pleas for joint 
monitoring, they have been considered in DG “External Relations” but have not been 
given positive response. Instead, parallel monitoring and reporting has been 
recommended with two main arguments. First, the Commission guards its autonomy 
of evaluation. Second, it is sceptical to joint reporting for reasons of effectiveness, 
because its services are concerned by a possible shift of efforts away from real 
reforms “on the terrain” towards negotiations about the interpretation of these reforms 
(Nikolov, 2008: 25). 

In the ENP context it was the Commission’s document that always attracted 
wide media attention, because of the clearly asymmetric political weight of the 
partners – the EU and its neighbours. However, parallel monitoring and reporting 
might have adverse results in the case of the EU-Russian common spaces, as Russia 
will hardly be expected to stand unarmed in front of EU criticism. In a worst-case 
scenario this could end up in a “dialogue between deaf”. The very prudent language of 
the Commission’s 2008 progress report might be seen as an exercise of self-restraint 
to be explained by the desire to avoid such a negative development.18 

                                                 
17 The Russian Permanent Mission to the EU prepares periodic monitoring reports that are sent to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Moscow but are not made public (Source – interviews). 
18 Russian representatives do not see the need to resort to parallel monitoring and reporting for the time 
being, as they find other instruments (e.g. press-releases, conclusions after bilateral summits) as sufficiently 
effective for assessing progress (Source – interviews). 
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Coordination within the 4th space and with other spaces 
Coordination is a tremendous task for developing EU-Russian relations in their 
current overall political design. Suffice it to mention its different facets: (i) between 
the 4 spaces (in this case – between the 4th and the 1st space as a priority) (important 
for the Russian and for the EU side), (ii) within the 4th space – between its three 
segments (science, education, culture) (important for the Russian and for the EU side), 
(iii) between EU institutions and the member states (since the 4th space covers mostly 
intergovernmental fields of activity) (important for the EU side), (iv) in the policy 
making phase – across policy dialogues (working groups), (v) in the implementation 
phase – across programmes (on the Russian and on the EU side). 

There are signs on both sides that awareness of this challenge is rising. The 
2008 progress report points at the Commission’s task of coordinating scientific 
cooperation activities undertaken by EU member states vis-à-vis Russia (Commission, 
2008: 35). The importance of such coordination is illustrated by the fact that EU 
research expenditure is around 5% of the total spending of EU member states on 
science. Russian experts, for their part, see the absence of horizontal links between 
sectoral dialogues as a major problem (Entin, 2008). In the future, coordination will 
be essential at the implementation phase in order to avoid duplication in carrying out 
EU programmes in the field of science (FP7) and education – a problem that arises 
now and again within the EU. For Russia, too, it will be crucial to ensure sound 
coordination between its own programmes in the fields of science and education. 
Apart from the main programmatic “interface” for cooperation with the EU (the FTP 
“R&D”), Russia has several other financial instruments in each of these sectors that, 
in principle, serve the same strategic purpose of modernisation (see Annex 6). It will 
be important to try avoiding adverse effects of the latter on bilateral EU-Russian 
cooperation. 

Equal partnership as a general approach 
Despite political rhetoric, the three “arms” of cooperation within the 4th EU-Russian 
space – institutional, policy-related and financial – have not consistently applied the 
principle of equal partnership. 

On institutional issues, Russia has prioritized establishing structures at 
ministerial level (e.g. PPC Culture) as a sign of recognition of its strategic partner 
status, while remaining more flexible on setting up working groups for dialogue at 
senior official level. 

On the scope and content of policy dialogue proper, the record of scientific 
cooperation seems to better reflect equality as a result of mutual compromises based 
on common interests. The specific format of the Bologna process has not posed a 
particular challenge in the education sub-field. Cultural cooperation, however, has left 
the EU in a disadvantaged position faced with Russian resistence. 

As regards financial cooperation in the field of science, education and culture, 
the European Commission has recognised that Russian participation in EU 
programmes should, in principle, be co-funded through the country’s government 
budget. On the other hand, it has also made the provision that Russia’s obligation of 
co-financing “could be lightened through EC funding provided out of the national 
allocation” (Commission, 2006: 16). This model was widely practiced in the case of 
Central European countries, where their participation in EU programmes (e.g. in FP6) 
was funded through their national allocations in the PHARE programme. However, in 
the case of the Eastern enlargement there were no claims about “equal partnership”, as 
in the case of Russia. The issue of co-funding – its size and scope – will be, therefore, 
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a practical test of Russia’s commitment to enter a new stage of cooperation in the 4th 
space based on equal footing. The recent development of scenarios for EU-Russian 
cooperation in education (Larionova, 2007) indicates that the Russian academic 
community regards co-funding of participation in EU programmes from the Russian 
federal budget as a proof of the country’s openness to international cooperation. 

Russia’s demand for association with FP7 will be a test case for matching the 
thrust for status recognition and material interest, on one hand, with a sound (and at 
higher levels than now) financial commitment, on the other. 

