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Ukrainian law oft en reported by the media have to do with 
the Russian side’s unilaterally having occupied many light-
houses, although according to the BSF agreements those 
have to be used by Ukraine and Russia jointly. Although 
the Ukrainian MFA addressed a number of notes to Russia 
concerning violations of Ukrainian law by the RF BSF, no 
response followed on the Russian side.78 The presence of the 
 eet causes serious environmental problems resulting from 
improper treatment of wastewater and storage of ammuni-
tion and explosive substances not suitable for use79. Final-
ly, the BSF has been the source of socio-economic problems 
such as unemployment80 and shortage of revenues for the 
local budget (due to reduced number of taxpayers, but also 
due to the debts of the BSF, low leasing prices, and use of 
some land and property by the RF BSF free of charge.81

law. In many cases the ships and crews of the RF BSF refused 
to submit to the border control when crossing the state border 
of Ukraine. “Viiskovi Chornomorskogo Flotu vse chastishe 
porushuyut ukrainski zakony”, UNIAN (January 2009), htt p://
crimea.unian.net/ukr/detail/9100.

78  Zh. Bezpiatchuk, “Pro Shcho Movchyt’ Medvedev”, Tyzhden, 
No. 35(96) (28 August-3 September 2009), p. 19.

79  Almost a third of ammunition and explosive substances stored 
in the  eet locations is no longer suitable for use and so far the 
Russian side has been able to cope with disposing of only 2% 
of the required amount of ammunition. V. Mikhailov, “Cher-
nomorslii Flot Rosiiskoi Federatsii kak “chemodan bez ruchki”: 
moscowskie mify i krymskaya real’nost’”, htt p:// ot2017.
com:80/ru/analitics/4160. 

80  Massive downsizing of the RF BSF staff  has taken place in 2009 
with almost 1,500 employees  red in the  rst months of 2009 
and 9,000 more expected to follow. Prytula. Materials of the 
roundtable. 

81  A comprehensive inventory of the RF BSF has never been 
compiled, which has led to illegal occupation and use of some 
sites and premises that otherwise could be off ered for rent on 
a commercial basis and att ract revenues to the local budget. 
The former Foreign Minister Volodymyr Ogryzko argues that 
Russia deliberately resists any speci cations, since it bene ts 
from the low rent prices and the possibility of occupying some 
property without even paying for it. V. Kravchenko, “Read-
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Clearly, withdrawal of the  eet would bene t the local 
economy, if prepared properly, and make the situation in 
Crimea more secure. The legal grounds for the withdrawal 
in 2017 are provided for by the 1997 interstate agreements 
and the Ukrainian Constitution adopted in 1996.82 The situ-
ation, however, is not free of con ict: while the Ukrainian 
authorities initiated consultations to prepare for the with-
drawal of the RF BSF83, the Russian side has so far been re-
luctant to move forward. It has argued that the issue can be 
discussed just before 2017, but also that it would be inter-
ested in prolonging the stationing of the RF BSF in the Cri-
mea. The bilateral dialogue on the BSF issues has in general 
not been constructive enough. 

Although the presence of the RF BSF in Ukraine might 
seem to be an exclusively bilateral issue, it has an important 
security dimension and it would therefore be in the EU’s in-
terest to take a role. Firstly, the EU could work with making 
public opinion in Crimea and Sevastopol more supportive 
of the EU. While Russian media dominate public opinion 
in Sevastopol, the EU could work via visible infrastructure 
projects. Secondly, in the long-term perspective, Sevastopol 

misiinyi Armrestling”, Dzerkalo Tyzhnia, No. 39 (618) (14-20 
October 2006), htt p://www.dt.ua/1000/1600/54794/.

82  The RF BSF is supposed to move to the Russian har-
bour in Novorossiisk. Russia has allegedly started the 
preparatory works and already allocated 2.2 billion 
RUB. See Oruzhye Rossii, htt p://www.arms-expo.ru/site.
xp/049057054048124057053051049.htm.

83  Ukraine accelerated the relevant eff orts in May 2008 and De-
cember 2008 as the President of Ukraine adopted two Decrees 
aimed at preparing the ground for the RF BSF to leave Ukraine 
as of 2017, concerning matt ers both legal and having to do with 
the potential non-military and commercial use of the Sevas-
topol bay. Razumkov Centre op. cit., pp. 11-12. The Ukrainian 
side also att empted to put the issue on the bilateral Ukraine-
Russia agenda. For instance, in May 2008 Ukraine suggested 
that a special working group is created within the Bilateral 
Subcommitt ee to develop a roadmap on the RF BSF’s leaving 
the Crimea as of 2017. 



