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The divergent trajectories of the EU and Russia in the early 2000s set the two
entities on the path of confrontation. In this detailed empirical study, Anna-
Sophie Maass convincingly demonstrates that a series of external shocks helped
reshape their relationship at the same time as the internal evolution of the two
brought about a new understanding of their respective actorness in a system in
which no fundamental mode of reconciliation had been devised. This important
work represents essential reading for anyone seeking to understand the dynamics
of the relationship between the EU and Russia.

Richard Sakwa, University of Kent, UK

The question of why the EU’s and Russia’s relations ended up on a conflictual
path is one of the most pressing ones for our generation. This book provides a
multi-layered analysis of the road from initial promise to the current bitter mutual
disappointment and recrimination. It is a sobering account that should be
required reading for everyone interested in the future of EU—Russia relations.
Hiski Haukkala, University of Tampere, Finland

This is an important book that speaks to a wide audience across disciplinary
boundaries. Expertly following the contours of the EU’s troubled relationship
with Russia over the past two decades, Maass’ analysis is rigorous and based on
a wealth of primary material. Its value goes well beyond a simple retrospective of
recent conflicts and diplomatic impasses; this is a study that contextualizes the
current ‘ice age’ in the EU’s relations with Russia and offers significant insights
into the dynamics that have contributed to its emergence.

Dimitris Papadimitriou, University of Manchester, UK
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This book traces the development of EU-Russia relations in recent years. It
argues that a major factor influencing the relationship is the changing internal
dynamics of both parties: in Russia’s case an increasingly authoritarian state, in
the case of the EU an increasing coherence in its foreign policy as applied to
former Soviet countries which Russia regarded as interference in its own sphere.
The book considers the impact of conflicts in Kosovo, Chechnya, Georgia and
Ukraine, discusses the changing internal situation in both Russia and the EU,
including the difficulties in overcoming fragmentation in EU policy making, and
concludes by assessing how the situation is likely to develop.

Anna-Sophie Maass is a Post-Doctoral Research Fellow in the European Neigh-
bourhood Policy Chair at the College of Europe, Warsaw, Poland.



Routledge Contemporary Russia and Eastern Europe Series

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

Fashion and the Consumer
Revolution in Contemporary
Russia

Olga Gurova

Religion, Nation and Democracy
in the South Caucasus

Edited by Alexander Agadjanian,
Ansgar Jodicke and

Evert van der Zweerde

Eurasian Integration — The
View from Within

Edited by Piotr Dutkiewicz and
Richard Sakwa

Art and Protest in Putin’s Russia
Lena Jonson

The Challenges for Russia’s
Politicized Economic System
Edited by Susanne Oxenstierna

Boundaries of Utopia — Imagining
Communism from Plato to Stalin
Erik van Ree

Democracy in Poland
Representation, participation,
competition and accountability
since 1989

Anna Gwiazda

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

Democracy, Civil Culture and
Small Business in Russia’s
Regions

Social processes in comparative
historical perspective

Molly O’Neal

National Minorities in Putin’s
Russia
Federica Prina

The Social History of
Post-Communist Russia
Edited by Piotr Dutkiewicz,
Richard Sakwa and
Vladimir Kulikov

The Return of the Cold War
Ukraine, the West and Russia
Edited by J. L. Black and
Michael Johns

Corporate Strategy in
Post-Communist Russia
Mikhail Glazunov

Russian Aviation, Space Flight
and Visual Culture
Vlad Strukov and Helena Goscilo

EU-Russia Relations, 1999-2015
From courtship to confrontation
Anna-Sophie Maass



EU-Russia Relations,
1999-2015

From courtship to confrontation

Anna-Sophie Maass

£} Routledge

-1 Taylor & Francis Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK



First published 2017
by Routledge
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN

and by Routledge
711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business
© 2017 Anna-Sophie Maass

The right of Anna-Sophie Maass to be identified as author of this work has
been asserted by her in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the
Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or
utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now
known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in
any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing
from the publishers.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or
registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation
without intent to infringe.

British Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Maass, Anna-Sophie, author.

Title: EU-Russia relations, 1999-2015 : from courtship to confrontation /
Anna-Sophie Maass.

Other titles: European Union-Russia relations, 1999-2015

Description: Abingdon, Oxon ; New York, NY : Routledge, 2016. | Series:
Routledge contemporary Russia and Eastern Europe series ; 71 | Includes
bibliographical references and index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2016005448| ISBN 9781138943698 (hardback) |
ISBN 9781315672274 (ebook)

Subjects: LCSH: European Union countries—Foreign relations—Russia
(Federation) | Russia (Federation)—Foreign relations—European Union
countries.

Classification: LCC D1065.R9 M33 2016 | DDC 341.242/20947—dc23
LC record available at http://Iccn.loc.gov/2016005448

ISBN: 978-1-138-94369-8 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-1-315-67227-4 (ebk)

Typeset in Times New Roman
by Wearset Ltd, Boldon, Tyne and Wear


http://lccn.loc.gov/2016005448

To my parents
With my deepest gratitude and love.



This page intentionally left blank



Contents

Acknowledgements
List of abbreviations

Introduction

1 EU-Russian diplomacy during the Kosovo War

2 Overcoming the ‘Chechnya Irritant’ in EU-Russia
relations

3 Russia and the politics of EU eastern enlargement

4  The threat to EU-Russia relations of EU enlargement in
the Orange Revolution

5 Towards confrontation: 2006—2008
6 The repercussions of EU diplomacy in Georgia

7  The point of no return? EU-Russia relations after the
Euro-Maidan

Conclusions

Appendix: list of interviews
Index

X1

28

57

84

113

137

164

191

199
200



Acknowledgements

This monograph has travelled a long way. The spark to embark on this journey
was lit by Professor Elizabeth de Zutter and Dr Tom Casier at the University of
Maastricht. At La Trobe University in Melbourne, the foundations for this book
were laid by my PhD research. Throughout its candidature I have incurred many
debts. I owe so much to my supervisor Dr Robert Horvath. The shaping of my
argument greatly benefited from his constructive scepticism. I am equally grate-
ful for the support of my co-supervisor Professor Nick Bisley. Dr Philipp Bull’s
and Dr Stefan Auer’s efforts and enthusiasm for enhancing European Studies at
La Trobe laid the foundations for my development. I am also very thankful to Dr
Adrian Jones and his family.

A close circle of wonderful friends made my time in Australia the most cher-
ished period of my life. Especially Shihan George Ciechanowicz and Dr Grainne
Oates are a source of immense support, wisdom and kindness. Sempai George
Dixon, Dr Kyra Giorgi, Elizabeth Hill, Kylie Mason, Dr Russel Marks and
Danielle Vida enrich my life.

This monograph reached its final destination at the College of Europe’s
Natolin campus in Warsaw. I am very grateful to Mrs Vice Rector Ewa
Osniecka-Tamecka and Professor Dr Tobias Schumacher for granting me a Post-
Doctoral Fellowship in the European Neighbourhood Policy Chair which pro-
vided the academic liberty to work on this monograph. In Natolin I was very
fortunate to work with Professor Hiski Haukkala. Our discussions on EU-Russia
relations, teaching tutorials and the guidance of students in their MA theses
research were enriching. I am very thankful to Professor Dimitris Papadimitriou
from the University of Manchester. His initiation of my appointment as an
Honorary Research Fellow at his Jean Monnet Centre of Excellence broadened
my horizon. I am grateful to my interviewees, several officials in the EU institu-
tions, who deepened the shaping of my argument. I appreciate all efforts of Lucy
McClune and Peter Sowden from Routledge.

Dr Dimitris Bouris, Dr Irene Fernandez-Molina, Dr Michal Natorski and Max
Wright have become close friends with whom I spent great moments in Warsaw.
I am very grateful to have met you.

Without the support of my parents I would not have been able to reach any of
the above mentioned destinations. I am deeply indebted to you. Your constant



Acknowledgements  xi

support, encouragement, advice, kindness and patience helped me overcome
obstacles I encountered on parts of my academic journey. The least I can do in a
humble attempt to express my gratitude is to dedicate this book to you.

I am also very grateful to my brother, whose professional endeavours were a
source of inspiration in my pursuits. I am grateful to Yves Brand, my aunt
Monika as well as my friends in Melbourne, Warsaw, Exeter and Maastricht for
enriching my life.



Abbreviations

AA Association Agreement

CEC Central Election Commission

CFSP Common Foreign and Security Policy

CIS Commonwealth of Independent States

DCFTA Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area

EaP Eastern Partnership

ECT European Energy Charter Treaty

ENP European Neighbourhood Policy

EU European Union

EUMM European Union Monitoring Mission

FSB Federalnaya Sluzba Bezopasnosti

FTD Facilitated Transit Document

KFOR NATO’s Kosovo Force

MAP Membership Action Plan

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

NGO non-governmental organisation

OSCE Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
PACE Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe
PCA Partnership and Cooperation Agreement

PtM Partnership for Modernisation

RMTS Russian Medium Term Strategy

SES Single Economic Space

TACIS Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent

States



Introduction

In 1999 EU-Russia relations were marked by great expectations. At the end of the
Yeltsin era, Russian leaders aspired to join the EU and courted it as a negotiating
partner during the Kosovo crisis. During the early years of Putin’s presidency, this
rapport developed into a ‘strategic partnership’ that was founded upon gas deals,
cooperation in the ‘war on terror’ and silence about human rights abuses in Chech-
nya. But by the end of Putin’s second term as president, this relationship was in
trouble. The EU-Russia summits were dominated by acrimonious clashes over
Russia’s use of energy as a geopolitical weapon and the withering of Russian
democracy. In Russian policy-making circles, the EU was increasingly regarded as
a hostile power. During Medvedev’s presidency, this perception intensified when
the EU’s development of political and economic integration projects with countries
in the former Soviet space became a major source of confrontation in EU-Russia
relations. The emergence of the Ukraine crisis in November 2013 has distorted
Javier Solana’s 1999 vision of an EU-Russian ‘strategic partnership’ as ‘the great-
est opportunity to affect the cause of world affairs for the better’.! By 2015, this
‘strategic partnership’ seems to have reached the point of no return.

The purpose of this monograph is to explain the reasons for this spectacular
reversal in EU-Russia relations from courtship in 1999 to confrontation in 2015.
The book’s central contention is that the deterioration of the relationship was
shaped by the divergent internal transformations of both the EU and Russia. The
nature of the EU’s change was both territorial and institutional. As a territorial
entity, the EU expanded to Russia’s borders, absorbing members of the Warsaw
Pact and former republics of the Soviet Union. This enlargement had three major
repercussions for EU-Russia relations. First, it paved the way for the EU’s increas-
ing influence in Russia’s ‘near abroad’. Second, the proximity of the EU created a
mass of new possibilities for friction, for instance, free transit for Russian citizens
to neighbouring states, including the Russian exclave of Kaliningrad. Third, the EU
exerted influence in the former Soviet successor states by establishing the Euro-
pean Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and the Eastern Partnership (EaP), the latter
aimed primarily at enhancing political and economic cooperation with Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova.?

Another component of the EU’s internal transformation was changes in its
institutional structure. In 1999 the establishment of the office of the High
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Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was a signi-
ficant step towards both rendering EU foreign policy more coherent and enhanc-
ing the EU’s visibility in its external relations. Javier Solana’s appointment as
High Representative of the CFSP and Secretary-General of the European
Council in October 1999 had a crucial role in shaping EU foreign policy.* Solana
demonstrated his capacities by playing a critical role in the negotiations that
sealed Putin’s geopolitical defeat in the Orange Revolution in Ukraine. When
Solana also mediated in the resolution of a revolution in Kyrgyzstan in 2005, the
Kremlin’s hostility towards EU interference in the post-Soviet space increased
significantly.

No less important for the breakdown of the EU-Russia ‘partnership’ was the
transformation of Russia into an increasingly authoritarian state. A widening gap
emerged between the values the EU sought to promote in its relations with
Moscow and political reality in Russia. While the EU attempted to promote eco-
nomic and political reforms in Russia as a price for a future in an integrated
Europe, the Kremlin was not receptive to this lure. It sought to maintain auto-
nomy in domestic and foreign policy as reflected in the Russian Medium Term
Strategy for its relations with the EU. Increased state control over its energy
market and the pursuance of an aggressive foreign policy in the post-Soviet
space became hallmarks of Russian foreign policy between 2000 and 2015.

During this period, the Putin regime was increasingly hostile towards liberal
democracy and the West. Unlike the Yeltsin regime, it did not regard the EU as
a collaborator in the construction of Russia’s sovereign democracy. With this
concept — sovereign democracy, which reflected Russia’s hostility towards the
West’s interference in Russian domestic affairs — the Kremlin justified its
increasing authoritarianism.* Human rights abuses by Russia, which also mani-
fested themselves in violent dispersals of peaceful demonstrations against the
opposition to the Putin regime, provoked growing conflict between Russia and
the EU. Simultaneously Russia attempted to reconstitute itself as a great power
on the international arena. Its blatant interference in election campaigns in
Georgia and Ukraine, its use of energy policy as a means to enforce its hege-
mony in the region, and the pressure it exerted on heads of government in former
Soviet satellite states who aimed to align themselves with the EU within the EaP
framework, were all attempts to keep these countries within the Kremlin’s orbit.

This book illuminates the repercussions of the divergence of the EU and
Russia as political entities by examining the evolution of their diplomatic rela-
tions between 1999 and 2015. In 1999, for Russian policy makers, the military
might of the USA and NATO constituted the principal threat to their national
interests. In contrast, they treated the EU as a benign, amorphous entity: a diplo-
matic channel to maintain relations with the West. By 2005, the Kremlin per-
ceived the EU as a harmful actor whose increasing influence in the former Soviet
space impinged upon the Putin regime’s objectives in this region. The EU’s tan-
gible interference in the resolution of the political crisis in Ukraine in 2004 was
the most evident demonstration of its influence over the post-Soviet space. It
resulted in open confrontation with the Kremlin.
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In addition to the EU’s increasing influence in the post-Soviet space, its
normative appeal to some former Soviet successor states was another factor
which contributed to the deterioration of EU-Russia relations. During Putin’s
presidency, the EU’s gravitational pull — its allure to countries in the post-Soviet
space — was perceived as a threat by the Kremlin. The Orange Revolution was
perceived as confirmation of the ideational impact of the EU, with EU flags sym-
bolising the aspirations of a proportion of the Ukrainian population and the polit-
ical elite for integration of the Ukraine into the EU. At the same time, the
increasing gap between the EU’s limited attempt to promote its values in rela-
tions with Moscow on the one hand, and Russia’s political reality on the other,
contributed to the worsening of EU-Russia relations.

By examining various facets of the transformation of EU-Russia relations,
this monograph attempts to deepen and widen scholarship on this topic. Two
major books are at the core of this academic literature. On one hand, Hiski
Haukkala assesses how differences in world view and power between the EU
and Russia underpin their failure to institutionalise their relations® In order to
approach this research issue, Haukkala analyses the relationship through case
studies including the Chechen War in 1999 and the Northern Dimension Policy,
for instance.” On the other hand, in his monograph on conflicts in EU-Russia
relations, the Russian scholar Sergei Prozorov has chosen to examine, among
other examples, enlargement of the EU, tensions between sovereignty and inte-
gration, as well as asymmetries in EU-Russia relations to illuminate inherent
conflicts in the relationship.®

There is a limited range of scholarly articles which explore the factors influ-
encing the reversal of EU-Russia relations from courtship to confrontation, and
they tend to focus on either limited time periods or narrow issues. Several
studies, for instance, focus on EU-Russian diplomacy during the Chechen War.’
Another group of scholars concentrate on EU-Russia energy relations. Among
this group, Faber van der Meulen assesses the EU and Russia’s trade in gas.'” In
a different vein, Andrew Monaghan, Roland Goetz, Andrei Belyi and Steve
Wood examine energy security.!" Other studies assess the EU’s and Russia’s
approaches to their shared neighbourhood, as well as the political and economic
repercussions of the EU’s eastern enlargement for EU-Russia relations. '

Similarly, literature on Russian foreign policy also examines the transforma-
tion of EU-Russia relations within a narrow time frame."* A prominent example
is Janusz Bugajski, who claims that during Putin’s presidency, Russia has been
threatening the West through diplomacy intended to fracture the EU and NATO
by using energy policy as a geostrategic weapon.' As in this book, Bugajski
claims that in the mid to late 1990s the Kremlin regarded the EU as a useful
counterpart to the US and NATO’s influence due to its soft security policies.
However, by the late 1990s, the EU was perceived by the Kremlin as impinging
upon Russia’s policy interests by becoming a magnet attracting the former
Soviet space.” In this way, Bugajski acknowledges the transformation of
EU-Russia relations but without assessing the reasons for this development,
which this monograph endeavours to elucidate.
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Taking a different approach to Bugajski, Andrei Tsygankov treats EU-Russia
relations as a subset of Russia’s relations with the West.'® According to Tsyg-
ankov, who assesses Russian foreign policy during the Yeltsin and Putin eras,
the Kremlin prefers to keep the EU at arm’s length when it considers that the EU
is infringing upon Russian interests.'” Tsygankov analyses Russia’s integration
with the West and its ‘great power balancing’ during Yeltsin’s presidency and
the ‘great power pragmatism’ that marked the Putin era.'® One of Tsygankov’s
conclusions is that Moscow’s political and diplomatic weight, its possession of
natural resources and its military power have undermined the capacity of the
West to impact upon developments in Russia.'” Contrary to Tsygankov, this
book aims to illuminate the evolution of EU-Russian diplomatic relations.

In an assessment of the reasons for the transformation of this relationship,
this book takes domestic factors and the role of civil society into account.
Civil society in the West exerted pressure on the EU’s political elite to take a
tougher stance on Russia during the second Chechen War. This book takes
into consideration the influence of prominent European political leaders, who
played a significant role in maintaining cordial relations with Putin at a time
of severe clashes in EU-Russia relations. Domestic factors in Russia that
influenced the development of EU-Russia relations included the significant
role played by political technologists in the Kremlin such as President Putin’s
close adviser Gleb Pavlovsky. In 2004, he strongly supported the presidential
election campaign of the pro-Russian candidate in Kiev. The Kremlin’s heavy
investment in this election was made redundant by the EU’s interference in
the political crisis in Kiev which resulted in the victory of the pro-Western
presidential candidate and obstructed Russia’s geopolitical interests in
Ukraine. As a consequence, the first major political crisis between the EU and
Russia since 1999 emerged.

There were two main factors which triggered the worsening of this relation-
ship. On the one hand, the EU’s absorption of states from Central and Eastern
Europe, three of them belonging to the post-Soviet space, exemplified its
enhanced influence in the region. Due to their Soviet past, several of the ‘new’
member states took a more confrontational stance towards Russia than the ‘old’
EU member states. As a consequence, they jeopardised the Kremlin’s foreign
policy objective to impose its hegemony over the former Soviet space. The most
significant confirmation of the influence of ‘new’ member states on the EU’s
foreign policy towards Russia was the central role played by Poland and Lithua-
nia in the EU’s diplomatic mission to Kiev during the Orange Revolution in
November 2004. At the same time, the establishment of both the ENP and the
EaP enabled the EU to exert influence in the region, either through direct polit-
ical and economic integration initiatives, or through the implicit export of the
EU’s values in the framework of these regional policy frameworks. The Kremlin
perceived the ENP as an imposition of the EU’s will in some countries of the
former Soviet space. When the EaP promised to result in concrete integration
plans between the EU and some post-Soviet states, it marked a new era of con-
frontation in EU-Russia relations.
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On the other hand, the EU’s ideational component — its intention to seek to
harmonise certain political, economic, judicial standards in the countries belong-
ing to the EaP and its ability to act as a role model for some former Soviet satel-
lite states — together with the EU’s ability to increase influence in the post-Soviet
space, contributed to the deterioration of EU-Russia relations. The Putin regime
perceived the attractiveness of the EU’s values to countries in the post-Soviet
space as a threat. It regarded the EU as a rival actor intending to shape values in
Russia’s near abroad, and hence potentially jeopardising the Kremlin’s domi-
nance over the region. The EU used the opportunity created by its ideational
appeal to countries in the former Soviet space such as Ukraine, both during and
after the Orange Revolution, to enhance its relations with these states, despite
the vociferous objections of the Kremlin. The Kremlin reacted by unleashing a
propaganda campaign against the EU, a development which would have been
unthinkable at the end of the Yeltsin era in 1999.
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1 EU-Russian diplomacy during
the Kosovo War

NATO’s intervention in Kosovo precipitated the most serious crisis in Russia’s
relations with the West since the end of the Cold War. The rupture began with a
symbolic gesture. No sooner had the first cruise missiles struck targets in Serbia
on 24 March 1999 than the Russian Prime Minister, Yevgeny Primakov, aborted
a visit to the United States. He ordered his plane to be turned around over the
mid-Atlantic. By April, President Yeltsin was warning of the possibility of
Russian military intervention and ‘a European war or even a world war’.! The
seriousness of this threat became clear on 12 June, when a contingent of 200
Russian paratroopers seized Pristina’s airport before the arrival of NATO forces.
The result was a protracted military stand-off between Russia and NATO.

This chapter seeks to explain why the breakdown of Russia’s relations with
NATO and the US coincided with a remarkable development in cooperative
EU-Russian diplomacy. At a time when both the EU and Russia were facing
internal political and economic challenges, they realised their potential for
cooperation when faced with the breakout of the Kosovo War. It was settled
because of the establishment of a peace plan by Russia’s envoy for Kosovo,
Viktor Chernomyrdin, and the Finnish president, Martti Ahtisaari, who negoti-
ated on behalf of the EU.

The chapter argues that despite being the most severe crisis in Russia’s rela-
tions with the US and NATO since the end of the Cold War, the Kosovo conflict
became a catalyst for significant EU-Russian cooperation due to three factors.
First, in Russian policy-making circles the EU was perceived as a passive actor
that was neither a belligerent power nor a focused diplomatic presence. In early
March, this impression was reinforced by the lack of leadership in the EU fol-
lowing the sacking of the European Commission over a corruption scandal.
While Russian policy-making circles were vociferous in their denunciation of an
‘aggressive’ NATO, the EU remained the acceptable face of the West at the
height of the Kosovo crisis.

The second contributing factor was Germany’s Presidency of the European
Council. Like Russia, Germany was opposed to a ground war. Hence, during
Germany’s chairmanship of the European Council, Russian policymakers
regarded the EU as the acceptable partner in the West before and during the
Kosovo War, which facilitated EU-Russian diplomacy. At the same time,
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Germany had close ties with Russia. Since the severe economic crisis in Russia
in 1998, Germany had been Russia’s largest foreign creditor. The close personal
relationship between the German chancellor and chairman of the European
Council Presidency, Gerhard Schroeder, and Yeltsin fostered EU-Russian
cooperation.

Third, the Yeltsin administration was preoccupied with resolving domestic
problems and thus faced two major difficulties in dealing with the Kosovo crisis on
its own. Yeltsin was under threat from a nationalist-inclined State Duma which
used the Kosovo War to whip up national condemnation of his administration. The
State Duma instigated an impeachment process against Yeltsin in March. At the
same time, Russia was facing the repercussions of its 1998 economic crisis. On
both levels cooperation with the EU offered a way of defusing a war.

Laying the groundwork for EU-Russian collaboration

Being faced with the emerging international crisis in Kosovo, domestic political
turmoil paired with economic problems in Russia and Yeltsin’s cordial relations
with Schroeder enhanced the EU and Russia’s determination to develop a part-
nership. The EU-Russia summit in Moscow on 18 February 1999, the third to
take place since the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) — the legal
basis for EU-Russia relations — entered into force in 1997, laid the groundwork
for the partners’ diplomacy before the Kosovo War. The summit’s joint state-
ment proclaimed that an EU-Russian ‘partnership’, which initiated ‘common
approaches to tackle the 21st century’s challenges, [was a] fundamental factor of
peace and stability on the European continent’.? In the press conference,
Schroeder characterised the summit as a ‘political sign’ of the willingness to
engage in enhanced cooperation.’ As a way of contrasting Russia’s relations
with the US with those with the EU, Yeltsin expressed his strong opposition to
NATO’s intervention in Kosovo in front of Schroeder. He declared that in giving
US President Clinton his opinion on the possibility of the US launching air-
strikes against Serbia, he had warned that ‘we [would not] stand for this.... We
[would not] let them touch Kosovo’.*

Yeltsin’s outspoken warning to NATO not to interfere in Kosovo stood in
contrast to his political self-identification with the EU. He lamented that ‘regret-
tably the Russian Federation [was] not a member of the European Union’.’
Yeltsin’s friendly sentiments were reciprocated by Schroeder. He announced that
Germany would be ‘Russia’s advocate’ [Anwalt] in the West during negotiations
to reschedule Russia’s debt repayments.® Russia’s economy at the beginning of
the Kosovo War was characterised by trade deficits, the flight of capital in
response to shrinking reserves in Russia’s central bank, as well as price
increases, simultaneous decreases in salaries, the devaluation of the rouble,
massive foreign debts and inflation.” According to Boris Fyodorov, Russia’s
former Finance Minister, ‘the government [was] basically bankrupt’.®

This auspicious dialogue between Schroeder and Yeltsin coincided with the first
attempt by the Kosovo Contact Group to develop an ‘Interim Agreement for Peace
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and Self-Governance’ in Rambouillet on 6 February. These talks, led by Contact
Group members Germany, Italy, France, the US and the UK, aimed to negotiate by
19 February a three-year peace agreement that would guarantee autonomy to
Kosovo.” The negotiations, mediated by Boris Mayorski from Russia, Chris Hill
representing the US, and the EU Special Representative on Kosovo, Dr Wolfgang
Petritsch, broke down.'” According to Mayorski, the possibility of adopting an
agreement was unlikely because the negotiators were ‘working under conditions
[with] quite a high level of mistrust’.!" Petritsch explained that the reason the nego-
tiations broke down was that politicians in the former Yugoslavia would ‘rather be
defeated than compromise’.'> The continuation of talks in a further round of nego-
tiations in Paris brought Kosovo to the brink of war due to the stalemate among the
negotiators.”® On the last day of the negotiations, on 23 March, the US envoy
Richard Holbrooke declared that an agreement between the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the Yugoslav government
regarding the deployment of a mission in Kosovo in compliance with UN security
resolutions had been violated by Serb and Albanian military groups. As a result,
Holbrooke stated that the interim peace agreement could not be implemented
without the ‘presence of foreign military forces’."

Meanwhile, the EU’s diplomatic role, which had been limited at the negoti-
ations in Rambouillet and Paris, was further undermined by the resignation of
the European Commission in March. A report from the European Court of Audi-
tors provided evidence of missing EU funds, disloyalty, corruption and a lack of
transparency.'’ The European Commission resigned collectively on 15 March.'®
The fact that the Commission stepped down at a time when the CFSP had not
yet been developed undermined the EU’s capabilities in external relations. The
post of EU High Representative of the CFSP, responsible for the coordination of
EU foreign policy in cooperation with the current, past and future rotating Euro-
pean Council Presidencies and the European Commission, was not established
until October 1999."7 Before this, European Commissioners responsible for this
policy domain played a significant role in shaping EU foreign policy. Among
those Commissioners was Hans van den Broek, who was responsible for
coordination of the EU’s foreign affairs in Central and Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union, foreign and security policy, and human rights.'"® Van den
Broek played an important role in managing EU external relations, especially
with Russia. He represented the EU at some of the EU-Russia summits includ-
ing that of February 1999." He also witnessed the entry into force of the EU-
Russian PCA at the summit on 1 December 1997.%

Although the EU reacted quickly to appoint an interim Commission the day
after their resignation, its ability to act was limited. Under European Commis-
sion Vice President Michel Marin’s leadership, the interim Commission was
merely in caretaker mode.”' It served until 13 September 1999, when new
members were appointed. Nine days after the Commission’s resignation, the
former Italian Prime Minister Romano Prodi was appointed by European gov-
ernments as the European Commission’s new president. His election was only
endorsed by the European Parliament on 6 May.?
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The EU — the acceptable face of the West

Russia’s suspicions about NATO were heightened by the accession of Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic to the alliance on 12 March, about two weeks
before the launch of air strikes against Serbia. To many Russian observers,
NATO’s enlargement represented a flagrant violation of the accords reached
between Mikhael Gorbachev and Western leaders during the dismantling of the
Warsaw Pact and the Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe.

This simmering resentment exploded into public outrage when NATO
launched air strikes on Serbian targets on 24 March. The Russian Prime Minister
Yevgeny Primakov, who was on a flight to New York, ordered his plane to
return immediately to Moscow when he received news of the bombing.”* The
implication of Primakov’s gesture was made explicit in a speech given by
the Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov to the Duma on 27 March in which he
condemned NATO for ‘the act of aggression [which] ha[d] created a real threat
to world peace’.?* Ten days later he accused NATO’s leadership of seeking ‘with
maniacal stubbornness to erase Yugoslavia and its peoples off the face of the
earth’. Shortly after NATO’s intervention, Russians protested in front of the
US embassy in Moscow and there were grenade attacks on the building.*

The seriousness of the crisis in relations between Russia and NATO culminated
in a formal institutional break. On 24 March Yeltsin withdrew Russian representa-
tives from the NATO—Russia Permanent Joint Council, a forum for regular consul-
tation on security issues of common concern.”’ In addition, Sergey Kislyak,
Russia’s permanent representative to NATO, was called back from his military
responsibilities, but maintained his duties regarding political representation.*

At the height of this explosion of anti-NATO sentiment, the EU became the
acceptable face of the West for Prime Minister Primakov. Within days of his
mid-Atlantic gesture, Primakov expressed his determination to develop an EU—
Russian partnership, stating: ‘I confirmed my opinion — to develop relations with
the European Union’.* On 30 March, Primakov flew to Belgrade acting ‘on the
president’s instructions ... to find a political settlement, so that this barbaric
bombing can be stopped’.>® After six hours of talks with President Milosevic, he
flew to Bonn for discussions with Chancellor Schroeder.’! According to the
newspaper Kommersant:

the German chancellor had not been chosen by accident as the main partner.
He was the chairman of the European Union. For Primakov, it was
important to negotiate on the playing field of the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe. And to show at the same time, that he was not
negotiating with the ‘aggressor’, NATO, but with the European Union.*

The need for EU-Russian cooperation was emphasised by the Russian
Deputy Prime Minister Vladimir Bulgak. He declared that only EU-Russian
‘joint efforts ... give us the possibility of resolving the [Kosovo] conflict by

political means’.*
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Meanwhile, proposals brought forward by the Duma put Yeltsin under pres-
sure to react to the war. The Duma issued a resolution on 7 April outlining its
intention to provide Yugoslavia with armaments, although it did not move to
implement its resolution until 15 April.** Yeltsin denounced these proposals as
‘politicised, aggressive and unrealistic’, and a ‘slow drawing of Russia into the
war’.* In contrast, the chairman of the Duma, Gennady Seleznyov, declared that
the supply of arms was aimed at stopping NATO aggression.*

The EU and Russia: emerging diplomatic partners

While Russian policymakers continued to denounce NATO as an aggressor
responsible for killing Russia’s Slavic brothers, they perceived the EU as its very
antithesis. This clear distinction between Russia’s relations with the US and
NATO on one hand and with the EU on the other was emphasised by the Russian
Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov. He contrasted the breakdown of the Russian gov-
ernment’s relations with NATO to its cordial relations with the EU in a press
conference with German foreign minister Fischer, who was representing the
European Council Presidency. Ivanov stated that ‘at present Russia’s relations
with NATO are suspended, [whereas] those with the EU continue with an inten-
sive dialogue’.’” He warned that the atmosphere of Russian—US relations would
‘undoubtedly be damaged’ as a consequence of NATO’s bombing. He stressed
that this severe deterioration in relations would not be Russia’s fault because it
had not been “[its] choice’.*®

With the Yeltsin administration coming under increasing pressure, it was vital
for Russian policymakers to engage with the EU in order to deal with the
Kosovo crisis. Tensions between Yeltsin and the Duma culminated in his
impeachment. The charges Yeltsin faced concerned misconduct in the unde-
clared war on Chechnya from 1994 until 1996, and the use of force against hard-
line lawmakers.*” Yeltsin sought to dismiss these accusations by declaring that,
having lost the first and second presidential elections,

the Communists began to look for any means to destroy the president, any
way to remove him from his post. They exploited everything — the fall of
the USSR was declared a ‘conspiracy’, the mistakes of the first Chechen
campaign were called a ‘crime’; economic difficulties were called ‘the geno-

cide of the Russian people’.*’

On 15 May, the Duma deputies failed to impeach Yeltsin on any of the charges
against him because they were unable to achieve the necessary two-thirds
majority in favour of impeachment.”!

The Duma’s demands for a stronger stance on the Kosovo conflict made the
Yeltsin administration vulnerable. According to Yeltsin’s Press Secretary
Dimitri Yakushkin, Kosovo was the ‘most difficult crisis because ... it [was]
inflaming our internal politics — you can hear the speeches [given] in the State
Duma’.** He declared that there ‘[was] a whole range of measures in reserve....
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Nothing is ruled out. Of course, Yeltsin [would] not allow Russia to be dragged
into a war’.*

In fact, pressure from the Duma had the opposite result and instead inspired
peace-making efforts as demonstrated by Yeltsin’s appointment of Viktor
Chernomyrdin as his representative in Yugoslavia on 14 April.* The pressure
Yeltsin was facing became evident when he declared that the Russian envoy
should ‘just end [the war because] it [was] ruining everything’.*> According to
Yeltsin, ‘Russian people were alarmed and tense [because they]| took the
Yugoslav tragedy to heart’.* He recalled that , as a consequence, he ‘was operat-
ing in two directions, putting pressure on NATO and on Milosevic. We had to
stop this war no matter what”.*’

According to Dr Wolfgang Petritsch, the EU’s Special Representative for
Kosovo, Chernomyrdin’s appointment helped the peace negotiations gain
momentum. Petritsch declared that Chernomyrdin’s role was significant because
he was ‘transmitting Yeltsin’s frank messages to Milosevic, whereas during the
negotiations in Rambouillet in February 1999, Yeltsin had not been willing to
disengage from Milosevic’.*®

Chernomyrdin’s authority as Yeltsin’s representative was enhanced by the
dismissal of Prime Minister Yevgeny Primakov on 12 May. Addressing Prima-
kov, Yeltsin stated that he had ‘fulfilled [his] mission’ and that it now seemed he
had to resign.*” Having been advised to write a ‘request to resign, stating any
reason’, Primakov was succeeded by the former Interior Minister Sergei
Stepashin from mid-May until the beginning of August 1999, when Vladimir
Putin assumed his post as Prime Minister.*

Chernomyrdin was an ideal appointment for the development of Kosovo
peace negotiations with the EU. As Russia’s former premier from 1992 until
1998, he was a major figure with political clout within the Russian elite and on
the international stage.”' As premier Chernomyrdin had been an ardent advocate
of Russia’s membership of the EU. At a news conference on 18 July 1997 he
announced that ‘Russia should be in the EU with all the implications and con-
sequences’, even though the complete fulfilment of membership obligations
might be difficult.’?

Obviously feeling the impact of the Duma’s pressure on the Yeltsin adminis-
tration, Chernomyrdin requested a negotiation partner in the peace-making
efforts. He advised the G7 states that he wanted to include a ‘neutral inter-
national figure’, who would accompany him in diplomatic mediations with Milo-
sevic.”® According to Chernomyrdin, the inclusion of a third party in the
negotiations would provide President Yeltsin with much needed political cover
in the face of intense domestic outrage over NATO’s offensive.’*

Chernomyrdin’s ‘neutral international’ negotiating partner

Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder played a crucial role in securing the appointment
of a negotiating partner for Chernomyrdin. In a meeting with Finnish President
Martti Ahtisaari in Helsinki in May, he declared that
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we give our support to the Finnish President, and I give this support in my
capacity as ... the country which chairs the European Union.... This means
that he has the full support of the European Union in the peace negotiations
which he is carrying out together with Chernomyrdin.>

In his memoirs, he recalled that he was convinced that Ahtisaari, the ‘diplomat
who had gained experience in international diplomacy, would be the right man
for mediating on behalf of the EU’.*® Schroeder stated that Ahtisaari had the
‘appropriate negotiating power when talking to the Yugoslav government. His
aura of neutrality, [due to the fact that he represented a non-NATO state] guar-
anteed Ahtisaari’s [impartiality] in the negotiations’.’’

Ahtisaari’s role as mediator was decisive for several reasons. First, the
German government had sensed that the resolution of the Kosovo War required
the involvement of Russia. Michael Steiner, foreign policy adviser to the German
chancellor, backed up Schroeder’s assumption that a resolution could only be
found if it was possible to ‘get Russia on board’.® Second, Ahtisaari was a
skilful diplomat. He had made a career out of conflict resolution in Bosnia and in
the crisis between Namibia and South Africa in the late 1980s. From 1992 until
1993, he gained additional experience chairing the Bosnia working group at the
International Conference on the former Yugoslavia.”® Third, Ahtisaari had made
himself known as a friend of Russia even before he was suggested as Cherno-
myrdin’s potential negotiating partner. At the opening session of the Finnish
Parliament in February 1999, Ahtisaari stressed that Finland had been trying to
‘strengthen cooperation between the [EU] and Russia’.®® Chernomyrdin
expressed his appreciation for Ahtisaari’s appointment as mediator. He stated
that he was ‘a good politician, and it was a pleasure to work with him’.®' He
added that Finland had ‘always conducted itself respectfully toward Russia ...
and Ahtisaari had excellent relations with Yeltsin’.%

Although the EU instigated Ahtisaari’s assumption of the role of envoy, his
actual status remained unclear. This was partly due to the fact that Chancellor
Schroeder appointed him without an official mandate as mediator on behalf of the
EU in Kosovo. Unlike Dr Wolfgang Petritsch, who had been officially appointed
as the EU’s High Representative for Kosovo on March 30 after having been the
European mediator of the Contact Group at Rambouillet, Ahtisaari was never for-
mally chosen to act as EU Special Representative in the peace negotiations.”
Another reason for the ambiguity of Ahtisaari’s role was the fact that his appoint-
ment as negotiator had also been supported by the US government.** When US
Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott proposed Ahtisarri to act as envoy in the
mediations, Ahtisaari stated that he was prepared to assume this post as long as he
had the backing of the EU.% He acknowledged the EU’s role in his appointment by
saying that ‘the EU countries and the European Council confirmed the German EU
Presidency’s decision to appoint me. It was the first time when in a trilateral form
we were trying to solve the problems’.%® The Slovenian foreign minister, Eduard
Kukan, who was one of the two UN special envoys to Kosovo, acknowledged that
Ahtisaari had ‘received the European Union’s blessings ... to become its Kosovo
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envoy’, but simultaneously asserted that ‘[his] mandate was not very clear’.®” In
international media coverage of the peace negotiations in Kosovo, Ahtisaari was
invariably referred to as the ‘EU’s envoy’.%®

His role provoked confusion in Russia. In an article titled “Who are you, Pres-
ident Ahtisaari?’ the newspaper Sankt-Peterburgie Vedomosti expressed uncer-
tainty about whether he represented the EU, the UN, the OSCE or the G8.% This
article reflects the EU’s lack of visibility in its foreign policy in Kosovo. About
three years after this war, in the preparation phase for eastern enlargement of the
EU, often considered by analysts as the EU’s most crucial foreign policy tool,
the EU gained both more visibility and capacity in its external relations. A major
source of confrontation in EU-Russia relations emerged once Russian policy-
makers became aware of the repercussions of the EU’s increasing influence in
Russia’s ‘near abroad’ as a consequence of its eastward expansion. This book
demonstrates how the EU’s eastern expansion and other sources of confrontation
resulted in increasing strain following the initially cordial relationship that char-
acterised Ahtisaari and Chernomyrdin’s diplomacy.

Several obstacles marked Ahtisaari’s and Chernomyrdin’s negotiations. The
first was NATO’s accidental bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade on 7
May. Wesley Clark, NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander for Europe, had
authorised the attack, but the embassy was bombed instead of the Federal Direct-
orate of Supply and Procurement, responsible for the management of arms traf-
ficking, because CIA maps had not been updated.™

Another impediment to the mediation efforts was Yeltsin’s threat to boycott the
peace negotiations. Yeltsin had the impression that Russia’s concerns regarding
Kosovo had been disregarded. He stated that ‘[i]t must be clear that if Russia’s
efforts continue to be ignored, we will leave the reconciliation process with all of
its consequences’.” A Kremlin spokesman quoted Yeltsin’s reasons for his
intended withdrawal from the negotiations. He declared that ‘our calls and repeated
suggestions [were] clearly not reaching somebody’.’”” The reason for Yeltsin’s
stance was an EU-Russian disagreement concerning the constitution of Kosovo’s
peacekeeping mission. The Yeltsin administration was opposed to a NATO-led
peacekeeping mission, and preferred one under the auspices of the UN. Russia’s
foreign minister Igor Ivanov explained to Chernomyrdin that the UN ‘must be the
leading’ institution in this operation.” Chernomyrdin was concerned that ‘if Yeltsin
agree[d] to subordinate Russian troops to the alliance, which ha[d] been waging
this war, the impeachment process against him [would] start all over again®.”

A further obstacle for Ahtisaari and Chernomyrdin in their attempt to find a
political solution to the Kosovo War was the indictment of Milosevic by the
International Criminal Tribunal. He was accused of the expulsion of 740,000
refugees from Kosovo since the beginning of 1999 and the murder of 340
Kosovar Albanians. According to Yeltsin’s spokesman Yakushkin, ‘all attempts
to solve the crisis in the Balkans without Milosevic’s participation were bound
to fail’.” The Russian Foreign Ministry declared in a statement that Milosevic’s
indictment would ‘create additional obstacles on the path to the resolution of the

Yugoslav situation’.”
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The peace plan

Despite these obstacles, the fourth round of tripartite talks between Ahtisaari,
Talbott and Chernomyrdin in Bonn on 1 June resulted in the formulation of a list
of non-negotiable objectives. The goal of Ahtisaari and Chernomyrdin’s mission
was to put the following three-point plan into practice: first, the Serbian govern-
ment should withdraw paramilitary as well as Serbian troops from Kosovo;
second, the Yugoslavian government should agree to allow Kosovo to be admin-
istered under a UN mandate; third, Belgrade should accept an international
military presence under NATO’s command.”

The EU and Russia had played a crucial role in the development of the peace
plan. Schroeder, as chairman of the European Council Presidency, praised
Russia’s contribution to the development of the plan. He declared that ‘from the
very outset Germany and the European Union [counted on] using our tradition-
ally good relations with Russia in the interest of achieving a solution to the
Kosovo conflict’.” He stressed that the German government was ‘sure that peace
and peaceful development in the Balkans cannot be ensured without Russia’s
participation’.”” He was appreciative of Chernomyrdin’s diplomacy, saying that
‘we were glad that a politician appeared in the person of Viktor Chernomyrdin,
enjoying the confidence of the Russian president, who [shares our]| perspective
of Southeast Europe as we see it’.*

On the same day, Ahtisaari and Chernomyrdin’s successful diplomacy
resulted in Milosevic’s capitulation. Despite his intention to amend the plan,
Ahtisaari and Chernomyrdin managed to convince Milosevic to accept their
peace plan, which the G8 states had already agreed.®' This plan called for ceasing
NATO bombing, an end to violence and repression, the withdrawal of troops,
the deployment of international civilian and security presences under the UN’s
auspices, an international security presence with the essential contribution of
NATO aimed at the safe return of refugees and displaced persons to their homes
under the supervision of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, the establish-
ment of an interim administration for Kosovo decided by the UN Security
Council as well as unfettered access for humanitarian organisations to Kosovo.*
After having submitted the peace plan to the Serbian Parliament for approval, it
was accepted on 2 June.®

The success of EU-Russian diplomacy was reflected in the Serbian govern-
ment’s announcement of the acceptance of the peace plan. No sooner had
Milosevic capitulated than Schroeder rang Yeltsin to express his gratitude for
the Russian government’s successful diplomatic efforts. He thanked Yeltsin for
Russia’s ‘constructive and peace-making role’.** At a news conference with
Abhtisaari, he emphasised that this ‘was a political breakthrough’.%

A day after the acceptance of the peace plan, Russia and the West managed to
overcome the stalemate on the constitution of Kosovo’s peacekeeping mission.
The text on the deployment of NATO’s Kosovo Force (KFOR), the retreat of
Serbian forces and the establishment of a civil administration was adopted.
Kosovo was divided into five zones, one for each member of the Contact Group.
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Chernomyrdin had agreed that the international security presence in Kosovo
should be provided by NATO within the framework of UN Security Council
Resolution 1244. Under this resolution, roles were assigned to different inter-
national organisations for the provision of a civil and military presence in post-
war Kosovo.* However, details of Russia’s participation in the security presence
had yet to be determined ‘in order to prevent this issue from holding up the
overall settlement”.’

Despite having overcome the deadlock over the formation of a peacekeeping
mission, the EU and Russia clashed over Kosovo’s post-war reconstruction. The
EU became a primary financial contributor to Kosovo’s reconstruction, provid-
ing the UN Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo with €243.7 million in
1999 for humanitarian aid, reconstruction and special financial assistance.®™ The
European Commission also developed a reconstruction and development strategy
for 1999 worth €5 million.* While the EU took responsibility for Kosovo’s eco-
nomic reconstruction, KFOR,” under the command of the UN, took responsib-
ility for maintaining security.’!

At the same time, the EU was developing plans for closer integration with the
Balkan states. On 10 June 1999, about a week after the Kosovo War had been
resolved, the European Council signed the Sarajevo Summit Declaration approv-
ing the purposes and principles of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe,
which focused on the stabilisation of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Mac-
edonia.”” The Stability Pact was led by EU member states, the US, Russia and
eight south-eastern European nations in cooperation with the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund (IMF).”® It offered those countries the oppor-
tunity of signing Stabilisation and Association Agreements with the EU, which
opened up the possibility of their accession to the EU.** These agreements aimed
to foster peace, democracy, respect for human rights and economic prosperity in
order to achieve stability through political and economic reforms, as well as the
promotion of development and security in the Balkans.”