The 4th space and “high politics” 
The successful implementation of the 4th road map has generally been interpreted as a 
result of the distinctness of the three cooperation spheres it embraces from “high 
politics”. Science, (higher) education and culture have been seen as separate from 
political controversies thus making depoliticisation of cooperation an essential 
characteristic feature of the 4th space. Russian MP A. Klimov, co-chair of the EU-
Russia parliamentary committee, stresses the importance of depoliticisation and points 
at the deep (and growing) rift between practical interaction, on one hand, and Cold-
War style rhetoric that lopsidedly depicts a conflicting character of bilateral 
relations.19 Moreover, it has been claimed that progress in culture (as quoted at the 
start of section 4 of this paper) and in science could improve the general political 
environment and create “the conditions for a powerful political momentum” (Silva 
Rodriguez, 2007). 

Despite pleas for depoliticisation, the thematic fields covered by the 4th space 
are not and cannot remain fully independent from the general political climate of 
bilateral relations. Progress within the 4th space might appear immune from political 
controversies between Russia and individual EU member states. Thus, the decision of 
Moscow to close the offices of the British Council in St. Petersburg and Ekaterinburg 
as from 1 January 2008 triggered criticisms by both EU Council presidencies 
(Portugal and Slovenia) that Russia was not acting in a cooperative spirit20 but did not 
have a significant negative impact on talks about the Culture Action Plan. However, 
the general dynamics of cooperation in science, education and culture is closely linked 
to the overall political ambience and suffers interruptions, such as after the war in 
Georgia in August 2008. A negative top-down influence is particularly sensitive for 
such important long-term undertakings in bilateral cooperation as the elaboration and 
adoption of the Culture Action Plan or the question of Russia’s association to FP7. 
Analysis of the latter (in part 2 of this paper) indicates that the dependence of non-
political cooperation areas on politics is particularly high when a qualitative 
advancement in bilateral relations is expected, but is relatively lower on a day-to-day 
basis. 

The 4th space and the new EU-Russia agreement 
The launch of negotiations on a new EU-Russian “strategic partnership” agreement is 
a challenge for developing all 4 common spaces in the future. 

One fundamental expression of this challenge is the question how each space 
(with its policy content, structures and mechanisms and implementation instruments) 
will be integrated in the overall design of the new agreement. Given the specificities 
of each space, it should also be considered whether the general legal framework could 
be a constraint for the future development of each space.  
                                                 
19 Speech summary in Entin (2008). 
20 See the respective declarations in: Portuguese Presidency (2008) and Slovenian Presidency (2008a). 
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A functional / short-term, expression of this challenge is to outline the 
potential role of (sectoral) policy dialogues in the forthcoming negotiations. It is 
important for both the EU and Russia to reflect on the inter-relationship between the 
two processes and decide – each for its own side – about possible division of 
competences, allocation of human resources, coordination at various levels, etc.21 

The (missing) normative potential of the 4th space 
The potential for a normative debate and for value-driven action is one of the most 
complex issues to tackle in the 4th space. Opportunities for such debate are modest, at 
best, and those for action are even slenderer. Potential is unevenly distributed across 
sub-fields. Within scientific cooperation, the integration of Russian research entities 
in European networks in social sciences and the humanities have not ranked high 
among priority sectors. There is no data about discussing value-related issues while 
implementing cooperation projects in exact and/or natural sciences. In the education 
sub-field, potential exists outside the Bologna process – perhaps only activities within 
the Youth in Action programme could be opened to incorporate elements of a value-
oriented agenda. As discussed under item 4 of this paper, just the culture section of 
the 4th road map openly claims fostering European identity on the basis of common 
values. 

At the level of policy dialogues, the EU has proven rather indecisive in 
pushing the normative debate forward. Work on the Culture Action Plan is a case in 
point. At programme level, while it is impossible to draw detailed conclusions for lack 
of exhaustive analyses, some general observations are in order: The horizontal 
integration of a value-driven agenda across programmes is not prioritized within the 
4th space. The EU rather prefers using unilateral mechanisms or specific programmes 
targeted at civil society.22 Recent calls for proposals aimed at civil society promotion 
give priority to fostering the capabilities of civic structures for providing social 
services, rather than for monitoring the activities of public authorities.  

Avenues for (indirect) normative influence might open in the future, in the 
case of Russian association to FP7. One path is cooperation in social sciences where 
research themes of common interest could include migration, the establishment of a 
public sphere (a complex phenomenon in both the EU and Russia), societal 
modernization, etc. Research on information and communication technologies also 
raises important normative problems (freedom of expression, right of access to 
information), as has been pointed in the latest communication of the Commission on 
international scientific cooperation (Commission, 2008c). Ethical issues will certainly 
have normative relevance, as well. 