208

While the Ukrainian 
authorities initiated 

consultations to 
prepare for the 

withdrawal of the 
RF BSF, the Russian 

side has so far been 
reluctant to move 

forward.

would need programmes aimed at developing a commer-
cial harbour infrastructure, tourist infrastructure, related 
services sector, and retraining programmes for the  eet 
personnel. As the former foreign minister of Ukraine Vo-
lodymyr Ogryzko put it, “the future of Sevastopol is not 
a foreign military base, but a Ukrainian tourist Mecca. It is 
high time today to start creating it.”84 The EU could use the 
framework of the Eastern Partnership initiative, which en-
visages regional development programmes, to this end. The 
European Commission’s twinning programme within the 
ENP, which is currently targeted at the central authorities’ 
level, could be expanded to cover the regional level, with 
Sevastopol being a pilot region. Some of the cities in the EU 
have successful experience of being transformed from in-
dustrial hubs into services-oriented tourist att ractions and 
these could share their experience with Sevastopol. 

Finally, some diplomatic eff orts are necessary. It is im-
portant to put the issue of the RF BSF future withdrawal 
on the agenda of the EU-Russia political dialogue. The EU 
might also consider introducing a Special Representative 
on Crimea, who would cover Sevastopol as well. He would 
not only provide mediation, but also raise visibility of the 
EU on the ground. The eff orts the EU has already under-
taken via the opening of the two EU information centres in 
Simpferopol and Sevastopol in May 2009 and the develop-
ment of a Joint Cooperation Initiative in Crimea 85 are steps 
in the right direction.

84  V. Kravchenko, “Readmisiinyi Armrestling”, Dzerkalo 
Tyzhnia, No. 39 (618) (14-20 October 2006), htt p://www.
dt.ua/1000/1600/54794/.

85  This is supposed to be a joint initiative of the European Com-
mission and the EU member states. The European Commission 
will allocate 12 million Euro for 2010 for social integration, 
development of tourism, and investment att ractiveness in Cri-
mea. Information provided by a representative of the Delega-
tion of the European Union to Ukraine during a conference in 
Sevastopol in December 2009.
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While Russia has 
clear interests in the 
neighbourhood it 
shares with the EU 
and has been an 
active and visible 
actor in the region 
long before the EU 
stepped in, the EU 
has to send a clear 
message that it has 
strategic interests in 
the region as well.

Conclusions and Recommendations
The EU needs to have a more coherent Eastern policy in 
the sense that it should make sure its objective of ‘Europe-
anizing’ the Eastern neighbours is supported rather than 
hindered by the EU’s policy towards Russia. So far, norms 
and values are oft en compromised when interests come 
into the picture, which sends wrong signals to the Eastern 
neighbours. Also, the inability of the EU to speak with one 
voice where Russia is concerned and lack of consensus on 
the degree to which (if at all) Russia should be taken into 
account when the EU’s policy towards Eastern neighbours 
comes into the picture, undermines objectives of the ENP 
and Eastern Partnership initiative. 

While Russia has clear interests in the neighbourhood it 
shares with the EU and has been an active and visible ac-
tor in the region long before the EU stepped in, the EU has 
to send a clear message that it has strategic interests in the 
region as well. This message has to be made clear to Rus-
sia, but also to domestic audiences in the Eastern neigh-
bourhood. The policy of incremental transformation and 
integration the EU has pursued towards these neighbours 
needs to be topped up with more visible incentives. Only in 
this case European reform minded parts of society, which 
is otherwise rather ambiguous about the direction Ukraine 
should move in, can become mobilized around pro-Euro-
pean reforms and move Ukraine towards the clear choice 
in favour of the EU. Under these circumstances dividend-
seeking and shortsighted political elites will have no choice 
but to support the course in their att empt to get popular 
support. As a result Russia’s leverage in Ukraine, which is 
strong largely due to internal divisions in the country, will 
be undermined. 