Despite the EU’s efforts in restoring security in the Balkans, a further clash
between NATO and Russia reflected continuing struggles over Kosovo’s post-
war reconstruction. The Russian government’s request to participate in the
NATO-led peacekeeping mission had been accepted by NATO member states,
but the scope of its participation had not been clarified.”® The severity of the
clash over Russia’s involvement in post-war reconstruction was made clear
when on 12 June, 200 Russian paratroopers, who were engaged in peacekeeping
for NATO’s Stabilisation Force of Bosnia and Herzegovina, detached them-
selves from the Russian military and seized Pristina airport before the arrival of
KFOR. As a result, they became the first foreign troops to march into Kosovo,
and Serbs based at the airport in Pristina hailed the Russian paratroopers as lib-
erators.”” According to Marc Webber, the so-called ‘dash to Pristina’ was ‘seem-
ingly ... designed as a unilateral attempt to set up a Russian sector’.”® The
Yeltsin administration insisted that Russian troops should maintain a part of
Kosovo under their command.”
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For Yeltsin, the ‘dash to Pristina’ had more symbolic than practical signifi-
cance. He declared that Russia

must make a crowning gesture, even if it had no military significance. It was
not a question of specific diplomatic victories or defeats; it was a question
of whether we had won the main point. Russia had not permitted itself to be
defeated in the moral sense. It had not let itself be split. It had not been
dragged into the war. This last gesture was a sign of moral victory in the
face of the enormous NATO military, all of Europe, and the whole world.'®

The next day, representatives of the Clinton administration confirmed the
widely held view that the dash reflected US—Russian tensions over Russia’s
involvement in the peacekeeping mission in Kosovo. US Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright stated that Russia and the US had gone from ‘celebrating
victory to a farcical Cold War encore’.'”" At a meeting between the US Defence
Secretary William Cohen and his Russian counterpart Igor Sergeyev six days
after the dash to Pristina, the US and Russia agreed on the deployment of
Russian troops to Kosovo under the leadership of the national commanders of
other members of the Kosovo Contact Group. '

While Russia, the US and NATO were competing over their involvement in
post-war Kosovo, EU-Russia relations consolidated. The launch of the ‘EU’s
Common Strategy on Russia’ on 4 June had sent out a clear message of commit-
ment to enhancing relations with Russia. According to NATO Secretary-General
Javier Solana, the Common Strategy sought to ‘cement the partnership between
the EU and Russia’.'® The fact that this strategy was the first document of its
kind adopted by the EU highlighted the significance of Russia as a partner.'® It
had been prepared by the European Council in late 1998 as a response to the
economic collapse of Russia that year.'” Hence, it was not an EU response
setting out further objectives for enhancing its relations with Russia immediately
following the success of EU-Russian diplomacy in terminating the Kosovo War.
The EU Common Strategy on Russia, launched during the Austrian European
Council Presidency, stressed the

Union’s solidarity with Russia and its people during the present economic
crisis.... The European Council underline[d] the EU’s readiness to help
Russia in overcoming the crisis through credible and sustained market-based
reforms, while respecting urgent social need, and a continued commitment
to democracy including freedom of the media, the rule of law and respect
for human rights.'%

This quote reflects two aspects of the EU’s political approach towards Russia.
On the one hand, the EU expressed its support in light of the repercussions of the
Russian economic crisis. On the other hand, this expression of solidarity was
accompanied by a request to Russia to further pursue efforts to promote demo-
cracy. Both the rule of law and respect for human rights were a source of
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confrontation in the evolution of EU-Russia relations several months after the
partners’ successful diplomacy during the Kosovo War.

In addition to the divergence between the EU and Russia over human rights
and the rule of law, the increasing prominence of the EU in external relations
became a source for friction in EU-Russia relations about three years after the
Kosovo War in the context of preparations for the eastward enlargement of the
EU. The EU’s foreign policy gained in prominence in two ways: First, the imple-
mentation of the Treaty of Amsterdam in May 1999 introduced EU Common
Strategies, which intended to give a ‘clearer focus to European foreign policy
and to combine all the external policies of the EU into a single framework’.'"’
According to a former official from the Directorate General for External Rela-
tions at the European Commission, Common Strategies sought to enhance the
EU’s leverage in external policy.'® Second, another means to enhance EU
foreign policy was the Amsterdam Treaty’s introduction of the post of a High
Representative, who was responsible for assisting the European Council in the
formulation, preparation and implementation of decisions in foreign policy.'"”
On June 4, Chancellor Schroeder announced that Javier Solana would become
the High Representative for the CFSP in December 1999.'"° These two changes
laid the institutional foundation for the EU’s increasing ability to develop its
external relations, as compared to its passivity prior to its involvement in the
Kosovo peace mediations. As a consequence of the institutional underpinnings,
the EU’s foreign policy evolved to the extent that it had a direct impact on
Russian citizens and policy makers. The latter perceived the EU’s eventual
increasing ability over the former Soviet space as an impingement of the Krem-
lin’s interests. Hence, Russian policy makers’ and diplomat’s perceptions of the
EU changed. This was one the main indicators of the gradual transformation of
EU-Russia relations from courtship to confrontation, which the following chap-
ters endeavour to trace.

Conclusion

This chapter has explained why the breakdown in Russia’s relations with the US
and NATO coincided with the emergence of cooperative diplomacy in EU-
Russia relations. The partner’s diplomacy was shaped by three factors: First,
what had made the EU attractive for Russia during the Kosovo War was its
initial role as a bystander at the beginning of the Kosovo crisis. While a
dominant and ‘aggressive’ NATO was killing Russia’s Slavic brothers in Serbia,
the Russian political elite perceived the EU as a passive and benign actor.
Russian policymakers declared that its relations with NATO were suspended but
relations between Russia and the EU should be enhanced. As a consequence,
these policymakers began to regard the EU as the ‘acceptable face of the West’.
The second and third factors which fostered EU-Russian diplomacy, namely
Russia’s domestic political problems and the German European Council
Presidency, were intertwined. While Yeltsin was under pressure from the Duma,
which urged him to take a tougher stance on the Kosovo War and instigated an



20 EU-Russian diplomacy in Kosovo War

impeachment process against him, he realised that Russia could not deal with the
Kosovo crisis on its own. He turned to the EU as a negotiating partner. Chancel-
lor Schroeder’s cordiality in his role as chairman of the German European
Council Presidency was the third factor which laid the groundwork for EU-Rus-
sian diplomacy during the Kosovo War. In announcing that Germany would be
Russia’s ‘advocate’ in its negotiations with international financial institutions
concerning the repayment of Russia’s debts, Schroeder made himself known as
a friend of Russia. Schroeder’s appointment of Ahtisaari as the EU’s special
envoy for Kosovo, gave Chernomyrdin, Russia’s mediator in Kosovo, a com-
petent partner in the peace negotiations. Chernomyrdin and Ahtisaari developed
a peace plan which resolved the Kosovo War and exemplifies success in EU—
Russian diplomatic cooperation.

The Kosovo War was the embodiment of EU-Russian cooperation before the
relationship became increasingly strained and ultimately confrontational in the
years following the international crisis in Serbia. The second Chechen War,
which erupted just a few months after the resolution of the Kosovo War, resulted
in moments of severe tension followed by constructive engagement in the EU-
Russia ‘strategic partnership’.!'' This seeming paradox, which reveals several
facets of the internal dynamics of EU—Russian diplomacy, is at the core of the
next chapter.
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2 Overcoming the ‘Chechnya
Irritant’ in EU-Russia relations'

Between the autumns of 1999 and 2001 EU-Russia relations developed from a
spectacular clash over the second Chechen War to a strange courtship. During
the early months of the war, the EU unleashed a barrage of criticism concerning
Russian human rights violations in Chechnya which culminated in the imposi-
tion of sanctions against Moscow. Acrimonious exchanges between European
and Russian diplomats reached their climax in the suspension of Russia’s voting
rights in the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe. By October
2000, the situation had radically changed. The focus had shifted from confronta-
tion over Chechnya to the development of cordial relations between Russia’s
newly elected President Putin and the EU’s powerbrokers.

This chapter examines the shift from confrontation over the Chechen War to
a breakthrough in EU-Russian diplomatic relations. It argues that this alteration
was shaped by three factors. First, the EU’s ability to urge Russia to end the war
was weakened by its internal divisions. While some EU institutions articulated
clear condemnation of Russia’s conduct in Chechnya and imposed sanctions,
some leading EU functionaries and heads of state took a much more accommod-
ating line. This incoherence both weakened the EU’s stance and facilitated
rapprochement between the EU and Russia.

Second, the EU began to prioritise economic and political benefits over
humanitarian concerns. This prioritisation was acknowledged by Tuomas
Forsberg and Graeme P. Herd who argued that during both Chechen Wars the
EU ‘sacrificed a coherent and systematic advancement of its normative
agenda, [namely the protection of human rights], in favour of strengthening its
relations with [Russia]’.? During the second Chechen War, economic factors
contributed to a shifting balance of power between the EU and Russia. On the
one hand, Russia’s economic recovery made it less vulnerable to international
pressure than it had been in the immediate aftermath of its default in 1998.
This recovery put pressure on European businesses to exploit the opportunities
offered by the modernisation of Russia’s hydrocarbon sector. On the other
hand, the impending enlargement of the EU increased concerns about energy
security. This preoccupation encouraged a shift of emphasis from confronta-
tion over Chechnya to the launch of the EU-Russian Energy Dialogue in
October 2000.
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Third, the terrorist attacks on and following 11 September 2001 lent plausi-
bility to Russian policymakers’ efforts to portray the subjugation of Chechnya as
an anti-terrorist operation. EU leaders were receptive to this interpretation and
increased their cooperation with Russia on international terrorism.

Before Putin’s election (October—December 1999)

The EU’s response to the Chechen War

The outbreak of war between Russia and the breakaway region of Chechnya
confronted the EU with a dilemma. On the one hand, the brutality of Russia’s
military onslaught and the ensuing pacification campaign was an affront to the
values that the EU aspired to uphold. On the other hand, Russia was a victim of
aggression. The invasion of Chechnya had been triggered by the incursion of
Chechen Islamist militants into Russian territory in Dagestan. Meanwhile, over
300 civilians died as a result of terrorist attacks on apartment buildings in
Russian cities, which were widely blamed on the Chechen insurgents. The chal-
lenges posed by the war were compounded by the EU’s internal division. The
early phase of the war took place under the Finnish chairmanship of the Euro-
pean Council Presidency (June—December 1999), which was sympathetic
towards Russia and unwilling to provoke confrontation. At the same time, the
EU Commissioner for External Relations Chris Patten was well known for his
principled position on human rights.

On 7 October, six days after Russia’s invasion of Chechnya, the European
Parliament responded cautiously to this incursion. In a resolution condemning
the escalation of the conflict, it expressed its deep concern over both the war and
Putin’s refusal to negotiate a political solution with the Chechen president, Aslan
Mashkadov.’ The resolution announced the EU’s readiness to provide human-
itarian assistance to Chechnya.* In a nod to Russian sensitivities, the resolution
affirmed that the EU was ‘committed to strengthening the strategic partnership
with Russia in terms of economic integration and cooperation while maintaining
stability and security in Europe and beyond’.> This view was reiterated by the
Finnish foreign minister, Tarja Halonen, speaking on behalf of the Finnish Euro-
pean Council Presidency. She explained the EU’s cautious reaction to Russia’s
invasion of Chechnya by declaring that the ‘West may have been slow to speak
up [on Chechnya] out of sympathy for Russia in the wake of the terrorist cam-
paigns’.® No less cautious than Halonen was the German foreign minister
Joschka Fischer. He declared that the German government was interested in the
respect of human rights and Russia’s stability, but stated that ‘our capabilities of
acting from outside were limited because the Chechen conflict took place in
Russian territory within established frontiers’.”

The first opportunity for high-level discussions about the crisis was provided at
the EU-Russian summit in Helsinki on 22 October. Attention was focused on the
carnage in Chechnya caused by a missile strike that killed hundreds of civilians in
Grozny’s market square.® Even before the summit had begun, an EU spokesman
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warned bluntly that ‘we cannot do business as usual even though the deepening of
EU-Russia relations [was] the basis of our ambitions for the summit’.’

The market place massacre provoked tense discussions between the EU troika
(the chairmen of the previous, current and subsequent European Council Presid-
encies) and Vladimir Putin, who was representing President Yeltsin at the
summit. The Finnish Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen, speaking on behalf of the
European Council Presidency, urged Putin to hold ‘immediate negotiations’ with
the Chechen authorities and emphasised that the EU ‘[did] not accept a military
solution’.!” In his memoirs Chris Patten, the Commissioner for EU External
Relations, recalled the High Representative of the CFSP Javier Solana’s queries
to Putin regarding the Russian government’s reports on the bombing of the
market square in Grozny. Putin denied possessing information on this attack;
instead he reiterated the Russian military official’s declaration that Chechen
rebels had been responsible.!! Patten reflected that he had ‘never been so bla-
tantly lied to at a meeting like this before’.'” In an obvious criticism of the
cordial relations of EU heads of state with Putin, Patten stated that ‘[the Euro-
pean politicians] let [Putin] get away with it — on that occasion, and again and
again’."® Certainly, the joint statement of the summit offered no breakthrough.
Its signatories — EU President Romano Prodi, Lipponen, Solana and Putin —
merely stated that EU and Russian representatives had ‘exchanged views’ con-
cerning the ‘situation’ in Chechnya."

Putin’s stance at the summit was intransigent. At the press conference Putin
rejected EU requests to negotiate a political solution. He stressed that the ulti-
mate goal of the Russian operation in Chechnya was ‘to destroy the bases of the
gunmen that pose a threat both to Russia and the whole of Europe’."® Putin stated
the Kremlin’s position that the EU should refrain from interfering in Russian
domestic politics, as outlined later in the ‘Russian Medium Term Strategy for
Developments of Relations between the Russian Federation and the EU
(2000-2010) issued in 2000 in response to the EU’s Common Strategy on
Russia published in June 1999. According to the Russian Medium Term Strategy
(RMTS), EU-Russia relations

would be based on treaty relations without mentioning the objective of Rus-
sia’s accession to or ‘association’ with the EU. As a world power situated
on two continents, Russia should retain its freedom to determine and imple-
ment its domestic and foreign policies, its status and advantages of an Euro-
Asian state and the largest country of the Commonwealth of Independent
States [CIS], independence of its position and activities at international
organizations.'

Only eight months earlier, Yeltsin had lamented that Russia was not an EU
member state.'” Now Putin was publicly renouncing the goal of Russia’s integra-
tion into the EU. By emphasising Russia’s status as a ‘Euro-Asian’ state, the
strategy reoriented Russian policy towards the former Soviet space and asserted
Russia’s prerogative as an autonomous actor on the world stage.
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The RMTS exemplified the vast gulf between Russian and EU aspirations for
their relationship. It contradicted the principles laid out in the EU’s Common
Strategy on relations with Russia in two fundamental ways. First, unlike the
Common Strategy, the RMTS did not mention closer integration with Europe as
a priority but stressed that Russian foreign policy was focused on the former
Soviet space. The RMTS stated that ‘the development of a partnership with the
EU should contribute to consolidating Russia’s role as a leading power in
shaping up a new system of interstate political and economic relations in the
[CIS]."® According to the RMTS, Russia’s interests should be safeguarded in
light of the ‘ambivalent impact’ of the EU’s expansion on its cooperation with
Russia, with Russia seeking to achieve the ‘best advantages of such [enlarge-
ment] ... while preventing, eliminating or setting off possible negative con-
sequences’."” In contrast, the Common Strategy stated that a

stable, democratic and prosperous Russia, firmly anchored in a united Europe
free of new dividing lines, [was] essential to lasting peace on the continent.
The issues which the whole continent [was facing could] be resolved only
through ever closer cooperation between Russia and the [EU].%

The reference to ‘ever closer cooperation’ implied the progressive evolution
of the relationship and affirmed the Common Strategy’s main objective: Russia’s
integration into a ‘“common economic and social area in Europe” through the
achievement of a free trade area and the accommodation of Russian legislation
to EU norms’.”!

Second, a comparison of both strategies demonstrates the EU and Russia’s
diverging views on the importance of norms in their ‘strategic partnership.” The
Common Strategy stated that Russia had a European identity and shared values
with the EU: ‘The [EU] welcomes Russia’s return to its rightful place in the
European family in a spirit of friendship, cooperation, fair accommodation of
interests and on the foundations of shared values enshrined in the common her-
itage of European civilisation’.”> In contrast, the RMTS did not address this
notion of ‘shared values’.” Instead, it stressed the Kremlin’s immunity to norm-
ative approximation with the EU. This was reflected in the RMTS statement that
‘while preserving the independence of the Russian legal system ... a line to its
approximation and harmonization with the EU legislation in the areas of the
most active EU-Russia cooperation should be pursued’.?* The reference to both
independence of Russian legislation and simultaneous legal approximation with
the EU is contradictory. It lies beyond the scope of this chapter to research the
areas in which Russia preferred to remain independent and those in which it
favoured approximation. However, the reference to approximation with EU
legislation is vague and raises doubts about the sincerity of intentions to pursue
this approach. These doubts were confirmed when the following year, the
Russian Federation’s Foreign Policy Concept emphasised strengthening Russian
sovereignty.” Divergence between the EU and Russia over Russia’s approxima-
tion to EU norms contributed to increasing conflict over the following years.
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The shift in Russia’s foreign policy from Yeltsin’s regret that Russia was not
an EU member to the Kremlin’s rejection of further integration with the EU was
reflected in the Foreign Policy Concept published a year after the EU Common
Strategy on Russia. On one hand, it criticised the exclusionary nature of EU
expansion: ‘integration processes, in particular, in the Euro-Atlantic region often
assume a selective and restrictive character’.?® On the other, it denounced
enlargement for ‘belittling the role of the sovereign state’ and thus ‘creat[ing]
the threat of arbitrary interference in internal affairs’.’” According to the
Kremlin, Russian foreign policy should emphasise the ‘preserving and strength-
ening [of Russia’s] sovereignty’.”® This statement clearly demonstrated the
Kremlin’s opposition to sacrificing state sovereignty as the price for enhanced
political and economic integration. Instead, the Kremlin emphasised the ‘invio-
lability of Russia’s sovereignty’.?’

The concept of ‘sovereign democracy’ articulated by Vladislav Surkov,
deputy head of the Putin administration, expressed the Kremlin’s political ideo-
logy during Putin’s presidency.”® According to Surkov, sovereign democracy
‘most closely corresponds to the foundations of Russian political culture’
because it ‘justifies centralization, concentration of the nation’s material, intel-
lectual, and power resources for the purposes of self-preservation and successful
development of each citizen in Russia and of Russia in the world’.*!

The Kremlin’s push to ‘preserve the sovereign’ and the lack of a unified EU
stance on Russia undermined the EU’s ability to coerce Russia to end the
Chechen War. The limited coercive power of the EU was exemplified when
Russian foreign ministry spokesman Vladimir Rakhmanin dismissed an addi-
tional resolution from the European Parliament calling for an immediate cease-
fire. The resolution, which alluded to the ‘launching of a constructive dialogue
with legitimate Chechen representatives without any unrealistic preconditions’,
provoked a furious reaction from Rakhmanin.*? He declared that the Russian
Foreign Ministry could not agree with the Parliament’s ‘accusations against
Russia’, which referred to the ‘staging of combat operations against civilian[s]
[and] distort[ed] the very meaning of what [was] going on in Chechnya. It [was]
hardly probable that unbiased conclusions [could] be drawn on the basis of one-
sided interpretations of those issues’.** Rakhmanin issued a warning about the
future of EU-Russia relations by declaring that ‘damage inflicted by such
actions, usually affects both parties’.*

Confrontation at the OSCE summit

The OSCE summit in Istanbul on 18 to 19 November was the occasion for a
major showdown between the West and Russia over Chechnya. In contrast to the
confrontation at the EU-Russia summit, the discussion descended into acrimoni-
ous exchanges and public confrontation. Three days before the summit, Patten
acknowledged that the unfolding situation in Chechnya put EU relations with
Russia under considerable strain. ‘The Russian authorities’, he warned, ‘must
understand that their present action has an impact on their acceptance by the
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international community and Russia’s credibility as a political and economic
partner’.*> Noting that the Chechen crisis would dominate the summit, in his
speech to the same session, Javier Solana vowed ‘to continue to put pressure on
the Russians to reduce the intensity of the conflict and attempt to achieve a
peaceful solution’.*®

EU leaders used the OSCE summit to subject Yeltsin to a barrage of criti-
cism. At the opening of proceedings, Romano Prodi, president of the European
Commission, asserted the EU’s normative authority as an organisation that
‘embodies the hopes and aspirations of millions’.*” He then addressed the
Russian delegation:

We have made our position crystal clear. We have condemned the indis-
criminate use of force. We have asked Russia to ... [h]alt the military cam-
paign. Begin immediate political dialogue, which is the only way to lasting
peace. The EU has suggested a useful role for the OSCE, ... in contributing
to a political solution of the crisis.*®

The most strident European critic of Russia was French President Jacques
Chirac, who declared that the Kremlin had to be ‘forced in a friendly manner’ to
end the war.*’ In a less than friendly manner, he took an even harder line than
other Western democracies, announcing that France would refuse to sign the
Charter for European Security unless the Russian government agreed to include
a passage in the summit’s communiqué that obliged the Kremlin to start peace
negotiations with the Chechen authorities.*

Solana communicated a more moderate message to Russia. He declared that
the EU wanted to ‘continue to talk to our Russian friends and put pressure on
them’.*! In a clear attempt to dispel any doubts regarding the EU’s capacity to
exert pressure on Russia, Solana noted that the EU had the ‘appropriate oppor-
tunities and structures’ to do so. He emphasised the EU view that

this war is not the solution to their problem, a real problem that is connected
to terrorism.... We have to continue to make the Russian authorities feel
that the direction they are taking is not a great one and that there was no
military solution to the conflict.*

But in private, Solana was more cautious. He requested an informal meeting
with Vladimir Lukin, the liberal chairman of the Duma’s International Affairs
Committee, and told him that ‘the European Union is moving full steam towards
its own foreign policy and would very much like to cooperate with Russia on
that’.* According to Lukin, Solana emphasised that ‘he is a friend of our
country’.* Lukin sought to read between the lines of his conversation with Solana
to predict the EU’s response to the Chechen War. ‘I gathered from this that there
is an intention to chide us, but not to go too far’.* Several weeks later, Lukin’s
assumption about the EU’s shift to a moderate stance regarding Chechnya proved
to be correct.
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The results of the OSCE summit were mixed. It was neither a victory for
Russia nor for the West. The Russian government gave in to the West’s repeated
requests to allow human rights monitors from the OSCE to visit Chechnya. At
the same time, the foreign ministers of Russia, France, the UK, Germany and
Italy signed the Charter for European Security.*® In what might be regarded as a
justification for signing the document, the Russian foreign minister, Ivanov,
declared that the OSCE could contribute to the provision of humanitarian aid
and the support of refugees who had fled Chechnya.” However, the lack of detail
in the Charter about the OSCE’s contribution to a political solution to the
Chechen War meant that the Russian government felt under no obligation to
resolve the conflict. Russia maintained its refusal to negotiate a political solu-
tion. Ivanov stressed that the Russian government was opposed to the OSCE’s
political mediation in the Chechnya conflict as well as to any interference in
Russian Federation affairs.*® The Russian government’s intransigence was exem-
plified two days after Ivanov signed the Charter, when Putin declared that the
‘anti-terrorist operation’ in Chechnya would continue at the same pace as before
until all ‘terrorist bases ... [were] wiped out for good’.*’

The Grozny ultimatum

The EU-Russian confrontation over Chechnya reached its climax when the
Kremlin issued an ultimatum on 6 December warning the inhabitants of Grozny
that they would be treated as terrorists if they did not leave the city within five
days.*® The ultimatum provoked a brief moment of consensus on the EU’s stance
towards Russia, which resulted in discussions on the imposition of sanctions.

Some heads of government of EU member states sought to persuade the
Kremlin to revoke the ultimatum. In a letter to Yeltsin and Putin, the German
chancellor, Schroeder, and foreign minister, Fischer, called for the ultimatum to
be rescinded.” In a letter to his counterpart Ivanov, Fischer denounced the ulti-
matum as an ‘act of barbarism’ which was ‘out of proportion [because it could
not] be equated with crushing terrorism’.*?

No less critical was the response of the French government. In an address to
the French Senate, Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine criticised the ultimatum as
a ‘brutal military action which hit the population in a very severe manner and
was totally indiscriminate’.”® He demanded the withdrawal of the ultimatum.
Védrine called upon the EU to confront Russia in a ‘more blunt and stronger’
way.** The EU would have to ‘methodologically examine the relations we have
with Russia’ because it could not ‘cooperate as usual with Russia under these
conditions as if nothing had happened when they refused to listen to the pressure
from the international community’.>

There were two major divisions in the EU regarding its stance towards Russia
during the Chechen War. On the one hand, contrary to Védrine, European Com-
mission President Prodi sought to maintain cordial relations with Russia.
Expressing his hesitation to impose sanctions, Prodi stated that ‘we should
discuss what a sanction is and the consequences of sanctions’.”® A former
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spokesman for EU External Relations indirectly explained Prodi’s wavering
stance by characterising him as a person who did not use ‘strong words; he was
a man of fine analysis, [who] was always trying to find constructive ways’.’” On
the other hand, there was friction between the Finnish EU Council Presidency
and the EU Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten, over their
respective stances on Russia. The Presidency was clearly nervous about the
barrage of public criticism Patten intended to direct towards Russia during the
first Foreign Policy Dialogue Meeting with Russian foreign minister Ivanov.
According to a former EU External Relations spokesman who was present at the
meeting, Patten, who was known for his high profile on human rights, was
encouraged by the Commission to use a ‘moderate tone’.® This incident offered
a ‘foretaste that there [were] things we like to [state] internally and things you
should say when you speak officially about EU-Russia relations’.** The spokes-
man’s reference to the discrepancy between the EU’s official and unofficial
political discourse with or about Russia reflected the EU’s strong intent to main-
tain cordial relations with Moscow. Behind closed doors, the rhetoric employed
by the EU was less diplomatic.

A brief moment of unity emerged within the EU which resulted in publication
of the European Council’s ‘Declaration on Chechnya’, demonstrating an uncom-
promising stance on the conflict. This declaration, launched at the Council
summit in Helsinki on 10 and 11 December, focused on three main issues. First,
it strongly criticised the ‘intense bombardments’ of Chechen cities and the
‘threat levelled at the residents of Grozny as well as the treatment of the
internally displaced persons [as] totally unacceptable’.®® Russia’s fight against
terrorism in Chechnya was ‘in contradiction with the basic principles of human-
itarian law, the commitments of Russia as made within the OSCE as well as its
obligations as a member of the Council of Europe’.®!

Second, the declaration threatened political sanctions against Russia. It
warned that it would review the implementation of the EU’s Common Strategy
on Russia which had established objectives for developing an EU-Russian ‘part-
nership’.® It would be difficult to predict the results of such a review. Addition-
ally, it proposed that ‘some of the [EU-Russian] PCAs’ provisions should be
suspended and trade provisions applied strictly’.®> However, the declaration
failed to confirm whether these intended sanctions had already been approved by
the European Commission.

Third, the declaration reaffirmed the EU’s normative ambitions in its relations
with Russia. It expressed its willingness to ‘accompany Russia in its transition
towards a modern and democratic state’, but at the same time, it warned that
‘Russia must live up to its obligations if the strategic partnership [was] to be
developed’.** In an obvious allusion to the severity of the impact of the war on
EU-Russia relations, the declaration on Chechnya stated that the ‘EU [did] not
want Russia to isolate herself from Europe’.%®

At the summit, the EU struggled to balance public expectations of a robust
stance with the need to preserve relations with Russia. Patten claimed that the EU
had ‘bent over backwards to try to be understanding and reasonable, but public
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opinion would not expect us to go on as though it were business as usual’.®® Like
Patten, the Finnish Prime Minister Lipponen, speaking on behalf of the EU Council
Presidency now took a stronger line than he had in October while reiterating the
Council’s declaration. Referring to the negative repercussions of the Chechen War
for EU-Russia relations, he warned that it was ‘really up to Russia if they isolate[d]
themselves. It was not us that were isolating Russia’.?’

The controversy about the proposal to suspend certain accords of the PCA
resulted in a major clash within the EU. At the EU heads of state and govern-
ment meeting a few weeks after the European Council summit in Helsinki, both
Schroeder and Chirac argued in favour of suspension.®® The European Council
would have the right to put parts of the PCA on hold by ‘unilaterally suspending
its application’, even though article four stated that its provisions could only be
amended if the EU and Russia were both willing to do s0.® This proposed sanc-
tion was belittled by Patten, the Commissioner for EU External Relations, who
characterised it as a ‘meaningless gesture’.”® As a result of this discrepancy, it
came as no surprise that neither the PCA’s provisions nor the Common Strategy
were reviewed.

Putin’s election — “a fresh start’ (January—QOctober 2000)

The nature of the EU-Russia conflict over Chechnya transformed on the eve of
the new millennium when Yeltsin announced his resignation and Prime Minister
Vladimir Putin became president. The changing Russian leadership fostered the
development of EU-Russia relations in two ways. First, Western leaders con-
sidered establishment of a personal rapport with Putin as key to improving EU-
Russia relations. Second, his election on 26 March consolidated his power.”!
Putin’s presidency seemed to provide an opportunity to overcome the instability
which marked the Yeltsin era by increasing the possibility of the renewal of
political and economic reforms.

Solana was one of the first EU officials to react to Putin’s rise to power. In an
article published in Kommersant about two months before Putin’s election — an
obvious attempt to appeal to Russian public opinion — Solana stated that the EU
had to address the situation in Chechnya without endangering EU-Russia rela-
tions. Praising the ‘strengthening of democracy in Russia’, Solana declared that
he was ‘certain that the impending presidential election [would] confirm the irre-
versibility of Russia’s changes’.”* Solana stated that Russia was the EU’s ‘most
important partner ... in the field of economic and politics’.”® He therefore
encouraged the development of plans to strengthen the PCA. Considering that at
the European Council summit in Helsinki less than two months previously the
possibility of suspending some of the PCA provisions had been discussed, Sola-
na’s statement was extraordinary. At the height of the Chechen War, he celeb-
rated the EU and Russia as having ‘common values’ and affirmed that ‘in the
UN and the OSCE [the EU and Russia] act together’.” Given his positive stance
at a time when Russia was not respecting the values those organisations sought
to uphold, it was not surprising that his article made only a fleeting reference to
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the Chechen conflict. He declared that it was important to ‘discuss and respond
to a problem like this constructively and in a manner of mutual respect’.”” He
concluded his article by stating that the EU and Russia shared ‘foundations of
democracy, security, respect for international norms and the market economy”’.”

While Solana was seeking to establish cordial relations with Russia, friction
within the EU concerning the response to the Chechen conflict became evident.
Maintaining a hard-line stance, the European Commission reduced aid to Russia
in the Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States
(TACIS) programme from €130 million to €40 million in retaliation for human-
itarian abuses in Chechnya.”

The effect of these sanctions was limited. According to a former spokesman
for EU External Relations, the scope of the measure was:

fairly limited in as much as it referred to the decision not to commit new
funds, but the ongoing projects were not stopped.... If you look at the
history of sanctions, this was not a real sanction, it was a freezing of new
programmes. Real sanctions are visa bans, travel bans, freezing of assets
and trade blockades. They tend to be taken towards smaller countries, it [is
not the case that the EU] has a strong record on this with the big partners,
except the arms embargo with regard to China.”

The Chechen War was not the only occasion on which the EU hesitated over the
imposition of sanctions against Russia. About 13 years later, when EU-Russia
relations were shaken by the Ukraine crisis, the EU failed once again to take a
coherent position on the imposition of restrictive measures against Russia.
A group of prominent European officials and heads of state sought to pursue
appeasement with Russia, which prevented them from speaking out in favour of
imposing sanctions. The EU’s internal struggles regarding the imposition of
sanctions are assessed in Chapter 7.

As well as the Commission, which was trying to avoid jeopardising relations
with Russia, several prominent European political leaders attempted a balancing
act with Russia.” Two months after the EU member states requested a freeze on
part of the EU’s financial aid to Russia, Tony Blair sought to establish cordial
relations with Putin. He declared that the best way of ending the war was by
‘engaging” with Russia instead of ‘isolating’ it.*" In an attempt to urge European
politicians to refrain from condemning Russia’s war in Chechnya, Blair stated
that ‘it was important to realise that Chechnya isn’t Kosovo.... The Russians
have been subjected to really severe terrorist attacks’.®'

In a similar vein to Blair, the German chancellor Gerhard Schroeder per-
ceived Putin’s election on 26 March as a window of opportunity in EU-Russia
relations. He asserted that a ‘constructive fresh start’ was possible because of
Russia’s internal political changes.® In a telegram congratulating Putin on his
success in the elections, Schroeder reminded him that ‘great expectations are
connected with your appointment to this high position — expectations of a strong,
democratic, peaceful and open Russia, a country that realizes its international
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responsibility and shall become an active participant in every European
process’.® However, Schroeder’s vision of Russia as an integral partner in every
European process lacked detail about the nature of Russia’s role in Europe. His
vision did not recognise the implications of the RMTS and the Foreign Policy
Concept which revealed the Kremlin’s disavowal of closer association with the
EU and declaration of ‘sovereign democracy’ as two of the guiding principles of
Russian foreign policy which characterised the Putin era.

Regardless of Russia’s abstention from closer integration with the EU, its
relations with Europe were nurtured by pragmatic European politicians. Having
reminded Putin to ‘really use the chance provided by his office to take a decisive
step in reform and modernisation through to democracy and market economy’,
Fischer, the German foreign minister, expressed his intention to maintain
business-like relations with Moscow.™ He declared that

[Berlin] clearly condemned the war ... and called for a political solution. By
this war, Russia is in danger of destabilising the whole region, but also its
internal development. Nevertheless we must not reduce our relations with
Russia to Chechnya. Russia is too important for us.*

Unlike Fischer, Schroeder and Blair, the European Council summit in Lisbon,
which took place two days prior to Putin’s election, urged Russia for a political
solution.® The fact that this was merely a repetition of the Council’s previously
expressed stance towards Russia demonstrated the EU’s limited ability to coerce
Russia during the Chechen War.

Shift of struggle over Chechnya to the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE)

As the EU’s criticism of the Chechen War was muted, the arena of struggle
shifted to PACE. Since November 1999, this non-EU institution, which was
responsible for upholding democracy in Europe, had adopted a series of resolu-
tions denouncing the Chechen War and urging Russia not to violate human
rights.®” About a fortnight after Putin’s electoral success, on 6 April, PACE
imposed a ground-breaking resolution suspending the Russian delegation’s
voting rights.® In comparison to earlier resolutions, Russia was now compelled
to provide evidence of improvements of the situation in Chechnya.® Another
sign of the PACE’s seriousness concerning the sanction was the fact that it called
on the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe to suspend Russia if it
failed to comply with the human rights body’s demand for a ceasefire.” David
Russel-Johnston, PACE’s president, justified the suspension of Russia’s voting
rights, arguing that Russia had violated its commitments as a member state of
the Council of Europe. He declared that

Russia is a civilized European state, a member of the Council of Europe and
as such expected and obliged to abide by higher standards of conduct. No
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acts of its adversary, brutal as they may be, can serve as a justification for its
own violation of the rules it has committed itself to respect.’’

PACE’s Russian delegation was outraged by the suspension of Russia’s
voting rights and walked out of the hall.”” Before leaving, Dmitri Rogozin, the
head of the delegation, mockingly declared: ‘“We [the Russian delegation] wish
you [the Council of Europe] well. Good bye’.”?

A week later Duma deputies still criticised PACE’s voting ban as ‘insulting’
and as an ‘infringements on rights’.* They announced that cooperation with
PACE would only be possible after a ‘revision of its discriminatory decision’.”?
The vice chairman of the Duma, Vladimir Zhirinovsky, who was known for his
demagogic statements, criticised PACE’s resolution. Justifying Russia’s conduct
in Chechnya as a means of combating terrorism, he declared to the Council of
Europe that ‘Russia was protecting you, preventing terrorists from getting from
the Caucasus to Europe, and you are censuring us’.*

Meanwhile Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov had accused PACE’s depu-
ties of relying on information from Chechen terrorists.” He condemned the
imposed voting ban as a ‘serious mistake, [because it] would play into the hands
of international terrorism and those who would like to derail the difficult process
of the restoration of peace in Chechnya’.”® In an attempt to justify Russia’s
actions in Chechnya, Ivanov declared that there ‘were certain parallels’ between
the conflict in Chechnya and the Kosovo war. Posing as a defender of Europe,
Ivanov stated that as in Chechnya, ‘members of extremist circles, who act[ed]
under nationalist or separatist slogans, [were] trying to destabilize the situation
and achieve the disintegration of sovereign states’.” Simultaneously, he belittled
the assembly’s impact on foreign policy by stating that it had ‘not played a signi-
ficant role in European affairs’.'®

The day after the announcement of the voting ban, prominent European offi-
cials controversially went to great lengths to distance the EU from PACE in
order to avoid affront to Russia. Javier Solana, known for his cordial relations
with Russia during the Chechen War, stressed at a news conference in Moscow
that the Council of Europe was an independent organisation and not a part of the
EU.'"" He assured the Russian leadership that the EU would not impose further
sanctions against Russia over Chechnya. The EU, he declared, was ‘pragmatic’
and ‘need[ed] a permanent dialogue with Russia’.'”* Solana’s emphasis on prag-
matism was reflected in a meeting he and the chairman of the Portuguese Euro-
pean Council Presidency had with Putin in the Kremlin.'” The agenda of the
meeting was the preparation for the forthcoming EU-Russia summit and also a
ministerial level meeting to be held in Luxembourg.'™

The same day, the Portuguese foreign minister, Jaime Gama, speaking on
behalf of the European Council Presidency, tried to diminish the significance of
PACE’s action. He stated that the ban was ‘not yet a final decision. It [was] only
a recommendation at the moment. I hope that by the time we do take a final deci-
sion, Russia will have created favourable conditions for quite a different view’.!%

Gama maintained this accommodating line in a meeting with Putin and Solana.
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He declared that the ‘EU intend[ed] to continue building constructive relations
with Russia despite disagreements with Russia on certain issues’.'” Gama prom-
ised that the EU ‘would not make a global confrontation with Russia over
Chechnya’.'"

Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov welcomed Gama’s efforts to distance the EU
from PACE. Ivanov expressed obvious satisfaction that PACE’s ‘recommenda-
tions’ had ‘nothing to do with the EU anyway’.'”® Portugal’s stance had a lasting
impact on the Russian leaders. After a meeting between Gama, Ivanov and Putin,
seven months after PACE announced its sanction, Russian Foreign Ministry
sources were quoted by Interfax as appreciating that ‘Lisbon [did] not press us
even over Chechnya.... It understfood] how ... painful this issue [was] for
Moscow’.'%

Putin made what seemed at first sight to be a significant concession by fulfill-
ing the Council of Europe’s request to create a human rights office in Chechnya
in May 2000. Putin appointed the diplomat Vladimir Kalamanov as his repre-
sentative to monitor human rights. Kalamonov’s office sought to enhance the
judicial system, giving legal advice to people in detention and presenting evid-
ence of Russia’s human rights violations, but did not have the power to investi-
gate complaints or initiate criminal proceedings.''® The EU Council of Ministers
‘acknowledged the efforts made by the Russian authorities’ for having agreed to
let experts from the Council of Europe work in Mr Kalamanov’s office’.'"!

Nine months after the establishment of the office, its limited capacity to
ameliorate the situation on the ground became evident. Experts from the Council
of Europe discovered that the responses of Russian prosecutors to complaints
lodged by Kalamanov’s office were either unsatisfactory or nonexistent. From
429 applications submitted to the civilian prosecutor, only 169 replies were
received.'"? Kalamanov himself acknowledged that his role was ambiguous by
stating he was ‘like a clown in the circus [having] no formal powers, but
everyone can [both] see and hear me’.'"® His statement and the constrained
responsiveness to the submitted complaints suggested that the creation of this
office had been rather a formality instead of offering an institutional framework
suitable to address human rights violations.

‘A new course in EU-Russia relations’

Despite the Chechen War, a group of prominent European leaders began to adopt
a more accommodating stance towards Russia. The most obvious manifestation
of the EU’s sidelining of the war was the European Council’s decision to recon-
sider the sanctions imposed against Russia. Whereas Russian policymakers were
grateful to the EU for its cooperation, the European and Russian human rights
community became increasingly critical of the European leaders who had shifted
their positions on Russia.

Despite France’s original outspoken opposition to the Chechen War, Foreign
Minister Hubert Védrine and Finance Minister Laurent Fabius now sought to
dismiss condemnations about France’s continuing engagement with Russia in
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the run-up to the next EU-Russia summit. They hailed Russia as a guarantor for
security and stability. They stated that achievement of security in Europe ‘[was]
unlikely to happen if poverty, misrule and instability prosper[ed] in Russia. The
ills of an unstable Russia [might] also spill over into Europe’.'" Fabius and
Védrine sought to reconcile the EU’s role as a defender of European values with
its geopolitical interests in maintaining relations with Russia, despite its human
rights violations in Chechnya:

In standing to help Russia, the EU does not have to turn a blind eye to
Russia’s misbehaviour in Chechnya. Contrary to what some critics say,
there is no contradiction between long-term and short-term objectives —
between the imperatives of European values and the necessities of European
geopolitical interests. Our fundamental disapproval of the way Russia has so
far dealt with the painful Chechen problem, and our equally fundamental
willingness to help Russia, are two sides of the same coin.'"

In what could be considered to be an attempt to encourage more Western
leaders to follow the example of Védrine and Fabius, the Russian Foreign
Minister Ivanov advanced two arguments to convince the West to change course
in its relations with Russia. First, [vanov sought to persuade Western leaders that
Russia and the West faced the same enemy, namely terrorism, by reminding
European politicians about the dangers of terrorism in Southeast Europe. He
declared that ‘not only will the situation in the Balkans be destabilized again, but
the metastases of extremism will begin to spread to all Western European coun-
tries’.'"® Second, Ivanov portrayed Russia as a victim of terrorism that was
seeking solidarity. He stated that

[t]he anti-terrorist operation in the North Caucasus was a forced and, it must
be said, belated response to the terrorist challenge. It was not a war against
the Chechen people or against Islam, as some would like to portray it.
[TThousands of mercenaries, trained in Chechnya, [were] preparing to
spread extremist ideas across the world.'"”

He encouraged the West to ‘lead an honest and constructive dialogue with
Russia [instead] of launching calls for its punishment and moreover to excom-
municate Russia from Europe’.''®

In what could be considered a response to Ivanov, the European Commission
president, Prodi, attempted to reorient EU-Russia relations prior to the upcom-
ing summit in Moscow on 29 May. Prodi declared that ‘Russia and the EU were
important economic partners, no matter what’, emphasising that the ‘Chechen
issue would not be a main topic at the summit’.'"” He declared that ‘[w]e must
seize with both hands the extraordinary opportunity to open a comprehensive
dialogue’.'”® On the day of the summit, Prodi declared that the EU-Russian
partnership
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is sufficiently solid to weather very real, even acute disagreements. This is
what leads me to share with you a few thoughts on what is termed the
Chechnya irritant in our relations. [W]e have never challenged Russia’s
right or even duty to fight terrorism and uphold its territorial integrity....
[We] have consistently raised our strong concerns over what is, in our view,
the disproportionate use of force, the immense suffering of civilians ... the
humanitarian problems, which have resulted from this operation. We would
have betrayed our most important shared values if we would not have
reacted then.'”!

Despite the fact that Prodi requested the Russian government to ‘resolutely
carry out what it ha[d] offered’ to terminate the Chechen War, he stressed
their significance as partners. He boasted that the EU and Russia were like
‘whiskey and soda’ because they complemented one another.'?* Prodi emphas-
ised the partners’ ‘enormous potential for economic cooperation’.'”® The sum-
mit’s joint statement reflected Prodi’s moderate stance and showed that the
Chechen War had been sidelined. According to the statement, the EU
expressed its ‘well known concerns’ and welcomed the ‘intention of the
Russian leadership to reach a political solution’.'** At the same time, it demon-
strated the interest of EU leaders and Putin in the ‘progressive development of
relations’.'*

Prodi’s surprisingly positive stance towards Russia at the summit was
received with gratitude by Putin. He declared that the ‘fundamental positions
upon which Europe [was] uniting were also the basis of [Russia’s] policies’.'*
Like Putin, the Russian Prime Minister Mikhail Kasyanov appreciated the EU’s
‘improved understanding’ that ‘the Russian leadership [was] paying increased
attention to the situation in Chechnya’.'?’

In addition to the positive atmosphere of the summit, the European Council
declaration of 19 and 20 June symbolised the reversal of the EU stance on Russia
at its previous summit in December 1999. The declaration suggested reconsider-
ing the sanctions imposed previously. The European Council invited the Euro-
pean Commission to ‘review [the situation about TACIS and other instruments]
in July, [at the General Affairs Council meeting] and take the necessary deci-
sions’.'”® The declaration expressed the European Council’s intention to estab-
lish a ‘strong and healthy [EU-Russian] partnership’ which ‘required an open
dialogue based on trust’.'”

Representatives of the Russian human rights community condemned the
West’s cordiality with Russia despite the continuing Chechen War. Sergey
Kovalev, a Duma deputy, member of the Russian delegation to PACE and a
human rights advocate, called for a hardened stance on Russia’s conduct in
Chechnya by proposing that ‘actions to expel Russia from the Council of Europe
should be taken’."*® Denouncing Russia as the ‘main criminal in the North Cau-
casus’, he indirectly belittled PACE’s ban on Russian voting rights stating that
when ‘talking about sanctions against a state it [was] senseless to whip the

servile, slavish State Duma Deputies’."*!
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Along with Kovalev’s objections, a petition signed by 500 European and
Russian intellectuals and politicians condemned the EU’s stance on Russia.
First, the petition, which was launched a month prior to the EU-Russia summit
by philosophers André Glucksmann of France and Josep Ramoneda of Spain,
criticised politicians’ inaction, double standards and their silence concerning
Chechnya. The signatories criticised the fact that Western politicians had
‘condemned the former Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic for his actions,
while giving Putin the honour of having tea with the Queen of England during
his state visit to Britain® in April 2000."*? Glucksmann considered the extra-
ordinarily positive stance of the leaders towards Putin to be disproportionate
to the scope of Russia’s military operation in Chechnya, especially consider-
ing that the situation in Grozny was ‘worse than in Sarajevo’.'** Second, the
signatories condemned EU plans for the launch of the EU-Russia Energy Dia-
logue. The signatories expressed their ‘fear [that] the short-term calculations,
swallowed the martyrdom of a people and celebrate[d] the grand energy deal
which [the European Commission’s president] Prodi had negotiated’."** Con-
demning the morality of the anticipated energy deal, the signatories asked rhe-
torically whether ‘the trade of blood against gas, would ... be the last word of
European civilisation’.'*® Addressing French President Jacques Chirac, who
chaired the European Council Presidency and hosted the EU-Russia summit
in October 2000 at which the Energy Dialogue was signed, they urged him to
‘publicly and distinctively’ remind Putin to respect international human rights
conventions.'*

Three days before this summit, the Russian non-governmental organisation
Memorial and the International Federation for Human Rights joined the chorus
of criticism and condemned the cooperative EU stance on Russia. These human
rights organisations agreed that Putin should be prosecuted for crimes against
humanity in Chechnya."*” The EU position towards Russia also provoked criti-
cism from the acting director of the European and Central Asia division of
Human Rights Watch, who urged the EU to act ‘if it want[ed] to retain its cred-
ibility on human rights issues’.'** Despite these condemnations, as demonstrated
in the following section, pragmatism proved stronger than moral conscience.