The record of Russian attitudes and action strategies on the issue of European 
values and democratic principles is very mixed. On one hand, Russian policy makers 
are very much aware that the transformation and modernization of a seemingly 
“depoliticized” sphere, such as the 4th space, is, in fact, value-loaded – explicitly or 
implicitly.23 What can be considered a positive signal for a long-term evolution, it is 

                                                 
21 The discussion held in Moscow on 13 April 2008 at the ESI-MGIMO circulated the possibility of sectoral 
dialogues being “absorbed” by negotiations on the new agreement, or being “integrated” into them or 
“interwoven” with them, but did not outline concrete options (Entin, 2008). On the other hand, EU officials 
share the view that negotiations for Russia’s association to FP7 should be carried out separately from the 
work of thematic groups on S&T cooperation (Source – interviews). 
22 Such as the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, or the Institution Building Partnership 
Programme (IBPP): Civil Society and Local Initiatives. 
23 Russia’s Education and Science minister Fursenko recognises that even “the system of professional 
education reproduces human values” (Fursenko, 2005a). 
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the Strategy of modernisation of Russia’s education by 2010. This document is guided 
by the need for harmonisation with world realities on the basis of fundamental 
approaches and values, which imply opening new opportunities for all stakeholders in 
the educational system, a greater openness of the educational system to the necessities 
of economy and society, finding more space for alternative options in the educational 
system (Fursenko, 2005a). Such a discourse of openness and alternatives is consonant 
with that about European values. 

On the other hand, Russian difficulties (or unwillingness) to commit to a 
substantive discussion about European values have been displayed in a number of 
ways: 
• Lip-service to a normative discourse: Values are included in the agenda of 

international forums for discussion but are not properly debated.24 
• European values as a source of legitimacy: In the context of modernisation 

debates (e.g. on science), Russian policy makers use a selective reference to 
European values in order to legitimise their policies or concrete (unpopular) 
actions.25 

• Debate on European values is “diluted” in broader (global) frameworks.26 

Bilateral relations between time and space 
The conceptualization of EU-Russian relations in 2003-05 has proven a soul-
searching exercise trying to cope with a difficult dilemma between time and space 
(Nikolov, 2004: 57-58). A temporal policy instrument – a joint Action Plan, with 
specific targets, benchmarks and deadlines as its essential features – was meant to 
operationalise the 4 spaces concept at the onset of negotiations (Nichkov, 2005). Only 
rather late in the process it was replaced by the road maps on Russian insistence at 
high political level. More important than theory (a temporal versus a spatial model) is 
the stripping of this policy instrument of almost all tools and mechanisms capable of 
structuring the parties’ behaviour, holding them to account and, thus, injecting a 
positive momentum in bilateral relations. As Marc Franco, head of the EU delegation 
in Moscow, points out, the road maps’ main problem today is “that they have infinity 
as their final destination”.27 

The 4th space is a testing ground for the feasibility of developing bilateral 
relations in a programmatic manner in the mid-term future. On one hand, there are 
worrying signals of a possible watering down of effective policy instruments at a 
lower level – as in the case of the Culture Action Plan. On the other hand, cooperation 
in the field of science and higher education has the potential of offering an exception 
                                                 
24 For example, while discussing the future of cooperation between European and Russian educational 
institutions at the International conference “Education Unites: Common Values – Common Future”, out of 
39 speakers (Russian or foreign), only one mentioned European values as referred to Russia, and this was in 
a negative sense: “The basic interpretation of Russia in Europe today consists of underlining the fact that this 
state values its own development path, its national specifics, and drifts ever further away from European 
norms and values.” (Kastoueva-Jean, 2007). 
25 Speaking at the Russian Academy of Sciences in 2005, minister Fursenko (2005b) made probably the only 
direct reference to values in his public speeches during the second Putin term to claim that “one of the most 
essential European and Western values is the right of property”. 
26 A rare normative analysis of EU-Russian cultural cooperation is the comment on a UNESCO conference 
on dialogue of cultures and civilisations held in Paris on 13-14 March 2007, with an emphasis on the 
discussions on human rights (Gracheva, 2007). Placing the discourse on values and norms in a global context 
leads the Russian analyst to the conclusion that “different cultures, religions and worldviews that influence 
the organisation of society in various civilisations have their own understanding of human rights and relate 
them to other values in different ways” and makes ever more evident the lacunae in the value-based 
approaches to practicing and reflecting on the cultural aspects of the 4th EU-Russian space. 
27 See interview in: Russia and the EU.... 
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to the general spatial design by setting common objectives that would serve as natural 
“destinations”, strategic benchmarks and indicators of success. In scientific 
cooperation this would be Russia’s association to FP7, and in higher education it 
would be the successful integration of the country in the Bologna process. 

Recommendations 
• Step up efforts at policy coordination (including implementation monitoring and 

reporting) across the 3 segments of the 4th common space and with the other 
common spaces (see detailed recommendations under the respective sections); 

• Carry out an ex ante assessment of the implications (opportunities and constraints) 
of negotiations about the future EU-Russia “strategic partnership” agreement upon 
progress in the implementation of the 4th common space; in this framework, 
clarify the role of thematic groups/dialogues within the 4th space in such 
negotiations; 

• Develop successful strategies for normative influence (fostering European values 
and principles) across all segments of the 4th common space; carry out periodic 
assessments of the normative potential of various implementation instruments in 
the fields of science, higher education, youth and culture (and not only of those 
targeted at civil society promotion!) and of their delivery on the ground in this 
respect. 