The EU also has to look beyond its separate bilateral rela-
tions with Ukraine and Russia and become involved in the 
Ukraine-Russia bilateral agenda where problems have per-
sisted since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Energy wars, 
the unsett led border between Ukraine and Russia, and the 
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presence of the Russian military in the Ukrainian territo-
ry (Russian Black Sea Fleet in the harbour of Sevastopol) 
create challenges for European security and undermine the 
EU’s eff orts to promote stability and reforms in the neigh-
bourhood. While the EU can hardly become involved di-
rectly, it can  nd ways to facilitate solutions. Firstly, it can 
strengthen its policies of integration of Ukraine where par-
ticular issue-areas are concerned, be it integration into the 
EU energy market, making the prospect of visa-free travel 
more credible or promoting regional development and the 
investment potential of Crimea. Secondly, the EU can put 
the issues that create problems in the Ukraine-Russia rela-
tionship on the agenda of its political dialogue with Russia 
and even link them to some incentives that might appeal to 
Russia. Thirdly, the EU could support joint projects in some 
cases where cooperation is possible. 
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4.  P R
    By Alexander Duleba

Summing up the experience of the EU-Russia coopera-
tion within the Common Spaces the following might be the 
main three conclusions: 

  First, the Common Spaces structure is a well estab-
lished institutional framework to maintain a wide-
ranging political and sectoral dialogue between the 
EU and Russia, and should be preserved;
  Second, except for some positive samples of progress 
achieved on sectoral issues CS has brought rather 
modest outcomes in relation to the initial expecta-
tions of both sides; and 
  Third, the reason for the limited results of the dia-
logue and cooperation within all four CS is of a po-
litical nature: a lack of political will or mutual trust, 
inability of both sides to agree on terms and values, 
Russia’s reluctance to accept EU standards, etc. 

In the end “micro lessons” from the experience of the 
Common Spaces bring us back to “macro political lessons” 
learned from EU-Russia relations over the last two decades. 
Based on the analysis of the main political “hot potatoes” 
in EU-Russia relations, the evolving nature of Russia and 
the EU as international actors, including the changing ex-
ternal environment of their relationship, the following are 
trends and limits that will frame the EU-Russia agenda for 
years to come: 

  First, the EU neither needs nor is willing to take over 
the role of NATO and/or OSCE in a “hard agenda” of 
European security. Russia-NATO Council and OSCE 
are the places where Russia’s hard security concerns 
should be accommodated.
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  Second, the EU is the “soft  superpower” with a capac-
ity to deliver peace, stability, and sustainable develop-
ment in Europe and its neighbourhood. The “Western 
Balkan lesson” is important to bear in mind since it 
shows the limits of hard power in European aff airs as 
well as the strength of soft  power, which the EU, as it 
proved, can deliver.

  Third, the EU cannot turn away from its energy secu-
rity interests in the region of Eastern Europe with the 
aim of ensuring security of energy supplies from Russia, 
Central Asia and/or the Middle East. In this  eld, the EU 
and its concerned member states cannot conclude agree-
ments with Russia over the heads of Ukraine, Belarus 
and/or any other common neighbour of EU and Russia.
  Fourth, a “Samara lesson” as an outcome of Russia’s 
individual approach towards EU member states in 
the 2010s should be learned well by Russian diplo-
macy. “Personal alliances” of President Putin with po-
litical leaders of “big European powers” are a good 
illustration of a belief that Russia can manage its in-
terests vis-à-vis the EU by developing special rela-
tions with traditional European powers, e.g. France, 
Germany, Italy, etc. This is a deep misunderstanding 
of what the EU is and how it works, especially in the 
 eld of external relations. The above misunderstand-
ing will become even deeper aft er the Lisbon Treaty 
enters into force from 2010.
  Fift h, the EU can be easily criticised for its many short-
comings and from this or that political party’s point of 
view, including criticism coming from inside and/or 
outside, there is however, nothing else that could be 
labelled the European project for the 21st century. The 
EU has been able to manage both the deepening and 
widening of the European integration process via ex-
panding the area of four freedoms, community laws 
and standards, and improving its institutional frame-
work and decision-making process.
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  Sixth, although there are many things the EU still can-
not do in external relations, what it can do is export its 
community law and standards to its neighbourhood. 
Member states of the EU can disagree on many inter-
national issues, oft en on relations with Russia; how-
ever, there is a consensus within the EU that it should 
boost modernization of its neighbourhood through 
the export of its standards. That’s why the EU en-
largement policy has been the most successful part of 
its foreign policy over the last three decades.
  Seventh, in the Eastern part of Europe we get a com-
pletely diff erent picture when it comes to integra-
tion trends. None of the integration initiatives aimed 
at bringing things into order within the former Sovi-
et Union and/or a group of former Soviet countries 
over the last two decades might be labelled a success-
ful project. Moreover, the growing number of con-
 icts between Russia and its post-Soviet neighbours 
shows Russia’s increased inability to manage its rela-
tions with post-Soviet neighbours by peaceful means 
and by refraining from coercive actions, which is im-
pelling the EU to expand its off er of cooperation to its 
Eastern neighbours and to deliver stability to its East-
ern neighbourhood.