The EU’s pragmatism — cooperation in energy policy
(October 2000-April 2001)

Despite the wave of protest against the carnage in Chechnya, neither European
politicians nor the leadership of the French European Council Presidency held
back from developing cordial relations with Russia. The EU-Russia summit in
Paris on 30 October coincided with the publication of an article in Le Monde
which acknowledged that the Chechen War had hindered the ‘normal’ develop-
ment of French-Russian relations, but stressed that a dialogue between these
countries was ‘normal and desirable’.'® It stated that ‘every sulkiness has to
have an end, especially between two state powers which are essential for the

balance of power in Europe’.'*
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Silence regarding the condemnation of human rights abuses in Chechnya was
also shaped by the launch of the EU-Russia Energy Dialogue at their summit.
Prior to the Dialogue’s establishment, the PCA referred to energy policy. It
stated that ‘cooperation in energy policy takes place within the principle of
market economy and the European Energy Charter’."' According to the Vice
Premier of the Russian government, Victor Khristenko, the Energy Dialogue
aimed to ensure the long-term security of Europe’s energy supply.'* To
emphasise the significance of the Dialogue, Jukka Valtasaari, Secretary of State
of the Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, declared that EU demand for gas
would increase from 40 per cent to 70 per cent in the next 20 years.'*® As well as
energy security, the Dialogue also aimed to achieve energy saving, rationalisa-
tion of production, transport infrastructure and opportunities for European
investment in the Russian energy sector.'* It had become institutionalised
through the establishment of a Commission studying ways to ‘bolster long-term
energy cooperation and modernise Russia’s dilapidated energy and industrial
sectors”.'®

A conciliatory approach towards Russia was adopted both by PACE and the
EU. After the summit, Chirac wanted to write ‘a new page in French-Russian
relations’.'*¢ Chirac assured the Russians that bilateral relations had never been
at risk of cooling and that the ‘kind [French-Russian] relationship’ would be pre-
served in all circumstances."’ Bearing in mind that Chirac had been a strong
proponent of suspending some of the provisions of the PCA, these statements
demonstrate his change of heart. Chirac’s sudden cordial attitude towards Russia
was criticised by former EU Commissioner for External Relations Chris Patten.
He lambasted Chirac’s posturing over suspension of PCA provisions as the

high water mark for [his] insignificant stand for human rights in Russia.
Within weeks he was cosying up to Putin and never looked back. And
within weeks as well, my officials and I at the European Commission were
being hectored for being uncooperative with Russia.'*®

Putin embraced Chirac’s changed attitude. He hailed the summit as the “political
zenith of the permanent dialogue between Russia and the EU.'

No less surprising was PACE’s sudden cordial approach, which was reflected
in its decision to restore Russia’s voting rights on 27 January 2001. The chair-
man of PACE, Lord Russell-Johnston, stressed that it was important that the
Council of Europe did not condemn the atrocities committed in Chechnya, but
instead assisted the Russian authorities in ‘solving a difficult situation’.'*

The assembly’s decision evoked widespread criticism from the Russian
human rights community. Human rights activist and member of the Russian del-
egation to PACE Sergey Kovalev condemned the restoration of Russia’s voting
rights as an ‘intrigue’."”’ He accused the Council of Europe of having based the
reports concerning positive developments in Chechnya on ‘false facts’.'™
According to Kovalev, ‘the artillery bombings had stopped, but evidence of con-

structive progress had been manufactured by the Council of Europe’s president
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... to “cite at least some positive developments” to avoid jeopardis[ing] relations
with Russia’.'® Kovalev claimed that the Council of Europe was applying
double standards by ‘regularly betray[ing] its own concept of justice’.'** He
declared that the Council of Europe was putting ‘zero pressure on countries vio-
lating its rules. Violators g[o]t accustomed to this and eventually realise that this
chattering in PACE mean[t] nothing’.'”® Eventually the ‘chattering” was replaced
by silence both in PACE and in the EU. The silence was shaped by the attacks of
11 September.

Silence about Chechnya in the aftermath of 9/11

The terrorist attack against the US on 11 September was the nail in the coffin of
EU condemnation of Russia’s war in Chechnya. The atrocities had two signi-
ficant repercussions for Russia’s relations with the West. On the one hand, the
attacks lent plausibility to the Kremlin’s argument that Russia’s conduct in
Chechnya was part of the international struggle against terrorism. On the other
hand, it made Russia an ally of the West in the ‘global war against terror’, offer-
ing its support to the US government. Putin had been among the first heads of
state to express his condolences to US President George W. Bush after the ter-
rorist attacks.

The special envoy for human rights in Chechnya, Vladimir Kalamanov, noted
the West’s changing attitude towards Chechnya in the aftermath of 9/11. He
pointed out that Russian human rights envoys to PACE and the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe had ‘detected a significant shift in the attitude
to our actions in the Chechen republic’.'* His view was shared by the Russian
Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov, who declared in a meeting with Alexander
Vershbow, the US ambassador to Russia, that 9/11 had influenced the ‘way of
thinking ... of the West generally’ in their ‘understanding of the need for greater
solidarity in the face of new threats’.'”’

The events of 9/11 were used as an opportunity by Russia to cast the
Kremlin’s military operation in Chechnya as part of the global fight against ter-
rorism. The Russian Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov declared that Moscow ‘had
been struggling against terrorism for many years, not only in Chechnya’.'>® The
crowning gesture symbolising Russia’s alliance with the US in the struggle
against terrorism came when he announced the Russian government’s prepared-
ness to provide financial, military and technical assistance to the US operation in
Afghanistan."” About a fortnight after 9/11, Putin’s speech before the German
Parliament emphasised the need for joint efforts in the struggle against inter-
national terrorism. Putin stressed that ‘terrorism, national hatred, separatism and
religious extremism [had] the same roots everywhere and [brought] about the
same poisonous fruits’.'® Therefore, the ‘measures to fight these problems
should also be universal’.'®!

Schroeder was receptive to the Russian president’s interpretation of the
Chechen War as two days later, he declared that the conflict must be reassessed
in light of the attacks against the US: ‘concerning Chechnya there will be and
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must be a more differentiated opinion in world opinion’.'* However, he did not
explain how this should be achieved. Schroeder’s changed stance on the
Chechen War was well received by Putin, who stated ‘the more I get to know
him, the more surprised I am. I did not ask him to modify his position in the
way he did.”'®

EU-Russian cooperation in the struggle against international terrorism was
demonstrated in a joint statement released at the summit on 3 October 2001.
According to this statement, EU-Russia relations should ‘take advantage of the
momentum which has built up in order to intensify cooperation and strategic

partnership’.'®

Conclusion

The shift from EU-Russian confrontation over the Chechen War to cooperation
was influenced by three factors. The first factor was internal division in the EU.
The European Council reduced aid to Russia. However, other restrictive meas-
ures such as reviewing the EU’s Common Strategy towards Russia and freezing
part of the PCA were not imposed. The surprisingly positive stance taken by the
Finnish and Portuguese European Council Presidencies and European Commis-
sion President Prodi on Russia during the Chechen War undermined the EU’s
ability to give a strong, unified response to Russia’s conduct in Chechnya.

Internal division in the EU over its reaction to the Chechen War, together with
the Kremlin’s push for greater autonomy in its foreign policy, severely diminished
the EU’s ability to exert pressure on Russia. The change in Russian foreign policy
was reflected in the RMTS which rejected the idea of integration with the EU.
Instead, the strategy declared that Russia’s foreign policy was focused on the
former Soviet space where it aimed to become a ‘leading power’ shaping interstate
political and economic relations. This heralded a significant shift in Russian foreign
policy from Yeltsin’s lament in February that same year that Russia was not a
member state of the EU. This reversal contributed to the shift from confrontation to
cooperation during the Chechen War: the EU’s attempt to promote its own values
in relations with Russia was limited by both Russia’s reluctance to absorb these
values and its repudiation of EU membership.

Due to the EU’s complex system of governance, individual leaders could sep-
arate their opinions from those of the EU institutions that were outspoken against
Russia’s human rights abuses in Chechnya. This was not the only moment when
the EU’s internal division undermined its ability to develop a unitary and affirm-
ative policy towards Russia. This was the case during the Italian European
Council Presidency when at an EU-Russia summit Berlusconi declared himself
as wanting to be Putin’s advocate in the Chechen War. His declaration openly
contradicted the EU’s stance. The repercussions of this rift within the EU for
EU-Russia relations will be examined in the following chapter.

The second factor which transformed EU-Russia relations was the EU’s pri-
oritisation of economic and political benefits over humanitarian concerns. Putin’s
rise to power was regarded by European politicians like Solana, Schroeder,
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Blair, Prodi and the heads of states holding the rotating European Council Pres-
idencies as a chance to seek to establish rapprochement between Brussels and
Moscow. Cooperation in energy policy, manifested in the launch of the
EU-Russian Energy Dialogue, together with internal divergence on the Chechen
War, contributed to the EU leadership’s muted criticism of human rights viola-
tions in Chechnya. The EU took a pragmatic line because it anticipated an
increase in the demand for energy following EU enlargement in 2004. Russia’s
energy resources created the need for an expanding EU to engage with Russia in
order to safeguard the security of the energy supply.

The third factor contributing to the transformation from confrontation to
cooperation was the terrorist attacks of 9/11. It lent plausibility to the Russian
government’s interpretation of the Chechen War as part of the ‘global war
against terrorism’. At the same time, the attacks enabled President Putin to
present himself as the West’s ally in the struggle against terrorism. In turn, the
West’s condemnation of human rights abuses in Chechnya became muted.

Within a year of 9/11, EU-Russia relations were characterised by acrimoni-
ous clashes between diplomats over the continuing conflict in Chechnya and
repercussions of the EU’s eastern enlargement.
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3 Russia and the politics of EU
eastern enlargement

From 2002 to 2004, the process of eastern enlargement of the EU transformed
EU-Russia relations. The admission of ten new member states from Central and
Eastern Europe on 1 May 2004 did not only make the EU and Russia neigh-
bours, but it confronted them with a new set of fundamental challenges. For both
sides, relations with each other rose on their list of diplomatic priorities. Both
competed for influence in the former Soviet space.

This chapter argues that this transformation in EU-Russia relations was deter-
mined by the EU’s increasing influence in the post-Soviet space as a result of its
eastern enlargement. For the first time since 1999, EU external policies
encroached on the former Soviet space (the absorption of the Baltic republics as
new member states) and impinged on the lives of Russian citizens. By ignoring
Russian protests and admitting Lithuania and Poland to the Schengen zone, the
EU impeded the ability of Russian citizens to travel between the Russian main-
land and the Kaliningrad enclave. As a result of Kaliningrad’s enclosure within
EU territory, the European Commission introduced visas for Russian citizens to
regulate travel. The introduction of visas sparked a harsh reaction from the
Kremlin.

But as this chapter demonstrates, the EU’s initial assertiveness was under-
mined by the Italian European Council Presidency’s chairman Silvio Berlusconi
in 2003. Berlusconi’s declaration that he would be Putin’s advocate concerning
the Chechen War was in total contradiction to the EU’s outspokenly critical
stance towards continuing Russian human rights violations in the north Cauca-
sian republic. His statement resulted in a spectacular clash in the EU and pro-
voked a significant redesign of EU-Russia relations.

No less problematic for the evolution of EU-Russia relations in the run-up to
EU eastern enlargement were the EU’s intentions of exporting some of its values
through the development of the ENP, which Russia was invited to join. The
much-vaunted ENP, which proposed a set of integrative policies and standards
for neighbouring states excluded from the 2004 EU enlargement, was vigorously
rejected by Russia. The reason for this repudiation was twofold. First, the fact
that the ENP encouraged its members to implement economic and political
reforms in return for closer integration with the EU was not appealing to Russian
politicians. The Kremlin’s ambition was to maintain political autonomy and
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gradually increase state control, as reflected in the aftermath of a terrorist attack
on a school in Beslan in the North Caucasus which is discussed further in this
chapter. As a result of these internal developments in Russia, a normative gap
developed between the EU and Moscow. Second, as that the ENP had been
established for countries that were less economically privileged than those of the
EU, the Kremlin regarded the EU’s offer to include Russia in the ENP as an
affront to Russia’s status as a ‘great power’.

The dispute over Kaliningrad

The major stumbling block in EU preparations for its eastern enlargement was
the confrontation over the Russian enclave Kaliningrad, which became enclosed
within EU territory with the accession of Poland and Lithuania. This prospect
resulted in acrimonious clashes between European and Russian diplomats and
politicians over transit regulations for Russians travelling to and from the
enclave. The EU proposal to introduce visas for Russians travelling to and from
Kaliningrad as well as preparations for the EU’s eastward expansion were per-
ceived by the Kremlin as an encroachment of the former Soviet space.

Emerging tensions regarding Kaliningrad stemmed from divergent concerns
regarding the enclave. Policy makers in Brussels were concerned about negative
repercussions for the internal security of the EU of enclosing Kaliningrad within
EU territory. This concern was aggravated by the fact that, in comparison to
other parts of the former Soviet Union, the Russian enclave was a major haven
of organised crime, high HIV rates, poverty and underdevelopment.! The
enclave’s impoverishment and economic depression was partly caused by the
withdrawal of parts of the military from Kaliningrad, which had been the head-
quarters of the Soviet Baltic fleet.> The EU’s fears about Kaliningrad were
articulated by Chris Patten, Commissioner for EU External Relations, in an
article in the Guardian entitled ‘Russia’s hell-hole enclave: There is a centre of
organised crime in the middle of Europe’.?

In contrast, Russia had long-standing concerns about the impact on Kalinin-
grad of the EU’s enlargement. The RMTS discussed the ‘ambivalent impact of
the European Union’s expansion on the terms of its cooperation with Russia and
on the Russian interests, to strive for achieving the best advantages of such
expansion’ while ‘preventing, eliminating or setting off possible negative con-
sequences’.* These views were reiterated by Vladimir Yegorov, the governor of
Kaliningrad, who stated that the EU intended to make a ‘closed tin’ out of Kalin-
ingrad, which would be a ‘disaster that impeded the region’.

The Kremlin’s dissatisfaction with EU expansion had also been expressed in
the Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation in June 2000. In a section
on regional priorities, it referred to ‘concrete problems, primarily the problem of
an adequate respect for the interests of the Russian side in the process of the
EU’s expansion’, which ‘will be dealt with on the basis of the [RMTS].
According to the strategy, negative repercussions of EU eastern enlargement
should be ‘prevented or eliminated’.” Although the strategy did not outline
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specific measures to minimise such repercussions, it can be asserted that EU
expansion was a source of friction in relations with Russia.

Dmitry Rogozin, chairman of the Duma’s Committee for International
Affairs, attempted to create countermeasures to make the EU more sensitive to
Russian concerns about Kaliningrad. Rogozin insisted that Russia could not
accept the EU proposals and stated that the problem ‘cannot and must not be
resolved’ in the framework of the EU-Russia summit on 29 May 2002, but
should be addressed by direct contact between Russia and the 15 EU member
states instead. The so-called ‘15 plus one procedure’ was intended to strengthen
EU-Russia cooperation.® Instead of having to deal with the EU troika, which
consisted of the past, current and future European Council Presidencies, Rogozin
suggested negotiating with each of the EU member states directly. Rogozin
intended ‘to have free discussions without a fixed EU position which one EU
voice was reading out’.” Obviously perceiving that this could undermine the
EU’s ability to maintain a coherent policy towards Russia and would give the
Kremlin an opportunity to apply a ‘divide and rule policy’ among EU member
states, the European Commission rejected the proposal.'®

Unwilling to compromise, the EU reiterated its stance on Kaliningrad. At the
EU-Russia summit in Moscow on 29 May, European Commission President
Romano Prodi declared that the EU member states were bound to abide by visa
regulations.!" However, when it came to economic matters, Prodi’s tone was
more moderate. He stressed that the economies of the EU and Russia
‘complement[ed] each other; [they could] be compared to vodka and a good
snack’.'> Prodi, who had made himself known for his accommodating stance
during the second Chechen War as demonstrated in Chapter 2, was not willing to
jeopardise long-term economic relations with Russia.

For Putin, the future development of EU-Russia relations was directly linked
to the Kaliningrad dispute. He declared that ‘one can say without exaggeration
that the way in which our relation with the [EU] develop[ed] [would] depend on
the resolution of the Kaliningrad issue’.'® Putin criticised the solutions put to the
Kremlin by the EU which ‘in essence just mean one thing — the right of Russian
people to freedom of contact with their relatives within Russia will depend on
the decision of some other state”."*

The opposing positions of the EU and Russia meant that the summit, which had
been the first opportunity to resolve the Kaliningrad question, was unsuccessful.
The joint statement issued after the summit simply reiterated that that the Schengen
rules applied”® and contained general statements about addressing common chal-
lenges such as international terrorism and improving cooperation in the spheres of
foreign and security policy.'® According to the joint statement, EU enlargement
would ‘open new prospects’ for EU-Russia relations, but might simultaneously
‘create new problems in the sphere of trade, economic cooperation and human
contacts’."”

A sign of the severity of the dispute over the Russian enclave was a declara-
tion issued less than a month after the summit by Aleksandr Bespalov, chairman
of the General Council of Russia’s ruling party Edinaya Rossiya. Accusing the
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EU of double standards, he declared that EU representatives ‘always talked
about Chechnya, though many of them had apparently no idea where [it] [was]
located. And we shall talk to them about Kaliningrad’.'® In an obvious allusion
to the EU as an upholder of democracy and human rights, he continued ‘if they
really support democratic principles, they should demonstrate that in the case of
Kaliningrad’."” Bespalov criticised the EU for referring to Chechnya in the
context of human rights abuses while failing to acknowledge that from Russia’s
point of view, the imposition of visas for transit to and from Russia’s enclave
was a human rights violation.

Criticism of the EU increased sharply following Edinaya Rossiya’s declara-
tion. Rogozin, chairman of the Duma Committee for International Affairs, con-
demned the European Parliament’s stance on Chechnya after it published yet
another resolution urging Russia to negotiate a political solution to the conflict.
Rogozin stated that ‘we [saw] no flexibility from the European Parliament on the
Kaliningrad issue, but we [did] see how aggressive it [was] on the Chechen
issue”.?

The scope of the conflict over Kaliningrad widened, including critical delib-
erations about the EU among Russian diplomats. In a major Russian journal on
international affairs, Vladimir Chizhov, the Russian deputy foreign minister and
Russia’s permanent representative to the EU, condemned the European Commis-
sion’s imposition of visas. In a clear reference to EU pretensions as a promoter
of values in its foreign policy, Chizhov asked: ‘how does the EU’s perceived
image as an advocate of human rights and freedoms square with its refusal to
discuss the sheer possibility of retaining visa-free travel procedure for Russians

. citing the ‘inviolability’ of the Schengen ... bed?’*" This reference to the
Schengen Agreement, signed by Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and
France as well as Germany, resulted in the ‘gradual abolition of [border] controls
at the common frontiers’.?> Chizhov accused the EU of double standards in liber-
alising travel in the Schengen zone through the abolition of internal borders, but
simultaneously building ‘an increasingly impenetrable wall ... along [the EU’s]
external borders.’*

Taking a similar line to Chizhov, Rogozin condemned the EU for discrimi-
nating against Russia on human rights. Rogozin’s anti-EU rhetoric and his repu-
tation as an aggressive defender of Russia’s national interest had certainly
influenced Putin to appoint him as his special envoy for problems related to
Kaliningrad.** Rogozin’s appointment aimed at ensuring the ‘Russian Federa-
tion’s right to remain within its own borders regardless of the fact that somebody
has decided to expand ... and the right to protect the rights of Russian citizens to
the full’.> Soon after his appointment he started a public relations offensive
against the EU. At a plenary session of PACE, Rogozin denounced the EU’s
introduction of visas for Russians travelling to and from Kaliningrad as a ‘flag-
rant violation of fundamental acts and conventions on human liberties and
rights’.? He added that the EU’s reluctance to seek to negotiate a political solu-
tion was evidence of the fact that it sought to undermine Russia’s sovereignty
while seeking to alienate the enclave.”” Rogozin declared that it was ‘obvious
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that the lies and slander’, which were spread in Western Europe and depicted the
Kaliningrad region as a criminal area, were ‘spread deliberately ... to justify the
discriminatory steps being taken against this region’.”® Rogozin equated the res-
olution of the Kaliningrad issue with an improvement of EU-Russia relations.
He declared that the goal of the Russians was to convince the European Com-
mission that ‘[Kaliningrad was] a test for Russia—EU relations that [would] show
how we [would] be able to protect Russia’s interest and speed up its integration
with the European community’.”

In September Rogozin used a meeting with the Commissioner for EU Exter-
nal Relations, Chris Patten, and Guenther Verheugen, the Commissioner for
Enlargement, as an opportunity to influence the drafting of a European Commis-
sion document on Kaliningrad. He requested the adoption of a ‘scheme of free
transit’ for Russians from Russia to Kaliningrad before Poland and Lithuania
signed up fully to the Schengen Agreement. Rogozin also criticised Lithuania
for holding talks with the EU on becoming a member of the Schengen zone
because this was an indication that Vilnius had ‘handed over part of its sover-
eignty and its right to tackle the visa issue to Brussels. Now Russia ha[d] to deal
with the EU’, which suggests that Russian policy makers would have preferred
to deal with this issue by engaging directly with Lithuania instead of with Brus-
sels.”® The reasons for Russia’s preference for bilateral discussions with Vilnius
are difficult to discern. One hypothesis might be that bilateral negotiations with
the Lithuanian government might have increased the Kremlin’s potential bar-
gaining power instead of having to abide by the EU approach towards the regu-
lation of transit to and from Kaliningrad.

The dispute threatened to derail the impending EU-Russia summit in Novem-
ber. Rogozin warned that his failure to convince Verheugen and Patten to make
concessions in favour of Russia’s position would result in Russian representa-
tives facing a ‘stonewall EU response’ at the summit.*' In Moscow he told jour-
nalists that he might have to advise Putin to boycott the summit if insufficient
progress was made on the issue by then.*> One indication of the strength of
feeling on the issue was that Vladimir Lukin, vice chairman of the Duma and a
liberal from the pro-European Yabloko Party, urged that ‘Russia should end its
relations with every EU agency’ unless the EU made concessions concerning
transit to and from Kaliningrad.*

A breakthrough in the negotiating process came on September 18 when the
European Commission proposed special transit arrangements to facilitate transit
through EU territory for residents of the enclave after eastern enlargement.
When unveiling the plan, Prodi declared that the EU had ‘to take Russian con-
cerns into consideration without undermining the relations with our future
member states’.** He suggested introducing a special, multi-entry transit docu-
ment, which became known as the Kaliningrad pass. Even though this pass,
which would be granted by consulates, was not technically a visa, it would
operate like one.*

Rogozin welcomed the Kaliningrad pass as a ‘starting point” but sought to
achieve further concessions by exploiting the EU’s rotating European Council
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Presidency.*® He declared that a decision ‘need[ed] to be taken during Denmark’s
[European Council] presidency ... before that chair pass[ed] on to Greece’.”’
Lars Grenbjerg, a former national expert in the Russia Unit at the European
Commission Directorate General for External Relations, explained that Danish
public opinion in favour of safeguarding Lithuanian sovereignty would make it
impossible to negotiate further concessions between the EU and Russia over
Kaliningrad under the Danish Presidency.”® Denmark identified with Lithuania
as it had also experienced domination and occupation by a more powerful adja-
cent state, and the Danish Prime Minister was in danger of losing votes if he was
seen to be undermining Lithuanian sovereignty.?* Grenbjerg stated that had the
European Council Presidency been held by another member state like Portugal,
for instance, ‘it would not have been a vote gaining issue’ and it would have had
more flexibility in seeking a resolution on Kaliningrad.

Obstacles to the resolution of the Kaliningrad dispute

The attempt to resolve the issues over Kaliningrad during the Danish European
Council Presidency was overshadowed by two events. First, there was a siege in
Moscow’s Dubrovka Theatre on 23 October in which 115 hostages were killed
by anaesthetic gas.* The EU faced difficulties in responding to the siege. A dec-
laration on the hostage crisis, written on behalf of the Danish European Council
Presidency, had been, according to its author, ‘very vague because like the
Russian public at the time, we did not really know what had happened and who
did what*.*!

The second event was the announcement that the World Chechen Congress
would take place in Copenhagen less than a fortnight before the EU—-Russia
summit. The Congress was organised by a Danish non-governmental organisa-
tion (NGO), the Centre for Holocaust and Genocide Studies, and Akhmed
Zakayev, the European representative of the former president of Chechnya,
Aslan Maskhadov, and took place on 28 October.*” About 100 Russian and
Chechen human rights activists participated in the conference.

The Congress threatened to jeopardise the planned EU-Russia summit
chaired by the Danish European Council Presidency. The Kremlin was outraged
and accused the Danish government of supporting terrorists in Chechnya. Putin
stated that the Danish president had used the Congress as a ‘cover to raise money
for Chechen rebels’, whom he held responsible for the siege in Moscow’s
Dubrovka Theatre.” In a protest note to Lars Vissing, the Danish ambassador to
Russia, the Russian deputy foreign minister Valery Loschchinin accused the
Danish government of ‘solidarising with the Chechen terrorists’ and stressed that
it had ‘acted at the detriment of Russia’s interests, [which] was fraught with the
gravest consequences for the bilateral relations’.*

The Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs did not know that the conference was
taking place until it read an announcement on the website of the Russian Foreign
Ministry that Putin would not attend the EU-Russia summit, unless Denmark
prohibited the Congress.” In a meeting with Nikolai Bordyuzha, the Russian
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ambassador to Denmark, the head of the Danish Foreign Ministry tried to explain
that he could not be held responsible for the people who had been invited by the
Danish NGO which organised the Congress.*® But it was too late for explana-
tions. The Kremlin perceived the Congress as a provocation because Putin was on
a state visit to Denmark. The fact that the conference coincided with Russia’s
mourning for the victims of the hostage crisis in the Dubrovka Theatre exacer-
bated already strained EU-Russian relations.*” Sergey Yastrzhembsky, Putin’s
presidential aide and special envoy for EU-Russia relations, declared that the
Kremlin had been ‘deeply outraged’ by the Danish government’s decision to
hold the Congress while Russia grieved for the victims. He criticised the Danish
government’s decision as ‘sacrilegious and cynical’.*®

The magnitude of the crisis became evident when the Danish European
Council Presidency offered a concession. To avoid confrontations, the Danish
Foreign Minister, Per Stig Moeller and the Danish Prime Minister Anders Fogh
Rasmussen, chairing the European Council Presidency, decided to hold the EU-
Russia summit in Brussels instead of in Copenhagen.* Rasmussen was apolo-
getic and ‘regretted’ that the Danish government could not fulfil the Kremlin’s
request to cancel the Chechen Congress because the Danish constitution included
the right to freedom of speech and assembly.*

Despite these obstacles, negotiations on a resolution to the Kaliningrad
dispute gained momentum. After a meeting in Brussels on 5 November with the
Commissioners for EU External Relations, Enlargement, and Justice and Home
Affairs, as well as a member of the Danish Foreign Ministry representing the
Danish European Council Presidency, Rogozin elaborated on the Russian pro-
posal for a resolution of the Kaliningrad question.’' The European Commission
proposed the so-called Facilitated Transit Documents (FTDs), enabling Russian
citizens to travel between Kaliningrad and Russia by rail without visas.”> FTDs
were available for Russian citizens who travelled frequently and directly
between the Russian mainland and the enclave.” The Russian Foreign Ministry
criticised the FTDs as substitute visas, which would be issued to a ‘limited, very
vague category of Russians’.>* Rogozin’s objections to the FTDs were reflected
in his statement that the proposal would need to be ‘polished’ by including road
travel in addition to travel by train. The Russians would then accept this ‘surro-
gate visa regime’.”

The partners reached a compromise concerning Kaliningrad at the EU-Russia
summit. The summit’s joint statement outlined arrangements for the transit of
persons and goods to and from Kaliningrad by implementing the necessary laws
for creating FTDs.”® According to the statement, the EU would introduce the
legislation to establish FTDs by 1 July 2003. There were two types of time-
limited FTDs: One which would allow Russians multiple entries through direct
transit by all forms of transport; the other enabled Russians to undertake single
return trips by train through Lithuania.”’

Despite the EU-Russian compromise on Kaliningrad, the press conference
highlighted the vast gap between EU and Russian perceptions of politics and
civility. It was shown that the partners’ joint statement on terrorism declared that
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the EU and Russia were ‘united’ in the ‘war against terrorism’. The statement
was political rhetoric rather than pragmatism. Putin’s perception that the
‘struggle against international terrorism’ was marked by ‘religious extremists
and international terrorists, [who] planned to set up a caliphate throughout the
world; ... Chechnya was just the first stage of their plan’.*® According to Putin,
both terrorists and extremists were determined to kill all non-Muslims. In his
answer to a question from a journalist of Le Monde, Putin radically
suggested that:

If you [were] determined to become a complete Islamic radical and [were]
ready to undergo circumcision, then I invite you to Moscow. We have
experts in this sphere as well.*’

The Danish Prime Minister Rasmussen, who chaired the summit, listened to
Putin’s remark in embarrassed silence. After the controversy over the World
Chechen Congress he obviously sought to avoid further confrontation with
Putin.® At the press conference, Jonathan Faull, a European Commission
spokesman, criticised Putin’s remark as ‘entirely inappropriate’.®’ A former
spokesman for EU External Relations stated that the European Commission’s
reaction to Putin’s comment was ‘shock and disbelief”.%

The Danish European Council Presidency’s accommodating stance towards
Putin’s remark was perceived by the press as a way of avoiding jeopardising the
EU-Russian resolution of the Kaliningrad issue. A day after the summit, the
Commissioner for EU External Relations Chris Patten defended the Danish
European Council Presidency against these allegations.” He stated that at six of
the ten EU-Russia summits at which the Chechnya conflict had been discussed,
‘no presidency had raised Chechnya as comprehensively and vigorously as the
Danish presidency’.** Patten’s statement demonstrates that the member states
chairing the rotating European Council Presidencies set priorities on their agenda
differently. This agenda setting is likely to be determined by endogenous and
exogenous factors. It lies beyond the scope of this research to elucidate the main
motivations for determining the Council Presidencies’ agendas. This agenda
setting also has an impact on the EU’s relations with Russia. The most signi-
ficant illustration of the Council Presidency’s impact on EU-Russia relations is
discussed later in the chapter following an examination of the ENP. The follow-
ing section sheds light on some fundamental discrepancies between Brussels and
Moscow which gradually developed into major sources of confrontation in the
‘strategic partnership’.

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP)

The EU’s enlargement created a division between insiders (newly acceded
member states) and outsiders (states which had not qualified for membership).
Aiming at decreasing this division, the European Commission published the com-
munication Wider Europe — Neighbourhood: A New Framework for Relations
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with our Eastern and Southern Neighbours on 11 March 2003. It proposed devel-
oping a ‘zone of prosperity and a friendly neighbourhood — a ‘ring of friends’ —
with whom the EU enjoy[ed] close, peaceful and cooperative relations ... in
return for concrete progress demonstrating shared values and effective implemen-
tation of political, economic and institutional reform’.® Wider Europe — Neigh-
bourhood, which became known as the ENP from May 2004, sought to enhance
integration through values such as democracy, human rights and the rule of law,
the extension of the EU’s internal market, and the promotion of the free move-
ment of persons, capital, goods and services.®® Countries in the Mediterranean
such as Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia
and Palestine, as well as Eastern Europe, became members.”” Within the frame-
work of this policy, the EU intended to ‘socialise’ these countries by ‘stimulating
common values and cooperation’.%® It was in this context that Tom Casier referred
to ‘political conditionality’ as one of the underlying principles of the ENP,
meaning that it was a ‘foreign policy instrument [giving] incentives to a third
country to comply with certain rules or norms. Certain conditions are imposed [to
achieve this objective] and the targeted country is rewarded or sanctioned in case
of (non-)fulfilment’.®

The fluctuating relationship between the EU and Russia over the period 2002 to
2004 deteriorated when Russia rejected the European Commission’s invitation to
join the ENP. Russia’s decision defeated one of the major purposes of this policy,
namely the ‘active transference’ of some of the EU’s ‘norms and values’.”” As a
consequence of Russia’s rejection of ENP membership, the EU did not have the
leverage to export some of its values in its relations with Russia. As a result, a
normative gap developed between the EU and Russia, which contributed to the
deterioration of their relations. The increasing gap between the values the EU
sought to uphold in its relations with Moscow and Russia’s political reality was a
source of increasing strain in the further evolution of EU-Russia diplomatic rela-
tions. Furthermore, the fact that the EU attempted to transfer its values through
integrating former Soviet satellite states became an additional source of friction,
which culminated in the strategic partnership’s existential crisis.

Russia’s rejection of its inclusion in the ENP prevented the EU from making
use of what Ian Manners, the pioneer of the concept of normative power, called
‘informational diffusion’, namely the export of EU norms through new policy
initiatives implemented by the EU.”' According to Hiski Haukkala, Russia’s
rejection of the EU’s offer exempted Russia from the ‘tough conditionality to
which it would have been bound in [this policy]’ and thus prevented the EU
from trying to obtain concessions from Russia.”” He argued that Russia’s recent
policies indicated that the ENP, and with it the EU’s normative power, was in
danger of ‘serious erosion’.” Due to the difficulty of fulfilling the EU’s norm-
ative ambitions in its relations with Russia, a normative gap between the EU and
Russia emerged, which in addition to the EU’s inability to create a coherent
policy towards Russia, contributed to the alienation between the ‘strategic part-
ners’ in 2003 and 2004. A prominent example of the EU’s inability to develop a
coherent policy towards Russia is examined in the following section.
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The Russian deputy foreign minister and permanent representative to the EU
Vladimir Chizhov had two major objections to Russia’s ENP membership. First,
he regarded the EU’s offer of accession to this policy as an affront given that the
ENP had been launched for countries whose economic performance was less
strong than Russia’s. Chizhov stated that the ENP was an ‘attempt to reduce to
the least [lowest] common denominator ... states that are entirely different in
their level of development and ... have different objectives with respect to the
EU itself- objectives that are oftentimes incompatible with one another’.™ In this
way, Chizhov referred to the fact that the European Commission had launched
the ENP for countries with a ‘history of autocratic and non-democratic govern-
ance[,] poor record in protecting human rights and freedom of the individual’.”
He emphasised that the Russian government was insulted by the EU’s offer to
include Russia as an ENP member state when he stated that

Russia [was] a large self-sufficient country with its own views on European
and Euro-Atlantic integration. In contrast to some smaller Eastern European
or South Caucasus countries striving for EU membership, Russia [was]
neither a subject nor an object of the [ENP].76

In this way, Chizhov outwardly rejected the EU’s pretensions as an upholder of
values. Given that ‘sovereign democracy’, the doctrine of the Putin era, emphas-
ised autonomy, among other aspects, which was also reflected in the RMTS,
Chizhov’s intransigence to Russia’s adoption of the EU’s self-imposed values in
the ENP framework was not surprising.

Second, Chizhov publicly justified the Russian government’s rejection of its
ENP membership when he declared that the Kremlin perceived this policy as an
attempt by the EU to create an integrative political project with states belonging
to the former Soviet space at the detriment of Russia’s interests in the region. He
warned that the ENP would create dividing lines within Europe — ‘limitrophes
on Russia’s Western borders’.” Chizhov stated that Russia sought to avoid
making the former Soviet states an ‘arena of rivalry for forces pursuing their
various interests, as it [was] a matter of guaranteeing Russia’s national security
and defending its political and economic interests, and ultimately European
security’.” In this way Chizhov emphasised the Kremlin’s intention to ‘make
full use of its dominant position” in the former Soviet states.”” These issues men-
tioned by Chizhov were the first indications of the simmering tensions between
the EU and Russia over the post-Soviet space, which culminated in a political
crisis between the EU and Russia after the Orange Revolution in Ukraine in
2004. An assessment of the evolution of this crisis will be at the core of the
following chapter.

The Berlusconi crisis

The initial assertiveness the EU had displayed in its relations with Russia when
dictating transit regulations for Kaliningrad and the offer of ENP membership
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was severely undermined during the Italian chairmanship of the European
Council Presidency (July to December 2003). During this period, internal frag-
mentation of the EU significantly undermined EU-Russia relations. A rift
between the Presidency, the European Commission and the Parliament was
caused by Berlusconi’s announcement of his wish to be Putin’s ‘advocate’ con-
cerning the Chechen War. This was not the first time that a prominent European
politician had declared himself an advocate for Russia. In 1999, the German
chancellor Gerhard Schroeder stated that he wanted to be Russia’s advocate in
negotiations with the IMF concerning the repayment of Russia’s foreign debts
in the aftermath of the economic crisis of 1998. Schroeder’s statement marked
the beginning of EU-Russian diplomatic cooperation, which culminated in the
resolution of the Kosovo crisis.

Paradoxically, Berlusconi’s statement had the reverse effect. It revealed two
characteristics of the EU’s foreign policy towards Russia. First, it demonstrated
that internal divisions between EU institutions undermined its ability to adopt a
coherent policy towards Russia. Second, as a consequence, the EU had become
aware of the necessity of reviewing its policy towards Russia. In a historic commu-
nication, the European Commission called on the European Council to make
drastic changes to EU-Russia relations seeking to both fulfil the EU’s interests in
this ‘strategic partnership’ and to present a firmer line in its relations with Russia.

About a week prior to the EU-Russia summit on 6 November, an EU delega-
tion led by Italy’s foreign minister Franco Frattini gave a foretaste of the Italian
European Council Presidency’s pro-Russian stance. Frattini declared that this
summit would become the ‘ground for consolidating relations’.** In a meeting
with Javier Solana, the European Commissioner for EU enlargement Guenther
Verheugen, and the Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov, Frattini was extra-
ordinarily sympathetic to Russian concerns.®' Frattini vowed that the EU would
continue to support Russia in the struggle against international terrorism.® It was
a stance that was welcomed by Ivanov, who declared that the Russian leadership
was ‘satisfied with the development of EU-Russian cooperation’.®

Despite the cordial relations between Frattini and Ivanov, EU-Russian
cooperation was undermined by the first signs of division between the Italian
European Council Presidency and the European Commission. This fragmenta-
tion was reflected in a contradiction between the differing perspectives of Frat-
tini and the Commission on the Khodorkovsky affair. Frattini declared that the
arrest of Mikhail Khodorkovsky, the CEO of the Russian oil company Yukos, on
charges of tax evasion in October 2013, was Russia’s internal affair.’* Thus,
Frattini made clear that the Italian European Council Presidency would not inter-
fere in the Kremlin’s resolution of the affair. The European Commission, on the
other hand, issued a statement in which it called on Putin to clarify issues related
to the Khodorkovsky case as well as the rule of law in Russia. The statement
declared that the ‘Commission will recall the need for fair, non-discriminatory
and proportional application of the law by Russian authorities’.*®

The EU’s internal divergence was aggravated at the press conference after
the EU-Russia summit in Rome on 6 November. Berlusconi’s remarks on the
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Chechen War triggered a spectacular clash between the European Council Pres-
idency and the European Commission. When journalists grilled Putin on the war
in Chechnya, Berlusconi, who had made himself known as a political ally of
Putin, condemned their questions as ‘Western lies and fairytales’ and addressed
himself to Putin: ‘let me be your advocate in this one’.® Berlusconi defended the
Russian authorities’ conduct in Chechnya. He stated that ‘in Chechnya there has
been terrorist activity that had produced many attacks against Russian citizens
and there had never been an equivalent response from the Russian Federation’.*”
He added that the ‘truth was that there were often distortions in the press, in Italy
as abroad. It is the same thing [with] Chechnya and the Yukos story’.%

By seeking to defend Russia’s conduct in Chechnya, Berlusconi contradicted
the European Commission’s stance on this war. A Commission official criticised
Berlusconi for having undermined the Commission’s position on the Chechen
War. The official asked rhetorically ‘what the point of [the Commission’s pos-
turing on human rights in Chechnya] [was] if the president of the Council then
contradict[ed] them’.*¥ Berlusconi’s remarks were not the only issues on which
he publicly contradicted the EU position at the press conference. His statement
that ‘we [were] completely interested in the abolition of the visa regime’
between the EU and Russia also contradicted the recently adopted regulation of
transit to and from Kaliningrad.”

The European Commission spokesman Reijo Kemppinen sought to distance
the Commission from the Council Presidency’s stance on Chechnya and the
Khodorkovsky affair. Four days after Berlusconi announced that he would be
Putin’s advocate, Kemppinen described his remarks as ‘personal” and declared
that the European Commission ‘did not share the view of Prime Minister
Berlusconi when it [came] to [either] the situation of Yukos [or] the present or
past situation in Chechnya’.’’ The Commissioner for EU External Relations,
Chris Patten, condemned Berlusconi’s statement as ‘unbelievable’.”?

Berlusconi’s remarks resulted in an unusual rift between the Commission and
the European Council Presidency. Some European diplomats commented that it
was ‘very rare’ for the Commission to publicly rebuke the member state in
charge of the Presidency.” One diplomat was quoted as saying that the Berlus-
coni incident ‘looked bad for the pivotal role between the European Commission
and the Presidency ... just as we face[d] EU enlargement’.”*

The Russian Foreign Minister Ivanov was gloating over the EU’s lack of
unity in its foreign policy. After Berlusconi’s statement at the Rome summit,
Ivanov acknowledged that ‘there [was] the EU position and the position of indi-
vidual states, which [did] not always coincide fully’.” Tvanov was aware that he
and other Russian politicians could exploit the internal friction in the EU to Rus-
sia’s advantage. This issue was raised in a European Parliament report discussed
later in this section.

The clash between the European Council Presidency and the European Com-
mission over Berlusconi’s remark was reflected in a confrontation between
Berlusconi and the Commission’s President Romano Prodi. According to a
former spokesman for EU External Relations, who was present at the press
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conference, Berlusconi and Prodi openly opposed each other.”® Berlusconi’s
aides downplayed the incident and stated that

if the Commission and President Prodi had something contrary to say to
Prime Minister Berlusconi’s remarks about the Yukos or the Chechen con-
troversies, they could have done so freely during the course of the entire
meeting with President Putin or [at] the long and animated press conference
afterwards.”

The rift caused by Berlusconi’s statement highlighted the EU’s weakness as a
diplomatic actor, which was exacerbated by the EU’s rotating European Council
Presidencies. The Swedish foreign minister, Leila Freivalds, referred to the
potential abuse of the position of a politician chairing the Presidency. She stated:

the incident with Berlusconi show[ed] how vital it [was] for the person
speaking as a representative of the EU to indeed represent the EU. It [was]
unacceptable and several of us have protested. I hope all the EU member
states [would] do it, showing that it [did] not confirm with the EU
opinion.... [TThis incident affirm[ed] the need to change the present system
of presidency.”®

As well as inconsistency in EU foreign policy towards Russia, friction
between ‘old’ and ‘new’ EU member states over their approach to Russia also
led to increasing tension in EU relations with Russia. This issue is discussed
further in Chapter 5.

A day after the summit, the European Parliament initiated a series of con-
demnations of Berlusconi’s remark. Pat Cox, the speaker for the European Par-
liament, ‘issued an appeal’ to Berlusconi in which he urged him to make
amendments to the summit’s conclusion and to explain why the joint statement
did not contain any references to Chechnya.” Cox declared that the summit’s
conclusion was ‘not at all to [his] liking’ because it failed to address human and
political rights in Chechnya.'” The European Parliament proposed a radical
reorientation of the EU’s policy on Russia. A report from the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Security and Defence, written by Bastiaan
Beelder, a Dutch member of the European Parliament, and issued on 19
November 2003, aimed to ‘set a new tone in the discussion’ of the EU’s policy
towards Russia.'”" It identified three major problems in EU-Russia relations:
lack of progress, the European Commission’s stance towards Chechnya, and the
EU’s fragmentation concerning its policy towards Russia.'” The Beelder report
proposed measures to prevent the lack of unity from further undermining its
relations with Russia. It contended that the ‘lack of coordination on the EU
side’ enabled Russia to take advantage of the EU’s internal division. Attempt-
ing to prevent this in the future, the report advised the European Council to
‘refrain from actions which could weaken the EU’s ability to exert influence’ in
its relations with Russia.'”® The report used Berlusconi’s statement, which
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‘went straight against well-established and fully-motivated EU positions’ on
Chechnya, to exemplify the EU’s fragmentation.'®*

Apart from blaming the European Council, this report held the European
Commission partly responsible for the EU’s lack of a coherent policy towards
Russia. The report criticised the Commission’s response to the second Chechen
War as ‘soft’ as it had reduced the financial contribution to Russia in the frame-
work of the TACIS programme, instead of freezing the funds Russia continued
to receive during the conflict. The reduction of the TACIS fund contributions to
Russia as a consequence of the Chechen War was discussed in Chapter 2. The
report stated that the Commission’s failure to impose sanctions resulted in a ‘two
track approach’, namely the EU’s continuous condemnation of human rights
abuses in Chechnya, while developing economic relations with Russia ‘with a
view not least to influence the Russian action in Chechnya’.'” According to the
report, the Commission’s ‘soft reaction’ was also demonstrated by the moderate
tone of the European signatories in the joint statement of the EU-Russia summit
of 31 May 2003. The report lamented that the signatories were ‘fighting [to
have] a few words [on Chechnya] included’ in the statement and then ‘[were]
content [to have] achieved that, although the text basically endorsed the Russian
position and ignored [the EU’s].'%

The European Commission was even more outspoken on the need to re-
examine EU-Russia relations than the European Parliament. In its communica-
tion of 9 February 2004, the European Commission instigated a review aimed at
establishing a ‘more coherent and effective approach to relations with Russia
reflecting the views of the EU 25°.'” The communication identified a ‘need for
increased EU coordination and coherence across all areas of EU activity [aiming
to send] clear, unambiguous messages to Russia’.'®® It stated that the EU needed
to establish an ‘effective, realistic, balanced and consistent approach ... and
[had] to improve the functioning of existing structures of cooperation’ in its rela-
tions with Russia. However, it did not specify how these objectives should be
achieved.