6. CONCLUSIONS 
Analyses on both the EU and the Russian side indicate the need for upgrading 
bilateral cooperation in the 4th space. While the parties might differ in terms of the 
context, from which they depart, the rationale and the approach applied, they arrive at 
similar conclusions. Having placed the National Indicative Programme for Russia in 
the framework of the next financial perspective, already in 2006 the Commission 
charts the ambition to upgrade EU-Russian cooperation in the 4th space by passing 
from Russian participation in “discrete projects” towards increased Russian 
participation at the level of Community programmes (Commission, 2006: 7). The 
context of Russian debates is the expiry of the Partnership and Cooperation 
Agreement and the launch of negotiations for a new agreement. In anticipation of the 
new negotiations, high ranking government officials in Moscow share the view that 
there are prerequisites for entering a new stage of implementation of the road maps 
(Entin, 2008). 

From such a forward-looking perspective, it is important to find out to what 
extent bilateral cooperation with the EU is a priority for Russian international 
cooperation in science, education and culture. A distinction between discourse and 
practical action should be made. 

Aggregate Russian discourse on this topic is a mix of claims about the 
centrality of EU-Russian cooperation and nationalistic rhetoric. When talking to 
broader domestic audiences (i.e. to the academic community at large or media), 
Russian politicians convey signals of reassurance that the country will not “bow” 
before the Bologna convention nor will Russian universities be “trimmed” under 
European requirements (Fursenko, 2004a & 2006b). Emotional discourse is brought 
to the forefront. On the other hand, when addressing policy makers or officials (also at 
home), they single out the EU as partner. According to them, despite the broad 
diversity of vectors of international cooperation in science and education, the 
development of contacts in the European space, and above all with the EU, has to be 
considered as an undisputed priority (Fursenko, 2006a, Nichkov, 2005). Utilitarian 
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discourse is dominant. The best way of squaring the circle of what should be done and 
how it should be done is proposed by Russia’s education minister Fursenko, who 
argues that “it would be useful to build a system of mutual horizontal trust” with other 
European countries (Fursenko, 2004b). In other words, commonality of goals should 
be combined with developing an equal partnership in attaining them. 

The importance for Russia to cooperate with the EU within the scope of the 4th 
space is proven in a more or less consistent manner by practical action undertaken by 
Moscow: 
• Infrastructure: Russia has developed the regulatory, institutional and financial 

framework for upgrading bilateral cooperation (e.g. the FTPs, organs for their 
implementation and allocations from the federal budget28). One should not, 
however, disregard a future challenge – Russia’s desire to be associated with FP7 
will have to be backed by regulatory, institutional and (most of all) financial 
commitments at a much higher scale. 

• Strategy: The Russian government and the academic community have cooperated 
in attempting to conceptualize options for future relations in the long-term (e.g. 
the project of the Higher School of Economics described under section 3 above). 
The conclusions can be considered positive for the EU. Strategic debates have also 
unfolded in cooperation with the EU – e.g. in the field of science. 

• Participation: As discussed earlier, Russian participation in EU scientific and 
educational programmes is quite encouraging. The other side of bilateral exchange 
– the EU’s share in Russian foreign cooperation is also positive. For example, 
according to official statements, around 90% of Russian international projects in 
the field of education are directed to the countries of united Europe.29 

The potential for upgrading cooperation in terms of political commitment, as 
sketched above, should be checked by a sober analysis of the capacity of Russia’s 
scientific, educational and cultural community to further advance along the path of 
modernisaiton. Transforming the academic community proper (and not 
administrations) into the main agent of and the principal actor in modernization is the 
best guarantee for an enhancement of capacities. The general political environment of 
EU-Russian relations as a whole could be a stimulator or a constraint for the future 
development of the 4th common space. It is, therefore, important both for EU and 
Russian decision makers to seek cross-sectoral synergies and not cross-sectoral 
blockages in the forthcoming months, in order to improve the chances for the 4th 
space to fully exploit its potential. 
 

* * * 

                                                 
28 Of all Russian federal budget allocations for international cooperation under item 2.7. of FTP “R&D” in 
2007, over 57% can potentially go to scientific organisations from EU member states. See Annex 4 for 
details. 
29 High-ranking Russian civil servant quoted in: Education Unites... 



 21

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
ARBATOVA, Nadezhda (2007): Russia-EU beyond 2007: Russian Domestic Debates, Russie.Nei.Visions 

No. 20, Institut français de relations internationales (IFRI) / NIS Center, Paris, June 2007, available at: 
www.ifri.org 

BURGER, Richard (2008): The Russian Federal Targeted Programme for Research & Development in 
Priority Fields for the Development of Russia’s S&T Complex for 2007-2012: An Outside View, 
Presentation of Richard Burger, Science Counsellor at the European Commission Delegation in 
Moscow, at the RUSERA EXE Training Course “Opportunities and Challenges for EU-Russian RTD 
Cooperation”, 30th January – 1st February 2008, available on the website of the Austrian Research 
Promotion Agency (FFG) at: http://rp7.ffg.at/upload/medialibrary/08_Burger81299.pdf  