  Eighth, the EU cannot stop doing vis-à-vis Eastern Eu-
rope what it has been doing vis-à-vis Southern, Cen-
tral and South-Eastern Europe over the last decades. If 
there is any East European country that wants to fol-
low the EU way of modernization, the Union can do 
nothing but assist it in this eff ort. And that’s exactly 
what the EU’s Eastern Partnership initiative is about.
  Ninth; the growing competition between Russia and 
the EU in their common European neighbourhood is 
evidently a trend that will frame EU-Russia relations 
for years to come. Actually, both Russia and the EU 
did make their off ers to their common East European 
neighbours. Now it is up to them to make a choice.
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There is only one way to eliminate competition between 
the EU and Russia, including in their common neighbour-
hood. It assumes that both the EU and Russia are able and 
capable of  nding common ground for working togeth-
er on a joint European project, in which countries in their 
neighbourhood must be equal partners and participants. 
De nitely, the common denominator of any att empt to  nd 
an exit strategy from the present “lowest ebb period” in 
EU-Russia relations should be a European project, a vision 
of a future Europe that might be shared by all European 
nations. Russia and the Eastern neighbours are “Europe-
an countries” and the EU policy towards them must be an 
inclusive policy leading to the uni cation of the European 
continent. This does not mean automatically, however, that 
all European countries in the end must or will be EU mem-
bers. By referring to a “united Europe”, one should un-
derstand a Europe of democracies that recognize the same 
political values and in which the same political and eco-
nomic principles are in place. If this is to be a reality in the 
future, EU membership must no longer be such an acute is-
sue for European “non-EU” countries.

The EU should aim at  nding a way to bridge its Eastern 
Partnership (EaP) initiative with its Common Spaces agenda 
with Russia. Regional policy instruments and/or coopera-
tion formats with participation of the EU, Eastern Europe-
an countries and Russia are still missing. A workable way 
to develop these could be the Eastern Partnership initiative 
strengthened by some important elements of the ENP Plus 
proposal of 2006. The regional sectoral policies based on sec-
toral agreements with EaP countries could lay the founda-
tions for institutionalized regional sectoral dialogues of the 
EU with EaP countries plus Russia as their superstructure. 
Another way would be creating such a regional format for 
a dialogue between the EU, EaP countries and Russia along 
the lines of the EU-Russia Common Spaces. However, the 
political momentum was lost in 2006 aft er Russia’s move to 
project its foreign priorities diff erently. Certainly, Russia at 
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present or even in the medium term has no interest in a re-
gional format of cooperation with the EU that would allow 
the participation of “common neighbours”. However, this 
does not mean that the EU should give up on its key region-
al interests in Eastern Europe and stop searching for a polit-
ical solution to reach its goals. It has to start with those East 
European partners willing to cooperate with the EU within 
the regional formats of cooperation. 

The  rst step that the EU should take in relation to the 
development of a regional strategy towards Eastern Europe 
is to start building it in cooperation with the EaP countries, 
having in mind the ultimate – engaging Russia whenever it 
is both willing and ready to join. From the very beginning 
it has to be clear to the EU, but especially to its Eastern part-
ners, that building a regional format for cooperation does 
not mean a replacement for or an alternative to their bilat-
eral agenda of relations with the EU. Bilateral basic agree-
ments, bilateral trading agreements, bilateral Action plans 
etc., are and have to remain a subject of the partner coun-
try’s bilateral relation and an individual approach of the 
EU towards each EaP country. Action plans together with 
new EaP instruments for individual countries have to re-
main the primary tool of an EU policy with the particu-
lar priority objective of helping them with their political 
modernization, building democratic institutions and civil 
society. Bilateralism and an individual approach towards 
each country in the Eastern Partnership have to remain the 
building blocks of EU eastern policy. This should be ade-
quate for the level at which speci c countries comply with 
the ful lment of agreements and implementation of demo-
cratic standards and norms of the EU and, vice versa, EU 
accommodation in the question of opening a single market 
and development of trading relations with them. The re-
gional component of relations should be a supplementary 
level that extends their bilateral agenda with the EU. 