The communication outlined three issues in EU-Russia relations, which
would need to be addressed in order to ameliorate the relationship. The first was
the EU’s inability to promote its interests with Russia. The communication
stated that the EU should ‘make full use of its influence with Russia to promote
and defend EU interests [vigorously].... The EU need[ed] to define realistic
common positions, which [could] be used to present a firm EU line to Russian
interlocutors’.'” This proposal is crucial in seeking to address one of the funda-
mental difficulties in the EU’s relations with Russia. However, the European
Commission did not specify how the EU intended to both promote and defend
its interests in relations with Russia. As a result, the EU’s objectives in its policy
with Moscow were not achieved. This omission severely hampered EU-Russia
relations and was reflected in a second review on EU-Russia relations which
was issued in 2008 and will be analysed in Chapter 6. The second issue was the
promotion of values in the relationship. According to the communication, the
EU needed to stress that its partnership with Russia was founded on ‘shared
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values’ and ‘common interests’.'" This implied ‘discussing frankly Russian
practices that run counter to universal and European values, such as democracy
and human rights in Chechnya’. The communication declared that these ‘frank
discussions’ would ‘enhance the EU’s credibility’ and ‘contribute to a more sub-
stantive forward-looking partnership with Russia’.!"" Although these proposals
are legitimate but would require the development of principles to guide relations
between the EU and Russia in order to prevent the sort of friction that built up
within the EU during the second Chechen War, as discussed in Chapter 2. The
third issue mentioned in the Commission’s communication was the lack of a
strong EU stance in negotiations with Russia. The communication stated that the
EU could achieve a firmer negotiating position in relations with Moscow by con-
tinuing to ‘give priority to substance over form’.''> The need to ‘agree [on] key
objectives and clear positions’ on issues such as the ratification of the Kyoto
protocol, facilitating human aid delivery, the ratification of border agreements
with Latvia and Estonia, the extension of the PCA, and Russia’s refusal of
energy sector reform was an extension of the Commission’s second perceived
issue, namely the need for ‘frank discussion’.'" This last concern regarding the
establishment of ‘clear positions’ on the aforementioned areas, was likely to be
undermined by divergence among EU member states over some of these aspects.
Chapter 5 demonstrates that the renewal of the PCA was another major conten-
tious area exacerbated by internal friction between EU member states over the
development of EU relations with Russia.

Seeking to prevent incidents such as Berlusconi’s announcement in the future,
the European Commission recommended improving the structure for EU-Russian
cooperation. It suggested that the EU-Russian Permanent Partnership Council, ‘the
main working body of EU-Russia relations’ where consultations take place among
both foreign and other ministers, should be set up in a troika format, comprising
the past, current and future European Council Presidencies.'"* The Commission
aimed to promote policy coherence in EU relations with Russia by preparing a list
of EU policy priorities at the beginning of each presidency.''> However, it remains
doubtful whether this approach would prevent problems in EU-Russian diplomatic
relations such as the Berlusconi incident in the long term.

The European Commission communication was a historic and unique docu-
ment, which proposed a set of guidelines intended to improve internal cohesion
in the EU following the Berlusconi incident. The European Commission recom-
mended that the EU should prepare guidance for the biannual summits several
months in advance. In this way, the EU could ‘clearly determine positions for
the EU beyond which it would not go’.!"® However, because of potential diver-
gence between EU institutions, setting a joint agenda could prove difficult. A
note prepared on the expected issues on the agenda of the upcoming EU-Russia
summit needed to be approved by the European Council, the Committee of Per-
manent Representatives and the European Council’s working party on Eastern
Europe and Central Asia. At the same time, the European Commission also pre-
pared a document outlining the EU position on additional unresolved issues
between the EU and Russia.''” Despite the proposed measures, it remained very
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difficult for the EU to ‘determine positions beyond which the EU would not go’
because of Russia’s increasingly affirmative and independent foreign policy,
which hampered the development of a streamlined EU policy towards Russia.
The tragic Beslan massacre, which resulted in increased power in the Kremlin,
tested EU strategies for relations with Moscow to their limits and called their
effectiveness into question.

The growing normative gap between the EU and Russia after
Beslan

A massacre in Beslan in North Ossetia on 1 September 2004 served as a pretext
for curtailing democracy in Russia. This challenge was exacerbated by the EU’s
inability to implement its normative agenda in its policy with Russia. The result-
ing divergence over the importance of norms and values contributed to the rift
between these ‘strategic partners’ in the aftermath of the Beslan massacre. As
Russian families celebrated the beginning of the new school year, Chechen ter-
rorists took about 1,100 children and adults as hostages to put pressure on the
Kremlin to end human rights abuses in Chechnya.'"® The situation deteriorated
when Russian security forces stormed the building and fighting began, costing
the lives of 334 hostages.'"” After the massacre, Putin portrayed Russia as a
victim of international terrorism: ‘Our country, formerly protected by the most
powerful defence system ... overnight found itself defenceless’.'* He denounced
the attack in Beslan as an act of international terrorism and held al-Qaeda
responsible for terrorist activities in Chechnya and for the school hostage crisis.
He claimed that the reforms launched in the aftermath of the massacre, including
the direct appointment of regional leaders by Putin rather than by election, would
strengthen the Russian state.'?'

The signs of increasing authoritarianism and the curtailing of democracy in
the aftermath of the Beslan massacre made it difficult for the EU to respond.
According to Lars Grenbjerg, a former national expert seconded to the Russia
Unit at the European Commission Directorate General for External Relations, it
was ‘difficult’ for the EU to condemn certain of Putin’s announced reforms such
as the direct appointment of governors. This was because governors were not
always elected in some EU countries, for example, the appointment of prefects
in France. He explained that it was difficult for the EU to respond because ‘due
to the complexity of democracy, it [was] not possible to say that one isolated
component [was] right or wrong — the totality count[ed]”.'*

The first reaction to the massacre from the Dutch European Council Presid-
ency resulted in a clash with the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Two days
after the massacre, the Dutch Foreign Minister Bernard Bot published a state-
ment on behalf of the Dutch European Council Presidency, in which he declared
that ‘to better understand what happened at the school, we would like to learn
more details from the Russian authorities so we can help each other to combat
terrorism in any form’.'”® When the Russian First Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Valery Loshchinin, criticised Bot’s statement as ‘inappropriate, odious’
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and ‘offensive’, it became evident that the Beslan massacre was a sensitive topic
for Russian politicians, which should not be touched upon by the West.'**

Putin’s intention to enhance the power of the Kremlin deepened the rift
between the EU and Russia. On 13 September, about a fortnight after the mas-
sacre, Putin gave a speech in which he outlined his intention to strengthen the
Kremlin’s powers. He stressed that

when a man [was] born, some disease-causing germs, some virus appear
almost immediately in his organism endangering his health. But if the
organism [grew]| strong and powerful then its immunity suppresse[d] all
these disease-causing germs.... As soon as the organism weaken[ed], they
all flare up in a life-threatening disease. This [was] the way it happened with
us.... We need[ed] to revitalize the entire organism of Russian statehood
and the political system.'?

Two days later, the Commissioner for EU External Relations Chris Patten
spoke out about the Kremlin’s implementation of reforms. He hoped that the
Russian government would not conclude that the sole solution to terrorism ‘was
to increase the power of the Kremlin. Frankly, there [was] not much good history
on the side of that proposition’.'* At the same time, Patten emphasised the need
for the EU to adopt a unitary stance when addressing the Chechen War. Accord-
ing to Patten, the EU should discuss the situation in Chechnya with Russia in a

consistent, intelligent way that [did] not risk changing from presidency to
presidency and that underst[ood] the complex nature of ethnic conflict in the
Caucasus.... [W]e and our Russian partners need[ed] urgently to come to a
shared understanding of this point.'*’

Patten’s reference to the EU’s lack of a unified stance regarding Chechnya had
already undermined the EU’s development of a coercive foreign policy towards
Russia in 2000, as was demonstrated in Chapter 2 of this book. Even though
Patten acknowledged that this was not the right moment to ‘read Russia lectures
about Chechnya [because] [t]his [was] a time of grief and shock’, he stressed
that a ‘long-lasting resolution’ of the Chechen War depended on the “pursuit of
far-sighted, humane and resolute policies in Moscow’.'?®

Three weeks after the Beslan massacre, certain prominent European opinion
makers joined the chorus of criticism. In a letter to European heads of state and
government and to NATO, 114 scholars, public intellectuals, academics and
former politicians, among whom were the former Swedish Prime Minister Carl
Bildt, the former President of the Czech Republic Vaclav Havel and the French
philosopher André Glucksmann, condemned Putin for having ‘systematically
undercut the freedom and independence of the press and arbitrarily imprisoned
both real and imagined political rivals’.'® The latter point could be understood
as an allusion to Khodorkovsky’s imprisonment in 2003. The signatories
condemned the West for having remained ‘silent and [for having] restrained its
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criticism in the belief that President Putin’s step in the wrong direction was tem-
porary’.’*® They concluded by stressing that: ‘We must speak the truth about
what [was] happening in Russia. We owe it to the victims of Beslan and the tens
of thousands democrats who [were] still fighting to preserve democracy and
human freedom in their country’."'

The opinion makers’ call for a hardened stance by the West in its policy on
Russia was reciprocated by the Dutch European Council Presidency. In a speech
given at the meeting of the EU-Russian ministerial troika on 19 October, the
Dutch Foreign Minister Bernard Bot, speaking on behalf of the European
Council Presidency, acknowledged that the conflicting perceptions of the EU
and Russia about the importance of norms and values undermined their relation-
ship.'*? Bot contradicted the point of view held by a Russian parliamentarian
who stated on a visit to the EU that ‘too much democracy can be bad for you’.'*
According to Bot, democracy and the rule of law should complement each other
as far as the EU was concerned, but the Russian politicians condemned the EU
for being ‘difficult to understand, for being bureaucratic and arrogant’.'** About
a month later, the European Parliament supported Bot’s condemnations. It criti-
cised the ‘weakening of the hope for real “common values™’ in a resolution on
the EU-Russia summit in The Hague in November 2004."*° The resolution
expressed concern about the ‘further accumulation of powers by the central gov-
ernment in Moscow such as the appointment of Supreme Court judges, gov-
ernors and mayors of large towns’."*® The European Parliament’s disappointed
hopes concerning common values with Russia, combined with the centralisation
of power in the Kremlin, demonstrated the divergence between the values the
EU aspired to uphold in its relations with Moscow and Russia’s domestic polit-
ical reality. Both this discrepancy and the EU’s ability to gain prominence in the
post-Soviet space were the reasons for the deterioration of EU-Russia relations
between 1999 and 2015.

The EU’s response to Russia’s increasing authoritarianism was undermined
by prominent political leaders who sought to maintain cordial relations with
Russia. Less than three months after the Beslan massacre, the German chancel-
lor Gerhard Schroeder characterised Putin as a ‘flawless democrat®."*” Schroeder
emphasised that he was convinced that the Russian president would ‘transform
Russia into a fair democracy’.'*® He stated that Putin’s attempt to reform Russia
was challenging to the EU but that he had tried to tackle situations in contrast to
the Russian state’s previous failure to deal with crises.'*’

Conclusion

This chapter demonstrates that between 2002 and 2004, the EU’s initial assert-
iveness in its relations with Russia was soon undermined by internal division.
When Kaliningrad became enclosed in EU territory after the accession of Poland
and Lithuania to the EU, the European Commission imposed visas for Russians
travelling to and from the enclave. It was the first time in EU-Russia relations
since 1999 that an EU policy had had a direct impact on Russian citizens. Its
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repercussions became evident when various Russian diplomats denounced the
introduction of visas as against the free movement of persons. After acrimonious
clashes between European and Russian diplomats, the Russian government had
to accept European Commission transit regulations.

In 2003, several months after the EU adopted a visa policy for Kaliningrad, EU
foreign policy towards Russia was undermined by the chairman of the European
Council Presidency, Berlusconi. His announcement that he wanted to be Putin’s
‘advocate’ concerning Chechnya was in direct contradiction to the EU’s position
on Chechnya and severely hampered the EU’s external relations with Russia. EU
reactions to Berlusconi’s extraordinary support for Putin’s war in Chechnya
revealed the EU’s fragile political cohesion in its relations with Russia. Seeking to
prevent further similar incidents, the European Commission outlined guidelines
intended to both restore cohesion in the EU’s policy towards Russia and to prevent
the European Council Presidency from contradicting the EU’s stance in the future.
The Berlusconi incident showed that the EU as an actor can be susceptible to an
individual, who chairs the European Council Presidency.

In addition, an increasing normative gap between the EU and Russia con-
tributed to transformation of the partnership. Differences concerning the signifi-
cance of values in EU-Russia relations were demonstrated by the Russian
government’s rejection of the EU’s offer to make Russia a member of the ENP.
The Kremlin was not willing to undertake political and economic reforms to
become part of an integrated Europe. Instead, as reflected in both the Russian
Foreign Policy Concept and the RMTS, the Kremlin sought to maintain auto-
nomy in its domestic and foreign policies. As the Kremlin did not aspire to adopt
EU values, the EU was unable to influence Russia not to curb democracy in the
aftermath of the Beslan tragedy. Consequently, the EU and Russia drifted apart.
However, the increasing normative divergence between Brussels and Moscow
was not the only reason for this development — a multitude of factors, including
the EU’s increasing influence in the post-Soviet space, also contributed to the
deterioration of EU—Russia relations. This chapter examined the first indications
of an increasing EU-Russian confrontation over the post-Soviet space. The con-
frontation intensified, culminating in the first political crisis between the partners
since 1999 over the EU’s interference in Ukrainian domestic politics. The fol-
lowing chapter assesses the confrontation between the EU and Russia over the
EU’s role in resolving the Orange Revolution in Ukraine.
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4 The threat to EU-Russia relations
of EU enlargement in the Orange
Revolution

Ukraine’s Orange Revolution was the first major political crisis between the EU
and Russia. Although the struggle between revolutionaries and the incumbent
regime took place on many levels, one of the central issues of contention was
whether Ukraine’s future lay with the EU or with Russia. The Kremlin went to
extraordinary lengths to persuade Ukrainians to choose the latter, with President
Putin himself staking his reputation on a high profile visit to Kiev during the last
week of the Ukrainian presidential election campaign. The EU’s position was
more cautious, but when the Ukrainian opposition instigated mass protests over
electoral fraud, European diplomats conducted their most aggressive interven-
tion yet in the affairs of the former Soviet space. In the process, they provided
the catalyst for the negotiations that ultimately ensured victory for the pro-EU
candidate, Viktor Yushchenko. The result was a drastic transformation of
Russian perceptions of the EU. Barely five years since they embraced the EU as
the acceptable face of the West during the Kosovo crisis, Russian policymakers
and key Kremlin officials conceived the EU as an enemy — a threat not only to
the stability of the post-Soviet space but also to the semi-authoritarian regime
that was forming in Russia.

This chapter argues that the open confrontation between the EU and Russia
during the Ukrainian revolution was shaped by the EU’s capacity to interfere
in the affairs of Ukraine, a state which had barely registered in EU diplomacy
since its emergence from the break-up of the Soviet Union. The aim of this
chapter is twofold. On the one hand, it seeks to examine why the EU was able
to play such a significant role in the outcome of the Orange Revolution. The
effective intervention of the EU in the revolutionary crisis was made possible
by three developments. First, the new EU member states, Poland and
Lithuania, provided essential political impetus, leadership and local contacts.
Second, the prospect of EU enlargement was a lure for the pro-Western
Ukrainian elite. Their wish for accession to the EU destroyed the Russian
policymakers’ plans of creating an integrated economic project with countries
in the former Soviet space. Third, the EU benefited from the utter ineptitude
of Russia’s intervention in the Ukrainian presidential election, which com-
promised Victor Yanukovich, its favoured candidate, making him appear to be
a Russian puppet.
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On the other hand, this chapter analyses the reasons why the EU’s interfer-
ence in Ukraine precipitated a crisis in EU-Russia relations. The Kremlin per-
ceived EU meddling in Ukraine as jeopardising Moscow’s close ties with Kiev.
This perception was strengthened three months after the Ukrainian revolution by
EU interference in the political turmoil following a revolution in Kyrgyzstan.
This revolution raised concerns in Russian policy-making circles about the emer-
gence of a pattern of upheavals in the former Soviet space that might weaken
Russia’s grip on the region. As a consequence, the Kremlin became hostile
towards what it saw as EU interference in the former Soviet space.

The road to confrontation

The struggle between the EU and Russia over the Orange Revolution can be
traced back to the Ukrainian presidential election campaign. The Ukrainian
opposition led by Victor Yushchenko made integration with the EU a centre-
piece of their campaign. They offered voters a choice between Brussels and
Moscow by making an emotional appeal for Ukraine’s future in Europe. For a
long time relations with Ukraine had not been important to the EU and were thus
not a reason for conflict between the EU and Russia. However, after the EU’s
eastern enlargement in May 2004, Ukraine became the EU’s immediate neigh-
bour, which changed its perspective on Kiev. More importantly, Ukraine was
significant as a transit country for Russian gas and oil to Europe.

The establishment of close relations with the EU was not the centrepiece of
Victor Yanukovich’s election campaign. The pro-Russian candidate, who was
strongly supported by the Kremlin, made integration with Russia the key element
in his political programme. His pro-Russian stance was also exemplified by his
aspirations for Ukraine’s membership in the Single Economic Space (SES), a
free trade zone between Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. The potential
creation of the SES became a major bone of contention in the EU-Russian
contest over Ukraine. In April 2004 Guenther Verheugen, the EU Commissioner
for Enlargement, called on Russian policy-making circles to repeal the SES if it
wanted to maintain good relations with the EU.'

Yushchenko, in contrast, made a calculated effort to fashion himself as the
pro-European candidate. In an article he published in the Western media on 10
September he advanced a three-point case for his aspirations for Ukraine’s EU
membership. First, he criticised the EU for excluding Ukraine from Europe. He
declared that since the EU’s eastern enlargement, Ukrainians had been feeling
isolated as they ‘were anxious about European integration halting at our western
frontier and in fact creating a new dividing line’.? He added that ‘we in the East
are subject of a European policy, the very jargon of which jars our ears precisely
because we always considered ourselves part of Europe, and not just “neigh-
bours”’. Second, he declared that Europe was divided into two spheres of influ-
ence in which Ukraine would fall under Putin’s spell. Yushchenko warned that
there had emerged the ‘threat of a new bipolar Europe ... with centres in Brus-
sels and Moscow’.* He referred to the increasing tensions concerning Ukraine’s
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political future by stating that the presidential election would be the ‘climax in
the struggle between a European and a non-European choice for Ukraine’.*
Third, he stated that the Ukrainian opposition was an upholder of European
values. He emphasised his admiration for the values the EU represented by
stating that he and his supporters would strive for a Ukraine that would be an
‘integral part of a truly united Europe — a Europe without any divisive lines. This
Ukraine will not only propagate European values, but transmit them beyond its
borders’.’ In what was an obvious criticism of the planned SES, Yushchenko
declared that Ukraine’s transmission of European values ‘would halt attempts at
creating an “alternative Europe” in the East’.6

Three weeks later, in an apparent riposte to Yushchenko, Yanukovich made a
very different case in the same newspaper. He advanced two arguments. First, he
stressed that Ukraine’s EU membership was not the centrepiece in his election
campaign, declaring that Kiev had ceased urging Brussels for Ukraine’s acces-
sion to the EU. Instead he suggested developing relations between Ukraine and
the EU through two- to three-year agreements addressing specific issues such as
trade. He explained his opposition to Ukraine’s integration with the EU by
emphasising the country’s historical ties with Russia. He stressed that Ukraine

has always been an ‘alternative Europe’ with our own faith, history and
homeland. ... One cannot achieve acknowledgement in the [European circle]
unless one has historical memory and human persistence in upholding one’s
own national interests. ... This is why there is no choice for us between the
[EU] and Russia. We are tied to Russia by culture and by blood.”

Second, he contended that Ukraine’s integration with Europe should at the same
time enhance economic cooperation between Ukraine and Russia.®

The Kremlin made no secret of its support for Victor Yanukovich. Its polit-
ical involvement in the election had already become evident in the summer of
2004 when Russian ‘political technologists’ went to Kiev.” Gleb Pavlovsky, a
key Kremlin strategist and adviser, arranged meetings of Russian politicians and
industrialists with their Ukrainian counterparts at a think tank in Kiev, the
‘Russian Club’."® One critic of the Russian Club denounced it as having merely
been a front for ‘legalised interference by Moscow figures’ in the Ukrainian
election to support Yanukovich."

President Putin’s involvement in Yanukovich’s campaign was marked by two
major strategies. First, on 26 October, five days before the first round of the elec-
tions, Putin travelled to Ukraine to participate in celebrations for the sixtieth
anniversary of Kiev’s liberation from German fascist invaders in November
1944. Second, Putin praised Yanukovich for his achievements in an interview
broadcast on all major Ukrainian national channels in an interactive TV show
entitled ‘Vladimir Putin Live’."> About 80,000 questions from spectators had
been sent to the broadcasting company.'® Putin’s efforts to support Yanukovich
seemed to have borne fruit when he achieved slightly better results in the first
round of the polls than his opponent Yushchenko.'
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The Kremlin’s reasons for supporting Yanukovich were Ukraine’s economic
ties with Russia as well as the vital role it played for Russia’s regional integra-
tion. On 23 February 2003, the outgoing president of Ukraine Leonid Kuchma,
his Belarusian counterpart Alexander Lukashenko, the Kazakh president Nursul-
tan Nazarbayev and Putin had agreed on a draft to establish an agreement on the
creation of a free trade zone."” At a summit in Astana in September 2004 they
signed documents establishing the SES, which encompassed a trade policy in
individual areas, the coordination of trade laws and the creation of an interstate
independent commission aimed at regulating trade and tariffs.'s The SES was a
driving force for the Kremlin’s effort to consolidate Russian influence over the
post-Soviet space.

Kuchma used the summit in Astana as an opportunity to send a message to
voters in the upcoming presidential election about the benefits Ukraine would
gain from the creation of the SES. He declared that Ukraine would become an
‘influential regional economic structure’.'” Kuchma announced the SES as an
alternative to Ukraine’s accession to the EU. He mentioned his reservations
regarding Ukraine’s EU membership when explaining that he did not mind that
the EU did not consider Ukraine as a possible member. He stated that because of
the EU enlargement in May 2004, it was not prepared for Ukraine’s accession.
He emphasised his point of view that the EU was likely to be overwhelmed by
the enlargement when he declared ‘God help Europe deal with ten member
states, chew over Romania and Bulgaria with Turkey at the doorstep”.'®

There were diverging motivations among the Russian political elite regarding
the launch of the SES. On the one hand, Putin referred to the economic benefits
which might be created by the SES by likening this free trade area to the EU.
According to Putin, the SES was a way of improving the living standards of its
member states so that that they would be better off in comparison to the ‘average
statistical European citizen’."” He predicted that about ten to 12 years after the
establishment of the SES, its member states would create a ‘single financial
system following the example of the [EU]".*°

The Kremlin’s political adviser Gleb Pavlovsky, on the other hand, emphas-
ised the political leverage the SES could bring to Russia’s relations with the EU.
Envisaging the SES as a counterweight to the EU, he claimed that it would
enable Russia to become a stronger negotiating partner in its relations with Brus-
sels. According to Pavlovsky, facing a ‘leading troika’ of Russia, Ukraine and
Kazakhstan, the

EU will no longer dictate [to] us.... Now it speaks to us like this: “Why
didn’t you implement Brussels decree 735? Implement it urgently’. [After
the creation of the SES, it] will then have to negotiate with us about genuine
integration ... because it will be negotiations of the strong. We will always
lose in negotiations of the weak.?!

Pavlovsky’s reference to the EU’s dictatorial approach in its relations with
Russia exemplifies his perception of the tendency of the EU to communicate its
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principles of governance to Russia in a patronising manner. The Kremlin did not
feel inclined to adopt either values or principles which were forced upon it by
the EU. Instead, the Kremlin sought to maintain autonomy in its domestic and
foreign policy, as clearly demonstrated in both its RMTS and in the Foreign
Policy Concept. Both documents disavow any intention of Russia developing
closer association or integration with the EU. This distancing in Russian foreign
policy was a first indicator of the shift from courtship to confrontation in EU-
Russia relations after 1999. Back then, President Yeltsin and Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin regretted that Russia was not an EU member state (see Chapters
2 and 3).%

The implementation of the SES was a major issue during the Ukrainian pres-
idential election campaign. This became evident during a TV debate between
Yushchenko and Yanukovich which took place on 15 September, about two
months prior to the first round of the election. Yanukovich emphasised his
support for the free trade zone by stating that it was ‘our prospect and we are
working on it ... it was a step into the future, a step towards us having an oppor-
tunity to maintain the level of the economy that we have’.” In comparison to
Yanukovich, Yushchenko was strongly opposed to the creation of the SES as he
preferred to see Ukraine’s future aligned with the EU. He disapproved of
Ukrainian policymakers under the Kuchma regime for letting themselves be torn
between the EU and Russia. He criticised Ukrainian politicians for

rushing to Brussels to swear loyalty to the EU and European values. Then
shortly before the heating season, the same crowd rushes to Moscow where
they say they want nothing to do with Europe, complain that we are not
wanted there and swear loyalty to the [SES].**

Confrontation over the Ukrainian presidential election

EU-Russia relations were affected by the transformation of the Ukrainian elec-
tion campaign into a contest between a pro-EU and a pro-Russian candidate.
Putin’s request for the postponement of the EU-Russia summit, due to take
place on 11 November in The Hague, was widely perceived as a sign of increas-
ing strain in relations between Brussels and Moscow.” The Russian Foreign
Minister Sergei Lavrov acknowledged that Putin’s request to reschedule the
summit to 25 November had been ‘interpreted as virtually a crisis [between the
EU and Russia and] as an indication that we [were] afraid to meet our counter-
parts’.*® The European Commission’s spokeswoman Emma Udwin sought to
uphold diplomatic etiquette explaining that the pretext for the postponement
was Putin’s declaration that he preferred to discuss matters such as Russia’s
border conflicts with Estonia and Latvia and respect for the rules of law and
democracy with the newly appointed members of the European Commission,
who would begin their work after the former Portuguese Prime Minister José
Manuel Barroso’s appointment as president of the European Commission on 18
November.”’
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Three weeks later, the elections transformed simmering tensions into a major
international struggle. The fact that Yanukovich had gained more than 90 per
cent of the votes in the eastern regions of Ukraine, which had a pro-Russian
stance, made the opposition suspicious about the possibility of fraud.® The head
of the Central Election Commission (CEC) Serhiy Kivalov, whose responsibility
was to collect, count and announce the election results, had provided a team of
Yanukovich’s supporters with the necessary passwords to gain access to the
computers in the CEC to manipulate the results.”” This team had also organised
‘busloads of voters’ travelling throughout Ukraine to cast votes in several
places.®

The Orange Revolution began with a massive protest on Kiev’s Independence
Square, the Maidan, on the night of 22 November. After Yanukovich had been
announced as the winner of that round, the Democratic Initiatives Centre claimed
in leaflets that the election had been won by Yushchenko with 54 per cent in
comparison to 43 per cent of votes gained by Yanukovich.’' In protest against
the election’s outcome, about 200,000 to 300,000 protestors assembled on the
Maidan encircling public buildings.*

The likelihood that the EU would be forced to take a public stance was
increased by international observers, who condemned the circumstances under
which the election had taken place. On 22 November, prior to the announcement
of the results of the second election round, the International Election Observa-
tion Mission, the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, the European Parliament,
PACE and NATO made a preliminary assessment of the conduct of the elec-
tions. These organisations concluded that the round had failed to meet a
‘considerable number of [the] OSCE’s, [and PACE’s] commitments [for demo-
cratic elections]. ... Overall, state executive authorities and the Central Electoral
Commission [in Ukraine] displayed a lack of will to conduct a genuine demo-
cratic election process’.*

The announcement of the results was greeted with harsh criticism from the
European Council and the Commission. The Presidency’s chairman, Dutch
Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende, criticised the election for violating ‘inter-
national criteria for a democratic election’.>* Before the beginning of the EU-
Russia summit, more EU officials joined the chorus of condemnation. The High
Representative of the EU’s CFSP and Secretary-General of the European
Council, Javier Solana, declared that the EU was not going to accept the results
of the ‘fraudulent’ elections.*® Newly appointed European Commission President
Barroso emphasised that it was the EU’s ‘duty to say that we are not happy with
the way the elections occurred in Ukraine’.’® He called for a ‘serious, objective
review’ of the election results.’’

The EU’s stance provoked an angry public reaction from the Kremlin. On the
eve of the EU-Russia summit, on 24 November, Putin’s presidential aide and
special envoy for EU-Russia relations, Sergey Yastrzhembsky, referred to a
likely confrontation between the EU and Russia over the election in Ukraine. He
warned that the ‘danger would always exist when people [did] not listen to each
other’.*® He added that he hoped that the EU and Russia would ‘listen to each
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other or at the very least understand each other’s arguments’.** He urged the EU
to talk to the Ukrainian government, but advocated caution as the election results
had not yet been publicly announced.* In an obvious attempt to shift the focus
away from Ukraine, Yastrzhembsky stressed that the Russian government would
like to see progress concerning the safeguarding of rights of Russian-speaking
minorities in Latvia and Estonia.*'

A similar tone of hostility was evident in a statement made that day by the
Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov. In what could be considered as a poten-
tial attempt to shift the EU’s attention from uprisings in Kiev, Lavrov denounced
the EU for ‘not paying enough attention’ to resolving the conflicts in Cyprus and
in Kosovo.” He added that the situation in Kosovo in particular was an ‘acute
problem which threatens, if it is not settled, to seriously undermine not only
[security in the] Balkans but also all European stability’.**

The already tense atmosphere on the eve of the EU-Russia summit in The
Hague on 25 November was exacerbated by the presentation of a communiqué
in which Putin congratulated Prime Minister Yanukovich on his success in the
poll.** Putin responded to the Ukrainian Supreme Court’s announcement of
Yanukovich’s success with 49.46 per cent of the vote, in comparison to 46.6 per
cent for his opponent Yushchenko, by asserting that the Ukrainian people had
cast a vote for ‘stability, [for the] reinforcement of the state and the development
of economic as well as political structures to establish good neighbourly rela-
tions with Russia’.* He asserted that Yanukovich’s election would ‘bring the
Russian—Ukrainian strategic partnership to a new level’.*® Putin also boasted that
the election results had been ‘transparent’.*’

The situation at the summit reached the point of no return when the Dutch
Prime Minister Balkenende contradicted Putin’s congratulatory remarks. He
stressed that the EU could not accept the election results.*® Balkenende implic-
itly criticised Putin’s involvement in Yanukovich’s election campaign by assert-
ing that ‘Europe did not choose the political leaders in another country’.** At the
dinner after the summit, a representative for the Dutch EU Presidency presented
Putin with the OSCE’s report containing evidence of ‘massive electoral fraud’ in
Ukraine. Putin retaliated by declaring that ‘if the elections in Ukraine had been
fraudulent, then the elections in Kosovo and Afghanistan would have to be
treated in the same manner’.*

While this confrontation was unfolding, Polish diplomats were laying the
groundwork for a major EU intervention in the Ukrainian crisis. A delegation
led by Jacek Kluchowski, adviser to the Polish Prime Minister, and Nicolaas
Biegman, a representative of the Dutch EU Presidency, began talks with Ukrain-
ian officials. Kuchma as well as Yushchenko had agreed to launch a round-table
discussion with international mediators. Yanukovich, however, was reluctant to
meet with representatives of the Polish government due to disagreements with
Poland’s former president Lech Walesa, who on his visit to Kiev, had aligned
himself with Yushchenko’s supporters.!

The press conference after the EU-Russia summit revealed the partners’
fundamental differences over Ukraine. Balkenende emphasised that the EU and
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Russia had ‘not been able to reach agreements on all points’, adding that there
remained a ‘great deal to be done’.** In particular, he stated that the EU and
Russia could not agree on security cooperation, which touched upon Russia’s
relations with Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus and the Caucasian Republics. He did
not attempt to conceal the friction between Russia and the EU over Ukraine
when he stated that the ‘two sides’ approaches differ’.”® Putin’s tone was blunter
than Balkenende’s. In an obvious criticism of the West’s intervention in Ukraine
he declared that he was ‘deeply convinced that we had no moral right to push a
big European state to any kind of disorder’.* He reiterated his opposition to the
West’s meddling in Ukraine by stressing that ‘these elections do not need any
affirmation from outside’.® Balkenende insisted on the EU’s position. He stated
that the election in Ukraine must be brought up in negotiations by stressing that
the EU and Russia had to be ‘honest to say that in order for a democracy to
work, it required non-fraudulent elections’.*®

The summit press release made an obvious effort to shift the focus from the
clash over Ukraine to cooperation in EU-Russia relations. It merely stated that
the EU and Russia had an ‘exchange of views on the current developments in
Ukraine’.”’ Instead, it emphasised the potential of the EU-Russian road maps
aiming to create the Common Economic Space, the Common Space of Freedom,
Security and Justice, the Common Space of External Security and the Common
Space of Research, Education and Culture, whose establishment had been agreed
at the EU-Russia summit in May 2003.** According to this statement, these
spaces reflected the ‘strategic nature of the partnership based on common values
and shared interests’.” Furthermore, the signatories to the statement strongly
upheld political rhetoric when they asserted that this summit had been a ‘good
basis’ for ‘closer cooperation’ on the free movement of persons, the fulfilment of
the long-term goal of visa-free travel between the EU and Russia, and border
management.*

EU mediation efforts in Ukraine

Due to the intensifying political tensions in Ukraine, outgoing President Kuchma
turned to the European Council Presidency for advice. Kuchma also asked his
Polish counterpart, Aleksander Kwasniewski, for support in mediating a resolu-
tion."! Kwasniewski’s role as mediator had been supported by the former
German chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, his Austrian counterpart Wolfgang
Schuessel, the Czech President Vaclav Klaus, and chairman of the European
Council Presidency Prime Minister Balkenende. Kwasniewski’s close relations
with members of the Kuchma administration made him a useful mediator.*
Kwasniewski explained that he had been asked by Kuchma as well as by the
opposition to come to Ukraine as a negotiator.”® He emphasised that he was
going to Kiev as the Polish president but hoped that his mission would be
supported by the EU.* Yushchenko mentioned that another reason why
Kwasniewski was chosen as a mediator was the fact that at the time of the
Orange Revolution, he was also the chairman of the Polish Presidency of
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the Council of Europe, the intergovernmental institution which is responsible for
upholding democracy and human rights in Europe.®® Yushchenko added that an
international mediator was important as the opposing parties could not have
‘achieve[d] effective talks on [their] own. Neither side [could].... That [was]
why I was talking to Kwasniewski on the phone’.®

The EU’s mediation mission to Kiev faced two major obstacles. First, the
former Polish president, Lech Walesa, had attempted to mediate in the conflict,
but clearly sided with the opposition. When he addressed the crowd in the
Maidan on 25 November he expressed his sympathy for Yushchenko’s sup-
porters by declaring that he was ‘profoundly certain that [the protests] lead to
victory’.?” Second, a senior official from the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry made
an appeal to the German government to send Chancellor Schroeder as a mediator
to Kiev, instead of the EU’s High Representative for the CFSP, Solana. The
senior official explained his proposal by stating that Solana’s support of the
accession of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic to NATO in contrast to
his reluctance to back the Ukrainian government’s aspirations for membership
would be a point of contention.®®

For the first time, a major diplomatic EU mission was led by two of the new
member states. Kwasniewski and his Lithuanian counterpart Valdas Adamkus,
spearheaded this mission to Kiev. The fact that Solana, who had at first been
reluctant to participate in the mediation efforts, accompanied Kwasniewski and
Adamkus, gave their diplomacy the character of an official EU mission.”” On 24
and 25 November Kwasniewski, Adamkus and Solana went to Kiev to negotiate
between Yushchenko and Yanukovich, seeking to avoid violence and to achieve a
resolution of the political crisis.” The EU’s representatives arrived at a significant
moment when the opposition’s protests were no longer gaining momentum and the
authorities were considering declaring Yanukovich the winner.” Kwasniewski had
arrived with a plan comprising four points: (1) defusing the conflict by verifying
the election’s outcome, (2) repeating the elections in constituencies where there
had been evidence of election fraud, (3) refraining from the use of force, and (4)
holding negotiations with the losing party in a round-table discussion.”™

The EU’s diplomatic mission sparked harsh criticism from Putin. He
denounced the EU for having encouraged ‘mayhem’ on the streets of Ukraine.”
In a more moderate tone than Putin, the Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov
criticised ‘attempts by certain governments to steer the situation in Ukraine away
from a legal path’.” In particular, he denounced the EU’s refusal to accept the
election results by stating that

certain European capitals are declaring that they did not recognise the elec-
tion and that Ukraine has to be with the West. These declarations make one
think that someone would very much like to draw up new border lines
across Europe.”

He claimed that ‘destabilising attempts to impose democracy from outside
[would be] to the detriment of democratic values’.” He declared that Russia was
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not indifferent to developments in Ukraine and stressed that geographically
speaking, it was close to the West but also to Russia. Lavrov warned that, as a
consequence of the West’s meddling in Ukraine, European leaders’ attempts to
‘isolate Russia [might] have fatal consequences for a united Europe’.”’

The political crisis was resolved when the Ukrainian Supreme Court
announced on 3 December that the results of the run-off were invalid and that a
repeat of the elections would take place on 26 December. According to Kuchma,
a meeting between Adamkus, the speaker of the Russian State Duma Boris
Gryzlov, Solana, Kwasniewski, Yanukovich and Yushchenko in Kiev was the
“first attempt to draw political and legal ways out of this crisis’.” They stressed
the need to refrain from the use of force, to unblock government buildings and to
launch an expert group assessing changes to presidential election law.”

Meanwhile the Russian State Duma became the platform for harsher criticism
of the EU’s involvement in Ukrainian politics. The first speaker of the Duma,
Lyubiv Sliska, condemned the EU’s interference by likening it to an ‘act of
occupation’ given that they had ‘nothing to do whatsoever with the election
process in Ukraine’.** She urged the EU to ‘calm down and stop inciting any
kind of provocation as regards Ukraine’.?' In a more moderate tone, the chair-
man of the State Duma Committee on Foreign Affairs, Konstantin Kosachev,
declared that he regarded the election in Ukraine to be the climax of the West’s
‘systematic tendency’ during the last few years to support a ‘pro-Western and
hence anti-Russian [political leader]’.** In a resolution that coincided with the
Supreme Court’s decision to repeat the election, the Duma accused the EU of
having carried out ‘destructive interference in the development of the situation
in Ukraine’.®

In response to the Duma’s condemnations, Elmar Brok, the head of the
Foreign Affairs Committee of the European Parliament, justified the EU’s
attempts to resolve the political crisis in Ukraine. He declared that because
Ukraine and the EU had shared a border since the EU’s eastern enlargement, it
was in the EU’s interest to have neighbours that were ‘democratic and stable”.®
Three weeks later, in a much less moderate tone, Kwasniewski explained the
EU’s motives for its diplomatic mission to Kiev. He acknowledged that ‘Russia
without Ukraine [was] a better solution than Russia with Ukraine’.%

Kwasniewski’s stance sparked harsh criticism from Putin. He stated that ‘if we
interpret this as striving to limit Russia’s ability to develop relations with its neigh-
bours, then it means a desire to isolate [Russia]’.*® This perception was exacerbated
when the Kremlin’s favoured candidate was defeated. The EU’s diplomatic mission
to Kiev and its call for repeated elections laid the groundwork for a third round of
elections, which took place on 26 December. The pro-Western candidate Yush-
chenko won with 52 per cent of the vote against 44.2 per cent for Yanukovich.”
Yushchenko was sworn in as president on 23 January.*®

The triumph of the Orange Revolution did not only contribute to a crisis in
EU-Russia relations, but had implications for Russian geopolitics as well.
Russian policymakers regarded this revolution as a geopolitical catastrophe
because it had shaken both Russia’s diplomacy and its international order. The
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outcome of the revolution had destroyed the Kremlin’s plan to establish the SES
and was thus a defeat for Russian diplomacy. Due to the EU’s intervention, the
Kremlin’s efforts to achieve closer integration with Ukraine by backing the pro-
Russian candidate were fruitless. Fyodor Lukyanov, the foreign policy expert
and editor of Russia in Global Affairs, acknowledged that the end of Kuchma’s
regime was Russia’s ‘biggest foreign policy defeat since the collapse of the
Soviet Union”.¥

The EU Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten, demonstrated
that Ukraine had also become significant for EU foreign policy for two
reasons. First, Ukraine began to play a crucial part in the EU’s external rela-
tions after its eastern enlargement. Patten stated that Poland’s accession to the
EU in May 2004 ‘moved all of us closer — politically and economically, as
well as geographically — to Ukraine’.”” Second, according to Patten, the EU’s
‘shared neighbourhood’ with Russia was likely to raise conflicts. He stressed
that the ‘main victims of our failure to develop a better and more balanced’
relationship with Russia were ‘its neighbours’.”' Patten declared that the EU
sought ‘stable [and] well-off neighbours’ but criticised Russia for seeking
‘weak neighbours and a sphere of influence inhabited by dependent suppli-
cants’.”> He added that it would ‘take vigilance to ensure that Ukraine [was]
not now bullied off the democratic path it [had] chosen by political threats’.”
Patten criticised the EU for ‘conniving ... at policies and attitudes that will
create a more dangerous neighbourhood for us all’.** Patten’s perception of the
potential threat posed to Ukraine by the EU and Russia’s competing integrative
projects with Kiev was accurate. Nine years after the Orange Revolution had
shaken Ukrainian politics, a severe existential crisis emerged in Ukraine,
which has put its future political orientation in serious question. At the same
time, the EU and Russia’s conflicting approaches regarding future integrative
efforts with Kiev have cast doubt on the EU’s diplomacy with Ukraine in the
framework of the EaP and resulted in the most severe confrontation in EU-
Russia relations since 1999. A close analysis of both the origins of the EU-
Russian confrontation over Ukraine since 2013 and its repercussions for the
future of the ‘strategic partnership’ is discussed in Chapter 7.

The second reason for Ukraine’s increasing importance in EU foreign policy
was the impact of the outcome of the Orange Revolution for EU external rela-
tions. Patten claimed that the revolution ‘ma[d]e it difficult to hold the [EU’s]
neighbourhood line” with Ukraine in the framework of the ENP.” The need for
the EU to establish a straightforward approach for Ukraine’s integration with
Europe became evident when Patten referred to a discussion with the Ukrainian
Foreign Minister, who had already questioned the reasons for the lack of closer
Ukrainian—EU integration five years prior to the Orange Revolution. Patten
recalled that during a meeting in 1999 the Ukrainian Foreign Minister Borys
Tarasyuk explicitly expressed his aspirations to enhance integration between
Ukraine and the EU. He asked Patten ‘what [was] so special about Turkey’s
European vocation and so deficient about Ukraine’s’.”® Patten, who was in
favour of Turkey’s accession to the EU, acknowledged in his memoirs that he
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‘stumbled through an unconvincing answer’.”” Patten’s conversation with
Tarasyuk regarding the future of Ukraine’s relations with the EU demonstrated
the EU’s lack of a clear vision regarding its political relations with Kiev. An in-
depth analysis of the repercussions of this lack of streamlined foreign policy
with Ukraine is provided in Chapter 7.

The European Parliament’s resolution of 13 January provided evidence sup-
porting Patten’s claim that the outcome of the Orange Revolution made it diffi-
cult for the EU to maintain Ukraine’s integration with the EU solely in the
framework of the ENP. This resolution reminded the EU’s institutions as well as
the member states to ‘meet the expectations and hopes raised by the [EU’s] close
involvement in the peaceful Orange Revolution’.”® It urged the European Com-
mission, the European Council and the member states to consider ‘other forms
of association with Ukraine’.”” In this way, the European Parliament intended to
give Ukraine the prospect of EU membership. ' Due to the fact that the Parlia-
ment has no authority to decide on the membership of a state in the EU, its call
for ‘other forms of association’ with Kiev was merely an attempt to develop
alternative integrative approaches.

Ten days later, in an obvious response to the European Parliament’s resolu-
tion, Yushchenko reiterated that Ukraine’s integration with the EU was the cen-
trepiece of his presidency. He expressed his hopes of seeing Ukraine as a future
member state of the EU. In a speech he gave at the European Parliament on 23
February 2005, Yushchenko acknowledged that Ukraine still ‘had much to do to
become a full member of the European family’.'”" He declared that Ukraine had
to ‘move beyond words and take action to develop democracy, the rule of law
[and] freedom of the media’ as well as to undertake measures to deal with cor-
ruption.'” He stressed that Ukraine and the EU ‘were all now united by values,
history and aspirations.... European integration [was] the only path open for
Ukraine’.'” No less attracted to the prospect of Ukraine’s membership of the EU
was Ukrainian Foreign Minister Tarasyuk. In a speech given on 5 March he
declared that Ukraine was an ‘inseparable part of Europe’.'” He complained that
it would be both “unfair’ and “‘unwise’ for the EU to refuse to accept Ukraine as
a member state.'"”