Commission of the European Communities (2006): National Indicative Programme 2007-2010 Russian 
Federation, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/russia/docs/nip_2007-2010_en.pdf 

Commission of the European Communities (2008a): EU-Russia Common Spaces: Progress Report 2007, 
Brussels, March 2008 

Commission of the European Communities (2008b): Opening to the World: International Cooperation in 
Science and Technology. Report of the ERA Expert Group, Directorate-General for Research, 
available at: http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/ 

Commission of the European Communities (2008c): A Strategic Framework for International Science 
and Technology Cooperation, Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European 
Parliament, COM (2008) 588 final, Brussels, 24 September 2008 

Conclusions of the EU-Russia Expert Meeting. Press-release: Presidency Conclusions and Statements by 
the European Commission, the Russian Federation and the Federal Republic of Germany after the 
expert meeting held in Kajaani (Finland) on 18-19 September 2006, available at: http://www.minedu.fi/ 

CONTZEN, Jean-Pierre (2008): Strengths and Weaknesses of EU-Russia Cooperation in Science & 
Technology, presentation at the ISTC-STCU International Conference, Ljubljana, 10 March 2008, 
available at: http://www.stcu.int/documents/ 

Council of the European Union (2005): Annex 4. Road Map for the Common Space of Research and 
Education, including Cultural Aspects, pp. 43-50 in: Council of the European Union (2005): 15th EU-
Russia Summit. Press-Release No. 8799/05 (Presse 110), Moscow, 10 May 2005. 

Culture: Ján Figel' in Lisbon for the first ever Permanent Partnership Council on culture with Russia, 
press-release, “Rapid” reference: IP/07/1599, 25 October 2007, available: http://europa.eu/rapid/ 

Education Unites: Common Values – Common Future, conference report from the International 
conference on the future of cooperation between European and Russian educational institutions 
organized by the State University – Higher School of Economics, Moscow, 17-18 October 2007, 
available at: http://www.iori.hse.ru/2007conference/materials.shtm 

ENTIN, Mark (2006): The Common Space of Science, Education and Culture, pp. 33-38 in: The EU-
Russia Review: Issue Two, A report commissioned by the EU-Russia Centre, Brussels, November 
2006, available at: http://www.eu-russiacentre.org/assets/files/REVIEW2_final.pdf 

ENTIN, Mark (2008): Sectoral Dialogues Russia-EU: Cooperation Experience and Prospects 
(Otraslevye dialogi Rossiya-ES: opyt sotrudnichestva i perspektivy), report from the expert meeting 
organised by the European Studies Centre at the Moscow State Institute of International Relations – 
University (MGIMO) on 13 May 2008, available at: www.mgimo.ru 

FILIPPOV, Alexander (2007): Opening Remarks of co-chairman Mr. Alexander Filippov, Head of 
Division of Multilateral Cooperation and International Organisations, Department of 
International Cooperation at the Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation, 
under session “Information and Communication Technologies” of the International Conference “EU-
Russia Cooperation: Priorities for Science and Technology 2007-2013”, organised by the State 
University – Higher School of Economics (HSE), Moscow, 22 February 2007, available at: 
http://www.hse.ru/temp/2007/02_22_konf2.shtml 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2004a): Education in Russia is not sufficiently packed (Obrazovanie v Rossii 
nedostatochno upakovano), interview of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the 
Russian Federation, for the “Kommersant-Dengi” journal, 20 December 2004, available at: 
www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2004b): Speech of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the 
Russian Federation, before the Council of rectors of Russia, Moscow, 30 December 2004, available 
at: www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2005a): Speech of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the Russian 
Federation, at an international forum in Minsk, Minsk, 5 April 2005, available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2005b): Speech of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the 
Russian Federation, at the session of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, 17 May 2005, 
available at: www.mon.gov.ru 



 22

FURSENKO, Andrey (2006a): Speech of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the Russian 
Federation, before the college of the ministry on the summary of activities in 2005 and tasks for 
2006, Moscow, 26 February 2006, available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2006): It is necessary to plan demand of concrete specialists (Nuzhno 
prognozirovat spros na konkretnyh specialistov), interview of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education 
and Science of the Russian Federation, for the “Vremya novostey” journal, 24 August 2006, 
available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2008a): Report of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the Russian 
Federation, before the college of the ministry on the summary of activities in 2007 and tasks for 
2008, Moscow, 15 February 2008, available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2008b): Speech of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the 
Russian Federation, at a session of the Presidium of the State Council of the Russian Federation, 
Dubna, 18 April 2008, available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

FURSENKO, Andrey (2008c): Speech of A. Fursenko, Minister of Education and Science of the Russian 
Federation, at a meeting on the development of the network of scientific-educational centres, 
Moscow, 24 July 2008, available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

GRACHEVA, M. (2007): Cooperation in the field of culture (Sotrudnichestvo v oblasti kultury), in: 
The European Union: Facts and Comments (Evropeyskiy soyuz: fakty i komentarii), quarterly 
bulletin of the Institute of Europe / Russian Academy of Sciences, and the Russian Association of 
European Studies (AEVIS), issue No. 47 (December 2006 – March 2007), Moscow, April 2007, 
available at: http://www.edc-aes.ru/site/ru/union.html 