It is not possible to arrive at a meaningful regional for-
mat of cooperation overnight and it is absolutely counter-
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productive for the EU to come up with an instant recipe 
and present it as a  nished dish to partners who are ready 
to engage in regional cooperation, as happened in the case 
of the BSS. It must be added that the EU does not at present 
need, nor is it ready, for one complex regional format of co-
operation in Eastern Europe. What the EU needs to begin 
with is to achieve the establishment of perhaps several re-
gional sectoral partnerships in Eastern Europe and  rst def-
initely only in a few sectors that are of strategic importance 
for EU interests: priorities are energy and JHA. It would 
be good to return to the primary idea of sector agreement 
– as ENP instrument - as it was initially presented in the 
German ENP Plus proposal in mid 2006, because what is 
left  of this idea in the documents and the EaP planning is 
only a misty fragment in the form of “thematic approach” 
or “community programmes”. 

The name for this new EaP tool does not matt er, but 
rather its essence, which was included in the original Ger-
man proposal on the ENP Plus. Let it be called the “com-
munity programme”, but each of these sector community 
programmes should consist of three basic components: a) 
a binding sector agreement between the EU and the EaP 
country; b) binding implementation of a respective sector 
acquis by the EaP country; and c) observer status for the 
EaP country and access to the EU institutions that are plan-
ning and implementing the respective sectoral policy of the 
EU. This way the EaP could evolve to the model of EEA 
(European Economic Area), e.g. Norway, Iceland, etc. The 
EEA countries are not EU members; however, they fully ac-
cept respective EU acquis and have their experts on sec-
toral policies working as observers (without voting rights) 
together with EU experts in the EU institutions on the crea-
tion of respective sectoral acquis. 

In order for a sector agreement, e.g. about energy with 
Ukraine, to become a substantial instrument leading to-
wards building a regional sector partnership in Eastern Eu-
rope, it is necessary for it to be open to the accession of 
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a third country or third countries, e.g. in the case of sign-
ing an energy agreement with Ukraine, the accession of 
Moldova or other eastern partners of the EU. The openness 
of sector agreements within the EaP should become their 
att ribute in so far as they are to help the EU build regional 
partnerships in Eastern Europe. Sector Agreements can be 
signed bilaterally at  rst , but at the same time they should 
remain open to further regional multilatelarization, which 
is the basic assumption for building a treaty-anchored sec-
toral regional partnership with EaP countries in Eastern 
Europe.

Following the EEA model, any EaP country/countries 
that would sign an appropriate sector agreement should 
gain observer status in the EU institutions planning and 
implementing the respective sectoral policy. Here, as a next 
step, the EU should start to conduct a full-value common 
sector regional dialogue with these countries. In this dia-
logue the same should apply as in a sectoral agreement – it 
should be open for other countries of Eastern Europe that 
did not sign a sector agreement with the EU at the time in 
question and regardless of whether or not they participate 
in the EaP. The regional sector dialogue should go beyond 
the EaP framework and should also be open to countries 
that are not part of EaP. 

In other words, in the case of Eastern Europe, the EU to-
gether with the EaP countries should leave the door open 
for Russia to join – once it is ready – the regional sector di-
alogue. In any case EaP countries that will sign the sector 
agreements with the EU must be given privileged status 
in this dialogue, particularly in the way they are to gain 
access to EU institutions. Sectoral cooperation between 
the EU and EaP countries based on permanent contact of 
Commission representatives and the respective agencies 
of EaP countries, including business and civil society ac-
tors, will have a substantive eff ect, one which will not ap-
pear immediately but can be expected in the medium term. 
A common sectoral space between the EU and EaP coun-
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try/countries signing the sector agreement and becoming 
partners in the regional sector dialogue will become much 
more dynamic, intensive and qualitatively diff erent than 
e.g. the common space between EU and Russia, which will 
not be built on a sectoral agreement basis. Common spaces 
between the EU and EaP countries will therefore gradually 
become “more common” in the Eastern European region 
than Common Spaces between the EU and Russia. At the 
same time, they should remain open to Russia whenever it 
is both ready and willing to join. 

It will remain only a matt er of time before a format of 
regional sectoral cooperation built in this way, e.g. in en-
ergy, will become bene cial enough for Russia to join it. 
Sooner or later this will happen. The above way of devel-
oping the tools of the EaP policy towards East European 
countries will lead to the creation of a functioning regional 
format/and or formats of sectoral cooperation between the 
EU and its Eastern partners. In the end it will lead to the 
creation of a single and complex format for regional coop-
eration between the EU and its European neighbours, in-
cluding Russia. 
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