Seven months later Tarasyuk and Yushchenko’s great expectations were dis-
appointed by Verheugen, the EU Commissioner for Enlargement. He declared
that even though the EU was reluctant not to offer to the Ukrainian government
the prospect of membership, it hesitated to make commitments concerning a new
cooperation agreement with Ukraine.'” In an interview given on 3 September
2005 Verheugen explained that there would not be a fixed date for Ukraine’s
accession to the EU.!” The EU Commissioner for External Relations, Patten,
explained the EU’s hesitation in making commitments to Ukraine’s prospect of
becoming an EU member state. He stated that the ‘most worrying aspect of the
‘No’ vote in the French and Dutch referendums on the Draft Treaty establishing
a Constitution for Europe was the evidence of opposition to the recent enlarge-
ment and of even greater antipathy to any future enlargement’.'”® The seemingly
ajar door to Ukraine’s EU membership remained a stumbling block in Ukraine’s



96 Enlarged EU and the Orange Revolution

trilateral relations with the EU and Russia for a decade after the Orange Revolu-
tion. In May 2015, the EU stated that it would not consider further enlargement
until 2020.'” As demonstrated in the next section, the foundation for the trou-
bled relations between Ukraine, the EU and Russia were laid after the Orange
Revolution. The wider repercussions of the EU-Russian confrontation over
Ukraine for both Kiev’s relations with Moscow and the EU-Russian strategic
partnership are discussed at length in Chapter 7.

Kremlin hostility towards the EU interference in the former
Soviet space

Soon after the political crisis in Ukraine, a revolution in Kyrgyzstan was per-
ceived by the Kremlin as a sign of the spread of revolution in the former Soviet
space. The factors which triggered the revolution in Kyrgyzstan were compar-
able to those which brought about the Orange Revolution. As in Ukraine, the
revolution was caused by allegations of election fraud. In addition, clan politics
and accusations of nepotism against the president, Askar Akayev, were also
factors.''” The Kremlin was outraged by the EU’s condemnation of the presiden-
tial election results in Kyrgyzstan and its ‘crude’ interference in the internal
affairs of other countries.

The EU’s reaction to the political crisis in Kyrgyzstan, which was prompted
by the results of the election on 27 February 2005, increased tensions between
Brussels and Moscow. On behalf of the EU, Javier Solana denounced the cir-
cumstances under which the election had taken place. He stated that they ‘did
[neither] conform to the OSCE’s requirements [nor] to other international stand-
ards’.'"" According to Solana, ‘outbreaks of violence had caused particular
concern’ and thus he emphasised that the crisis would need to be resolved by
non-violent means.''? A day later, Solana’s criticism of the conduct of the elec-
tion provoked an angry reaction from the Russian foreign minister, Lavrov. In a
telephone conversation with Solana, Lavrov criticised his statement on
Kyrgyzstan for ‘contain[ing] incorrect assessments of the situation in [the
country] and their underlying causes and [for being] “counter-productive”’.!"* In
an article published in the journal Russia in Global Affairs Lavrov accused the
EU of hypocrisy and of debasing the values it pretended to uphold to advance its
geostrategic interests. He criticised the EU for having caused

no less damage to the universality of democratic principles ... by attempts,
under the banner of ‘defending democracy’ to interfere crudely in the
internal affairs of other countries and exert political pressure on them.
The[se attempts] merely discredit democratic values, turning them into
small change for the attainment of selfish geostrategic interests.'"

Lavrov’s reference to ‘attempts under the banner of defending democracy’ in
Kyrgyzstan was a criticism of the EU’s pretensions to promote its values in a
self-righteous way in some of the former Soviet satellite states, which the
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Kremlin perceived as belonging to its sole sphere of influence. Solana rejected
Lavrov’s condemnation. He declared that if the EU’s statement on Kyrgyzstan
and the ‘region as a whole [had been] perceived as destabilizing, then this [was]
probably the result of them being interpreted incorrectly’.'"

The Kremlin struck back at European initiatives to promote democracy. It
reinforced its strong opposition to any kind of foreign interference, such as the
monitoring of elections during the Kyrgyz presidential election, by withhold-
ing its financial contribution to OSCE in March 2005. Aleksei Borodavkin,
Russia’s ambassador to OSCE, argued that it “was not a financial problem [but
one] of principle. [If] the parties expected us to pay a large amount into the
OSCE’s budget, then Russia’s interests and concerns should also be taken into
consideration’.''® He criticised OSCE for applying double standards to human
rights. In particular, he expressed his criticism by asking why ‘the OSCE [did]
not apply more pressure on Latvia to give full citizenship rights to the large
Russian [speaking] minority’.'"” He added that Russians in Latvia had ‘non-
citizen status’.''®

The EU rallied in support of OSCE. A confidential EU document presented to
EU ambassadors urged its member states to support OSCE by contributing
Russia’s share to OSCE’s budget.'"” According to the document, ‘at the heart of
the present crisis between the OSCE and Russia lies a more fundamental values
gap. Russia’s main problem with the OSCE concerns those things we most value
in it — its monitoring of democracy and human rights’.'*® This gap, namely the
discrepancy with mutually accepted values of both the EU and OSCE such as
human rights, democracy and the rule of law, was rejected by the Kremlin. The
EU’s intention to develop and maintain shared values in its relations with Russia
was rejected by the Kremlin, as demonstrated in Chapter 3 and discussed in
Chapter 5. The Kremlin’s emphasis on sovereignty and autonomy in its domestic
and foreign policies was in utter contradiction to the influence of the EU’s values
in relations with Russia.

Russian policymakers began to see a pattern concerning the spread of revolu-
tions in the post-Soviet space after the orange shock in Ukraine. In the March
issue of the leading foreign policy journal International Affairs, the most influ-
ential policy adviser in the Duma and member of United Russia, Konstantin
Kosachev, put forward three points about Russia’s response to the ‘coloured
revolutions in the CIS’ and about the EU’s increasing influence in the region.
First, after having acknowledged that he did not know how to react to the col-
oured revolutions in the former Soviet space, he declared that he was nervous
about Russia’s policy towards the CIS. He acknowledged that there was a ‘lack
of coordination among the various levels and branches of power, and a general
lack of consistency’.'?' Second, Kosachev warned heads of state in the CIS of
negative repercussions stemming from enhanced integration with the EU. In this
way he sought to prevent the CIS countries from turning their foreign policy
westwards. He criticised the EU for making false promises regarding some
former Soviet satellite states’ prospective EU membership. He rhetorically asked
what needed to be done with those who were
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lured by the prospects of European integration and were enticed away, like
a bride, from the parental home by a promise of marriage only to find that
[it was] being put off on various pretexts and that the bride was first required

to ‘prove her right to marry’.'*

According to Kosacheyv, if this situation occurred for a CIS state, it was a ‘breach
of promise on [the EU’s side] ... a dastardly act with regard to the peoples of the
seduced countries’.'*

Kosachev criticised the assertiveness of some of the new EU member states
in determining European foreign policy in the post-Soviet space. In this context,
he referred to the EU’s ‘Balticisation process [which had] turned the EU into an
aggressive organisation’.'” This was an obvious reference to the Lithuanian
President Valdas Adamkus and his Polish counterpart Kwasniewski, who had
spearheaded the EU’s intervention in the resolution of the Orange Revolution.
Kosachev’s use of the phrase ‘aggressive organisation” was a harsh confirmation
of the deterioration of EU-Russia relations since the Kosovo War in 1999. At
the time of the Kosovo crisis, this perception of the EU by Russian policymakers
would have been unthinkable. NATO, which had been bombing Yugoslavia,
Russia’s political ally, was at that time regarded in Russian policy-making
circles as the ‘aggressor’, whereas the EU was a benign actor and the ‘acceptable
face of the West’, with whom Russia had cooperated during the war to resolve
this international crisis, as demonstrated in Chapter 1.

The extent of the crisis in EU-Russia relations became evident when the
Russian Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov threatened to react if the US and Europe
persisted in meddling in the domestic politics of states belonging to the former
Soviet space. He denounced the West for not having ‘abandoned stereotypes of
the past, which [was] proven by the reaction of certain circles in Europe and the
USA to the political crisis in Ukraine’.'* He threatened to ‘react ... to exports of
revolution to the CIS’.'? He stated that even prior to the presidential election in
Ukraine there had been clear signals that the West would not recognise the ballot
results if, according to Western political leaders, the wrong candidate won the
elections.'”

One of the most influential formulations of the Russians’ increasing hostility
towards the EU was published by the Russian news agency Regnum. Modest
Kolerov, Regnum’s president and a close Kremlin consultant, launched the dis-
cussion with an inflammatory polemic published on 18 March entitled ‘The
Front against Russia: “Sanitary Cordon” and “External Management”’. This
article, which was later published in book form with an introduction by the
Kremlin’s ‘political technologist” Pavlovsky, criticised Europe’s plans to destroy
Russia as a state. He wrote that it

[was] not the perimeters of Russia’s borders or the squeezing of Russia out
of its border areas that [was] currently at issue; [but] Russia’s split along the
Volga axis, which in practice [implied] the demand to introduce ‘external
management’ by Brussels in Russia’s European zone.'*®
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The significance of ‘The Front against Russia’ became evident when Kolerov
was appointed as chief of the newly created Russian president’s Directorate for
Interregional and Cultural Ties with Foreign Countries and the CIS on 23 March
2005. Kolerov was a direct subordinate to Dmitry Medvedev, the head of the
presidential administration.'”’ His directorate had an important role to play in the
contest with the EU. Pavlovsky asserted that the directorate would ‘have to
tackle those tasks in the post-Soviet area with which the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs failed to cope: Russia should prove to its neighbours that it is a greater
bearer of European values, than the EU itself’."** This statement revealed that
some Russian policymakers were afraid of the EU’s attraction as an upholder of
values to certain states in the former Soviet space. This was the case when EU
norms were seen as appealing to members of the Ukrainian political elite as well
as citizens seeking to enhance integration with the EU, as demonstrated by the
EU flags waved by many protestors during the Orange Revolution.'!

Pavlovsky, the Kremlin’s political adviser and a collaborator with Putin, was
the most influential theorist of anti-EU rhetoric in Russia. In an article he pub-
lished in April 2005 on Russia’s policy within the CIS, he referred to the rising
tension in EU-Russia relations stemming from their ‘competition for space’ in
the former Soviet zone."”> He denounced Kwasniewski’s leading role in seeking
to resolve the political crisis in Ukraine by stressing that his ‘doctrine’ that
Ukraine was better off without Russia would be ‘rejected in Russia officially by
the majority of political forces’."** He condemned Kwasniewski’s ‘doctrine’ for
being ‘as anti-Russian as it [was] anti-European’. Furthermore, he warned of the
creation of a new dividing line within Europe, stating that Kwasniewski’s dogma
was based on the assumption that ‘Europe will build a wall, a new line of con-
frontation, and countries will be asked to take sides.... [S]Jome of the Baltic
states have tried to play this game’.”* A delegate of the International Affairs
Committee of the State Duma and member of United Russia acknowledged the
ability of the ‘new’ EU member states to influence EU foreign policy by declar-
ing that the ‘Balticisation of the EU” was ongoing.'** This was an obvious allu-
sion to Lithuanian President Adamkus’ leading role as an envoy in the EU’s
diplomatic mission to Ukraine, which destroyed the Kremlin’s ambitions for
integration with Kiev.

Russia’s accusations about the ‘Balticisation of the EU’ received additional
corroboration during the Victory Day celebrations on 9 May 2005 commemorat-
ing the sixtieth anniversary of the Allied victory over Germany in the Second
World War. This event was overshadowed by a severe clash between Russia and
the EU over the Soviet occupation of the Baltic States. Two of the new EU
member states, Lithuania and Estonia, rejected the Kremlin’s invitation to the
commemoration. They stressed that the end of the Second World War marked
the beginning of the Soviet occupation of their countries.'*® The day before the
celebration, Latvian President Vaira-Vike Freiberga, who was present at
the commemoration ceremony, stated that she planned to voice her criticisms of
the Soviet occupation of Latvia. She urged the Kremlin to admit that the Soviet
occupation of the Baltic States had been illegal.'”’
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The clash between Russia and the Baltic States turned into a confrontation
between the EU and Russia. The European Commissioner for Enterprise and
Industry Guenther Verheugen condemned Soviet rule in the Baltic States. He urged
the Kremlin to admit the illegality of the Soviet Union’s rule in these countries. He
added that it was important for the EU that ‘our relations are based on truth.... We
should not hide the fact that the three Baltic [countries] were occupied against their
will for a long time.”'*® Putin’s presidential aide Sergey Yastrzhembsky dismissed
Verheugen’s comment as ‘inappropriate and inopportune’.'** He declared that
‘deployment of Russian troops took place with the clearly expressed agreement of
the existing authorities in the Baltic states’.'" He accused the Baltic countries of
having nursed ‘historical phobia and prejudices’.™!

This clash on Victory Day overshadowed the EU-Russia summit on 10 May,
which achieved no significant results. Despite a joint statement boasting about the
progress concerning the establishment of the Four Common Spaces, tension in
other issue areas became evident after the summit.'*? The chairman of the Russian
State Duma International Affairs Committee, Kosachev, referred to the tension at
the summit. He criticised the meaninglessness of the summit by dismissing the sig-
nificance of the agreements which had been signed during the meeting. He belittled
them as ‘memoranda of intent rather than specific agreements’.'*?

He acknowledged that the EU expected more predictability and consistency
from Russia when it came to long-term goals, such as Russia’s accession to the
EU, for instance, which was a prospect he would welcome.'** Kosachev claimed
that Russia should be confident that its application for EU membership would be
accepted.'® It became evident that the reason for his longing for Russia’s acces-
sion to the EU was his fear that Russia might lose its influence in the CIS if
certain states in the former Soviet space joined the EU. He declared that ‘other-
wise former socialist countries or Soviet states where so-called botanical revolu-
tions [in reference to revolutions in the post-Soviet space] have taken place will
become EU members while Russia will be counting its lost chances’.'*
Kosachev’s reference to Russia’s ‘lost chances’ should not be overestimated. It
has to be noted that Russia’s prospect of EU membership was unlikely for many
reasons. First, during the Putin era, Russia’s foreign policy orientation was not
characterised by the quest for approximation to the EU’s standards. Both the
RMTS and the Foreign Policy Concept had expressed Russia’s preference for
autonomy in its foreign policy, instead of association with the EU."” However,
Kosachev’s statement was crucial because it referred to the repercussions of
competition between the EU and Russia over integration of the post-Soviet
space. He expressed his fear that Russia might lose its grip over the former
Soviet space when countries in which revolutions had taken place joined the EU.

A major report published by the European Parliament Committee of Foreign
Affairs a fortnight after the EU-Russia summit demonstrated the EU’s dissatis-
faction with the relationship. In the report members of the Committee expressed
their concern about the weakening of democracy, the human rights situation,
freedom of speech, the conflict in Chechnya, the concentration of power in the
Kremlin and Russia’s increasingly assertive behaviour in the former Soviet
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states. It emphasised that this was the EU and Russia’s ‘common neighbour-
hood’ and that it was in the EU’s — and should also be in Russia’s — interests to
see the former Soviet states develop into peaceful democratic regimes. The
report urged the EU institutions to formulate concrete objectives concerning
EU-Russia relations."® The report also claimed that the attempts by political
leaders of individual EU member states to forge special relations with Putin
would harm the EU’s ability to establish a common foreign policy towards
Russia.'” This was the second time that such a report had been published since
the release of the Beelder report in November 2003, which admitted the EU’s
lack of a unitary stance in its policy towards Russia.'*

The report’s concerns regarding the attempts of individual leaders to forge
special relationships was exemplified by divergent approaches from both the
European Commissioner for EU External Relations and the ENP, Dr Benita
Ferrero-Waldner, and Solana. Ferrero-Waldner praised the report as ‘highly rel-
evant’ to the issues that had been discussed at the EU-Russia summit.'*' Ferrero-
Waldner urged the EU to ‘intensify its efforts to define and maintain a common
EU line’ in its relations with Russia.'”? But on the same day as her speech,
Solana hailed achievements in EU-Russia relations underlining division in the
EU regarding its policy towards Russia. While Ferrero-Waldner denounced Rus-
sia’s drift into authoritarianism and the EU’s lack of a coherent stance in its
foreign policy towards Russia, an article by Solana in the Russian daily news-
paper Nezavisimaya Gazeta paid tribute to EU-Russia cooperation. He stated
that in areas where the partners cooperate they do so

well and make a difference ... there is no better way to build trust between
ourselves. This is not to say that it will be easy. The EU and Russia do not
agree on everything and negotiations are often tough as both [partners]
defended [their] respective interest.'>

Solana highlighted that EU-Russia relations had improved massively. He
declared that the relationship had ‘indeed undergone a sea change, where old
suspicions have been replaced by cooperation and trust’.'** He added that the EU
was concerned about human rights issues in Russia and about Chechnya, but
declared diplomatically that a ‘very frank and open discussion’ was taking place,
stressing that the EU and Russia had to find solutions ‘on the basis of the shared
values that underpin[ned] [their] strategic partnership’.'>

The phrase ‘open and frank dialogue’ had become central in the political rhet-
oric of statements made by prominent European officials and policymakers about
the relationship. According to Lars Grenbjerg, after 2004 it ‘has been necessary
for a Prime Minister from a certain country’ or prominent European official to
say the following after a meeting with Putin:

‘I had a frank and open dialogue with Putin. I raised a number of human
rights issues ...". This was due to the fact that by then it had become evident
that Putin did not move Russia in a democratic direction and it was no
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longer possible to keep the hope alive of a democratic and market oriented
reformer. Therefore, the tone had changed in the European publics and the
Prime Ministers [and/or EU officials] had to adjust.'*

The legitimacy of Grenbjerg’s statement became evident when the British
Prime Minister, Tony Blair, who chaired the UK European Council Presidency,
determined to maintain a cordial dialogue with Putin despite the increasing criti-
cism from prominent members in both the European Parliament and the European
Commission on Russia’s policies. The joint press release from the EU-Russia
summit on 4 October demonstrated that the representatives of the EU and Russia
had discussed the implementation of the road maps aimed at establishing the Four
Common Spaces, Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organisation, energy
policy, climate change and the future of EU-Russia relations after the expiry of the
PCA.""" The clearest confirmation of Blair’s attempt to smooth relations with Putin
was his praise of the EU’s economic relations with Russia while sidelining the
political aspects of the relationship.'*® At the summit press conference he emphas-
ised the importance of economic issues in EU—Russia relations by saying that he
and Putin would like to cooperate to take the relationship to a ‘new ... more intense
and strengthened level.... This is a relationship in economic terms that can only
grow, ... prosper and strengthen.”'

Despite a BBC journalist’s attempt to grill Blair on the EU justification for its
cordial relations with Russia, Blair could not restrain himself from praising EU-
Russia relations. He emphasised that Russia was the EU’s strategic partner and
had been its long-term supplier of energy. In order to support Blair’s answer,
Putin added that certain European countries obtained 90 per cent of their gas
reserves from Russia and emphasised that none of these countries had been
unhappy with their supply.'® The journalist asked Blair how the EU could justify
its continuing dialogue with Russia without being afraid of becoming too
dependent on Russian energy resources to the extent that it was ‘forced to recon-
cile itself to violations of democratic principles, human rights and freedom of
speech in Russia’.'®! Blair simply dismissed the journalist’s concern.

Conclusion

The EU intervention in the resolution of the Orange Revolution resulted in a
crisis in EU-Russia relations. It was caused by both the EU’s refusal to accept
the results of the fraudulent election and its launch of a diplomatic mission to
Kiev which led to repeated presidential elections resulting in victory for the
pro-EU candidate.

The EU advanced its foreign policy in Ukraine through diplomacy in defiance
of and to the detriment of the interests of the Russian political elite. Its diplo-
matic mission was planned strategically. Kwasniewski’s role as mediator had
been supported by the chairman of the Dutch European Council Presidency,
Prime Minister Balkenende, because of his personal relations with the Ukrainian
elite and his role as chairman of the Presidency of the Council of Europe.
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In resolving the political crisis in Ukraine, the EU was able to act coherently.
This coherence is significant because previously the EU’s foreign policy towards
Russia when seeking to react to a conflict in a third-party state had been marked
by internal division. This was the case during the second Chechen War when the
EU did not manage to maintain a coherent and firm stance towards Russian
human rights abuses in Chechnya. On the contrary, as demonstrated in Chapter
2, the EU’s internal wavering stance regarding the conflict and the strategic
importance of relations with Russia resulted in a gradual muting of EU condem-
nation of the situation in Chechnya.

The EU intervention in the political crisis resulted in the formation of a pro-
Western government which jeopardised the Kremlin’s foreign policy with
Ukraine. From an economic point of view, Yushchenko’s professed aspiration
for Ukraine membership of the EU had worked to the detriment of Russia’s plan
to convince the Ukrainian leadership to become a member of the SES. From a
political point of view, Russian policy makers regarded the Ukrainian revolution
as a geopolitical catastrophe because it had shaken Russia’s international order
by having caused the diminution of Russia’s influence in the post- Soviet space.

The Kremlin was outraged by the fact that the EU had intervened in a matter
of Ukrainian domestic politics. At the same time, it was shocked by the fact that
Poland and Lithuania, two ‘new’ EU member states, were spearheading the EU
intervention in Ukraine. The most influential policy adviser in the Duma,
Kosachev, condemned the role of new EU member states in determining EU
foreign policy. According to Kosachev, the ‘Balticisation process had turned the
EU into an aggressive organisation’.'® This was the clearest confirmation of the
resulting crisis in EU-Russia relations after the Orange Revolution. This repres-
ented a reversal of the Kremlin’s earlier perceptions of the EU reflected in the
cordial atmosphere in EU-Russia relations five years prior to the Orange Revolu-
tion. During the Kosovo War — the most severe crisis in Russia’s relations with
the US and NATO since the end of the Cold War — Russian leaders perceived
the EU as benign because of its limited capacity in external relations. At the time
of the resolution of the revolution in Ukraine, the EU was at its most assertive
because two of its new member states were steering EU foreign policy towards
the former Soviet space. Afraid of losing its grip, the Kremlin began to perceive
the EU as a hostile power, seeking to draw Ukraine into the EU’s sphere of
influence.

In retrospect, the crisis between the EU and Russia over Ukraine was just a
pretext for a deeper, more complex confrontation, which contributed to
Ukraine’s drift into instability after November 2013. It is torn between Brussels
and Moscow in terms of its future political orientation. The EU’s lukewarm
reception of Ukrainian aspirations for EU accession and the absence of a clear
agenda to fulfil this objective was a major ingredient for the emerging Ukraine
crisis nine years after the Orange Revolution. The current, ongoing crisis in
Ukraine and its effects on EU-Russia relations are discussed in Chapter 7 which
seeks to answer the question ‘What lessons did the EU and Russia learn from
their confrontation over the Orange Revolution?”’
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The next chapter demonstrates that Ukraine’s role as a transit country for
Russian gas to Europe was crucial but resulted in increasing EU concerns
regarding long-term security of the energy supply when Gazprom interrupted its
delivery. In addition to increasing concerns about securing the EU’s energy
resources, EU-Russian confrontation over human rights, bilateral disputes
between EU member states and Russia, as well as a deadlock concerning the
renewal of the PCA, were continuing sources of confrontation in the ‘strategic
partnership’.
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5 Towards confrontation:
2006-2008

From January 2006 until the eve of the Russian presidential election in March
2008, EU-Russia relations were marked by a series of disagreements. These
quarrels ranged from the deadlock over the renewal of the EU-Russian PCA, to
clashes over human rights and energy policy. When Gazprom’s interruption of
the supply of gas to Ukraine undermined delivery to several EU member states,
EU leaders became increasingly concerned about Russia’s reliability as a sup-
plier of energy resources. Tensions over energy policy further intensified when
the Kremlin rejected the EU’s request to liberalise the Russian energy market
and instead tightened state control over this sector. The resulting EU-Russian
clash over energy policy was followed by a struggle over the adoption of a new
PCA. These tensions in the relationship coincided with the increasing divergence
between the values the EU sought to uphold in its relations with Moscow and
Russia’s political reality.

This chapter seeks to examine the reasons for these emerging sources of
confrontation in EU-Russia relations.' It argues that the root causes for these
tensions were the following three factors. First, the EU’s internal fragmenta-
tion — in particular, frictions between ‘old” and ‘new’ member states, the Euro-
pean Council Presidency, the European Parliament and the European
Commission concerning EU-Russia relations — made it impossible for the EU
to adopt a coherent policy towards Moscow. EU policy oscillated between
extremes of accommodation and confrontation. The direction of this wavering
was influenced by the EU’s rotating European Council Presidencies. In 2006,
the Finnish Council Presidency adopted an accommodating line towards
Russia and prioritised the discussion of energy policy. In contrast, Germany’s
chairmanship of the European Council from January until June 2007 main-
tained a confrontational stance and made human rights a centrepiece of the
Presidency.

Second, long-standing bilateral tensions between Russia and three of the EU’s
‘new’ member states led to conflicts in EU-Russia relations. Clashes between
Russia, and Poland, Lithuania and Estonia ranged from trade-disputes to the
legacy of the Soviet occupation of the Baltic States. When these countries faced
confrontations with Russia, the EU rallied to their support. As a consequence,
Russian diplomats and political leaders attacked the EU.
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Third, confrontation between the EU and Russia between 2006 and 2008 was
influenced by the increasing divergence between the values the EU attempted to
promote in relations with Moscow and Russia’s increasing authoritarianism. The
latter was signalled by increasing manipulation of the political system by the
Kremlin, the tightening of controls over state television and violent dispersals of
demonstrations by opponents of the Putin regime in 2006 to 2007. Even though
European politicians sought to promote EU values in its partnership with Russia,
their aspirations were limited by Russia’s principle of sovereignty in its foreign
policy during Putin’s second term as president. Brussels’ lack of power in this
regard became evident. EU leaders used summits with Russia as an opportunity
to lecture the Russian political elite on human rights but without success, result-
ing in acrimonious clashes between European and Russian politicians at the
EU-Russia summits in May and October 2007.

The clash over energy policy

Discord between the EU and Russia over energy policy was an example of the
increasing confrontation in their relationship. It was caused by both the EU’s
attempt to urge Russia to liberalise its energy market and its growing fear about
Russia’s reliability as a supplier of energy after Gazprom interrupted its delivery
to Ukraine, a major transit country for gas from Russia to Europe. As a result of
this disruption, the gas supply to EU member states in Central and Eastern
Europe was significantly affected by a decrease in the pressure in the pipelines.
In 2006 EU member states such as Slovakia, Finland and the three Baltic States
had to import 100 per cent of their gas from Russia. In comparison, France only
imported 23 per cent of their gas requirements from Russia whereas Germany
imported 40 per cent.? In January 2006, when Gazprom disrupted the supply to
Ukraine, EU member states were importing about 40 per cent of their total
requirements for natural gas, half of which came from Russia.’?

The divergence in dependency on external resources encouraged EU member
states to develop plans to safeguard the long-term security of their energy sup-
plies. A Green Paper on a European strategy for sustainable, competitive and
secure energy summarised the EU’s concerns.* Stating that the EU had to ensure
the ‘diversity of energy type, country of origin and transit’, the paper proposed
options to tackle challenges in the European energy market such as competit-
iveness, solidarity among member states concerning energy policy, sustainable
development, innovation and technology, as well as the establishment of a
common external energy policy.’

The EU regarded Russia’s liberalisation of its energy market as a means to
safeguard the EU’s energy supply. It sought to achieve this liberalisation by
urging Russia to ratify the European Energy Charter Treaty (ECT), a framework
for cooperation in energy trade, investment, efficiency and dispute settlement. It
had been signed on 17 December 1994 and aimed at ‘strengthening the rule of
law’ on energy related issues by ensuring mutual access to transport infrastruc-
ture and the protection of investment.® Its signatories had to obey the principles
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of encouraging free movement of investment in the energy sector, state sover-
eignty over natural energy resources and market access.’

Deliberations over Russia’s ratification of the ECT became a symbol of
EU-Russian divergence over energy policy. While the EU was seeking to
make Russia liberalise its market, Russia increased state control over the
energy sector. This was exemplified by the appointment of state officials, who
had close relationships with Putin, as members of the board of Gazprom. The
Russian Vice Premier Dmitry Medvedev, who was elected as president in
March 2008, worked for the board of Gazprom from 2000 until 2006.* No less
significant as evidence of Russia’s increasing state control in the energy sector
was the Kremlin’s intervention in preparations by Mikhail Khodorkovsky, the
founder of Russia’s second largest oil company, Yukos, to build an inde-
pendent export pipeline. As this plan threatened the Kremlin’s monopoly on
oil exports, agents of Federalnaya Sluzba Bezopasnosti (FSB), the federal
security service, arrested Khodorkovsky in October 2003 on grounds of fraud
and tax evasion.” Six years later, he was sentenced to nine years in prison, but
was released in December 2013."°

The Russian government’s reluctance to de-monopolise its gas sector enabled
the Kremlin to use energy policy as a geopolitical weapon. The so-called ‘col-
oured revolutions’ in the former Soviet space were a factor which contributed to
Russia’s politicisation of energy policy. In March 2005, ten months before
Gazprom interrupted its supply to Ukraine for the first time, there were the first
indications that Russia was considering the manipulation of energy policy.
Konstantin Kosachev, chairman of the International Affairs Committee of the
State Duma, stated that the ‘velvet changes of orientation’, had created an ‘unu-
sually unanimous feeling within the Russian political class’ about the need to
respond to the revolutions in the former Soviet space. According to Kosachev,
the politicians’ options included ‘tighten[ing] the gas noose’ in countries in the
former Soviet space where the coloured revolutions had originated."

In January 2006, Kosachev’s options were acted upon. Gazprom ‘tightened
the gas noose’ on Ukraine, which resulted in a crisis for the EU. As a con-
sequence of the interruption of supply by Gazprom, nine of the 25 EU member
states were hit by shortages.'? In four of the nine affected states, the supply of
gas dropped by 30 per cent."* The French provider Gaz de France stated that sup-
plies from Gazprom had decreased to 30 per cent.'* In Poland, the supply
decreased to almost 39 per cent.'"” Due to the absence of a common EU energy
policy, gas reserves in EU member states affected by the shortages varied.
Germany and France had relatively ‘comfortable crisis cushions’ of 75 and 45
days respectively, but Poland, in contrast, could only maintain the supply for
about a fortnight.'® The fact that supplies to countries in Eastern Europe were
stopped during a very cold winter demonstrated the severe impact that the inter-
ruption of supply from Gazprom could have on the EU. Andris Piebalgs, EU
Commissioner for Energy and Transport, stressed that the ‘situation has shown
how vulnerable the Union is to shortages of gas supply’.!” He declared that the
Ukrainian—Russian gas ‘dispute [kept] us worried because 20 per cent of our gas
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supplies [went] through this route’ and could thus undermine the EU’s security
of energy supply.'

The Russian—Ukrainian gas dispute prompted the European Commission to
establish plans to launch a common EU external energy policy. The European
Commission’s paper entitled ‘An External Policy to serve Europe’s energy inter-
ests’ warned that ‘increasing dependence on imports from unstable regions and
suppliers present a serious risk’.! In an indirect reference to the Russian—Ukrainian
gas crisis it stated that ‘some major producers and consumers have been using
energy policy as a political lever’.?® The paper criticised the EU’s lack of a
coherent and focused external EU energy policy, which meant that each EU
member state was able to pursue its national energy interests by negotiating
deals with third parties.”! The establishment of a common external energy deal
sought to prevent individual EU member states from concluding their own
energy deals with Russia and thus create more coherence in the EU’s external
energy market. It was hoped this would prevent Gazprom from operating a
divide and rule policy in price disputes with EU states in the future.

In a resolution, the European Parliament supported the Commission’s pro-
posal for a common external energy policy. It declared that ‘protectionist
support for national market leaders distorted the EU’s energy [sector]’.?* Given
the recent disputes over gas prices between Russia and its neighbours, which
‘ha[d] revealed the vulnerability of the supply and distribution of energy’, the
European Parliament urged the Commission and the Council to develop a
mechanism for ‘cases of conflict concerning the delivery and distribution of
energy supply’.

The push for a common EU energy policy provoked a war of words between
the European Commission and Gazprom. On 21 April after a meeting with EU
ambassadors, Gazprom’s CEO Alexei Miller warned that limiting Gazprom’s
access to European markets ‘will not lead to good results’.** He emphasised that
the Russian gas monopoly was ‘actively seeking’ new markets in North America
and China. Back then, Miller’s thinly veiled threat caused concern in the Euro-
pean Commission. According to a European Commission spokesman, Miller’s
statement gave ‘ground to our concerns on the growing foreign dependency of
European energy supply and ... our supply routes’.”> About a week after Miller
announced Gazprom’s intention to supply North America and China with gas
rather than the EU, the European Commission President Jos¢é Manuel Barroso
sought to broker an ambitious agreement allowing European companies access
to Russian gas fields and pipelines.”s However, Russia’s protectionism in energy
policy constrained Barroso’s ambitions. Since 2006, Miller’s statement about
exploring alternative markets such as China has become more concrete. In 2014
a Russian—Chinese gas deal was signed which opened up China as a market for
Russian gas while meeting China’s energy requirements.”’ As a result of the eco-
nomic downturn in China in 2015, it remains to be seen whether this gas deal
will be implemented.

The first EU-Russia summit in May 2006 following the Russian—Ukrainian
gas dispute was overshadowed by the crisis caused by Gazprom’s disruption of
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gas supplies. The EU High Representative for CFSP, Javier Solana, admitted
that Russia had to ‘ensure the reliability of supplies. We believe that it can be
best achieved through transparency, openness to competitiveness and equal
access to investment, markets and infrastructure.”®® Apart from concerns over
Russia’s reliability as a supplier, a further source of confrontation in EU-Russian
energy relations remained Russia’s reluctance to ratify the ECT. The Commis-
sioner for EU External Relations and the ENP, Dr Benita Ferrero-Waldner,
pleaded with Russia to ratify the ECT, explaining that Russia’s ratification
would ‘create a win-win energy relationship’.’

Putin refused to compromise on ratification of the ECT. At the press confer-
ence after the summit, he expressed his strong opposition to liberalisation of the
Russian energy market. He declared that

if our European partners [were] expecting us to let them into the holy of the
holies of our economy, the energy sector, and we let them in ... we, for our
part, [were] expecting reciprocal moves on the critical and most important
directions for our economies.*

Deadlock at the Lahti summit

Due to the clash over both the security of energy supply and the liberalisation of
the Russian energy market, the chairman of the Finnish European Council Presid-
ency, Matti Vanhanen, sought to work towards safeguarding the EU’s long-term
provision of energy resources. Vanhanen attempted to maintain cordial relations
with the Kremlin while continuing to encourage Russia to liberalise its gas market.
He invited President Putin as a special guest to a meeting of EU heads of state and
government in Lahti in Finland. The Finnish Presidency’s stance towards Russia
was controversial given that Vanhanen aimed to maintain cordial relations with
Putin despite apparent lawlessness in Russian domestic affairs.

A tragic confirmation of the breakdown of the rule of law was the assassina-
tion of the Russian journalist Anna Politkovskaya on 7 October 2006. Polit-
kovskaya, who worked for Novaya Gazeta, one of the last Russian newspapers
critical of the Putin regime, became well known for her detailed reports on
human rights violations in Chechnya and her account of Russia’s increasing
authoritarianism during Putin’s second term as president.’' A sign of authoritar-
ianism was the Kremlin’s violent dispersal in 2006 of demonstrations by those
who opposed the Putin regime.*

The fact that the Lahti summit took place on 20 October, about a fortnight
after Politkovskaya’s assassination, made this encounter with Putin highly con-
tentious. At the same time, this summit was unique in the regard that Putin
attended a meeting at which all heads of state of governments of EU member
states were present. Usually, at the biannual EU-Russia summits, only the head
of state in charge of the rotating European Council Presidency met with Putin,
Russian ministers and members of the European Commission as well as the High
Representative for the EU CFSP.
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This summit in Lahti revealed internal fragmentation of the EU in its stance
towards Russia. Unlike the Finnish European Council Presidency, the presidents
of the European Parliament and the European Commission did not refrain from
confronting Putin with questions concerning the curbing of democracy in Russia.
Heads of state from some of the ‘new’ EU member states voiced their criticisms
of Russia’s drift into authoritarianism. As during the second Chechen War,
internal division in the EU frustrated the establishment of a coherent policy
towards Russia.

Heads of states of Poland, Hungary, Lithuania and Estonia adopted a con-
frontational stance towards Russia. The Estonian Prime Minister Andrus Ansip
urged the EU to take a ‘strong’ position regarding human rights at the summit,
stressing the need to ‘find a good balance between values and economic inter-
ests”.* In an obvious reference to some common practices in EU-Russia rela-
tions, Ansip stated that it was ‘totally wrong to pay attention only to
interests’.** This confrontational line encouraged the Russian deputy foreign
minister and envoy to the EU, Vladimir Chizhov, to raise Russia’s perception
of human rights violations in Europe. In an attempt to blame the EU for not
respecting human rights, Chizhov warned that ‘President Putin will be dissatis-
fied if European leaders in Finland want to read him a lecture about human
rights, at a time when ethnic Russians in Estonia and Latvia have the status of
non-citizens’.*

Division was evident between the European Commission and the Parliament
on the one hand, and the European Council Presidency on the other. European
Commission President Barroso sought to use the summit in Lahti as an oppor-
tunity for a ‘frank discussion’ with Putin about Politkovskaya’s murder. He
added that the investigation of this crime was a ‘question of credibility for the
Russian government’.* In contrast to Barroso, deliberations on Politkovskaya’s
assassination were not a priority on the summit agenda for Council Presidency
chairman Vanhanen. He sought to use the summit as an opportunity to work
towards the establishment of a more coherent stance on energy policy. He
declared that Putin’s presence in Lahti would ‘result in a more united EU, creat-
ing a positive spirit of cooperation where many expressed a will to put an end to
the internal controversy about energy policy’.”” Vanhanen added that this summit
would put ‘positive pressure on European leaders to find a common position’.*®
Unlike Vanhanen, the European Parliament President Josep Borrell used the
summit to raise EU concerns about human rights in Russia. He declared that the
investigation of Politkovskaya’s murder was a ‘test for human rights and
freedom of expression in Russia’.*® Borrell acknowledged that Russia’s deterio-
rating human rights record created tensions for the EU between the fulfilment of
its strategic interests on the one hand, and its attempt to urge Russia to safeguard
democracy and human rights on the other hand. Seeking to maintain the EU’s
aura as an actor whose foreign policy reflects the maintenance of democracy and
human rights, he warned that ‘Europe would lose its credibility if it began to
trade human rights against energy’.* This statement reflected previous condem-
nation by human rights activists who accused the EU of maintaining a ‘business
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as usual’ approach with Russia, namely the prioritisation of energy policy over
respect for human rights, while Russia’s military operation in Chechnya was still
ongoing.*!

The tense tone of the meeting was exacerbated when Putin deflected Borrell’s
criticisms by accusing the EU of corruption. Challenged by Borrell, who asked
questions about corruption in Russia, Putin countered by reminding Borrell, who
is of Spanish origin, of recent cases of alleged corruption in Spain where mayors
had been imprisoned.” In an attempt to strike back, Putin reminded the Euro-
pean heads of state and government of cases of corruption in other European
countries by asking rhetorically whether the word ‘mafia’ was not Italian.”’
According to the scholar Thomas Ambrosio, Putin’s rhetoric reflected the use of
the tu quoque (‘you also’ in Latin) concept to defend Russia against criticism
from democratic states as it drifted into authoritarianism during the Putin presid-
ency. Ambrosio described the concept fu quoque as a

legal defence in which the accused does not defend him/herself on the basis
of fact or law, but rather points the finger at the actions of their accuser,
claiming that they ... have committed the same offence and therefore have
no right to accuse another.*

Another major source of confrontation at the Lahti summit was Vanhanen’s
attempt to encourage Putin to ratify the ECT, which was reciprocated by the
Kremlin’s intransigence. The Kremlin emphasised three public justifications for
its inflexibility. First, Putin was opposed to the commitments Russia had to make
when ratifying the ECT without knowing what Russia would obtain in return.*’
That was the reason why he requested either clarification of the principles of the
ECT or a re-draft of the document.*® Second, the Kremlin was reluctant to ratify
the ECT because of the Russian government’s intention to increase state control
in its energy market, a strategy which ran counter to the ECT provisions. Putin
stressed that

we intend to retain state control over the gas transport system and over
Gazprom. We will not split Gazprom up. And the European Commission
should not have any illusions. In the gas sector, they will have to deal with
the state.*’

Third, Russia’s opposition towards the ECT was exacerbated by its reluctance to
adjust the Russian price for gas to the world market price. The Russian deputy
foreign minister and permanent envoy to the EU, Vladimir Chizhov, stated that
the EU’s demand to bring Russian prices for gas into line with world prices
would need to be accomplished gradually in order not to harm the Russian
economy.*® No less critical towards the ECT than Chizhov was the Russian pres-
idential aide Sergey Yastrzhembsky, who criticised ‘certain provisions in the
documents [as] discriminatory for Russia, [stressing that Russia] would not work

towards its own detriment’.*’
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The Finnish European Council Presidency’s attempt to rescue EU-Russia
relations at the Lahti summit failed. Vanhanen’s assertion at the press confer-
ence that this summit had ‘provided [the EU] with an opportunity to demon-
strate to [Putin] that [it was] united” was a distorted reflection of reality.*
Even prior to the Lahti summit, frictions in EU relations with Russia became
evident. ‘New’ EU member states adopted a critical stance towards Moscow
and urged the EU to address human rights at its summits with Russia. There
was also disparity among EU institutions regarding the continuation of the
EU relations with Russia. While the presidents of both the Parliament and the
Commission expressed their criticism of human rights issues in Russia, Van-
hanen attempted to engage Russia in a constructive discussion on energy
policy. The EU’s internal divisions in its relations with Russia remained a
factor which undermined its capacity to determine a clear and assertive
foreign policy towards Russia. This was still an issue for EU-Russia relations
after the war in Georgia, which is the focus of Chapter 6. Internal friction in
the EU was equally significant in hampering the development of a principled
EU reaction to Russian aggression towards Ukraine from November 2013.
The effect of this on EU reactions to the Ukraine crisis is examined in
Chapter 7.

Deadlock over renewal of the PCA

The clash over energy policy and human rights, which characterised the Lahti
summit, also overshadowed the EU’s and Russia’s negotiations concerning the
update of the PCA. Such partnerships intend to provide a suitable framework for
political dialogue, to strengthen the countries’ democracies, develop their eco-
nomies, including fostering their transition to a market economy, and encourage
trade and investment.’! The EU-Russian PCA set out the guiding principles for
their relationship, such as trade liberalisation, the harmonisation of standards and
political dialogue in return for the continuation of reforms. It had entered into
force in 1997 and was valid until 1 December 2007 when it would be automati-
cally renewed unless one of the contracting parties was not content with the
agreement in its current form and sought to review it. Some EU figures used the
expiry of the PCA as an opportunity to make its renewal conditional upon
improvement of Russia’s human rights record and liberalisation of its energy
policy. This controversy within the EU was exacerbated by clashes between
‘new’ EU member states and Russia, further aggravating EU-Russia relations.
Referring to these clashes, the Russian deputy foreign minister and ambassador
to the EU, Chizhov, stated that ‘the EU has never been easy to deal with for
anyone. Things have gotten worse since the expansion, especially when it comes
to Russia. Some of the new member countries have brought ghosts of the past
into the EU.>**

The terms of the PCA became more contentious due to the normative diver-
gence between the EU and Russia. The PCA contained moral obligations in
terms of ‘common values’ as a basis for the partnership. According to article
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two, ‘respect for democratic principles and human rights ... underpins the
internal and external policies of the Parties and constitutes an essential element
of partnership and of this agreement’.** According to Hiski Haukkala, the PCA’s
aim was to increase ‘Russia’s basic compatibility with European practices
through the harmonisation of its norms and values along European models’.>*
Haukkala’s claim concerning the PCA’s normative dimension was validated
when certain EU officials urged against renewal because of increasing evidence
that Russia was not subscribing to the allegedly commonly accepted values set
out in the agreement. A proponent of this approach was Graham Watson, leader
of the European Parliament’s Alliance of Liberals and Democrats in Europe,
who made PCA renewal conditional upon Russia applying the rule of law.
Watson called on the EU not to sign a renewed PCA with Russia until ‘freedom,
transparency and the rule of law [were] established and the legal certainty for
investors, which follow[ed] from them’.>> He added that the discussion concern-
ing the PCA update was a ‘unique opportunity for the [EU] to have a serious
dialogue with Russia about human rights’.”® Despite Watson’s call to maintain a
firm line towards Russia, the EU was unable to maintain a firm position in nego-
tiating the basis for its future relations with Russia because of diverging views
within the EU over renewal of the PCA.

The requirement that all EU member states had to agree and sign the PCA
before the agreement could enter into force was an obstacle to updating it.>’
The unanimity requirement became an even more severe stumbling block for
the EU following its eastern enlargement. This expansion had resulted in
divergence in the representation of political interests between ‘new’ and ‘old’
member states and thus complicated the EU’s decision making. Poland’s
Europe Minister Witold Sobkow lamented that in contrast to the ‘new’ member
states, the ‘larger, “old” member states were able to defend their interests’.>®
He declared that it was ‘difficult to be understood in the EU. There [was] still
this kind of division — EU 15 and EU 10°.% In an obvious reference to Poland’s
veto of the launch of negotiations on the PCA, he stated that ‘if the countries
in the EU 15 defend their national interests it is OK, but if we do, we are just
“blocking”’.®® The tensions within the EU concerning its ability to establish a
coherent foreign policy since its expansion provoked a fierce debate. This was
affirmed by Lithuania’s Deputy Foreign Minister Zygimantas Pavilionis who
stated that it ‘was a litmus case to see if the EU was effective in defending
each member’s interest’."'