KASTOUEVA-JEAN, Tatiana (2007): Russia in the Bologna Process: A Mixed Assessment of the Four-
Year Experience and Further Developments, presentation of Ms. Tatiana Kastoueva-Jean, IFRI-
Paris, at the International conference “Education Unites: Common Values – Common Future” organized 
by the State University – Higher School of Economics, Moscow, 17-18 October 2007, available at: 
http://www.iori.hse.ru/2007conference/materials/W1_Tatiana%20Kastueva_Jean.pdf 

KHLUNOV, Alexander (2007): The Federal Targeted R&D Programme and Openings for Cooperation 
with the EU, presentation of Mr. Alexander Khlunov, Director of the Department for Science, 
Technology and Innovation Policy, Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation, at the 
International Conference “EU-Russia Cooperation: Priorities for Science and Technology 2007-2013”, 
organised by the State University – Higher School of Economics (HSE), Moscow, 22 February 2007, 
available at: http://www.hse.ru/temp/2007/02_22_konf2.shtml 

LARIONOVA, Marina (ed.) (2007): Russia and the EU on the way to a pan-European higher education 
area: scenarios for the future (Rossiya i ES na puti k obshteevropeyskomu prostranstvu vysshego 
obrazovaniya: scenarii budushtego), collection of analytical materials on cooperation in the field of 
education with European countries in the framework of the implementation of the “road map” Russia-
EU, Publishing House of the State University – Higher School of Economics (HSE), Moscow, 
November 2007, 332 p, available at: http://www.iori.hse.ru/publications/monograf/Rossiya_i_ES.htm 

LEBEDEVA, Marina (2007): Evaluating Possible Scenarios of the Future EU-Russia Cooperation in 
Education, presentation of Ms. Marina Lebedeva, professor in political science at MGIMO-University, 
at the International conference “Education Unites: Common Values – Common Future” organized by 
the State University – Higher School of Economics, Moscow, 17-18 October 2007, available at: 
http://www.iori.hse.ru/2007conference/materials/Pl2_Lebedeva.pdf 

MINCH, Mary (2007): The EU 7th Research Framework Programme and International Cooperation, 
presentation of Ms. Mary Minch, Director for International Cooperation, Directorate-General for 
Research of the European Commission, at the International Conference “EU-Russia Cooperation: 
Priorities for Science and Technology 2007-2013”, organised by the State University – Higher School 
of Economics (HSE), Moscow, 22 February 2007, available at: 
http://www.hse.ru/temp/2007/02_22_konf2.shtml 

NICHKOV, Vladislav (2005): On international activity in the field of education and science in 2005, 
Speech of Vladislav Nichkov, Director of the Department of International Cooperation in Education and 
Science, at the meeting of the college of the Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian 
Federation, held on 13 April 2005, available at: www.mon.gov.ru 

NIKOLOV, Krassimir (2004): Two Dilemmas between Brussels and Moscow, pp. 51-68 in: NIKOLOV, 
Krassimir Y. (ed.), More than a Dwarf? “Fornet” Essays on Europe’s Foreign Policy, Security and 
Defence, Bulgarian European Community Studies Association (BECSA), Sofia, December 2004. 

NIKOLOV, Krassimir Y. (2008): Understanding Our Partners: The Joint Ownership Principle and Its 
Implementation in the Eastern EU Neighbourhood, pp. 17-42 in: AVERY, Graham, & 
NASSHOFEN, Yvonne (eds.), The European Neighbourhood Policy: Challenges and Prospects, 
Trans-European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) – Brussels, 2008. 

Portuguese Presidency of the EU Council (2008): Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the 
European Union on closure of regional offices of British Council in Russia, 21.12.2007, available 
at: http://www.ue2007.pt/ 



 23

Russia and the EU are two parts of greater Europe (Rossiya i ES – dve chasti bolshoy Evropy), 
discussion of Dmitry Rogozin, politician, Marc Franco, ambassador, head of the European Commission 
Delegation in Russia, and Mark Entin, European law professor at MGIMO, held at the radio “Echo 
Moskvy” on 19 December 2007, available at: http://www.kro.su/interview/show/?id=643 

Russia Will Increase Threefold Its Funding for Science through Universities by 2010 (Rossiya k 2010 
godu v tri raza uvelichit finansirovanie nauki cherez universitety), briefing of a conference speech 
of A. Furtsenko, Russia’s Minister of Education and Science, on 9 October 2007 in Moscow, available 
at: http://www.rustrana.ru/article.php?nid=6604&sq=19,25&crypt= 

Russian Government (2006): Federal Targeted Programme “Research and Development in Priority 
Fields of Development of the Scientific and Technological Complex of Russia for 2007-2012”, 
adopted by the Russian Government on 17 October 2006, available at: http://www.fcntp.ru/ 

SILVA RODRIGUEZ, Jose Manuel (2007): Opening Statement of Mr. Jose Manuel Silva Rodriguez, 
Director-General for Research at the European Commission, at the International Conference “EU-
Russia Cooperation: Priorities for Science and Technology 2007-2013”, organised by the State 
University – Higher School of Economics (HSE), Moscow, 22 February 2007, available at: 
http://www.hse.ru/temp/2007/02_22_konf2.shtml 

Slovenian Presidency of the EU Council (2008a): Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the EU on 
closure of the regional offices of the British Council in Russian Federation, 17.01.2008, available 
at: http://www.eu2008.si/ 

Slovenian Presidency of the EU Council (2008b): Joint Statement of EU-Russia Permanent 
Partnership Council on Research, Ljubljana, 26.05.2008, available at: http://www.eu2008.si/ 

* 
Interviews with officials in EU institutions, with Russian and Bulgarian government officials and with a 

Russian professor taken in October 2008. 
 
 
 

ANNEXES 
 

Annex 1. 
BILATERAL INSTITUTIONAL COOPERATION FORMATS 

IN THE 4TH EU-RUSSIAN SPACE IN SCIENCE, EDUCATION AND CULTURE
(a) at political level: 
--- bilateral meetings (EU Commissioner + Russian Minister); 
--- Permanent Partnership Council (PPC) (EU Presidency Minister + EU Commissioner + Russian 
Minister) in the field of Culture (held on 25.10.2007 in Lisbon, Portugal), Research (held of 
26.05.2008 in Ljubljana, Slovenia) and Education (meetings within the Bologna process, not as a 
separate PPC) 
(b) at administrative & expert level: 
--- Joint EU-Russia S&T Cooperation Committee (S&T Agreement steering body) (sessions on 23 
May 2006, 28 June 2007); 
--- Joint EU-Russia Thematic Working Groups in priority areas: 
               - Science: (i) functioning: Nanotechnologies, Health, Food-Agriculture-Biotechnology, 
Mobility, Space Research, Sustainable (Non-nuclear) Energy, Nuclear Fission Energy Research, 
Environment and Aeronautics; (ii) prospective: Scientific Infrastructures; 
               - Education: meetings within the Bologna process; 
               - Culture: joint working group; 
--- meetings of stakeholders at expert level (EU & Russian scientists & specialists) 

Source: www.fasi.gov.ru ; www.ed.gov.ru ; Silva Rodriguez (2007); Minch (2007); Khlunov (2007)
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Annex 2. 

COMPARISON OF FOREIGN PARTICIPATIONS IN FP6 
(Total Number of Participants per Country) 

 
Source: RTD database 15 March 2007 quoted in: Contzen (2008)

 
 

Annex 3. 
STRUCTURAL AND THEMATIC CORRESPONDENCE 

between the EU’s 7th Framework Programme and the Russian Federal Targeted Programme “R&D” 
The EU’s FP7 Russia’s FTP “R&D” 

Structural features 
Special Programme “Cooperation” Programme Blocs: Knowledge Generation, 

Technology Development, Technology 
Commercialization 

Special Programme “Capacities” Programme Blocs: Research Infrastructure, Innovation 
Infrastructure 

Special Programme “Ideas” 
(European Research Council) 

Russian Foundation for Basic Research (RFBR) 
(outside the FTP “R&D”) 

Special Programme “People” FTP “Scientific and Scientific-Pedagogical Personnel 
of the Russia of Innovations (2009-2013)” (separate 
from the FTP “R&D”) 

Thematic priority areas 
No. 1. Health No. 1. Life sciences 
No. 2. Food, agriculture and biotechnology No. 1. Life sciences 
No. 3. Information and communication technologies No. 3. Information-communication technologies 
No. 4. Nanosciences, nanotechnologies, materials and 
new production technologies 

No. 2. Nanotechnologies and materials 

No. 5. Energy No. 5. Power Engineering & Energy Efficiency 
No. 6. Environment (including climate change) No. 4. Rational nature management 
No. 7. Transport (including aeronautics)  
No. 8. Socio-economic sciences and the humanities  
No. 9. Security and space  
Euratom FP7: Fusion energy research, nuclear fission 
and radiation protection (separate) 

 

Sources: http://www.fcntp.ru ; http://cordis.europa.eu ; Khlunov (2007); Burger (2008)
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Annex 4. 

Russian Federal Targeted Programme “R&D” 
Activity 2.7. Carrying out experimental-constructional and experimental-

technological works jointly with foreign scientific organisations or on themes 
proposed by the business community 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FROM THE FEDERAL BUDGET FOR 2007 
Call No. Provisions for cooperation with foreign organisations: 

 YES NO 
Call 1 (lots 1-5) 160 mln RUR - - -
Call 2 (lots 1-4) - - - 130 mln RUR
Call 3 (lots 1-15) 150 mln RUR - - -
Call 4 (lots 1-6) - - - 190 mln RUR
Call 5 (lots 1-2) - - - 68 mln RUR
Call 6 (lot 1) - - - 32 mln RUR
Call 7 (lots 1-2) - - - 70 mln RUR
Call 8 (lots 1-9) 45 mln RUR - - -