The Finnish European Council Presidency made strenuous efforts to prevent
the Polish government from vetoing the launch of talks on the PCA due to a
Polish—Russian dispute over meat exports to Russia. Four days before the
EU-Russia summit where negotiations on the PCA were due to resume, Van-
hanen, the chairman of the Presidency, stressed in his meeting with the Polish
Premier Jaroslaw Kaczynski that several EU member states hoped that Poland
would soften its stance ‘in the name of solidarity’ because they considered it
‘very important for the negotiations with Russia [on the PCA] to start’.> In an
attempt to solve the dispute as quickly as possible, he assured the Polish
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government of the EU’s support on the matter of meat exports. Food inspectors
from the European Commission were investigating the conditions in meat
processing plants in Poland after Russia had accused Warsaw of having used
false sanitary documents to import poor quality meat to Russia. As a result,
Russia had imposed an import ban on Polish meat.* After the European Com-
mission expressed its support, Andrey Krawcyz, the under-secretary of state and
foreign policy adviser to Polish President Lech Kaczynski, announced that the
EU-Russia summit would take place after all. He added that ‘we hope it is a
victory for us’.%

The summit was overshadowed by the Polish—Russian trade dispute. The Polish
government reiterated that it would veto the negotiations on the PCA due to its
dispute with Russia, which had been a source of conflict since 2005. EU and
Russian leaders focused solely on the impact of the Polish veto on EU-Russian
relations and failed to address the human rights issue posed by the death by pois-
oning of Alexander Litvinenko, a former KGB agent, the day before the summit.
Litvinenko had become an anti-Putin dissident and had begun investigating the
death of Politkovskaya. On his deathbed, Litvinenko stated that Putin was respons-
ible for his poisoning.®® Vanhanen, who chaired the Finnish European Council
Presidency, was unsure whether or not to raise the Litvinenko case at the
EU-Russia summit and stated that ‘we do [not] actually know very much about
it’.5” A similar statement was given by the EU official who was asked on behalf of
the Danish European Council Presidency to draft a statement regarding the hostage
crisis in Beslan in 2004. The official acknowledged the difficulty of this task, given
that the Presidency was not fully aware of the developments and circumstances of
the Beslan tragedy.® Both Vanhanen’s reference to the Litvinenko case and the
statement on the Beslan tragedy from the Danish European Council Presidency
demonstrate the impact of EU-Russian relations in that the EU’s official response
in such cases can be hampered by a lack of or delay in the receipt of sufficient
information from the Russian authorities. Language barriers could be responsible
for the lack of information but is also likely that Russia’s interest in maintaining its
autonomy in domestic politics is also a factor.

At the summit press conference, the European Commission and the European
Council Presidency were divided over the Polish—Russian dispute. Following
Putin’s criticism of the fact that the Polish government was linking this ‘entirely
technical issue, [the Polish—Russian quarrel over meat imports] with the overall
status of Russian—EU relations’, Vanhanen also dismissed the Polish-Russian
dispute as an ‘absolutely technical, not political’ one.® Barroso, on the other
hand, opposed Vanhanen’s stance. He denounced Russia’s ban on Polish meat
imports as ‘disproportionate’.” At the summit, he had urged Putin to lift the ban
because the European Commission’s investigations of Polish meat producing
factories had provided evidence that Russia’s concerns about the lack of quality
of the meat were unfounded.”

Putin regarded the EU’s internal divisions as the root cause of the problems
over the PCA’s renewal. He declared that the EU ‘had not yet developed its
position’ on the PCA and added that
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Russia was prepared to launch these talks. Delay [would] not affect in a
negative way the entire set of relations between the EU and Russia. We
extend the document on an annual basis, so there will be no legal gap in our
relations. We will be patient, wait for an agreed position by the EU and
finally we will hope we can all contribute to achieving this.”

Asserting that the Commission played a significant role in EU foreign policy,
Putin stressed that ‘when there [is] a common position in the EU, then [the EU and
Russia] ... talk in a single voice’.” He stated, ‘certainly where the European Com-
mission has not yet received a mandate of course it is more difficult for us — we
have to resolve the issue with each ... EU member’.”* Putin’s statement implied
that he perceived the European Commission to be significant in steering the direc-
tion of EU foreign policy towards Russia. The EU’s lack of a common stance was
further exacerbated by the Russian political elite’s conduct of negotiations with
individual EU member states in some issue areas such as energy policy.

When journalists at the press conference were much more confrontational
than EU leaders and grilled Putin on Litvinenko’s poisoning and Politkovskaya’s
assassination, Putin applied the fu quoque rhetoric again and accused Europe of
hypocrisy. He stated that ‘we should not forget that such crimes do not only
happen in Russia. In other European countries there are well-known political
murders that have not yet been resolved. This is our common problem.”” Given
that the summit took place about a month after Politkovskaya’s assassination,
Putin’s allusion to political murders in other European countries was controver-
sial. In a deliberate attempt to shift the focus to problems which, according to
Putin, pose threats to Europe’s internal security, he continued:

let’s look at what is happening with the mafia in several EU countries
which, not in an isolated incident but systematically, destroys representa-
tives of law-enforcement agencies, judges, prosecutors, investigators, jour-
nalists and political figures. It takes decades to catch these mafiosi in
European countries.”

The German European Council Presidency

Unlike the Finnish European Council Presidency, its German successor made
human rights a centrepiece of its agenda. On 17 January 2007, in a speech given
by the German chancellor Angela Merkel at the beginning of the Presidency, she
stressed that Berlin could not ignore issues like the ‘freedom of the press [and]
civil liberties’ in EU-Russia relations.”” The fact that Merkel’s stance towards
Russia was more critical exacerbated EU—Russian confrontation during the
German Presidency.

Merkel’s attitude towards Russia was exemplified by the fact that she made
PCA renewal conditional upon the inclusion of an article which would bind
Russia to warn the EU about potential interruptions in energy supply.”® When
she proposed this idea to Putin, he was unwilling to agree to this commitment.”
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Putin launched a counter attack.®® He accused the EU of promoting policies
which would create dividing lines and thus failed to respect Russian interests.
He stated that ‘bloc mentalities [should not] prevail in European politics, nor
should ... new dividing lines appear on our continent or unilateral projects to be
implemented to the detriment of the interests and security of our neighbours’.%!

Putin asserted that the update and renewal of the PCA was undermined by
internal problems in the EU in adopting a unified position on renewal. He stated
that ‘we understand all the difficulties of our partners in developing one posi-
tion’.*? Putin’s warning that ‘any pause in the dialogue is always going to be
counterproductive’ was a reversal of his stance on the PCA negotiations follow-
ing the Lahti summit, when at the press conference, he denied that a delay in the
talks would have negative repercussions for Russia’s relations with the EU.¥
Opposed to both associate membership and accession to the EU, for Putin the
PCA seemed to be the only way to develop EU-Russia relations. He emphasised
that in the ‘foreseeable future, Russia had no intention of either joining the EU
or establishing any form of institutional association with it”.** Putin’s repeated
disavowment of integration with the EU had been emphasised in the RMTS
which stated that ‘Russia should retain its freedom to determine and implement
its domestic and foreign policies, its status and advantages of a Euro-Asian state,

. independence of its position and activities at international organizations’.®
The fact that Putin reiterated this line at this point in the PCA negotiations indi-
cated his intention to safeguard Russia’s autonomy in its external relations.

The Russian government’s intention to maintain its autonomy became a
source of conflict in its relations with the EU. Referring to Putin’s statement that
Russia neither intended to become closely integrated with the EU nor to join it,
Peter Mandelson, European Commissioner for Trade, argued that this ‘picture
which [the EU] would call Russian isolationism [could] only lead Russia in the
wrong direction’.®® Russia’s shift in the ‘wrong direction” was exacerbated by
the considerable discrepancy between the EU’s and Russia’s understanding of
values. According to Mandelson, ‘some in Russia’ were not convinced that the
rule of law was decisive for Russia’s long-term political and economic develop-
ment. He stated that it was the EU’s obligation to explain to Russian politicians
their ‘commitment to a relationship based on mutual interdependence, guaran-
teed for both sides by predictable rules’.?’

Mandelson pleaded for the development of a unitary policy towards Russia.
He emphasised that the EU needed ‘a clear, single Russia policy based on our
common interest, not multiple Russia policies based on mistrusts of the past’.*®
Mandelson condemned the EU’s lack of a common policy towards Russia as
‘frankly alarming’ because

no other country reveals our differences as does Russia. This was a failure
of Europe as a whole, not any Member State in particular. But it does our
interests no good. And by feeding misunderstanding about the nature and
condition of the EU, our divisions lead to disappointment and disillusion in
Russia, which does not serve Russia’s interests either.®
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Such an assessment of the state of EU-Russia relations would have been
unthinkable in 1999 when Russia and the EU were united in their mutual interest
to work together to resolve the Kosovo War. The EU’s internal fragmentation,
Russia’s drift into increasing authoritarianism and the partners’ divergence about
the significance of values in their relationship contributed to a crisis. According
to Mandelson, the relationship incorporated a ‘level of misunderstanding or even
mistrust we have not seen since the end of the Cold War’.”® Mandelson’s percep-
tion of EU-Russia relations was in strong contrast to the relationship in 1999
when mistrust informed Russia’s relations with the US and NATO, which were
facing the most severe crisis since the end of the Cold War, while EU-Russia
relations were blooming.’!

The repercussions of the lack of a unified EU foreign policy with Moscow
increased tensions between Russia, the EU and some of its ‘new’ member states.
An Estonian-Russian stand-off was caused by the relocation of the Monument to
the Liberators of Tallinn. For Estonians, the monument symbolised Soviet
repression, whereas for Estonian Russians it represented the heroism of the
struggle against Hitler.”” To prevent further escalation, the Estonian Prime
Minister Anders Ansip moved the monument, a bronze statue of a soldier. This
resulted in violent protests between Estonian nationalists and pro-Soviet demon-
strators.”® The crisis between Estonia and Russia became evident when Russian
diplomats did not participate in Ansip’s ceremony to mark the moving of the
statue on Victory Day.” The severity of the crisis was reflected in the Russian
Foreign Ministry’s warning of ‘most serious consequences for relations between
Estonia and Russia’.”> Meanwhile the Estonian embassy in Moscow was blocked
by the state-sponsored Russian youth movement Nashi [Ours] for a week.”® As a
sign of provocation they placed speakers in front of the embassy which played
military music from the Stalin era.”” When the situation deteriorated, Estonia’s
Foreign Minister Urmas Paet requested support from the EU. He issued a dra-
matic declaration which stated that ‘the EU was under attack, as Russia attacked
Estonia’.”® Urging the EU to be as ‘vigorous as possible’, he called on the EU to
postpone the negotiations on the PCA with Russia.”

The stand-off escalated when the EU rallied behind Estonia. Solana, the High
Representative of the EU CFSP, and the European Commission called on the
Russian authorities to ‘honour relations with Estonia’.'® Frank-Walter Stein-
meier, the German Minister for Foreign Affairs acting on behalf of the European
Council Presidency, mediated a compromise to end the crisis.'” The fact that the
German European Council Presidency played a significant role in resolving the
crisis in Russian—Estonian relations demonstrated that a crisis in one of the EU’s
‘new’ member states with Russia had become a matter of EU policy instead of
remaining an issue of domestic politics for this member state.

EU support of Estonia demonstrated that the accession of former Soviet satel-
lite states had transformed EU foreign policy towards Russia. This was the
second time in EU-Russia relations since 1999 that bilateral conflicts between
EU member states and Russia occurred. Concerns were raised in Russian policy-
making circles that EU support to member states in bilateral disputes with Russia
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might damage public opinion of Russia in the EU. Russian presidential aide
Sergey Yastrzhembsky raised his concerns about Tallinn’s attempt to ally with
the EU, stressing that the Kremlin was

trying to ensure that the EU hears us and understands the in-depth reasons for
our concern at the Estonian authorities’ actions, which fit in the trend to glorify
Nazism. Above all, they are gradually pushing European countries towards a
global revision of WWII results.... We do not want the so-called EU neo-
phytes, people who oftentimes have an exaggerated ego and deeply rooted his-
toric complexes, to instigate a U-turn in Europe’s public opinion.'®?

Yet another layer of tension

The quarrels over energy policy and the deadlock over PCA extension between
January 2006 and May 2007 coincided with clashes over human rights. The
EU-Russia summit in Samara on 18 May 2007 highlighted a range of confronta-
tions in the relationship.

A ‘Dissenters March’ staged by the opposition Other Russia coalition coin-
cided with and overshadowed the summit in Samara. The fact that Other Russia
had chosen to demonstrate in Samara testified to the enduring importance of the
EU’s normative objections to the Russian opposition. Having failed to ban the
march with the use of strong arms, the Russian authorities placed protestors
under house arrest, sent them to jail and detained journalists who were intending
to interview some participants in the protest.'” Chancellor Angela Merkel, who
held the German European Council Presidency, condemned the Russian authori-
ties” use of violence against the protestors.'™ Seeking to ensure this issue would
not undermine the EU-Russia summit, the mayor of Samara, Viktor Tarkhov,
gave the ‘dissenters’ permission to stage the protest on 18 May.'®

The Samara summit was dominated by bilateral disputes between new
member states and Russia. Frictions between Russia and Estonia, Poland and
Lithuania obstructed progress on the ambitious agenda of the summit, which
included collaboration on energy policy, cooperation in the common neighbour-
hood and PCA renewal.'” The EU and Russia’s failure to adopt a new PCA was
triggered by their inability to resolve the Polish-Russian dispute over meat
imports.'” The attempt to renew the agreement was further undermined when
Lithuania also vetoed PCA negotiations because Transneft, the Russian oil pipe-
line operator, decided to shut a pipeline delivering Russian oil to the Baltic
States.'*®

Before the summit, Barroso had expressed solidarity with these three new
member states. He explained the EU position on Russia’s clashes with Poland,
Lithuania and Estonia and stressed that ‘a difficulty for a member state [was] a
difficulty for all of us’ because the EU was ‘based on the principle of solid-
arity’.'” He declared that a ‘Polish problem is a European problem; a Lithuanian
problem is a European problem as well’.""” As a consequence of these continu-
ing bilateral disputes with Russia, a new PCA was not negotiated. However,
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since the PCA was about to expire on 1 December 2007 and Russia had not been
willing to lift the import ban on Polish meat (in fact it only declared the ban void
on 19 December 2007), the agreement was extended for a year.""

EU solidarity with its new member states provoked obvious frustration in the
Kremlin. Speaking on the day of the summit, Putin mockingly expressed satis-
faction that after a year during which the Polish government would not talk to
Russia, ‘it is good that now chancellor Merkel is speaking on behalf of
Poland’.""? According to Russia’s Deputy Foreign Minister and permanent repre-
sentative to the EU, Chizhov, EU solidarity was likely to result in further con-
flicts in its relations with Russia. Referring to the EU’s mediation efforts in the
Estonian-Russian clash over the bronze soldier in Tallinn, Chizhov stated that

we have seen that intra-EU solidarity is more important than elementary
objectivity. This [cannot] help but put one on guard. After all, if later, on
other issues, this kind of solidarity is going to dominate, then, knowing the
characteristics of the policy of some of the EU’s new member-nations,
Russia and the European Union may run into problems.'"

The following EU-Russia summit in Mafra on 26 October faced deadlock. Two
days prior to the summit, the Commissioner for EU External Relations and the
ENP, Dr Benita Ferrero-Waldner, echoed the German European Council Presiden-
cy’s outspokenly critical stance towards Russian human rights abuses. She declared
that ‘concerns about human rights issues, such as the limitations on press freedom,
attacks on journalists, pressure on NGOs and the situation in the North Caucasus’
should be raised at the summit.'"* She emphasised that it would be an important
opportunity to ‘assess the state of our relationship. While several issues [would]
not be solved ... we [would] lay the ground for future work at this moment of
transition in Moscow’, which was a reference to the parliamentary and presidential
elections taking place in Russia in March 2008. According to Ferrero-Waldner, the
elections would be an ‘important test [for the] implementation of democratic prin-
ciples and human rights commitments’.'"

In addition to concerns about human rights and democratisation, EU depend-
ence on Russia as its major supplier of energy remained a factor in the instability
of the relationship. The EU’s concerns intensified to the extent that it developed
plans to diversify its energy supply by bypassing Russia as a supplier. The
Nabucco pipeline, seeking to bring Caspian gas to Europe through Turkey and
the Balkans, was one of the EU’s new plans to diversify the source of its energy
and its access to it.'"® Even though the quantities of gas this pipeline would be
able to transport would not be significant, it demonstrated to the Kremlin that
Europe aimed to avoid overdependence. Russia’s ambassador to the EU,
Chizhov, rebutted EU concerns about Russia’s reliability as an energy supplier
for Europe, stating that ‘we do [not] mix energy and economic problems with
political ones’.""”

The plans for the establishment of the Nabucco pipeline were profoundly
flawed. The European Commission had difficulties concluding agreements with
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countries which would deliver the gas. This was a major issue affecting the feas-
ibility of the Nabucco pipeline.'"® According to the European Commissioner for
Energy Policy, Piebalgs, it was initially expected that the Nabucco pipeline
would carry gas from Azerbaijan, Iran, Iraq and Egypt, but later on the possib-
ility of obtaining gas from Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan was taken into con-
sideration.'"” Seeking to resolve the issue of suppliers for the Nabucco pipeline,
in April 2008, the Commissioner for EU External Relations and the ENP negoti-
ated a gas deal with Turkmenistan, to supply a fraction of gas for the Nabucco
pipeline.'?® In 2008, Turkmenistan possessed 1.6 per cent of global gas reserves
and thus had the second highest reserves after Russia.'”'

Conclusion

This chapter examined the underlying causes for the clash in EU-Russia rela-
tions from January 2006 until the end of Putin’s second term as president. It
argued that the EU’s internal fragmentation, the increasing gap between the
values the EU sought to promote in its relations with Moscow and Russia’s
political reality, as well as bilateral disputes between Russia and Poland,
Lithuania and Estonia contributed to the confrontation.

The EU’s internal fragmentation was demonstrated by the opposing positions
on Russia taken by the European Commission and the Finnish European Council
Presidency. At the Lahti summit, European Commission President Barroso,
Commissioner for EU External Relations Ferrero-Waldner and Mandelson, the
European Commissioner for Trade Policy, were outspoken in their criticism of
Russia’s drift into authoritarianism, human rights abuses and the Kremlin’s
politicisation of energy policy. In contrast, the chairman of the European Council
Presidency, Finnish Prime Minister Vanhanen, prioritised the discussion of
energy policy.

This confrontation in EU-Russia relations was exacerbated by the increasing
normative divergence between the partners. Whereas the EU sought to establish
‘common values’ which would form the basis of the partnership, the Russian
political elite aspired to remain autonomous. This drive to autonomy was
reflected in the Kremlin’s energy and foreign policies. Regarding the Kremlin’s
external relations, Putin declared that Russia was neither willing to establish
associate membership with the EU nor to become a member state. As a result,
the EU was not in a position to encourage Russia to implement political and eco-
nomic reforms as the price of a future in an integrated Europe. The strategic
partnership between the EU and Russia rested on shaky ground as a result of the
failure to agree a shared set of values as a basis for EU-Russia relations.

The Kremlin was no less intransigent when it came to any measures which
might jeopardise its autonomy in the energy market. Putin emphasised that
Russia would not de-monopolise its gas market and instead increased state
control in the energy sector. As the EU had sought to encourage the liberalisa-
tion of Russia’s gas market in an attempt to secure the EU’s energy supply by
making Russia ratify the ECT, a severe clash over energy policy unfolded after
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Gazprom’s interruption of supply to Ukraine in January 2006. This disruption
increased EU concerns about safeguarding its energy supply and resulted in the
plan to build the Nabucco pipeline. The EU’s attempt to circumvent Russia as a
supplier was another indication of the shift from cooperation to confrontation in
EU-Russia relations.

Previously, cooperation in energy policy had been perceived as one of the
hallmarks of the ‘strategic partnership’ between the EU and Russia. In 2000,
European policy makers muted their condemnation of Russian human rights
abuses in Chechnya in view of the prospect of cordial relations with Russia’s
newly elected president and the lure of the EU-Russian Energy Dialogue, the
first contract for energy cooperation with Russia in anticipation of the EU’s
biggest enlargement in its history. As a consequence, the EU sacrificed its role
as a promoter of fundamental values in its relations with Russia.

There were two reasons for the problems in resolving EU-Russian clashes
over energy policy and human rights. First, the EU and Russia’s understanding
of both human rights issues and their approach to energy policy was fundament-
ally different. The partners did not manage to overcome their differences
regarding these two issues. Second, the partners did not have time to discuss
ways to minimise their differences because diplomatic relations were over-
shadowed by the Georgian war, the impact of which is discussed in Chapter 6.
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6 The repercussions of EU
diplomacy in Georgia

According to Moscow, its military invasion of Georgia in August 2008 was
necessary to defend its citizens when military was mobilised in Abkhazia and
South Ossetia, Georgia’s breakaway regions. In contrast, the EU regarded Rus-
sia’s intervention in Georgia as both illegitimate and disproportionate. As a
result of these clashing views, it comes as no surprise that the Russian—Georgian
War had negative repercussions for the development of EU-Russian diplomatic
relations.

This chapter contends that even though the Russian—Georgian War had neg-
ative ramifications for EU-Russia relations, it did not culminate in an
EU-Russian political crisis like that following the EU’s intervention in the
Orange Revolution in Ukraine. The different outcomes of the EU’s diplomatic
intervention in Kiev in 2004 and the European Council’s involvement in the
conflict in Thilisi seem to be paradoxical at first sight. The main difference
between the role the EU played in the resolution of the Ukrainian revolution and
in the conflict between Moscow and Thbilisi was that in the latter case, the EU
was mainly acting as a mediator between the conflicting parties. During the
revolution in Ukraine, in contrast, the EU systematically and carefully planned
the composition of a diplomatic mission to Kiev. The mere fact that the EU had
interfered in Kiev and then managed to jeopardise the Kremlin’s strategic inter-
ests with Ukraine resulted in Russian policy makers’ hostility towards the EU’s
involvement in Ukrainian domestic politics. Hence, in Ukraine in 2004, the EU
was a game changer in the Kremlin’s foreign policy objectives with Kiev, which
resulted in a political crisis between Brussels and Moscow.

Despite the absence of an EU-Russian political crisis over EU involvement in
the resolution of the Russian—Georgian War, the war resulted in three negative
repercussions for relations between Brussels and Moscow. First, the renewal of
the EU-Russian PCA was postponed once again after previous attempts to renew
this agreement since 2006 were overshadowed by clashes over both human
rights and the security of energy supply. Second, after the Georgian war, the EU
developed an integrative framework for enhancing political and economic inte-
gration with six former Soviet satellite states within the framework of the
Eastern Partnership Initiative (EaP). The launch of this integrative project inten-
sified EU-Russian rivalry over the post-Soviet space, which had begun to take
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its toll on the ‘strategic partnership’ after EU involvement in the resolution of
the Orange Revolution. The Kremlin perceived the EU’s integrative efforts in
the post-Soviet space as jeopardising the Kremlin’s sphere of influence over the
region. Third, the European Council review of EU-Russia relations reflected
the EU’s disenchantment with its relations with Moscow in the aftermath of the
Russian—Georgian War.

The road to Russian—Georgian confrontation

Even though the origins of the Russian—Georgian War remain contested, two
factors are likely to have increased tensions.! According to Ronald D. Asmus,
Deputy Assistant to the US Secretary of State, the acceptance of Kosovo’s declara-
tion of independence and the NATO summit in Bucharest ‘had increased the pres-
sure by taking steps that amounted to a creeping annexation of the two separatist
[Georgian] enclaves’, Abkhazia and South Ossetia.? Russia warned that a decision
which recognised Kosovo’s status ‘would set a precedent which could encourage
separatism in other parts of the world, including post-Soviet Eurasia’.> Asmus
stated that Georgia was the ‘perfect target for Russia’s retaliation’ following their
acceptance of Kosovo’s declaration of independence, because both the US and the
EU regarded Moscow’s warnings about the consequences of recognition for the
Georgian breakaway regions as ‘bluffs’. As a result, neither the US nor the EU
hesitated to respect Kosovo’s new status. Their assumption had been proven wrong
and there was no contingency plan for the West’s support of Georgia in place.
Five days after the declarations of independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia,
the Georgian president, Sakaashvili, stated that there were no similarities between
Kosovo’s status and that of Georgia’s breakaway regions because the latter sought
to gain independence from Moscow rather than from Tbilisi.> On March 6, less
than three weeks after Kosovo’s declaration of independence, Russia declared an
embargo on the supply of arms to Abkhazia and South Ossetia dating from 1996
void, and provided Russian separatists in these Georgian secessionist regions with
arms.® About a fortnight later, Putin confirmed this support in a letter to the leaders
of the separatists in South Ossetia and Abkhazia.”

The NATO summit in Bucharest from April 2 to 4 was another factor accel-
erating the Russian—Georgian War.* The debate about eventual incorporation of
Georgia and Ukraine into the NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP) was
intended to prepare the way for the accession of potential future members to the
alliance. In the end, these countries did not become part of MAP as a result of
disagreements within NATO. Instead, it was merely decided that Ukraine and
Georgia would become NATO members in the future.” According to Professor
Richard Sakwa, France and Germany feared that granting Ukraine and Georgia
MAP status would be perceived as a provocation by Russia.'” Putin expressed
his opposition to NATO enlargement when he warned the US Secretary of State,
Condoleeza Rice, and the Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, that Georgia’s
accession to NATO was a ‘red line’ because he considered the ‘appearance of a

military bloc” on Russia’s frontiers as a ‘direct threat to its security’."
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The eventual outbreak of the Russian—-Georgian War was a further setback in
EU—Russian diplomatic relations. The last EU-Russia summit under President
Putin’s presidency in Mafra in October 2007 (before Medvedev became president
in March 2008) was marked by tensions over human rights and limits on freedom
of the press in Russia as well as EU concerns about security of energy supply."?
The first summit under President Medvedev was perceived by both parties as a
“fresh start” in their relationship. After a period of confrontation between 2002 and
2007, the summit in Khanty Mansiisk on 27 June had a ‘friendly atmosphere’."
According to a joint statement concerning the PCA updates, a renewed agreement
‘will build on the international commitments which bind the EU and Russia. It will
contain the appropriate institutional provisions to ensure the efficient functioning
of the ... relationship’.' It remained unclear what an ‘efficient functioning of the
relationship’ entailed in practice. The anticipated date for the negotiation of the
agreement was 4 July.” The purpose was to come to an agreement which ‘will
provide a comprehensive framework of EU—-Russia relations for the foreseeable
future and help to develop the potential of our relationship’.'s

At the summit, EU officials were determined to work towards the improve-
ment of EU-Russia relations. This motivation reflected the need to escape the
deadlock caused by clashes over human rights, energy policy and bilateral dis-
putes between EU member states and Russia, which had prevented an earlier
update of the EU-Russian PCA."” European Commission President Barroso con-
sidered the new PCA as ‘provid[ing] a good opportunity to develop the potential
of our strategic partnership’.'® Dr Benita Ferrero-Waldner, Commissioner for EU
External Relations and the ENP, reiterated Barroso’s view while alluding to the
promotion of EU values. This summit, she stated, ‘will lay the foundations for a
constructive relationship with the new administration, defending our values and
promoting our growing mutual interest’."

Ferrero-Waldner’s and Barroso’s ambitious plans regarding the development
of relations were jeopardised by the breakout of the Russian—Georgian War in
August 2008. The war resulted in the European Council’s decision to postpone
the PCA negotiations. Increasing friction over the post-Soviet space, in addition
to the postponement of the PCA update, marked a gloomy period in EU-Russian
diplomatic relations. Tensions between Russia and Georgia had been simmering
since 2001 when the Kremlin blamed the Georgian government for having sup-
ported terrorists in Chechnya.®® A year later, the Russian Defence Minister
Sergei Ivanov emphasised that Georgia required Russia’s support in the combat
of terrorism: ‘Georgia will never resolve this problem without Russia’s parti-
cipation, armed forces and special-operation troops’.?' Several days after
Ivanov’s statement, the Pankisi Gorge, a valley in North East Georgia separating
Chechnya from Russia, was bombed by what were supposedly Russian aircrafts.
Georgia responded with the deployment of troops to the Pankisi Gorge. As a
consequence, President Putin declared that

Today, no one can deny ... that Georgian territory has been chosen as a
haven by those who were complicit in planning the terrorist attacks in the
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US a year ago [11 September 2001] and those who blew up houses in the
Russian Federation [September 1999, in reference to several bombing
attacks in different cities in Russia before Russian troops invaded Dagestan].
I ask the General Staff to submit proposals on the feasibility of delivering
strikes on terrorists bases in the course of hot pursuit.?

As well as the Kremlin’s assumption of a link between Georgia and a ter-
rorism network, the Beslan hostage crisis on 4 September 2004 fanned Russia’s
more confrontational stance against Georgia. The FSB claimed that staff from a
Georgian TV team was at the school where the hostages were held so quickly
after the crisis that the Georgian government must have known about the
tragedy. Russian media reported that one of the terrorists behind the attack was
Georgian.”

The Georgian government, on the other hand, was equally suspicious of
Russia. It felt provoked by Putin agreeing to Russia’s exclusion from the Con-
ventional Forces in Europe Treaty, which had been negotiated in the last years of
the Cold War to significantly reduce military equipment. It was signed in
November 1990 by the 16 NATO member states and the Warsaw Pact states.”
Russia’s refusal to sign the treaty was interpreted as an indication of Moscow’s
intention to initiate a military strike against Georgia.”

On 7 August 2008, the tensions between Russia and Georgia reached the point
of no return. The exact details of the development of the hostilities remain con-
tested.?® From the Russian perspective, the Russian government reacted to an attack
on South Ossetia by Georgia. This explanation was challenged by the West because
Russia’s argument that it intervened to protect Russian citizens was not considered
credible. The argument that they were protecting Russian citizens was based on the
grounds that ‘Russian passports have been distributed to locals in the separatist
regions, effectively creating Russia[n] ... citizens where there had been none’.”
The distribution of passports was termed ‘creeping annexation’ by Houman Sadri
and Nathan Burns.”® Hence, it was vaguely claimed in the West that Russia inter-

vened in Georgia ‘for other strategic purposes’.?’

The EU reaction to the crisis

France, as holder of the European Council Presidency, began to play a leading
role in negotiating a ceasefire. This was the second time since the EU’s carefully
planned intervention in the revolution in Ukraine that the EU was involved in
resolving a crisis in the post-Soviet space. However, the repercussions of French
diplomacy did not result in a political crisis between Russia and the EU, unlike
the case of the Orange Revolution.

The need for EU intervention became evident when the Georgian Foreign Min-
istry’s initial attempts to negotiate a conflict resolution with Russia broke down
very quickly. Despite President Medvedev’s and Sakaashvili’s discussion at the
CIS summit about the details of ‘changes in peace talks ... to de-escalate’ the situ-
ation, the Georgian proposal on the format of the peacekeeping forces and conflict
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resolution, hand-delivered to Moscow after the president’s discussion, failed. This
proposal, which was not intended for public debate, was leaked in a Russian news-
paper. According to the then acting Georgian Foreign Minister, Eka Tkeshelashvili,
this ‘meant that Russians were already killing’ the proposal.’® The Russian
response to the proposal was a rejection of all of its elements, including the return
of refugees. In the meantime Russian troops entered the country, which put the
Georgian government under pressure to explain to its population why the presence
of troops was necessary. Tbilisi gave Russia an ultimatum to withdraw the troops
within four weeks and then to begin negotiations, a decision which was supported
by the UK, France, Germany and the US. The Georgian government was asked by
Georgia’s Group of Friends to prepare a proposal for a change in the format of the
negotiations.*' According to Tkeshelashvili,

we were told that at this time, Germany would put the political capital
behind [the proposal] as well ... and with that the chances of implementa-
tion and potential success for the new negotiating process would have been
higher. The idea was that because of the special relationship of Germany
with Russia, Germany playing the leading role would have contributed to ...
meaningful changes of the format of negotiations.*

Therefore, the German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier sought to resolve
the dispute between Georgia and Abkhazia prior to the outbreak of the war.*?

Initial steps towards conflict resolution in Georgia were taken by Steinmeier
about three weeks before Russia invaded Georgia. His objective was to mediate
between Georgia and Russia over Abkhazia. He flew to Moscow to discuss the
development of the conflict in Georgia with his Russian counterpart Sergei
Lavrov. According to Lavrov, who had previously criticised the German draft
proposal as ‘unrealistic’ with regard to the return of refugees to Georgia, such a
proposal was ‘extremely helpful for looking for compromises and a way out of
the crisis’.** Lavrov considered Steinmeier’s proposal to be a ‘step in the right
direction’ but stated that it was ‘unrealistic’ to seek to sign a peace agreement to
avoid violence while signing another agreement concerning the ‘return of
refugees’.*® According to Tkeshelashvili, who met with Steinmeier prior to his
departure for Moscow,

his plan was crashed [because] Russians said that the idea was to have nego-
tiations in Berlin on 5 August. They said that they had vacation time and
[thus] cannot come to negotiations. That was the signal that they were not
getting behind an idea of a comfortable resolution in terms of a diplomatic
way of solving the escalated situation. That meant that nothing was happen-
ing in a meaningful way in terms of negotiations.*®

Moscow’s strategic objectives regarding Abkhazia caused Russian—Georgian
confrontation, as Tbilisi perceived Russia’s advances towards Georgia’s break-
away regions as gradual steps towards annexation. After having met with
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Abkhazia’s president Sergei Bagapsh, Steinmeier acknowledged that ‘both sides’
positions are still very far from each other and we need to create the conditions
for a dialogue’.’” As a consequence, ten days after Steinmeier’s efforts to create
a peace plan were not reciprocated, the existing tensions between Russia and
Georgia culminated in the Russian invasion of Georgia on 7 August.

No less challenged than Steinmeier in the attempt to find a breakthrough in
negotiations was the French European Council Presidency. Several factors
impeded the Presidency’s reaction to the Russian—Georgian War. President
Sarkozy had brought forward two demands to which the Russian government
should adhere: a ceasefire by the time of his arrival in Tbilisi and Russian troops
refraining from advancing to the Georgian capital.™®

Finnish Foreign Minister Alexander Stubb, in his role as chairman of the
OSCE presidency, and the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, Bernard Kouch-
ner, got involved in the negotiations as well. They acted as ‘high-level envoys of
the EU, whose Special Representative for the South Caucasus Peter Semneby
was already in Tbilisi’.** After a dinner with Georgia’s President Saakashvili,
Stubb and Kouchner agreed on a draft for a ceasefire with the Georgian Foreign
Minister Eka Tkeshelashvili.** After obtaining Sakaashvili’s signature to the
draft, Stubb and Kouchner intended to submit the draft plan for a ceasefire to the
Russian government. Mrs Tkeshelashvili acknowledged that this draft ‘was not
the perfect text, but [Kouchner and Stubb] had the mandate to talk on that text
when in Moscow’.*' According to the Chief of Cabinet and political adviser to
the EU’s Special Representative for the South Caucasus and the crisis in
Georgia, the

French European Council Presidency decided to take the lead and coordinate
international efforts, which then led to the signing of the six point agree-
ment on 12 August. This was a natural continuation of and based on the
efforts of Kouchner and Stubb.*

Sarkozy intended to negotiate with his Russian counterpart Medvedev in
Moscow on a peace deal, but Prime Minister Vladimir Putin was present as well.
Tkeshelashvili argued that Putin’s presence

was the right decision for him to make because we all know that Lavrov is
not the decision maker but he is a bit of a technician when it comes to the
diplomatic way of delivering on something that has been decided.”

When the Kremlin’s influential adviser Gleb Pavlovsky stated that the Kremlin
had objections to a ceasefire and instead intended to invade Georgia and ‘maybe
[go] further than Tbilisi’, the likelihood of negotiating a peace deal seemed close
to zero.*

The initial attempts of Kouchner, Stubb and Saakashvili to draft a peace deal
were undermined by both the EU’s initial difficulties in coordinating a peace
plan, and by Putin’s stance towards Saakashvili. First, when negotiations with
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Sarkozy and Medvedev began, Kouchner realised that the proposal for a peace
plan which he had agreed with Stubb had not been taken into account by the
French government. Sarkozy’s security adviser considered it to be a diplomatic
fauxpas to present Medvedev with a proposal which had been discussed with
Saakashvili rather than directly with Medvedev.*® A second factor undermining
the negotiation of a peace plan was Prime Minister Putin’s unaccommodating
stance towards Saakashvili. Putin vulgarly expressed his intention to overthrow
the Georgian president: ‘I want to hang Saakashvili by the balls’.* Presumably,
one of the reasons for Putin’s attitude towards Saakashvili was the Georgian
president’s intention to turn Georgia into an energy hub which would gain auto-
nomy from Moscow by receiving resources from Azerbaijan instead.*’

President Sarkozy sought to overcome the deadlock in peace negotiations by
drafting a new proposal for a peace agreement which extended Kouchner’s and
Stubb’s initial plan by two points.* The concluded ceasefire agreement con-
tained the following six objectives: (1) it should refrain from the use of force; (2)
hostilities should be stopped; (3) free access to humanitarian aid should be
granted; (4) Georgian military forces should be withdrawn; (5) Russian military
forces should go back to the positions which they held prior to the conflict and
implement additional measures of security; (6) international mediations should
begin on the establishment of peace and security in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia.” These points were agreed on 12 August 2008 between President
Sarkozy and his Russian counterpart before they were sent to the Georgian pres-
ident two days later. This peace plan resulted in the ceasefire between Russia
and Georgia. An additional document from 8 September led to the creation of a
mediation forum for peace-building in Georgia which involved the EU, OSCE,
the UN and the US, as well as Georgia and Russia.*

Even though the agreement of the peace plan was a success given the obs-
tacles to the negotiation process, the plan contained three internal contradictions.
First, it did not give deadlines by which each of its six points had to be imple-
mented.”’ Second, when the peace plan was translated into Russian, it was not
checked against the original French text which resulted in discrepancies between
Russia and France regarding the adopted agreement.> When Sarkozy and
Medvedev presented the peace deal during a press conference, the Russian pres-
ident omitted the safeguarding of Georgia’s independence and sovereignty,
which were crucial criteria for Sarkozy.” Medvedev did not answer a question
from a journalist about the reason why Georgia’s territorial integrity was not
included in the ceasefire agreement. Sarkozy, however, alluded to the limitations
of the peace plan in his response:

we can try to resolve all the issues now and end up achieving no result at all,
or we can try to restore peace and attempt through dialogue to find a long-
term solution and that is what we have tried to do.*

Third, while Medvedev and Sarkozy were giving a press conference, Pres-
ident Saakashvili realised that he had signed a draft of the peace plan containing
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a clause on the protection of Georgia’s territorial integrity, which had been
excluded in the final ceasefire agreement.” This omission was a concern for the
Georgian government, but according to Sarkozy, this issue could not be dis-
cussed anymore. The final point in the agreement, the ‘international debate on
the future status of South Ossetia and Abkhazia’, was very vaguely worded and
thus remained a major bone of contention for the Georgian government.>® About
three weeks after adoption of the peace plan on 6 September, French Foreign
Minister Kouchner acknowledged its limitations. He stated that ‘of the six
points, only two or let’s say two and a half, perhaps three, have been imple-
mented’.”” The Russian government’s non-compliance with the agreement was
acknowledged by the Polish and Lithuanian presidents about three months after
its adoption. They stated that Russian troops had not yet been withdrawn to ‘pre-
conflict positions’.>®

The limitations of the peace plan were also reflected in a letter clarifying the
agreement issued by Sarkozy in the context of the French European Council
Presidency. According to Tkeshelashvili this

letter clarified some of the aspects ... but still the text was so flawed itself
that it needed some further clarification. At least you had one set of interpre-
tations that could have been used for a formal interpretation of the treaty.”

Despite the peace agreement, relations between Russia and Georgia remained
tense. On 26 August, Russia recognised both South Ossetia and Abkhazia as
independent republics, which triggered Georgia’s freezing of diplomatic rela-
tions with Russia.*

An emergency meeting of European foreign ministers seeking to find a
common stance in the EU response towards the continuing conflict in Georgia
reflected divergence in the EU position on its relations with Russia. French
Foreign Minister Kouchner, who chaired this meeting, expressed the need for
the presence of ‘monitors ... controllers ... and facilitators” in Georgia.’' Kouch-
ner’s proposition was not supported by his Polish counterpart Radislaw Sikorski,
who stated that the presence of ‘international forces would be more credible’
than the deployment of European monitors. His view was reinforced by the
Finnish Foreign Minister Alexander Stubb, possibly because Finland was
chairholder of the OSCE presidency at the time.®> Steinmeier, the German
foreign minister, took a different stance from both Kouchner and Sikorski.
According to Steinmeier, an urgent solution was required to the issue of the
composition of a peacekeeping mission in Georgia and he thought it should be
carried out by the EU. He stated that ‘we should not have a long discussion on
how to respond to the escalation of the last days. The EU must decide which role
it plays in the future’.®® The fact that it was launched two months after the cease-
fire agreement made it ‘so far the fastest deployment in the history of the EU”.%
The European Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM) was a ‘temporary mission
... established by the Council on ... 15 September 2008 as an autonomous civil-

ian monitoring mission, under the [European Security and Defence Policy]’.%®
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It aimed to achieve stability in Georgia in line with the ceasefire agreement.
About 300 ‘unarmed European monitors’ were deployed. They managed to enter
the breakaway region South Ossetia, which was condemned by Russia.®® Accord-
ing to the EUMM’s Deputy Head of Mission, the EUMM’s staff ‘are eyes and
ear, the delegation is the wallet and the EU Special Representative to the Cauca-
sus is the brain’.’ However both the fact that the EUMM’s border guards were
not allowed to enter Georgia’s secessionist regions and their pure observer status
raises some doubts about the efficacy of the mission.®® The potential limitations
of the EUMM were acknowledged by its Deputy Head of Mission, who stated
that ‘we are patrolling, we are reporting, but we cannot act’.”

The EU’s stance regarding the future development of relations with Russia
was wavering. EU foreign ministers were also divided on the development of
future diplomatic relations with Russia. The Estonian Foreign Minister, Urmas
Paet, drew conclusions from Russia’s war in Georgia for the development of
EU-Russia relations. He asserted ‘I am sure what happened in Georgia will
change the level of relations between the EU and Russia.... I would say it is
impossible that everything continues as if nothing had happened’.” In a similar
vein, the Finnish Foreign Minister Alexander Stubb explained that ‘I am sure
we will have a very tough discussion about EU-Russia relations in the future’.”!
Unlike Stubb and Paet, their German counterpart adopted a much more
conciliatory stance. According to Steinmeier, ‘channels to Moscow and Thilisi
[should be kept] open’, instead of making ‘strong statements and one-sided
condemnations’.”

In a speech delivered at the French Institute for International Relations
between 6 and 8 October 2008, in front of heads of states of EU members and
the Russian president, Sarkozy acknowledged that Medvedev and he could ‘not
hide’ the fact that ‘Russia and the EU had been through a very challenging
period’.” Sarkozy concluded from this that ‘Russia and the EU should not sepa-
rate themselves from each other, provoking fears of divisions in Europe, even
reviving fears of a “new Cold War” [which] would be a historic error’.”* Sarkozy
alluded to one of the major issues in EU—Russia relations, namely emerging ten-
sions over the shared neighbourhood when he stated that ‘Russia’s near abroad
is ... as well that of the EU. It is in fact our “common neighbourhood”. It should
be a field of cooperation, not a terrain of rivalries.”” The aspirations of some of
the countries of the post-Soviet space such as Ukraine to achieve closer ties with
the EU resulted in serious confrontation between the EU and Russia which is
examined in Chapter 7.

Sarkozy’s words concerning EU observation of its relations with Russia
carried weight. A month after his speech, an extraordinary session of the Euro-
pean Council discussed the prospects for EU relations with Russia. The pressure
on Russia had increased before this summit. A group of EU member states
sought to pursue a more hard-line policy towards Russia after its military inva-
sion of Georgia. Poland, the Baltic States and the UK were in favour of imple-
menting sanctions against Russia, but some EU member states sought to
continue a conciliatory position.”® Before the summit, President Medvedev
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stressed that ‘we are not partisans of sanctions [but] if necessary we can adopt
them’.”” President Sarkozy sought to ease tensions over the imposition of sanc-
tions. He expressed his opposition towards restrictive measures when he stated
‘let us not launch a Cold War ... demonstrate strength ... sanctions, counter-
sanctions; this does not serve anybody’.”® Sarkozy’s hesitance regarding the
implementation of restrictive measures against Russia reflected his attempt to
avoid burning bridges with Moscow.

The conclusion of this extraordinary Council session demonstrated the EU’s
wavering stance towards Russia.” This conclusion denounced Russia’s ‘unilat-
eral decision’ regarding the recognition of Abkhazia and Ossetia as “unac-
ceptable’, urged all parties to implement the six point plan negotiated by
President Sarkozy, and stated that ‘with the crisis in Georgia, relations between
the EU and Russia have reached a crossroads’.®® The reference to ‘crossroads’
suggests that the EU had to choose the direction of its future policy towards
Russia, but does not give any indication of how it should proceed in its relations
with Russia. The statement that there

is no desirable alternative to a strong relationship, based on cooperation,
trust and dialogue, respect for the rule of law and [the EU’s] call on Russia
to join with us in making this fundamental choice in favour of mutual
interest, understanding and cooperation

reveals the EU’s wish for future cooperation and progress in the relationship.®!
The seriousness of the repercussions of the Russian—-Georgian War was reflected
in an indirect warning in the Council conclusion:

We are convinced that it is in Russia’s interest not to isolate itself from
Europe. We expect Russia to behave in a responsible manner, honouring all
its commitments. The Union will remain vigilant; the European Council
requests the Council, with the Commission, to conduct a careful, in-depth
examination of the ... various aspects of EU-Russia relations; this evalu-
ation must begin now and continue in the run-up to the forthcoming
summit.®

The Kremlin’s response to the extraordinary European Council summit oscil-
lated between optimism and indifference regarding the development of
EU-Russia relations in the aftermath of the Georgian war. A day after the
Council, Prime Minister Putin expressed his appreciation of the EU summit. He
stated ‘Thank God, common sense has prevailed”.® He added that it was good
that Russia did not see ‘any extreme conclusions or propositions and that is very
good. ... There has been a lot of emotion during the summit’s preparation. There
have been very tough proposals, I would even say extremist.”® President
Medvedev regretted that the EU ‘had not entirely understood’ the Russian gov-
ernment’s motives for its invasion of Georgia, but he declared that this ‘was sad,
but not fatal, because everything changes in the world’.® After the summit
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Medvedev stated ‘despite certain divisions among the EU states ... a reasonable,
realistic point of view prevailed because some of the states were calling for some
mythical sanctions’.%

The review of EU-Russia relations, which was published on 5 November,
nine days prior to the next summit, was informed by developments in the Geor-

gian crisis. According to the review, the Russian—-Georgia War

cast a serious shadow over the EU Russia partnership: the violation of Geor-
gia’s territorial integrity with the use of force, and Russia’s unilateral recog-
nition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia remain unacceptable, while the
principles of foreign policy recently articulated including the resurgence of
spheres of influence, is a cause for concern.”’

The statement continued in a constructive tone, which was the basis for the
European Commission’s stance towards Russia for several consecutive years.*
It stated that

the EU can approach its relations with Russia with a certain confidence.
Economically Russia needs the EU. The EU is an important market for the
export of its raw materials, notably energy.... The recent financial crisis has
underlined how acutely Russia needs to modernise and diversify its
economy. The EU is the natural partner for this process and is the main
source of its foreign investments, Russia desires engagement with the EU
for its own purposes, for example to achieve visa abolition.®

According to Lars Grenbjerg, the ‘confidence’ which was referred to in the
review, ‘was very much alive in the Commission in the following years, i.e. in
connection with the two annual summits’.

The fact that this was the second time that such a review had been published
indicated the increasing and deepening strain on the former ‘strategic partner-
ship’. The goal of the review was to reconsider EU-Russia relations, in par-
ticular by ‘making a sober assessment of where the EU’s own interests now lie.
The scope for pursuing and widening these interests has been established in the
recently-agreed mandate to open negotiations on a successor agreement to the
[PCA].”®' The emphasis on representing the EU’s interests in contrast to those of
Russia was reflected in the use of italics in this statement. The need for this had
already been reflected in a review of EU-Russia relations published by the Euro-
pean Commission four years earlier.”” The backdrop to the 2004 review was
concern in the European Parliament, the Commission and among several EU
officials about the lack of unity in the EU position on relations with Russia fol-
lowing Berlusconi’s advocacy of Putin, in direct contradiction to the EU stance
on Chechnya, during Italy’s European Council Presidency.” The European
Commission instigated the 2004 review with the intention of creating a ‘more
coherent and effective approach to relations with Russia reflecting the views of
the EU 25°%* because of the EU’s failure to ‘send clear, unambiguous messages
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to Russia’.”” The publication of a new review four years later reflected the lack
of the progress with addressing the issues outlined in the 2004 review.

The 2008 review reflected the negative repercussions of the Russian—Georgian
War on EU-Russia relations. First, it mentioned the Council’s decision of 1 Sep-
tember to postpone meetings concerning PCA renewal. However, the negoti-
ations were resumed on 10 November.”® This did not come as a surprise consid-
ering that the European Council conclusions of 1 September stated that there was
no desirable alternative to a strong relationship based on cooperation, trust and
dialogue.’” Second, it addressed the need to establish a ‘genuine energy partner-
ship based on the principles of the Energy Charter Treaty and notably transpar-
ency, reciprocity and non-discrimination’, positions on Kosovo and the shared
neighbourhood as well as human rights as the main issues of concern in
EU-Russia relations.”® Third, the review referred to EU-Russian cooperation
over the shared neighbourhood. It stated that Russia was a ‘key geopolitical
actor, whose constructive involvement in international affairs is a necessary pre-
condition for an effective international community’.”” The expression ‘construc-
tive involvement’ clearly alluded to the EU’s expectations on Russia to
cooperate both with the EU and other partners instead of implementing a unilat-
eral foreign policy in the former Soviet space. The document also mentioned

the will and the capacity of the EU to act as one, combining both Com-
munity instruments as well as those of CFSP/ESDP [European Security and
Defence Policy] [as] key requirements for successfully engaging Russia in
conflict resolution in their common neighbourhood.'”

This was a reference to the EU’s internal division in its relations with Russia,
which was demonstrated in its inability to adopt a unified and constructive posi-
tion on the implementation of sanctions following Russia’s recognition of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia as independent regions. Internal divisions had also charac-
terised EU—Russia relations during the second Chechen War, as discussed in
Chapter 2. Further evidence of friction within the EU on its stance towards
Russia on the imposition of restrictive measures are examined in Chapter 7,
which assesses the strategic partners’ confrontation over Ukraine since 2013.

The relevance of the review was emphasised when its core messages were
reiterated prior to the EU-Russia summit in February 2008. President Barroso’s
comments reflected the concern expressed in the review regarding the repres-
entation of EU interests. According to Barroso, the newly agreed PCA would be
the ‘best possibility for the EU to advance its interests while defending its
values®."”" The importance of Barroso’s statement and the review was high-
lighted by the Commissioner for External Relations and the Neighbourhood
Policy, Dr Ferrero-Waldner, who stated that the review had received over-
whelming backing from EU member states:

Our team will approach the forthcoming negotiations with Russia with a
clear-eyed sense of where the EU sees its own advantage. At the same time,
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the EU stands firm on the positions we have adopted since the Georgia
crisis: the Geneva process [the process of ‘ending hostilities on the ground’
after the ceasefire agreement] must advance, and the principle of territorial
integrity must be upheld.'*

About two weeks after the summit, fundamental problems in EU-Russia
relations were reflected in a report on the implementation of the European
Energy Strategy which referred to the discrepancy over values, mistrust, and
the worsening of the relationship since the outbreak of the Russian—Georgian
War. The report stated that ‘our relations with Russia have deteriorated over the
conflict with Georgia. The EU expects Russia to honour its commitments in a
way that will restore the necessary confidence.”'”® Second, it mentioned that
‘our partnership should be based on respect for common values, notably human
rights, democracy, and rule of law, and market economic principles’.'™ Despite
the ambition to uphold common values in the relationship, previous develop-
ments in EU-Russia relations, such as confrontations over human rights viola-
tions in Chechnya, demonstrated that Russia was not willing to listen to lectures
given by Brussels. At the same time, division in the EU into two camps —
proponents of cordial relations with Russia and those opposed to them —
contributed to the limited effectiveness of criticism of Russian human rights
violations in Chechnya. Third, according to the report, the relationship should
also be based on common interests and objectives.'” Fourth, the report referred
to energy policy, stating that greater diversification of energy sources, of ‘transit
routes ... of respect for the rule of law and investment in source countries’ was
important.'®® The issues about common interests and energy policy were also
reflected in the 2004 review of EU-Russia relations, which was examined in
Chapter 3.

According to a Chief of Cabinet and political adviser to the EU Special Rep-
resentative to the South Caucasus and the crisis in Georgia, President Sarkozy’s
efforts in Thilisi

were well perceived and even welcomed in Moscow. Given the fact that
other international actors already present on the ground through their respec-
tive field missions, had been strongly criticised by Moscow ... the EU,
through the French Presidency could act as a new and ‘more” fresh player.'”’

This positive reading of Sarkozy’s negotiations of a peace agreement was
presumably also influenced by the fact that his efforts were not regarded by
Russian policy makers as EU diplomacy. Instead, ‘the majority of the press
reports and remarks by Russian officials at that time were mentioning ...
Sarkozy solely as the “French President”, without recalling that he was acting as
President of the EU”.'® This perception was presumably also due to the absence
of Javier Solana, High Representative of the EU CFSP, during Sarkozy’s negoti-
ations in Moscow and Tbilisi. Solana discussed the crisis with both the Georgian
president and the Foreign Minister.'"”
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The initial steps taken by the EU in seeking to resolve the emerging tensions
between Russia and Georgia were less well coordinated and streamlined in com-
parison to EU diplomacy after the Orange Revolution. Both the composition and
timing — at the point in time when negotiations between the Kuchma regime and
the opposition were losing momentum — of the EU diplomatic mission to Kiev
were well considered. The Polish and Lithuanian presidents spearheading the EU
diplomatic mission had crucial local contacts in the Kuchma administration,
which facilitated the negotiations. However, the price for the EU’s successful
resolution of the revolution was the first major political crisis in EU-Russia rela-
tions since 1999. The Kremlin reacted with hostility to the EU intervention, criti-
cising EU influence in the post-Soviet space as a ‘Balticisation process, which
had turned the EU into an aggressive organisation’.'"’ This perception demon-
strated two aspects of EU—Russia relations. On the one hand, the tense relation-
ship between ‘new’ EU member states and Russia can instigate major
confrontation between Brussels and Moscow. On the other hand, the Kremlin’s
condemnation reflected the capacity of the EU thwart Moscow’s plans for future
relations with Ukraine.

In contrast to EU diplomacy in Ukraine in 2004, the EU’s initial response to
emerging tensions in the Southern Caucasus in 2008 was less well coordinated.
The chairman of the OSCE presidency, together with the German and the French
foreign ministers, made initial attempts to prevent conflict emerging between
Russia and Georgia. The lack of success of their efforts reflected their lack of
coordination and isolation, as well as opposition from the leading political
groups in Abkhazia. When President Sarkozy took the lead in negotiations as
chairman of the French European Council Presidency, the Kremlin took a less
hostile view. Sarkozy’s diplomacy was perceived by Russia as the effort of a
head of state rather than a key official mediating on behalf of the EU. Sarkozy
was operating in a less confrontational context compared with the situation in
Ukraine in 2004, where the Kremlin had invested its efforts in bringing about a
regime change which would have advanced Russia’s geopolitical ambitions,
including the launch of the SES. EU interference however thwarted achievement
of these objectives.'"" In contrast, at the time of the Russian—Georgian War in
2008, there was less at stake for Russia in terms of the likelihood of Georgia
being drawn towards the EU. However, the increasing tensions between the EU
and Russia regarding Georgia and five other post-Soviet states was perceived by
the Kremlin as a danger to its geopolitical control over those countries.

The aftermath of the Georgian War: the EU’s efforts to
increase integration with its Eastern neighbours

The Russian—Georgian War accelerated EU plans to enhance integration with
Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova within the frame-
work of the EaP. EU support for some future EaP member states, including
Georgia, began in 1997 with the delivery of humanitarian aid, before ‘rehabilita-
tion programmes in the two conflict zones’ became part of EU policy towards
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Georgia.'? Despite this political engagement, the European Commission
acknowledged that the conflicts over Abkhazia and South Ossetia were major
‘impediments to development in Georgia’.'"* In 2002, the European Council had
also expressed the intention of enhancing integration with Ukraine, Moldova and
Belarus.'"* Six years later, the European Council proposed the development of
the EaP to the European Commission.'” The Extraordinary European Council
Summit of 1 September 2008, which was dominated by the Georgian crisis,
‘asked for this [draft of the EaP] to be accelerated, responding to the need for a
clearer signal of EU commitment following the conflict in Georgia and its
broader repercussions’.''¢

The overall objective of the EaP was to contribute to ‘stability, better govern-
ance, economic development’, and to provide ‘additional, tangible support for
their democratic and market-oriented reforms [as well as] the consolidation of
their ... territorial integrity’.!'” These objectives should be fulfilled both with the
strong involvement of EU member states as well as with the commitment by EaP
members’.'"® Simultaneously, closer economic integration with the EU could be
achieved through free trade areas and visa liberalisation within the framework of
Association Agreements (AA). However, accession to the EU was not the EaP’s
ultimate objective.'” In 2010, the EU began negotiations with Georgia regarding
the development of its AA.

The absence of EU membership prospects for EaP members resulted in
several challenges for EU foreign policy. On the one hand, it created a division
between those member states within the EaP framework (insiders) and member
states outside the framework. This reality contradicted the European Commis-
sion’s initial statement that the ENP, the overall policy framework to which the
EaP belonged, would not create dividing lines in Europe.'?® On the other hand,
the launch of the EaP inflamed EU—Russian tensions. EU involvement in the
Ukraine crisis in 2004 highlighted the Kremlin’s strong opposition to EU inter-
ference in the post-Soviet space. Needless to say, EU efforts to increase integra-
tion with its six eastern neighbours resulted in increasing friction concerning the
‘shared neighbourhood’. According to Erwan Lannon and Peter van Elsuwege,
EU condemnation of Russia’s war in Georgia and the launch of integration
efforts with former Soviet satellite states to the east of the EU could well be per-
ceived as ‘an initiative directed against Russia’.'*! At the same time, the EaP had
repercussions for its members’ bilateral relations with Russia.'* Despite the EU
repeatedly emphasising that the EaP did not come at the expense of relations
with Russia, this newly established policy was perceived with ambiguity.
According to the former president of Moldova Vladimir Voronin, the EaP was
an ‘encirclement of Russia’ and an attempt to found ‘another CIS under EU
control’.'?

The negative repercussions of the EaP for the ‘strategic partnership’ were
reflected at the EU-Russia summit a fortnight after its launch. President
Medvedev expressed his opposition to EU integration with its Eastern partners.
He declared that ‘we do not want the [EaP] to turn into a partnership against
Russia’.'** He added that ‘any partnership was better than a conflict, but it is
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confusing for us that some states attempt to use the structure [of the EaP] as a
partnership against Russia’.'” There had already been signs of EU-Russian
rivalry over the post-Soviet space eight years prior to the launch of the EaP in
the RMTS of 2000 which emphasised the Russian government’s opposition to
any involvement by external actors in the post-Soviet space. According to this
Strategy

Russia, as a world power situated on two continents, should retain its
freedom to determine and implement its domestic and foreign policies, its
status and advantages of a Eurasian state and the largest country of the
Commonwealth of Independent States.'?®

This strategy directly referred to Russia’s strong opposition to integrative pro-
jects between third-party states and countries in the former Soviet space. Accord-
ing to the strategy, ‘Russia will counteract any attempt at hampering economic
integration in the CIS. In particular, it opposes “special relations” of the EU with
individual countries of the CIS to the detriment of Russia’s interests’.'*” The
RMTS included a warning that Russia would counteract ‘special relations with
individual countries in the CIS to the detriment of Russia’s interests’ which gave
a foretaste of the Kremlin’s reaction to the EU’s AA with Ukraine. The culmina-
tion of EU and Russian rivalry over integration with the Ukraine is discussed in
Chapter 7.

An article published in August 2008 before the launch of the EaP by Fyodor
Lukyanov, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Foreign and Defence policy,
reflects the emerging EU-Russian competition over the post-Soviet space.
Lukyanov refers to negative characteristics of EU foreign policy towards Russia.
He stated that ‘none of [the descriptions] fully correspond to reality, yet each
defines certain features of the EU [and] different stages in Russia’s perception of
Europe in the last 15 years’.'* He perceived the EU as an

expansionist empire of a new type that is slowly yet steadily driving
Russia out of its traditional sphere of influence, seeking to create a buffer
zone on Russia’s border and impose its own views, norms and rules on
the Russians.'?’

This negative perception of the EU’s increasing influence in the former Soviet
space is comparable to Russian policy makers’ perceptions of the EU’s interfer-
ence in the Orange Revolution. He stated that ‘Moscow began to speak of the
European Union as an “empire of a new type”, as an unfriendly force that seeks
to extend its influences into Russia’s zone of interests’.!** At the same time,
Lukyanov referred to the ‘enormous attraction of the EU model, which has
created a great demand for countries to join or associate themselves with it’."!
His statement acknowledged that EU values were appealing to several countries
in the post-Soviet space, which undermined the Kremlin’s ability to maintain its

grip over this region.
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‘Business as usual’ in the aftermath of the Russian—-Georgian War

About a year and a half after the launch of the review of EU-Russia relations, a
new framework called the Partnership for Modernisation (PfM) was suddenly
launched. The partnership was controversial due both to the context in which it
emerged and the discrepancy between EU and Russian views of the notion of
modernisation. The aim of the PfM was three-fold: to ‘modernize Russia; to
adapt the whole complex of Russian—European relations in accordance with the
experience of the existing dialogue instrument of “sectoral” Russia—EU
cooperation’; and to establish guidelines for EU-Russian cooperation aimed at
addressing common challenges.'*?

The overall purpose of the PfM was difficult to discern. It did not address the
negative issues raised in the review of EU—Russia relations in an attempt to ameli-
orate the relationship. According to a former official who worked for the Russia
unit in the Directorate General for EU External Relations at the European Commis-
sion, the review of EU-Russia relations published in November 2008, was ‘the
basis for the PfM’."** European Council President Herman van Rompuy envisaged
that the PfM would ‘promote reform (ensure a functioning legal system as well as
working towards the reduction of corruption, and give renewed momentum to our
relationship)’."** Van Rompuy’s reference to ‘renewed momentum’ alluded to dif-
ficulties in making the relationship between the partners more constructive.

The PfM’s relationship to the institutionalised framework for EU-Russian
relations was not clear. It was meant to “‘update the relations between Moscow
and Brussels’ while a renewed PCA was in the making.'*> This suggests that the
PfM provided interim guidelines for the continuation of EU-Russia relations
prior to adoption of an updated PCA. The PfM ‘built on the current achieve-
ments of the Four Common Spaces [economy; freedom, security and justice;
external security; research, education and culture]” while neither replacing the
road maps, nor becoming a ‘reason for creation of new structural additions’.'*® It
was intended to ‘equip the partners with a more liberal and yet specific, down-
to-earth programme’.®” This description is very vague and does not provide the
slightest indication of how the partnership would operate in practice. This vague-
ness is due to the absence of definitions of the notions ‘liberal’ and ‘down-to-
earth’ in this particular context. Because of the way in which it relates to earlier
frameworks for cooperation between the EU and Russia, a former official in the
European Commission Directorate General for External Relations characterised
the PfM as a ‘new heading or frame [rather] than a new departure for our
cooperation’."® He considered that the PfM was not a reset for EU-Russia rela-
tions, but rather ‘business as usual under a new heading. The parties ... [neither
came] up with a new concrete idea [nor] with new institutions’.'?’

Due to difficulties in clearly determining the added value that the PfM
brought to the existing frameworks for the conduct of EU-Russia relations, Paul
Flenley questioned whether the PfM would ‘suffer from the same problems as
the earlier attempts at partnership’.'* Seeking to address this question, Flenley
pointed out that the PCA attempted to ‘promote norms’ in EU-Russia relations,
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but referred to the practical limitations of this approach. The EU’s enlargement
policy facilitates the export of its norms and values to new member states
because they have to comply with the EU’s acquis communautaire. Flenley
pointed out that because EU membership was ‘not on offer or even desired’ by
Russia, the extension of EU norms in the course of its relations with Russia was
problematic.'"! Flenley emphasised the challenges faced by the EU in attempting
to export its values to Russia by arguing that within the PCA, there was already
an asymmetry of interests and priorities. For the EU, the key concerns were the
promotion of democracy, human rights and the opening of markets. However,
Russia was ‘more concerned with the restoration of state power’.!** Flenley sug-
gested that due to its emphasis on technical rather than normative cooperation,
the PfM addressed the main shortcomings of the PCA.

Differences in the definition of modernisation between the EU and Russia
challenged the PfM. For Russia, modernisation entailed a focus on ‘economic
and technological aspects ... as well as respect to its culture and traditions’.'*?
For the EU, in contrast, ‘respect for democracy, human rights and the rule of
law’ were the hallmarks of modernisation.'** According to Romanova and
Pavlova, these diverging understandings of modernisation ‘obstructed the EU’s
message to Russia’, making the achievement of ‘convergence’ between the part-
ners ‘difficult’.'* Two years prior to the launch of the PfM, the Kremlin defined
its understanding of modernisation in the Russian Foreign Policy Concept in the
following way:

transformation of its economy along innovation lines, enhancement of living
standards ... ensuring competitiveness of the country in a globalizing world [as
well as] strengthening of the foundations of the constitutional system, rule of
law and democratic institutions, realization of human rights and freedoms.'*®

In November 2011 Vladimir Chizhov, the Russian ambassador to the EU,
linked the concept of modernisation directly to EU-Russia relations. In an ‘ever-
deepening and widening globalization’, he said:

no country ... can succeed in social, economic, scientific and technological
developments alone.... Under these circumstances, the optimal alternative
is to move forward jointly through mutually reinforcing diversity. And in
the case of the Russian Federation and the European Union there is every
reason and opportunity to achieve this.!¥

It has to be acknowledged that Chizhov’s vision of pooling the EU and Russia’s
resources towards further development is very sensible, but ‘reinforcing diver-
sity” proved tremendously difficult to do. His proposal to ‘move forward jointly’
was rendered impossible by the dynamics of the EU-Russian relationship at the
Vilnius summit in November 2013. The development by the EU and Russia of
competing rather than mutually agreed integrative strategies with countries in
the post-Soviet space became the major source of confrontation in contemporary
EU-Russia relations.
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Convergence was not only challenging because of the different perceptions of
the notion of modernisation held by the EU and Russia, but also because in addi-
tion to the overarching PfM, the 24 member states of the EU also concluded
their own partnerships with Russia. According to Romanova and Pavlova, in the
process of establishing PfMs with the 24 EU members, Russia ‘sought to fine-
tune its definition of modernization with whatever European partner had to add,
hence keeping the interpretation of modernization tied to its social context’.'*
As a consequence, it was difficult to develop a single strategy for the modernisa-
tion of EU-Russia relations.

Officials working in the Russia unit in the Directorate General for EU
External Relations in the European Commission were preparing the documents
for President Barroso prior to the EU-Russia summit in Stockholm where the
PfM was launched. Barroso’s intention was to present President Medvedev and
the press at the summit with ‘something new and interesting. He was apparently
bored with the long list of trivial and sour subjects which he knew all too
well.”'* An official involved in preparing the documents for the summit recalled
that ‘under this pressure I stole [the idea for the PfM] from [German foreign
minister] Steinmeier. In the unit we had discussed the German—Russian PfM
during the year, so it did not come quite out of the blue’."* There is no reference
to the PfM by the Committee of Permanent Representatives in any European
Council internal documents prior to the Stockholm summit which suggests that
the idea of launching the PfM at the summit was spontaneous."'

The PfM failed to improve EU—-Russia relations in the wake of acrimonious
clashes over human rights and energy policy, despite the shift from a normative
to a more pragmatic approach. The EU’s intention to uphold its values in rela-
tions with Russia had been rejected by the Kremlin both in the RMTS and in its
refusal of ENP membership. Vladimir Solovyov, an influential Russian journal-
ist, condemned the focus on values in EU-Russia relations, stating that the PfM
‘should direct attention to practical questions rather than to benefits of European
values’."? According to Tom Casier, the PfM’s focus on trade, investment and
innovation made it a ‘predominantly technical document [in which] normative
aspects are limited to references to an independent judiciary, the fight against
corruption and dialogues with civil society’."** Casier rightly stated that in 2000,
the EU began to adopt a

more pragmatic approach of ‘constructive engagement’ with Russia, where
a partnership was seen as a requirement rather than a choice on the basis of
shared values or norms. The role of the latter was gradually sidelined, while
the credo of constructive engagement continued to resonate.'>*

This became evident when the EU prioritised economic and political con-
siderations over humanitarian concerns by launching the first crucial energy
cooperation with Russia, despite Russia’s continuing human rights violations in
Chechnya.'?
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Conclusion

This chapter sought to demonstrate that Russia’s invasion of Georgia and its
recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent regions strained
EU-Russia relations, but did not result in a political crisis, as had been the case
when the EU intervened for the first time in the affairs of a post-Soviet state in
the Ukraine in 2004. The EU’s initially hesitant and uncoordinated attempts to
seek to ease tensions between Russia and Georgia before the escalation of con-
flict failed. It was only with President Sarkozy’s key role as mediator on behalf
of the European Council Presidency that negotiations concerning a ceasefire
gained momentum.

Despite Sarkozy’s leading role in the adoption of the peace plan, Russian
policymakers and diplomats did not perceive him as a mediator on behalf of the
EU and thus did not feel threatened or concerned that the EU would intervene
once again to encourage another country in the post-Soviet space to move
towards closer integration with the EU. As a consequence, a political crisis in
EU-Russia relations did not emerge after the Russian—Georgian War.

However, this war had several negative repercussions for EU-Russia rela-
tions. It resulted in the Council’s decision to freeze negotiations regarding the
update of the PCA by two months. At the same time, Russia’s aggression
towards Georgia resulted in divergence within the EU regarding the implementa-
tion of sanctions against Russia. The EU’s stance diverged between a group of
European heads of state who were convinced that the war with Georgia pre-
vented continuing relations with Moscow on the basis of ‘business as usual’.
Several heads of government of EU member states were in favour of introducing
sanctions in retaliation for Russia’s aggression towards Tbilisi. Another group,
in contrast, sought to maintain a cordial stance with Russia. The latter approach
was also reiterated in the European Council conclusions of 1 September, which
referred to the fact that relations with Russia were too crucial for the EU to
simply discontinue them. Due to internal division in the EU and President
Sarkozy’s wish to continue engagement with Russia, restrictive measures were
not implemented. However, the fact that this discussion took place highlighted
the extent of the strain in the relationship.

Russia’s aggression towards Georgia pushed the EU to seek to increase
security in its eastern neighbourhood through the launch of the EaP. The creation
of this integrative framework intensified EU-Russian rivalry over the post-
Soviet space. Kremlin hostility towards the EU’s involvement in the Ukrainian
revolution in 2004 resulted in the country’s turn towards the EU until a conflict
over Ukraine’s future political orientation re-emerged with utmost intensity in
2013, when Ukraine intended to sign its AA with the EU. The pressure exerted
by the Kremlin on the Ukrainian government culminated in turmoil and resulted
in the most severe confrontation in the diplomatic history of EU-Russia rela-
tions. Both the unfolding and repercussions of these events for relations between
Ukraine, the EU and Russia are the focus of Chapter 7.
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7 The point of no return?
EU—Russia relations after the
Euro-Maidan

Following the EU’s strategically planned intervention to resolve the political
crisis in Ukraine in 2004, several Russian policy makers perceived the EU as an
‘aggressive organisation’ which was seeking to undermine Russia’s influence in
the post-Soviet space.! Both the Kremlin and key Russian officials accused
Brussels of having sought to draw Ukraine into the EU sphere of influence.
Almost a decade after the EU’s intervention, Russian policy makers mocked the
EU for its limited capacities in reacting to the Ukraine crisis in 2013.

The Kremlin belittled the imposition by the EU of restrictive measures against
Russia. It referred to the potentially negative economic repercussions of sanc-
tions for the EU itself. Key Russian policymakers declared that the EU demon-
strated its failure in international politics. Russia’s perception of the EU as a
weak actor in international relations would have been unthinkable after the EU’s
diplomatic intervention in the Orange Revolution.

The purpose of this chapter is to explain this paradoxical shift in Russian
perceptions of the EU. Unlike in 2004, EU diplomacy during the Ukraine
crisis in 2013 had several limitations. First, the agreement which had been
negotiated by the EU did not contribute to the resolution of the crisis. Second,
another major shortcoming of the EU’s diplomacy in the 2013 crisis was its
inability to develop a common strategy to constrain Putin’s authoritarian
foreign policy towards Kiev.

This chapter argues that the shift in Russian perceptions of the EU from an
aggressive proactive organisation interfering in Kiev in 2004 to a reactive
bystander in the continuing crisis in Ukraine was affected by three factors. First,
the EU was internally divided in its response to the gradually escalating crisis in
Ukraine. Second, the sanctions the EU imposed were not an effective means of
resolving this crisis. Third, the EU was unable to find appropriate ways of coun-
terbalancing Russia’s uncompromising foreign policy.

Déja vue on Maidan: the EU-Russian clash over Ukraine

The launch in May 2009 of the EaP, a Polish and Swedish initiative for closer
integration with six of the EU’s ‘Eastern’ partners including Ukraine, increased
the EU’s influence in the post-Soviet space.” According to European Commission
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President José Manuel Barroso, the EaP aims to support the partner countries’
political and economic reforms, it assists the prospective members’ modernisa-
tion process and moves these countries closer to the EU while respecting the
degree of integration chosen by each country.® This choice was not in the Krem-
lin’s interest. The EaP came at the price of alienating Russia. In 2004, prior and
during the Orange Revolution Putin expressed his strong opposition to the pro-
spect of closer EU-Ukrainian integration in the framework of the AA and the
related Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA). After
the triumph of the Orange Revolution, which resulted in Ukraine’s turn towards
the EU, according to a memorandum from the European Commission, the AA
was the most ‘ambitious agreement the EU has ever offered’ to achieve fuller
integration.*

The EU’s objectives for closer integration with Ukraine impacted negatively
on triangular relations between Ukraine, Russia and the EU. On the one hand,
the signing of the proposed AA institutionalised Ukraine’s political orientation
towards Brussels. On the other hand, the struggle over the direction of Ukraine’s
foreign policy triggered a renewed conflict in EU-Russia relations a decade after
the Orange Revolution triggered the first political crisis between the partners
since 1999. Russian policy makers reacted immediately to the EU’s strengthened
efforts to enforce political and economic ties with Kiev and put the Ukrainian
President Victor Yanukovich under pressure not so sign the EU-Ukrainian AA.
Yanukovich succumbed to Russian pressure and abstained from signing the
AA with the EU at the Vilnius summit on 28 to 29 November 2013.°

The first signs of President Putin’s opposition to the EU-Ukrainian AA
emerged three weeks before the Vilnius summit. Putin urged Yanukovich to
‘freeze’ the EU-Ukraine AA and to commence trilateral negotiations on the
agreement’s potential adoption between the EU, Russia and Ukraine instead.®
Putin’s suggestion would have provided the framework for joint negotiations
regarding Ukraine’s future political orientation. Due to the EU and Russia’s
clashing perspectives on the development of relations with Ukraine, the negoti-
ations would have been both difficult and lengthy but would have provided an
opportunity to prevent the escalation and violence which shook Ukraine.

Several Russian politicians joined Putin’s chorus of criticism. Sergei Glazyev,
Putin’s adviser on regional economic integration, denounced the EaP as the EU’s
imposition of its own rules of integration on its Eastern partners.” The severity of
the emerging clash between the EU and Russia became apparent when promi-
nent Russian politicians accused the EU of meddling in Ukraine. Three days
before the Vilnius summit, Glazyev declared that the West had been using ‘its
agents’ in Ukraine to sign the AA. In an indirect condemnation of the EU’s
diplomacy during the Orange Revolution, Glazyev stated that ‘during this
revolution as well as during the latest pro-EU demonstrations in Kiev, protestors
had been paid by the EU’.® He called on Ukraine to resist EU ‘blackmail’ and
join the Eurasian Union, an integrative economic project between Russia,
Armenia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan, if it wanted to avoid becoming a
‘colony”’ of Brussels.’
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More outspoken than Glazyev against the EaP was Leonid Slutsky, the First
Deputy Chairman of the State Duma Committee on International Affairs. He
harshly denounced the EaP ‘as a tactic of overt amputation of post-Soviet coun-
tries from the Eurasian project, their “polarisation” in the western direction as
semi-colonies’.'” This was an explicit allusion to the Kremlin’s plan to create the
Eurasian Union. Thus, he denounced the EU’s unilateral tendency to entice the
six EaP members to closer integration with Brussels to the detriment of the
Kremlin’s anticipated integration in the Eurasian Union. Several days later, the
AA with Ukraine was also criticised for its negative economic repercussions.
The chairman of the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy Fyodor Lukyanov,
denounced the signing of the agreement as ‘not just unprofitable for Ukraine
today, but [for being] very risky.... [S]erious economic losses related with the
change in the model of trade with Russia and a highly probable socio-economic
crisis in this case will come literally tomorrow.’!!

The intensification of the EU-Russian conflict over Ukraine was reflected in
Barroso and van Rompuy’s condemnation of Russia’s position towards Ukraine.
In a joint statement published on 25 November Barroso and van Rompuy
demonstrated the EU’s strong opposition to Russia’s involvement in Ukrainian
politics by advancing four points. First, they stated that people in Ukraine have
indicated a preference for integration with the EU rather than allying themselves
with Russia. According to Barroso and van Rompuy, ‘Ukrainian citizens have
shown again these last days that they fully understand and embrace the historic
nature of the European association. We therefore strongly disapprove of the
Russian position and actions in this respect’.'* Second, van Rompuy and Barroso
declared that they were ‘aware of the external pressure that Ukraine is experi-
encing, [but stated that they] believe ... short-term considerations should not
override the long-term benefits that this [EU-Ukrainian] partnership would
bring’." Third, the presidents of these two EU institutions stated that Ukraine
should be able to choose freely its future political orientation:

the European Union will not force Ukraine, or any other partner to choose
between the European Union or any other regional entity. It is up to Ukraine
to freely decide what kind of engagement they seek with the European
Union."

Fourth, they emphasised that neither the AA nor the DCFTA would be detri-
mental to EU-Russia relations. On the contrary, they stated that the agreements

do not come at the expense of relations between our Eastern partners and
their other neighbours, such as Russia. The EaP is considered as a win-win
where we all stand to gain. The European Union continues to stand ready to
clarify to the Russian Federation the mutual beneficial impact of increased
trade and exchanges with our neighbours, whilst fully respecting the sover-
eignty and independence of our Eastern Partners and the bilateral nature of
AAs and DCFTAs."”
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Barroso and van Rompuy’s statement was harshly rejected by President Putin.
At a news conference after a meeting with the Italian Prime Minister Enrico
Letta, Putin called on the EU to avoid criticism concerning Russia: ‘I would like
to ask our friends in Brussels, my personal good friends, to refrain from strong
criticism’.'® A day later, Putin ensured that his words were widely spread: the
Kremlin’s spokesman Dmitry Peskov rejected the accusations by the EU offi-
cials that Russia has used political blackmail to prevent Ukraine from signing
the AA. Peskov declared that it is out of place to talk about any pressure’.'”

Despite the Kremlin’s rejection of any pressure issued against Ukraine, the
Vilnius summit provided evidence of Russian manipulation of Yanukovich to
refrain from signing the AA. President Yanukovich responded to the pressure at
the summit’s plenary session, where he made a plea to the EU to include Russia
in the preparations for the EU-Ukrainian free trade agreement. He called on the
EU to develop a

coordinated plan of actions aimed at the elimination of contradictions and
settlement of problems in trade and economic cooperation with Russia and
other members of the Customs Union related to the establishment of a free
trade area between Ukraine and the EU.'®

Yanukovich reflected Putin’s wish to proceed with the EU-Ukrainian integration
efforts by including Russia. He declared that he would be ‘grateful for your support
in the issue of initiating respective cooperation in the format Ukraine—~EU-Russia’."
Due to this direct reference to Putin’s request to conduct tripartite negotiations on
the EU-Ukrainian agreement, it became obvious that Ukraine’s foreign policy
decisions were not free from the Kremlin’s orbit. Despite Yanukovich’s announce-
ment that he would not sign this agreement, he sought to avoid burning bridges
with the EU. He ‘reaffirm[ed] the intentions of Ukraine to sign the [AA] in the
nearest future’.”” The clearest empirical evidence for the fact that the Kremlin had
exerted pressure on Yanukovich was a Russian—Ukrainian gas deal signed on 17
December. The price for Russian gas deliveries to Ukraine was lowered by a third.
Both this decrease and Russia’s offer of a loan of $15 billion to Ukraine were the
country’s reward for having abstained from signing the AA with the EU.»'

Barroso, the European Commission president, sought to convince Yanukov-
ich to reconsider his decision to abstain from signing the AA. At the press con-
ference after the Vilnius summit, Barroso emphasised that ‘the offer to sign these
agreements remains on the table provided the government of Ukraine delivers on
its commitments’.** He stated that this agreement would enable Ukraine to save
about €500 million a year in import duties and would increase the Gross
Domestic Product by more than 6 per cent in the longer-term. He expressed his
solidarity with the Ukrainian people, who were protesting against Yanukovich’s
decision: ‘we know how much Ukrainian people feel European, how much they
aspire to be recognized as members of a democratic community of nations of
Europe’. # In an obvious reference to President Putin’s pressure on Yanukovich,

Barroso stressed that ‘we will always accept Ukraine’s sovereign decisions’.*
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At this press conference, Barroso and van Rompuy sought to rescue
EU-Russia relations while emphasising that the AA would not harm Russia.
Barroso explained that ‘this partnership was never an imposition or rather a
supposition. And all stand to gain.... Let me be clear. This is a process for
something. It is not a process against someone.”* Van Rompuy referred to the
benefits Russia could gain from the EU-Ukrainian AA. He declared that
stronger relations with the EU did not come at the expense of relations
between eastern neighbours and their other neighbours, such as Russia. ‘Our
strong conviction is that these kinds of agreements are also benefitting Russia
because the better the economies in the neighbourhood of Russia are perform-
ing, the better it is for Russia’.? He added that ‘we, [the EU] are on the side of
the Ukrainian people.... We are helping Ukraine to become as other EU
member states.’?” This is precisely the underlying problem because assisting
Ukraine to become as the EU member states was at odds with the Kremlin’s
interests.

Despite this attempt to rescue EU-Russia relations, van Rompuy could not
ignore the extent of emerging tensions in the °‘strategic partnership’. He
denounced Russia’s meddling in EU-Ukraine relations by stating that

on numerous occasions, [we] reiterated that action taken by Russia vis-a-vis
the eastern partners are incompatible with how international relations should
function on our continent in the 21st century. The Union will continue
insisting that any Russian actions [which] influence Eastern European
partner countries’ sovereign choices could be in breach of the [OSCE’s]
Helsinki principles which commit to respect each other’s ... right to freely
define ... relations with other states in accordance with international law.*

Ten days later, the European Commission made an attempt to soften the
developing confrontation with Russia. Prior to the visit of Catherine Ashton, EU
High Representative, to Kiev in December 2013, the European Commission’s
spokesperson, Pia Ahrenkilde Hansen, announced that the EU was not intending
to interfere in Ukraine. She declared that it was not

our role to be specific about actions taken on the ground. It is our role to
support the freedom of the people of Ukraine to express their European
aspirations. ... In the past days we have been very clear in our condemnation
of violence in that respect. This is our role in addition to engaging with a
closer association, if that is the will of the sovereign people of Ukraine.”

This declaration carried some weight when bearing in mind that the EU’s
effective and carefully planned intervention in the resolution of the Orange
Revolution in 2004 resulted in the first political crisis in EU-Russia relations
since 1999 (see Chapter 4). Back then, the Kremlin accused the EU of deliber-
ately attempting to steer Ukraine’s policy away from Russia with the aim of
enhancing its sphere of influence in the post-Soviet space.
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The European Commission’s announcement that it would refrain from interfer-
ence in the Ukraine crisis was both appreciated and belittled by Fyodor Lukyanov,
the chairman of the Council for Foreign and Defence Policies. Lukyanov stated
that ‘as compared with the activities during the Orange Revolution, their impact on
the current events in the country is much more moderate. This is far from being the
top priority for the EU now’.*° In 2004, Lukyanov expressed his strong opposition
to President Yushchenko’s election, which had been brought about by the EU’s
diplomacy in Kiev. Lukyanov lamented that the ‘end of the Kuchma regime was
Russia’s biggest foreign policy defeat since the collapse of the Soviet Union’.*!
When Lukyanov described the EU’s role in the crisis in 2013 as moderate, the con-
flict was still at an early stage and not yet marked by severe violence. Although the
early stage of the crisis and the limited protest could be regarded as a justification
of the EU’s rather passive stance, for Lukyanov, this was an imminent weakness.
He downplayed the EU’s capacities in foreign policy by criticising Ashton’s role:
‘[a]s for Catherine Ashton’s speech at the opposition rally staged against [President
Yanukovich in December 2013], she is a minor EU official, [w]ho hardly takes any
important decisions’.** According to Professor Richard Sakwa, Ashton was con-
strained in her ability to make an impact by the Kremlin’s ruthless policy towards
Kiev. Sakwa argued that the development of the Ukraine crisis showed that Ashton
was ‘unable to articulate an independent policy that could temper the militant
rhetoric emanating from Moscow, Washington and Kiev. The EU has been
marginalised — in a conflict that its actions have provoked and that is taking place
in its “neighbourhood””.**

A sign of growing tensions over the EU-Russian ‘shared neighbourhood’ was
the diverging expectations concerning the summit agenda. The Russian presiden-
tial press service stated that visa-free travel, energy cooperation and talks on the
renewal of the PCA would be discussed.** According to the Russian presidential
aide Yury Ushakov, there was a ‘great need for a frank, substantial conversation,
including on the joint vision of EU-Russia relations’.* Ushakov considered inte-
gration efforts concerning the former Soviet space as a crucial point on the
summit agenda. He stated that the EU and Russia ‘should frankly and substan-
tively discuss the massive, long-term task, the matching of two integration pro-
cesses, the European and Eurasian ones’.>® Ushakov was critical of EU-Russia
relations. He stated that ‘we are convinced that our cooperation is far from being
fully used, there are significant reserves’.”’

In a similar vein to Ushakov, van Rompuy indirectly referred to some prob-
lems the EU and Russia encountered. Prior to the summit, he stated that ‘we
have also had however a number of differences which need to be discussed and
clarified. At this moment we need to focus on our common neighborhood,
regional integration processes, trade questions and international commitments’.*®
These fundamental problems in EU-Russia relations probably prompted the EU
to shorten the summit with Russia from a meeting lasting two days to an encoun-
ter of three hours.* This was interpreted as a sign of strained EU-Russia rela-
tions. According to an EU diplomat, the only time relations had been as tense as
this was during the Russian—Georgian War in 2008.%°
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This view was reflected in the summit press release. Van Rompuy asserted
that ‘there can be different interpretations and misunderstandings on the associ-
ation agreements and that is why we both agreed to pursue bilateral consulta-
tions at expert’s level on the ... AA and the economic consequences on both
sides’.*! European Commission President Barroso alluded to the strains inherent
in the relationship when he stated that the EU and Russia

have much to gain by strengthening our cooperation as strategic partners —
but for this to be successful, we need mutual understanding and strategic
trust. This is what we will try to consolidate at our next summit, by an open
discussion on our common interests as well as on our differences and the
best ways to overcome them.*?

A day after the summit, Lukyanov compared Russia’s strengths to the EU’s
inability to respond to the Ukraine crisis. According to Lukyanov, in 2013
when ‘the [EU] tried to draw Ukraine into its sphere of influence ... Russia
withstood Western pressures with limited effort, relying exclusively on the
power of persuasion and a moderate financial injection’.** He belittled the
EU’s impact in Ukraine by saying that the EU ‘did not invest serious money
or intellectual and political efforts in [resolution of the Ukraine crisis], assum-
ing it would work anyway’.** Contrasting the EU’s response to the crisis in
2013 to its prominent role in the resolution of the Ukraine conflict in 2004
enabled him to emphasise the EU’s decreasing influence in resolving the
Ukraine crisis: ‘[i]f Russia had been as passive or of as limited capability as it
was at the start of the last decade, the EU might perhaps have succeeded in
tethering Kiev, Yerevan, and others to itself even without any promises’.* He
warned that ‘Moscow has regained its qualities as a serious player and is reck-
lessly making up for lost time. Rivalry has erupted with new force’.*® Luky-
anov’s reference to EU-Russian rivalry would have been unthinkable in 1999,
when the EU did not yet possess leverage in its external relations. However,
the EU’s growing influence in the post-Soviet space which emerged in the
EU-Russian dilemma over Kaliningrad, the geopolitical consequences of EU
eastern enlargement for EU-Russia relations and the EU’s intervention in the
Orange Revolution became sources of confrontation in the former strategic
partnership, which culminated in the ongoing crisis in Ukraine.

Restrictive measures as a foreign policy tool

Three weeks later, when the situation in Ukraine reached its most violent phase
and many protestors lost their lives on Euro-Maidan, the EU was forced to react.
After EU High Representative Ashton agreed on a mediation mission consisting
of the foreign ministers of Germany, France and Poland, EU-led negotiations
between Yanukovich and the opposition began in Kiev. But the EU’s involve-
ment in the crisis resulted in confrontation with Russia.
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The erupting violence in Ukraine forced the EU to respond. European Com-
mission President Barroso stated that the EU had been monitoring the situation
in Kiev with ‘shock and dismay’.*” He declared that

the EU will respond to any deterioration on the ground. We therefore expect
that targeted measures against those responsible for violence and use of
excessive force can be agreed by our Member States as a matter of urgency,
as proposed by the High Representative/Vice President.*®

The President of the European Parliament, Martin Schulz, stated that what ‘we
need urgently is a threat of credible targeted sanctions against those involved in
human rights violations’.* In comparison to general restrictive measures, ‘tar-
geted sanctions’ can either be directed against individuals, business and groups,
or can be implemented in economic sectors or against certain products, instead
of being aimed at a state. The intention behind targeted sanctions is to enhance
their effect ‘on the actors responsible for violations, and to minimize the unin-
tended consequences for innocent civilians’.*® Targeted sanctions may include
the expulsion of diplomats or the cancellation of both sport and cultural events.
Alternatives to targeted sanctions are trade sanctions or financial sanctions, the
latter entailing ‘the freezing of funds or economic resources, the prohibition on
financial transactions, restrictions on export credits or investments’.”'