Subtotal: 9,83 mln EUR = 355 mln RUR (42%) 13,57 mln EUR = 490 mln RUR (58%)
Total: 23,40 mln EUR = 845 mln RUR 

Details on money allocation for cooperation with foreign organisations (in mln RUR): Call 1: 
from Germany (70), USA (30), Poland (30), China (30); Call 3: from (a) CIS countries (10), Latin 
America (10), APEC (10), Europe (10), Kazakhstan (10), Ukraine (10), Austria (10), Finland (10), 
South Korea (10), India (10), (b) from foreign countries (horizontal) in priority fields: Life Systems 
(10), Nano-Systems & Materials Industry (10), Information & Telecommunication Systems (10), 
Rational Nature Management (10), Power Engineering & Energy Efficiency (10); Call 8: from Italy 
(5), the Eurasian Economic Union (5), the Czech Rep. (5), Spain (5), Sweden (5), Israel (5), USA (5), 
Canada (5), UK (5). 
Details on money allocation under Calls 1, 3 & 8 on a regional basis (in mln RUR & %): (a) with 
foreign organisations from EU member states: 155 mln RUR (43,66%), (b) with foreign organisations 
from non-EU member states: 155 mln RUR (42,25%), (c) from foreign countries (horizontal) in 
priority fields: 50 mln RUR (14,08%). 
Source: Announcements and terms of reference for the calls for 2007 uploaded on the website of the 
Russian Federal Science and Innovation Agency, available at: www.fasi.gov.ru  

 
 

Annex 5. 
POSSIBLE STRUCTURE OF THE CULTURE ACTION PLAN 

implementing cultural aspects of the road map aiming to create the 4th EU-Russian space
1. The promotion of artistic and cultural projects with a European dimension 
festivals, master classes, exhibitions, new productions, tours, translations & conferences, etc. 
2. The promotion of short-, medium-, and long-term cooperation between cultural institutions 
To enhance cultural ties, conservation and research of common European heritage 
3. The promotion of links between artistic universities and institutions 
In order to create new cultural resources 
4. The training of professionals in the audiovisual sector 
promotion & distribution of cinematographic works & audiovisual programmes, support for film festivals 
5. Consultation & cooperation in relevant international fora, such as UNESCO 
in order to defend common objectives & promote cultural diversity esp. in the course of the ratification & 
implementation phase regarding the UNESCO Convention on the protection & promotion of the diversity 
of cultural expression 
6. Fostering convergence with European standards in the broadcasting field 

Source: European Commission (2008a: 39)
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Annex 6. 

RUSSIAN FEDERAL TARGETED PROGRAMMES (FTPs) 
IN THE FIELDS OF SCIENCE AND EDUCATION 

(a) under the Federal Science and Innovations Agency: 
FTP “Research and Development in Priority Fields of Development of the Science & Technological 
Complex of Russia (2007-2012)”; 
FTP “Development of the Infrastructure of Nano-Industry in the Russian Federation (2008-2010)”; 
FTP “National Technological Base (2007-2011)”; 
FTP “Scientific and Scientific-Pedagogical Personnel of the Russia of Innovations (2009-2013)”; 
FTP “Development of the Electronic Components Base and Radio-Electronics (2008-2015)”; 
FTP “World Ocean”; 
Note: Apart from the above, nine other FTP programmes having science and innovation components 
are run by other ministries, e.g. FTP “Development of Russia’s Nuclear Energy Industrial Complex 
(2007-2010 and up to 2015)”, FTP “Global Navigation System”. 
(b) under the Federal Education Agency: 
FTP “Development of the Infrastructure of Nano-Industry in the Russian Federation (2008-2010)”; 
FTP “Development of Education (2006-2010)”; 
FTP “Integration of Science and Higher Education in Russia”; 
FTP “Russian Language”; 
FTP “The Children of Russia (2007-2010)”; 
FTP “Electronic Russia”; 
FTP “The Social Development of Villages (up to 2010)”; 
FTP “Development of Physical Culture and Sport in the Russian Federation (2006-2015)”; 
FTP “Complex Measures to Counter-act Drug Abuse and Its Illegal Trafficking (2005-2009)”; 
FTP “Increase of Road Traffic Safety”; 
State Programme “Patriotic Education of the Citizens of the Russian Federation (2006-2010)” 
Note: Apart from the above, the Federal Education Agency coordinates no less than 7 inter-ministerial 
scientific programmes and 12 ministerial scientific programmes. 

Sources: www.fasi.gov.ru ; www.ed.gov.ru ; Burger (2008).
 
 
 

ABBREVIATIONS 
CIS Commonwealth of Independent States 
ENP European Neighbourhood Policy 
EU European Union 
FP (FP6 / FP7) (Sixth / Seventh) Framework Proframme for Scientific Cooperation of the EU 
FTP Federal Targeted Programme (of the Russian Federation) 
PCC Permanent Cooperation Council 
RTD Research and Technological Development 
S&T Science and Technology 
SICA Special International Cooperation Action (within the EU’s FP7) 
SMEs Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises 
 
 
 