In the meantime, Ashton’s spokesperson urged the Ukrainian authorities to
ensure ‘prompt de-escalation’.” This was reflected in the European Council con-
clusions on Ukraine.”® Due to the worsening of the crisis, the Council ‘intro-
duced targeted sanctions including asset freeze and visa ban against those
responsible for human rights violations, violence and use of excessive force’.™

Before assessing the impact of restrictive measures on the Ukraine conflict, it
is important to recapitulate the circumstances under which the EU implements
them. The Treaty of the European Union introduced restrictive measures as a
means to attain specific goals in the EU CFSP. In 2003, the Council of the EU
adopted more specific guidelines for the application of restrictive measures, such
as ‘monitoring and follow-up’ of restrictive measures, which was the responsib-
ility of a ‘special Council body’.” In EU external relations, restrictive measures
had been implemented to foster democracy, to strengthen human rights, to
‘manage conflicts, to consolidate and assist democratic transition’, as well as to
provide support in the struggle against international terrorism.”® However, the
EU’s imposition of sanctions against third-party states is challenged by the
requirement for unanimity, meaning that individual EU member states cannot
apply restrictive measures without having received the consent of both the Euro-
pean Council and the Council of Ministers. EU member states should ensure
‘national coordination ... between all relevant government agencies, bodies and
services with competence in the field of sanctions’.’” As shown in this section,
the unanimity requirement posed a severe obstacle to the EU’s imposition of
sanctions on Russia because of divisions within the EU regarding relations with
Russia.
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No sooner had the EU publicly announced its stance on the Ukraine crisis
than representatives of the Russian Foreign Ministry launched an attack against
the EU’s involvement. After the most brutal and violent clashes in Ukraine on
Kiev’s Maidan cost the lives of many people in February 2014, the Russian
Foreign Ministry issued a statement in which ‘connivance on the part of those
Western politicians and European structures’ was held responsible for ‘further
escalation and provocation against the legitimate authority’.®® The Russian
Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov stated that the Foreign Ministry was ‘worried
about the Western capitals ... influencing the situation in the country’.”® He
simultaneously denounced the EU’s discussion about imposing potential sanc-
tions against Ukraine: ‘such actions can be considered blackmail’.°

Even though a Russian representative was sent to Ukraine to negotiate, the
EU and Russia failed to come to an agreement regarding Ukraine’s future polit-
ical orientation. The Kremlin’s spokesperson, Dmitry Peskov, stated that
Yanukovich asked Putin to ‘send a Russian [mediator] to [Kiev] to participate in
the negotiation process with the opposition”.®' Russian ombudsman Vladimir Lukin
was chosen as a mediator because of his ‘abundant experience of diplomatic
service and a considerable reputation among human rights defenders’.®* But due to
the escalation of violence in Ukraine, the EU was forced to react. The German
chancellor Angela Merkel informed Putin that Foreign Minister Frank-Walter
Steinmeier, his French counterpart Laurent Fabius, and their Polish colleague
Radoslaw Sikorski would travel to Kiev on 20 February to mediate between the
opposition and President Yanukovich.®® Before talking to President Yanukovich,
the foreign ministers met with opposition leaders Arseny Yatsenyuk, Olkeg
Tyagnibok and Vitaly Klitschko at the German embassy in Kiev.*

Merkel’s plans to mediate in the crisis were condemned by Lukyanov, chair-
man of the Council for Foreign and Defense Policies. He criticised Germany for
its ‘desire to show its newly acquired taste for European leadership’.®® He stated
that the ‘institutional collapse in Ukraine increases the likelihood that external
players will get involved’.®® Lukyanov criticised the US for its ‘inclination ... to
check an increasingly assertive Russia along with Moscow’s desire to prove its
pre-emptive right to dominate the post-Soviet space’.®’ This statement is one of
several examples which illuminate the Kremlin’s strategic foreign policy over
the post-Soviet space. It is not surprising that such statements raise suspicions
among politicians and commentators in the West that the Kremlin is attempting
to construct an empire. Despite Lukyanov’s reference to Russia’s right to domi-
nate the former Soviet space, he stated that EU-Russian cooperation ‘would
guarantee the preservation of Ukraine within its present borders and take on
some of the responsibilities that the current state institutions seem unable to
manage’.®® Russian dominance on the one hand, and EU-Russian cooperation
regarding institution-building in Ukraine on the other, are utterly contradictory
objectives which demonstrate the incompatibility of EU and Russia’s political
approaches towards Ukraine.

The result of the German, French and Polish foreign ministers’ mediation
efforts was a preliminary agreement seeking to resolve the Ukraine crisis. This
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agreement — a five point plan — was signed by the Ukrainian government and the
opposition on 21 February 2014. First, the agreement urged the reestablishment
of the Ukrainian constitution of 2004. Simultaneously, a coalition should be
created and a national government should be formed ten days after the plan’s
signing. Second, constitutional reform and equalisation of the balance of power
between the president, the government and the parliament should be completed
by September 2014. Third, the presidential election should be held as soon as
possible whilst a new Central Electoral Commission should be formed. Fourth,
all acts of violence, which had shaken Ukraine, should be investigated. Fifth, the
Ukrainian authorities would not impose a state of emergency and violence
should be stopped.®

Despite this agreement, the negotiators were concerned about its limitations.
Several hours after the agreement was reached, Steinmeier declared that he

hoped that all sides make a policy out of this agreement in the next days. This
framework [for the resolution of the crisis] needs to be implemented by Ukraine
itself. We will keep an eye that the agreement ... will be implemented.™

No less critical about the agreement’s success was Steinmeier’s counterpart and
negotiating partner Fabius. Having been asked whether the negotiations between
the three EU foreign ministers and Yanukovich would result in a compromise,
Fabius was hesitant to give an answer. He merely stated that in order to safe-
guard Ukraine’s integrity, opposition between Ukraine’s future political align-
ment with either the EU or Russia had to be avoided.™

The day after the agreement was signed some of the EU’s internal obstacles
in its foreign policy towards Ukraine surfaced. Instead of implementing sanc-
tions against Ukraine, Romano Prodi, the former president of the European
Commission, put forward two strategies, aiming at the crisis’ resolution. First,
he argued that the imposition of restrictive measures would not contribute to res-
olution of the conflict. He stated that ‘European leaders should back down from
their threats of sanctions against Ukraine ... which would only prolong the suf-
fering of the Ukrainian people’.’* Prodi urged

European leaders [to] immediately schedule direct talks with President ...
Putin ... and his top officials to find a temporary solution to stop the blood-
shed and a longer-term plan that would allow Ukrainians to determine their
political destiny in a peaceful and democratic fashion.”

At the same time he criticised ‘Russian interference in Ukraine’s internal
affairs’.’* He emphasised that the ‘West must make clear to Moscow that
Ukraine — a bridge between East and West — should not be the object of geopo-
litical games.”” In an obvious criticism of the EU’s policy towards Ukraine,
Prodi stated that ‘to threaten sanctions, to condone violent extremists in the
streets and to ignore Ukraine’s financial troubles — as some European leaders

seem to be doing — would be to hasten the destruction of the bridge’.”
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Two weeks later, EU condemnation of Russia increased. On 3 March 2014,
the EU Foreign Affairs Council strongly condemned the ‘clear violation of
Ukrainian sovereignty and territorial integrity by acts of aggression by the
Russian armed forces’, which are in ‘clear breach of the UN Charter and the
OSCE Helsinki Final Act and the [Ukrainian—Russian] Treaty of Friendship’.”’
Russia’s failure to commit to the afore mentioned regulations severely under-
mined its relations with the EU. A European Council press release stated that
both mutual interests and respect in EU-Russia relations ‘have been put in
doubt’.” The EU would suspend talks with Russia on visa related issues and on
the PCA’s renewal, should Russia fail to take ‘de-escalating steps’.” These
words carried weight. Three days later, on 6 March, the EU suspended talks on
visa liberalisation with Russia.*® A statement by the European Council published
the same day revealed the actual extent of EU-Russian confrontation over
Ukraine. It commenced by stating that the EU’s and Russia’s ‘common objective
of a relationship based on mutual interest and respect of international obligations
needs to be promptly restored. It would be a matter of great regret if the Russian
Federation failed to work in that direction’.®' The fact that the word ‘restored’
was used demonstrated that both mutual interest and respect had been under-
mined in EU-Russia relations.®” The statement emphasised the need for negoti-
ations between the Ukrainian government and Russia to begin within five days.
They should result in the resolution of the conflict ‘within a limited timeframe’.®
The failure to meet this obligation would result in the imposition of further sanc-
tions against Russia, such as ‘travel bans, asset freezes and the cancellation of
the EU-Russia summit’.®

A day later Russia’s permanent ambassador to the EU Vladimir Chizhov
belittled the EU’s response to the Ukraine crisis. He referred to the need to
rethink the implementation of sanctions when he alluded to potential mutual eco-
nomic losses caused by such restrictive measures: ‘Our [EU-Russian] trade turn-
over ... is one billion euros a day. And that is a figure that is worth considering
before taking any restrictive measures’.® Chizhov downplayed the sanctions
proposed by the West, stating that ‘on certain possible measures that were
announced at the [EU] Foreign Affairs Council yesterday, they do not appear to
be overly impressive. I would even add that they are more restrained than the
political rhetoric that surrounded them.’® He was disparaging about the impact
of the restrictive measures when he compared the extent of the proposed sanc-
tions with the volume of economic exchange between the EU and Russia.

The EU institutions were divided regarding the extent and severity of poten-
tial sanctions against Russia. The European Commissioner for energy Guenther
Oettinger stated in an interview that it ‘would be wrong to question the economic
ties that have been built over decades with Russia’.®” A possible reason for
Oettinger’s reluctance to impose sanctions was an attempt by the Kremlin to black-
mail the EU. On 8 March, the Russian Defence Ministry announced that it would
consider preventing monitoring of its nuclear power plants if economic sanctions
were enforced.® Several members of the European Parliament were much more
assertive about the imposition of sanctions against Russia than Oettinger. Johannes
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van Baalen, a Dutch member of the European Parliament from the Liberal Party
supported the imposition of sanctions despite the fact that restrictive measures
would simultaneously have negative repercussions for the EU.¥

This discrepancy among EU officials concerning the implementation of sanc-
tions against Russia had already characterised EU foreign policy towards Russia
during the second Chechen War. In 2000 a group of leaders perceived Putin’s elec-
tion as president as a window of opportunity for EU-Russian cooperation. The
European Council, the Commission and members of the European Parliament pro-
posed imposing sanctions on Russia, such as the suspension of trade-related
clauses in the EU-Russian PCA, because of Russian human rights abuses in
Chechnya. The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe also imposed a
short-term ban on Russia’s voting rights. Opposed to the imposition of these sanc-
tions, a group of prominent European political figures sought a ‘fresh start’ to
EU-Russia relations and developed plans for EU-Russian energy cooperation. As
a consequence, EU condemnation of Russia’s human rights violations in Chechnya
were muted and ‘business as usual” was resumed with Russia.”

The point of no return

The EU’s deliberations on the implementation of restrictive measures against
Russia neither resulted in resolution of the crisis nor in constraining the Krem-
lin’s foreign policy towards Ukraine. As a consequence, EU leaders witnessed
the annexation of Crimea in March 2014. This secession from Ukraine was con-
demned by the EU, which responded by implementing more extensive and
harsher restrictive measures against Russia. At the same time, EU-Russian
diplomatic relations reached the lowest point since the political crisis in 2004
after the Orange Revolution.

The EU position on Russia hardened drastically in light of Putin’s planned
referendum in Crimea. In a joint statement van Rompuy and Barroso mentioned
that all 29 EU heads of state and government had expressed the view that the
referendum contradicted both international law and the Ukrainian constitution.
The EU condemned the ‘unprovoked violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty and ter-
ritorial integrity and called on Russia to withdraw its armed forces’.”’ The EU
High Representative, Catherine Ashton, stated that there should be consequences
for Russia’s behaviour. She announced that

you can[not] simply sit back and say this situation can be allowed to happen.
So first of all we have to think very carefully about what the response ought
to be and there should be a response.... We [are] also trying to send the
strongest possible signals to Russia.”

These statements were officially adopted in the European Council conclusions
on Ukraine on 17 March, which stated that the EU abstained from recognising
the ‘illegal referendum in Crimea’.”* According to the conclusion statement, the
referendum ‘was held in the visible presence of armed soldiers under conditions
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of intimidation of civic activists and journalists, blacking out of Ukrainian tele-
vision channels and obstruction of civilian traffic in and out of Crimea’.** Due to
these developments in Crimea, the Council decided to impose additional restric-
tive measures, such as travel restrictions and asset freezes against individuals
who were considered responsible for undermining Ukraine’s territorial integrity,
sovereignty and independence. The Council urged Russia to de-escalate by with-
drawing its troops and by launching negotiations with the Ukrainian government
to seek a solution to the conflict.”” It warned that in the case of Russia’s failure
to de-escalate the situation, there would be ‘additional and far-reaching con-
sequences for relations in a broad range of economic areas between the Euro-
pean Union and ... the Russian Federation’.”® It emphasised its willingness to
engage in a ‘constructive dialogue’ and the EU’s commitment to ‘developing
[the] EU-Russia relationship, based on mutual interest and respect for inter-
national law’.%” In a drastic condemnation of EU-Russia relations at the time, the
Council ‘regret[ed] that Russia’s actions contradict these objectives’.”®

The European Council conclusions carried weight. Several days after their
publication, the EU imposed sanctions against Russia. Catherine Ashton
announced that ‘we do regret that Russia has so far not engaged in negotiations
with Ukraine. In the absence of positive steps, we have today decided to intro-
duce additional ... restrictive measures against 21 individuals responsible for
actions which undermine or threaten the territorial integrity, sovereignty and
independence of Ukraine’.”” In this context, Ashton indirectly addressed herself
to the Russian political leadership by stating that ‘there is still time to avoid a
negative spiral and reverse current developments’.'” Van Rompuy justified the
reasons for the EU’s implementation of visa bans and widening of asset
freezes.'”! In a possible attempt to rebuff criticism from Russian policy makers
on the imposition of these restrictive measures, he declared that

sanctions are not a question of retaliation; they are a foreign policy tool —
not a goal in themselves, but a means to an end. Our goal is to stop Russian
action against Ukraine, to restore Ukraine’s sovereignty — and to achieve
this we need a negotiated solution.'®

Two days after the referendum on Crimea, Putin’s address to State Duma
deputies, members of the Federation Council and representatives of civil society
revealed Russia’s open confrontation with the EU over Ukraine. He dismissed
the West’s condemnation of the referendum. He stated that determining Cri-
mea’s future political orientation was undertaken in ‘full compliance with demo-
cratic procedures and international norms’.'” According to Putin, ‘Crimea has
always been an inseparable part of Russia. This firm conviction is based on truth
and justice’.'™ In an attempt to highlight the importance of Ukraine’s annexation
to Russia, Putin referred to the illegality of the region’s accession to Ukraine. He
stated that the ‘decision was made in clear violation of the constitutional norms
that were in place.... Naturally, in a totalitarian state nobody bothered to ask the
citizens of Crimea and Sevastopol”.!®
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Meanwhile a group of Russian policy makers retaliated to the proposed sanc-
tions, expressing concerns about the impact of these restrictive measures on the
Russian economy. The Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov condemned
the West’s proposed sanctions as ‘hasty and ill-considered’.'® The Deputy
Economic Development Minister Aleksey Likhachev stated that the Russian
Economic Ministry hoped that ‘there will only be targeted political sanctions and
not a broad package affecting economic trade’.'”” Emphasising that Russia would
impose sanctions against the EU and the US as a retaliatory action against the
punitive economic measures, Likhachev stated that ‘our sanctions will be of
course similar’.'® This was not merely empty rhetoric, as the State Duma issued
legislation which would result in freezing assets of both businesses and indi-
viduals from the US and the EU in case sanctions were implemented against
Russia after the referendum on Crimea.'® In a reference condemning the West’s
external interference in Russian affairs, Andrey Klishas, who drafted the legisla-
tion, stated that it would give the presidents and government opportunities to
‘defend our sovereignty from threats’.'"

The immediate aftermath of the referendum in Crimea revealed both the EU’s
division in its response to the annexation and the helplessness of the EU in
responding to the crisis. During an annual meeting of European and American
politicians, the Estonian President Toomas Ilves and the Italian Foreign Minister
Federica Mogherini clashed in a debate on the EU’s response to the Ukraine
crisis. Ilves criticised the EU for ‘sitting and watching’ the annexation of Crimea
and for giving Russia only ‘a minor slap on the wrist’ by imposing visa bans.
According to Ilves, Russia ‘laughed at’ this reaction.''' His reaction sparked a
heated debate with Mogherini, who cynically repudiated Ilves’ remark by asking
rhetorically ‘So, let’s bomb Russia? What is the solution?’ Ilves retaliated that
the EU should ‘begin defending ourselves, because once you start ... the annexa-
tion of territories what possible intellectual reasoning could say “this won’t con-
tinue”’.""? The Prime Minister of Luxembourg Xavier Bettel summed up the EU
debate on the annexation of Crimea by stating that ‘among the 28 [EU member
states] there are very wide gaps’.'”® The EU’s internal division regarding its
stance towards Russia undermined its ability to create an affirmative and unitary
policy towards Moscow during the second Chechen War, as demonstrated in
Chapters 2 and 3 of this book. No less constraining was the EU’s lack of a
common stance in its response to the Ukraine crisis.

The annexation resulted in an institutional break in EU-Russia relations. The
most drastic sign of confrontation between the strategic partners over Ukraine
was the cancellation of the summit, which was supposed to take place in July.'"
In addition, the European Council decided that bilateral meetings between
Russia and individual EU member states would not be held either. The European
Commission announced that the EU would not participate in the G8 summit,
which was hosted by Putin in Sochi. Instead, the summit took place in Brussels
in the context of a meeting of the G7 states. Furthermore, the Foreign Ministers
of the EU member states refused to participate in a meeting on foreign policy to
be held in Moscow.'"® A further sign of the culmination of the crisis in Mos-
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cow’s relations with the West was Russia’s exclusion from the G 8."'® Comment-
ing on this decision, German Chancellor Angela Merkel emphasised that ‘the G
8 are not only an economic community but they are also a community which
shares values and that demands respect for international law’.''” Whilst the
EU-Russian confrontation was at its peak, the genuine intentions of the EU
towards integration with Ukraine were confirmed when the political provisions
of the EU-Ukrainian AA were signed on 21 March.''®

Russian policy makers ridiculed the EU’s limited capacities in its foreign
policy towards Ukraine. The chairman of the Council for Foreign and Defense
Policies, Fyodor Lukyanov, referred to the limited impact of the sanctions when
he stated that ‘the West can put economic pressure on Russia, but no one —
especially in Europe — is ready to consider truly serious sanctions, because they
would cut both ways in this globalized world’.'"” At the same time, he slated the
EU’s response to the conflict: ‘Europe ... has already demonstrated to the world
its total political failure as an international player’.'* In a similar vein to Luky-
anov, the former Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov referred to the EU’s
inability to react to the Ukraine crisis when he ridiculed sanctions as ‘a sign of
weakness. [They] demonstrate a clear inability to resolve complicated problems
through political and diplomatic means.'*!

The failure of EU-Russian relations was further reflected in the Kremlin’s
retaliation to the implementation of sanctions. At the Economic Forum in St
Petersburg, Putin warned that due to the level of interdependence in global pol-
itics, ‘economic sanctions used as an instrument of political pressure have a
boomerang effect that ultimately has consequences for business and economy in
the countries that impose them’.'” Putin’s words carried weight. Three months
later, Russia implemented import bans on agricultural products from countries
which had imposed restrictive measures against Moscow.'?

Putin condemned both the West’s position on the annexation of Crimea and
the EU’s role in Ukraine. He condemned the West for ‘trying to corner us in
retaliation for ... having an independent position, for defending it, for calling
things by their names and not being hypocritical’.'** Putin criticised the West for
having ‘crossed the red line. They acted brutally, irresponsibly and unprofes-
sionally’.'” He accused the EU for breaching laws when interfering in Ukrainian
domestic politics in 2004. According to Putin, ‘the necessary candidate’ was
‘push[ed] ... through’ during the presidential elections, and ‘they thought up
some sort of third round that was not stipulated by the law. It was absurd and a
mockery of the constitution’.'”® Accusing the EU of having betrayed Russia, he
stated that ‘they have thrown in an organized and well-equipped army of
militants’.'”” Putin declared that

actions were aimed against Ukraine and Russia and against European inte-
gration. And all this while Russia strived to engage in dialogue with our col-
leagues in the West. We are constantly proposing cooperation on all key
issues ... we want to strengthen our level of trust and for our relations to be
equal, open and fair. But we saw no reciprocal steps. On the contrary they
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have lied to us many times, made decisions behind our backs [and] placed
us before an accomplished fact.'?®

Putin’s view of the EU’s role in Ukraine demonstrates the severity of the
EU—Russian confrontation over Ukraine.

No less confrontational than Putin towards the West’s attitude in the Ukraine
crisis was Lukyanov. He stated that the West ‘did not understand right away, if
they understood at all, that Russia sees the Ukrainian issue not simply as a red
line, but as a double solid white line’."?* In what can be considered an obvious
reference to the regime change marking the Orange Revolution, Lukyanov
continued that

[t]he space for agreement disappeared when Russia saw a neighbouring
country, Ukraine being enticed by Europe and the United States into adopt-
ing other principles. Moscow has acted accordingly, with no regard for the
possible costs or even the danger of curtailed relations with the West."*

The downing of a passenger flight by pro-Russian separatists over Eastern
Ukraine marked the point of no return in EU-Russia relations. The downing
forced the EU to implement further sanctions against Russia."”' The German
Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier commented on the developments of
EU-Russian relations after this catastrophe. He asserted that

the downing of flight MH 17 has tremendously changed the situation. We
need a serious and independent resolution of this crime.... All foreign
ministers ... know that a common action is required. Sanctions are neither a
means just for the sake of it, nor a cure against everything, but without any
doubt, the Russian leadership did not do enough in the past weeks to contain
separatists. Therefore ... we are ready to increase the pressure against
Moscow in order to force Russia to change its behavior and to take part in
de-escalation. '

Steinmeier’s words carried weight. A week after his statement, the EU imple-
mented the most severe sanctions yet against Russia: ‘an arms embargo, a ban
on the export of some sensitive technologies and a ban on the sales of bonds and
equities by state-owned Russian banks in European capital markets’.'** However,
these sanctions can only be considered as short-term solutions and do not offer
any long-lasting sustainable solution to ease some major sources of confronta-
tion in EU-Russia relations.

Yet it remains difficult to see the impact of the sanctions in putting the
Kremlin under pressure to terminate the Ukraine crisis by coercing separatists in
Eastern Ukraine. This was already implied by Steinmeier’s statement that restric-
tive measures were neither a ‘means just for the sake of it nor a cure against
everything’."** At the same time, sanctions do seem to be the only means the EU
has at its disposal in the overly ambitious attempt to coerce Russia to change its
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foreign policy. Despite the lack of impact of sanctions, they have had negative
repercussions on the Russian economy. In early 2014, devaluation of the rouble,
high inflation and a decrease in growth, the slowest growth rate since 1999,
without taking the recession in 2009 into consideration, were partial con-
sequences of the sanctions.'* Professor Richard Sakwa rightly argued

the impact of the sanctions in the end turned out to be quite severe, [but]
there is no evidence that they achieved the desired effect. In fact, sanctions
only impeded the path of dialogue and the emergence of mutually satis-
factory outcomes.”'*

Whilst these deliberations on the implementation of sanctions were ongoing,
Mikhail Margelov, head of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Russian Feder-
ation Council, commented on the EU’s failure to draw lessons from the Russian—
Georgian War. According to Margelov,

the events of August 2008, when Russia intervened in the war unleashed by
the regime of Mikhail Saakashvili ... to enforce peace in the region ...
should have made clear to everyone that Russia is not only ready to make its
voice heard, but is also prepared to use force when its national interests are
at stake."?’
He claimed that the Ukraine crisis would ‘drag on for the foreseeable future’.'*®
He rhetorically asked whether the crisis would ‘result in a new Cold War and a
severe reduction of all ties between Russia and the [EU].'* In an attempt not to
jeopardise the strategic partnership, he referred to the mutual benefits of
EU-Russian economic interdependence. He acknowledged that

each nation seeks to diversify its trade relations and reduce its risks in the
global market. But who would want to lose time-tested economic partners
with large markets? Russia is just as interested in exporting its energy
resources to the [EU] as the EU is in importing them.'*°

In what can be considered a potential attempt to avoid overemphasising
EU-Russian economic interdependency, Margelov emphasised that Russia was
diversifying its political relations. He stated that ‘Russia has demonstrated to the
West that there are alternative economic partners to the [EU], with the demand
for Russian hydrocarbons in China and other developing markets in the region
just as high as in Europe’."!" According to Margelov, Russia should develop
relations with different countries to ‘avoid being suspected of allying itself with
any of the competing parties’.'*> Regarding the development of EU-Russia rela-
tions, Margelov stated that there remained the challenge of ‘rapprochement’ with
the EU, ‘especially considering that Russia is a European country’.'*?

Russian views on the development of relations with Europe were diverging.
An article published in the Russian newspaper Vedomosti referred to Russia’s
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cultural, political and economic distinction from Europe. From an economic
point of view, Russia diversifies its relations by cooperating with China. On a
political level, in light of condemnation of the annexation of Crimea, the head of
the Russian delegation to PACE and speaker of the State Duma, Sergei
Naryshkin, stated that Russia would suspend its membership of PACE after
Moscow was deprived of its right to vote."** He referred to the fact that the
voting ban would have limited effects in that Russia would not ‘urgently revise
its foreign policy and principles’.'*® His allusion to the limited ability of the
voting ban to coerce Russia to change its foreign policy was a reminder of the
reaction of Duma deputies to the imposition of the sanction by PACE in April
2000." On a cultural level, a draft on Russian cultural policy prepared by the
Russian Ministry of Culture was quoted by Interfax: ‘Russia should be treated as
a unique and distinctive civilization, [which] cannot be reduced either to the
“West” or to the “East™’."" In essence this statement alluded on the one hand to
the diverging world views of Russia and the West, which became a source of
confrontation in their relationship. On the other hand, this statement also made
clear that due to its ‘distinctive civilization’, Russia would not listen to lectures
given by Brussels on democracy and human rights. This tendency in Russian
politics to abstain from adopting the West’s self-proclaimed values was already
reflected in the RMTS published in 2000 which stated that

Russia should retain its freedom to determine and implement its domestic
and foreign policies, its status and advantages of an Euro-Asian state and
the largest country of the Commonwealth of Independent States, independ-
ence of its position and activities at international organizations.'*

The fact that the Russian Ministry for Culture regarded Russia as a political
entity which was neither comparable to the West nor to the East was in addition
to the RMTS’ rejection of closer association with the EU, a symbol of the
reversal in Russia’s relations with the EU.

The statement that Russia was a unique civilisation which cannot be reduced
either to the West or the East demonstrates a U-turn in relations in comparison
with the great expectations which had characterised EU-Russia relations in
1999. At that time President Yeltsin lamented that Russia was not an EU
member.'* Prime Minister Chernomyrdin was equally disappointed at the lack
of prospect of Russia becoming part of the EU.' Since 2002, the gradually
intensifying confrontation in EU-Russia relations was caused by the EU’s
increasing influence in the former Soviet space, its development of the integ-
rative political and economic EaP, as well as growing ideational discrepancies.

Conclusion

This chapter sought to explain the reasons for the shift in Russian perceptions of
the EU from an aggressive organisation seeking to increase its influence in the
post-Soviet space after the Orange Revolution, to a weak actor a decade later. It
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argued that this shift was influenced by three factors. First, division within the
EU over implementation of restrictive measures against Russia undermined the
EU’s response to the Ukraine crisis. Representatives of new EU member states,
such as the Estonian president, for instance, were in favour of imposing sanc-
tions against Russia. However, other European officials, such as the Commis-
sioner for energy, feared that the implementation of restrictive measures could
harm Europe’s economy and undermine long-term security of the EU’s energy
supply.

Second, the sanctions the EU implemented against Russia were not an appro-
priate means of de-escalating the crisis. The limited effect of the restrictive
measures became increasingly evident as Russian politicians such as the former
Foreign Minister Ivanov belittled the impact of sanctions after the EU announced
further restrictive measures following Russia’s annexation of Crimea.

The third factor which contributed to the shift in Russian perceptions of the
EU was the fact that the EU was incapacitated by the Kremlin’s foreign policy.
According to Lukyanov, Russian foreign policy was

marked by renunciation of the integration idea and by a concept according
to which Russia should retain the freedom of action and seek the consolida-
tion of its independent position on all issues. This is a time of ‘strategic
breakthrough’ to a basically new status of Moscow in the international
arena.'”!

Lukyanov’s statement reflects Putin’s foreign policy towards Ukraine, especially
since the annexation of Crimea. According to Lukyanov, Russia has gained
‘greater self-reliance in international affairs and ... greater confidence in the
country’s ability to solve its problems on its own terms’.'* Russia’s independ-
ence and confidence in its foreign policy resulted in the Kremlin’s reluctance to
heed EU condemnation of Russia’s ruthless foreign policy towards Ukraine.

The EU does not possess the political means to influence Russia’s ruthless
foreign policy. In the future, when dealing with such an idiosyncratic partner,
the EU’s external relations towards Moscow would need to comprise elements
of both soft and hard power. However, this policy recommendation is merely
based on two academic concepts with limited practical applicability. This policy
recommendation is challenged by the dynamic nature of EU politics. The various
and continuing changes, such as the rotating European Council Presidencies and
divergent stances among EU member states regarding relations with Russia,
hamper the EU’s ability to develop and maintain a unitary stance in its relations
with Moscow. Since 2006, this internal friction has been aggravated by a divi-
sion between ‘old” and ‘new’ member states. The relations between new member
states and Russia have been shaped by history. As a consequence, EU foreign
policy towards Russia was often marked by internal divisions, resulting in dead-
locks in EU-Russia relations. This was the case in 2006, when Poland and
Lithuania both vetoed the renewal of the EU-Russian PCA because of bilateral
disputes with Russia.
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In addition to the challenges to the EU’s foreign policy towards Moscow,
fundamental questions regarding Ukraine’s political development remain.
Ukraine’s future political orientation is challenged by three factors. First, the
EU’s declaration at the EaP summit in Riga in May 2015 that it did not antici-
pate further accessions until 2020 has increased doubts about Ukraine’s future
political direction. Second, the conflict in Eastern Ukraine constrains the devel-
opment of a bright political future for Ukraine as a country which is not torn
between affiliation to the EU or Russia. Third, any predictions about Kiev’s
future political development remain hypothetical at this stage because it depends
on the ability of the EU and Russia to overcome the deadlock over Ukraine.
However, reducing the strained relations between the EU and Russia merely to
the Ukraine conflict is to provide a narrow examination of the reasons for the
deterioration of the former strategic partnership. The book’s conclusions refer to
the diverse dynamics which gradually culminated in confrontation between the
EU and Russia after their blooming aspirations for a strategic partnership
in 1999.
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Conclusions

The deterioration of EU-Russia relations from courtship in 1999 to confrontation in
2015 unfolded on three levels. First, on the geopolitical level, a Russian discourse
on EU membership aspirations in 1999 emerged alongside the Kremlin’s advance-
ment of its own project for integration with countries in the post-Soviet space. As
soon as the EU was able to exert influence in this region, its relations with Russia
deteriorated. The most prominent demonstration of the Kremlin’s hostility towards
EU involvement in Russia’s ‘near abroad’ was after the Orange Revolution. At that
moment, Russian policy makers perceived the EU as an ‘aggressive organisation’
which sought to entice Ukraine to integration with the EU at the expense of the
Kremlin’s wish to keep Kiev within its orbit. In contrast, during the Kosovo War,
when the EU’s underdeveloped institutional structure impeded its ability to develop
an affirmative foreign policy, Russian policy makers treated the EU as a diplomatic
partner in seeking to resolve the crisis in the Serbian province.

An examination of the ideological underpinnings of the evolution of
EU-Russia relations between 1999 and 2015 demonstrated the partners’ diverg-
ing stances regarding the importance of values in their relations. The shaping of
a mutual EU-Russian understanding concerning the role of values was chal-
lenged by two factors. The EU’s emphasis on values in its relationship with
Russia oscillated between pragmatic foreign policy goals and normative con-
siderations. This was affected by division within the EU over a clear policy
towards Russia. Friction within the EU increased during the second Chechen
War because of the limited and decreasing EU influence on Moscow over
Russian human rights violations in Chechnya. This was in contrast to the prag-
matism of the French European Council Presidency in launching a joint energy
policy with Russia. There was a brief moment of unity in the EU’s stance
towards Russia during the second Chechen War during the European Council
summit in Helsinki in December 1999. Although the EU warned Russia about
the potential suspension of trade clauses in the PCA and reduced the aid Russia
received through the TACIS programme, criticism of Russian human rights vio-
lations was muted and the EU took a pragmatic approach to cooperation with
Russia. The EU’s prioritisation of long-term economic considerations over
humanitarian concerns at the time of the continuing war with Chechnya was con-
demned by European human rights defenders.
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However, the EU’s use of sanctions and public diplomacy to exert influence on
human rights in Russia faced limitations. The Kremlin refused to listen to lectures
from Brussels on the need to safeguard human rights as the price of Russia’s closer
integration with or membership of the EU. The RMTS rejected the idea of EU
membership whilst emphasising Russia’s ambition to be a Eurasian great power.'
This prevented the EU from using potential accession to the EU as leverage to
convince Russia to implement reforms, to abide by the values set out in the pre-
amble to the PCA, and to divert Russia’s gradual drift into authoritarianism and
curbing of democracy during Putin’s second term in office. Mikhail Khodorko-
vsky’s arrest in 2003,? the reforms Putin announced after the hostage crisis in
Beslan in 2004, the Kremlin’s reluctance to undertake any measures to liberalise
its energy market in 2006, Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014, as well as the
launch of the Eurasian Union a year later, were further signs of the gradually
increasing authoritarianism in Putin’s Russia. These have been widely interpreted
in the West as evidence of Russia’s attempt to regain its strength as a great power.
Russia’s rejection of membership of the ENP further strengthened this view. Rus-
sia’s refusal to join the ENP demonstrated the Kremlin’s reluctance to implement
political and economic reforms as the price of future integration with the EU. As a
consequence, the EU was no longer able to use EU membership as an incentive to
encourage Russia to conform to the values the EU aspired to uphold.

On an economic level, Russia transformed from a reliable partner in the
supply of energy to an enlarging EU, to a major threat to the long-term
security of EU energy supplies. The year 2000 was marked by the launch of
the EU-Russian Energy Dialogue, the first crucial step towards cooperation in
energy policy, despite Russia’s continuing military invasion of Chechnya.
Prior to the Energy Dialogue, EU-Russian energy diplomacy was rather
vaguely alluded to in the PCA. The interruption of supply to Ukraine by
Gazprom in 2006 and 2009 contributed to the perception of Russia as an
unreliable guarantor for the long-term security of EU energy supplies.’ The
first disruption of supply, which undermined deliveries to nine EU member
states, was a wakeup call for the EU in seeking to diversify its energy supply
by attempting to find alternative suppliers. At the same time, the EU urged
Russia to liberalise its energy market by ratifying the European ECT. The
Russian government refused to ratify this Charter and responded to the EU’s
request by increasing state control over its energy sector. In a further attempt
to decrease the Kremlin’s control of the energy market, the EU sought to use
the update of the PCA as an opportunity to include a clause on the ‘Early
Warning Mechanism’, which would put Russia under a contractual obligation
to inform the EU as soon as possible about any potential interruptions of
supply. Russia refused to fulfil this request. As a result, the EU developed
plans for alternative supply routes, including the Nabucco pipeline from
Turkey to Austria. However, a number of challenges have impeded the final
construction of this pipeline. The pursuit of alternative energy supplies reflects
strains in the relationship between the EU and Russia in an area where there
was previously potential for cooperation.
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This book endeavoured to explain the reasons for the deterioration of
EU-Russia relations from 1999 to 2015. In 1999, the outlook was promising for
mutually fruitful diplomacy between Brussels and Moscow. During the Kosovo
War, Russia’s relations with the US and NATO culminated in the most severe
crisis since the end of the Cold War. In contrast, Russian policy makers recog-
nised the EU as a trustworthy partner in seeking to resolve this conflict. The
adoption of a peace plan for Kosovo was a joint and successful EU-Russian
effort, which marked the beginning of diplomatic relations following the PCA’s
entrance into force. Four months after this successful diplomacy, Javier Solana,
in his role as NATO’s Secretary-General, emphasised the significance of an
EU-Russian ‘strategic partnership’, stating that the partnership ‘offers the great-
est opportunity to affect the cause of world affairs in a manner, which will truly
affect the course of history, for the better’.*

By 2015, it had become evident that Solana’s aspirations for the evolution of
EU-Russia relations had not materialised. The Kremlin’s pressure on the
Ukrainian government to become a member of the Eurasian Union at the
expense of closer political and economic integration with the EU, as well as Rus-
sia’s illegal annexation of Crimea, are the latest in a series of examples which
lead Western analysts to argue that EU-Russia relations have reached the point
of no return.

The main contention of this book is that the reversal in the relationship, from
courtship in 1999 to the height of confrontation in 2015, was the result of major
changes within the EU and Russia which led to increasing divergence. In 1999
the EU lacked coherent external representation, which resulted in Russian per-
ceptions of the EU as the ‘acceptable face of the West’. The EU’s evolution as a
political actor, with increasing influence in foreign policy, soon had an impact
on the Kremlin. The European Commission’s imposition of visas on Russians
travelling to and from Kaliningrad directly impinged upon the lives of Russian
citizens and confirmed that the EU could impact on the post-Soviet space.
Despite vehement attempts by Russian diplomats and policy makers to reverse
the introduction of visas, which they condemned as an infringement of the right
of free movement of persons, the EU held firm to this policy course.

However, EU policy towards Russia was not always as consistent as in the
case of Kaliningrad. When the Russian government perpetrated human rights
violations during the second Chechen War, the European Parliament condemned
Russia’s actions, urging an immediate ceasefire. In contrast, the European
Council took a firmer line as exemplified by the reduction of aid to Russia from
the TACIS programme and the Council’s proposal to freeze some PCA provi-
sions. However, the EU was internally divided regarding the development of
relations with Russia. Some prominent heads of state and government did not
want to jeopardise relations with Russia, the EU’s most important trading partner
and the main supplier of energy to an enlarging EU. Even the initially more out-
spoken critics of Russia’s conduct in the North Caucasus gradually toned down
their protests because of the plan to launch the EU-Russia Energy Dialogue, the
strategic partners’ first major deal for energy cooperation.
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In contrast to the Chechen War, at the time of the Orange Revolution, the EU
managed to pursue strategic and carefully planned diplomacy towards Ukraine,
which led to the first political crisis between the EU and Russia since 1999. The
EU was able to exert influence in Ukraine by refusing to accept the results of the
fraudulent elections and by requesting a rerun of the presidential election, result-
ing in victory for the pro-Western candidate. Russian policy makers perceived
the EU’s involvement in resolution of the Ukraine crisis as a deliberate attempt
to draw Kiev into its sphere of influence to the detriment of the Kremlin’s inter-
ests. This view was further strengthened by the launch of the EaP in 2009, which
set out a political and economic integrative framework for six countries from the
former Soviet space, including Ukraine.

The institutionalisation of the EaP resulted in a major EU-Russian con-
frontation, which has characterised the former strategic partnership since
November 2013. In the continuing crisis over Ukraine, the EU did not pursue
a clear agenda regarding its future relations with Kiev. The EaP summit in
Riga in May 2015 demonstrated the absence of a streamlined integrative
policy with Kiev. At the Riga summit, the EU revealed that further enlarge-
ment would not be a foreign policy priority for the EU over the next few
years. The unwillingness of the EU to fulfil the ambitions of pro-EU politi-
cians for integration with the EU, and Eastern Ukraine’s dominance by
Russian separatists make it impossible to predict Ukraine’s future political
orientation.

The examination of the deterioration of EU-Russia relations between 1999
and 2015 raises the question whether these sources of confrontation will impact
on relations in the years to come. An assessment of the future development of
EU-Russia relations in the short-term faces several fundamental challenges.
First, an attempt to address the future development of EU-Russian diplomacy
necessitates a reference to the Ukraine crisis. Chapter 7 sought to demonstrate
that the origins of this crisis, which emerged in November 2013, can be traced
back to open confrontation between the EU and Russia after the Orange Revolu-
tion in 2004. Due to the inability of both Russia and the EU to draw lessons from
their initial clash over Ukraine, the West was simply paralysed by the deteriorat-
ing Ukraine crisis, which culminated in Crimea’s annexation to Russia. The
sudden brutality of the dynamics in Ukraine in 2013 and 2014 made a prediction
of future developments in Ukraine impossible. Such an assessment would
require the examination of domestic factors in Ukrainian politics, such as
attempts by the Ukrainian government to negotiate with separatists in Eastern
Ukraine, which goes beyond the objectives of this book but could form the basis
for future research.

Second, seeking to assess the future development of EU-Russia relations
depends on the possibility of the partners dealing with their divergent under-
standings of the role of values in their relationship. Their inability to establish a
set of mutually agreed values as a basis for the development of relations becomes
evident when looking at the preamble to the PCA. According to this, the Euro-
pean Community and the Russian Federation are
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convinced about the paramount importance of the rule of law and respect
for human rights, particularly those of minorities, the establishment of a
multi-party system with free and democratic elections and economic liberal-
ization aimed at setting up a market economy.’

Such statements are only meaningful when they go beyond political rhetoric and
are implemented in the EU’s relations with Russia. This examination of
EU-Russia relations between 1999 and 2015 has demonstrated that dialogue
over both respect for human rights and economic liberalisation broke down. In
2000, during the second Chechen War, EU officials and institutions condemned
Russian human rights abuses in the North Caucasus before, but this posturing on
human rights did not bring about the intended effect — to coerce Russia to end
the war. The EU’s lack of an affirmative position on continuation of its relations
with Russia — despite the continuation of war in Chechnya — further undermined
the EU’s ability to seek to uphold the values set out in the PCA preamble.

The ever growing intensity of the confrontation over Ukraine and the annexa-
tion of Crimea raises the question of why the PCA was not put on hold as a dem-
onstration that the EU and Russia could not continue their relationship on the
basis of ‘business as usual’. In order to address this question, the EU’s previous
intentions to use the PCA as a coercive measure need to be concisely examined.
In the diplomatic history of EU-Russia relations since the adoption of the PCA
in 1997, the agreement was used twice as leverage by the EU. The initial imple-
mentation of the PCA was put on hold because of the outbreak of the first
Chechen War in 1994. After it was signed in 1997, the European Council pro-
posed freezing some of the trade provisions and strictly applying the political
clauses in the agreement. The EU response to this proposal was incoherent and
therefore prevented the implementation of this proposition. Nine years later,
during the Russian—Georgian War, the European Council postponed negotiations
regarding an update of the PCA for about two months as an expression of the
EU’s condemnation of Russia’s war with Georgia. However, whilst this restric-
tive measure was announced, the European Council emphasised that there

is no desirable alternative to a strong relationship, based on cooperation,
trust and dialogue, respect for the rule of law and [the EU] call[s] on Russia
to join with us in making this fundamental choice in favour of mutual
interest, understanding and cooperation.®

In light of this statement, the failure to suspend the PCA during the ongoing
crisis in Ukraine, in which Russia allegedly supports Ukrainian separatists in the
East, is not surprising.

In endeavouring to explain the reasons for the reversal of relations between
1999 and 2015, this book does not claim to offer an exhaustive analysis of the
evolution of the relationship. The book was not intended to illuminate under-
lying motives of Putin and the Russian power elite. As a consequence, it remains
uncertain to what extent conflicts with the EU were driven by ideological
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conceptions or by advantages for individual policy makers. It will only be pos-
sible to fill in the gaps in our understanding of decision-making processes in
Russia when the Kremlin’s archives are opened decades from now. An examina-
tion of documents from these archives would help to clarify the thinking of the
Russian leadership and how it impacted on Russia’s relations with the EU from
1999 until 2015. Obtaining access to documents in these archives, as well as
interviews with key Russian officials, on the question of whether the EU
intended to promote its values in relations with Russia would result in a more
nuanced assessment of the role of values in the former strategic partnership.

EU decision making, which moulded EU-Russia relations at various stages
during the time period covered by this book, like the Kremlin’s, is far from
transparent. At this stage, it remains unclear what motives have driven EU
member states in their interaction with Russia during their chairmanship of the
European Council Presidency. The thinking behind the Portuguese European
Council Presidency’s accommodating stance towards Russia during the second
Chechen War and behind Berlusconi’s advocacy of Putin’s policy in Chechnya
still remains obscure.

No less significant than the need to assess internal aspects of both the EU’s
and Russia’s political decision making in the attempt to understand changes in
their diplomatic relations, is the need to assess current external political devel-
opments. As a consequence, future research on EU-Russia relations requires
an examination of the repercussions of Russia’s current involvement in Syria
for both EU-Russia relations and for the future of the ENP. Russia’s increas-
ing engagement in Syria raises the question of why, after Russia’s pressure on
Ukraine — a member of the EU’s Eastern Neighbourhood, the Kremlin is cur-
rently seeking to interfere in the EU’s Southern Neighbourhood as well. Rus-
sia’s engagement is demonstrated by its allegedly military support in Syria’s
fight against Islamic State and rebel groups. Some political commentators
speculate that Russia will seek the EU’s support in an attempt to find a polit-
ical resolution to the conflict in Syria.” It is difficult to predict the potential
shortcomings of the ENP and its future development, Russia’s motivations,
developments and the outcomes of its involvement in Syria. The publication
of a Russian proposal on 11 November 2015 for reforms of the Syrian consti-
tution followed by elections raised hopes that conflict resolution was gaining
momentum.® Two days later, France and the world was traumatised by the ter-
rorist attacks in Paris, which were claimed by Islamic State.” Time will tell if
President Putin and President Obama’s agreement on a ‘Syrian led and Syrian-
owned political transition’ at the G20 summit in Antalya on 15 November can
be considered effective in both resolving the Syrian crisis and eliminating the
root causes of extremism, which has become a threat to international
security.'® At the same time, it remains to be seen if this seemingly common
goal, the combat of extremism, can be considered a first step in the rapproche-
ment between Russia and the West.

Russia’s current engagement in Syria and pressure on Ukraine raise questions
about potential shortcomings of the ENP and its future evolution. Time will tell
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whether the development of a practical approach to revising the ENP by the
European Commission, involving Russia in deliberations on enhanced integra-
tion between the EU and the CIS, will help to ease tensions between the EU and
Russia. The publication of the ENP review will demonstrate if the Commission
envisages a fresh approach to the core principles of the ENP focusing on differ-
entiation, focus, flexibility, ownership and visibility."' The feasibility of reducing
EU-Russian confrontation over the shared neighbourhood through the applica-
tion of these principles can only be assessed by examining empirical evidence on
the development of the EU’s relations with ENP member states such as Syria
and Ukraine in the context of those countries’ trilateral relations with the EU and
Russia in the years to come.

Predicting developments in EU-Russia relations requires examination of
another crucial factor which has influenced relations — energy policy. Recent
developments regarding the EU’s diversification of energy policy are very
likely to have a direct impact on long-term cooperation between the EU and
Russia. The interruption of gas supply to Ukraine in 2006 and 2009 increased
Brussels’ calls for diversification in energy supply. As soon as the EU pre-
sented concrete plans for diversification, including construction of the
Nabucco pipeline, Russian officials played down the significance of the
EU-Russian energy trade by referring to China as an alternative market for
Russian resources. The validity of Russia’s claim of a proposed reorientation
towards a different market was borne out by negotiations to finalise an agree-
ment on Russian—Chinese energy cooperation in June 2014. This deal includes
the first concrete evidence of measures which might eventually shift the
balance in the EU-Russian energy supply in the long term. The first deliveries
of gas are expected to commence in 2018."? It remains to be seen if this deal
will materialise through construction of the necessary pipelines.” It would be
premature to predict whether this Russian—Chinese energy deal will jeopardise
the security of the EU’s energy supply in the long term before the first sup-
plies of gas are delivered.
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