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Kpusuc myJjibTHJIaTepajiu3sMma
U coTpyaHn4yectBo Mexay EC u Poccuen

®PAHKO BPYHM, crapwuin npoceccop kacdeapbl 3KOHOMUKU YHUBepcuteTa BokkoHU, BuLie-npe3MaeHT
WUTanNbsHCKUIA UHCTUTYT MeXAYHapoAHbIX nonuTuyecknx nccnegosanun (ISPI) (20121, utanua, munaH, Bua knepuiu, 5).
E-mail: franco.bruni@unibocconi.it

AnHoTauuma: CTtaTtbs nocesieHa npobrnemam B oTHoweHusx mexay EC n Poccuein. PaccmaTtpuBatoTcsl pasnmyHble criocobbl
pelueHns npobnemMbl MynbTunaTepanuaMa B COBPEMEHHbIX YCroBusx. ABTOPOM caenaHa Bblibopka U U3ydYeHbl JOKYMEHTbI Mo
BaXHbIM acrnekTam AaHHOW TemaTuku. AHanu3vpyeTcsi UCTOpPUSt 3TUX OTHOLIEeHWI, HaumHas ¢ 2001 roga, korga Ha camMmuTe
Poccus-EC 6bino pelueHo co3gaTe COBMECTHYH Fpyny BbICOKOTO YPOBHS ANsl pa3paboTku KOHUEenuuM e4uHOro eBpomneickoro
3KOHOMMYEecKoro npocTpaHcTaa. Mpe3naeHT Poccum HeogHOKpaTHO BbICTyNan 3a co3gaHue eguHon Esponbl. Bee 310, N0 MHEHMIO
aBTopa, Co3JaeT, HECMOTPS! Ha NOCNeAyLLMe Cepbe3Hble N3MEHEHUS B MO3ULMAX CTOPOH, HEOOX0AUMYIO OCHOBY A5t 3HAYMTENb-
HOTO YNy4LUEHNs1 S3KOHOMUYECKUX M MOMUTUYECKMX OTHOLLEHU Mexay EC n Poccuen B 6nvxaniwem byayliem.

ABTOpP NPUXOAMWT K 3aKIOYEHMIO, YTO cunbHas koanuuus CLUA-EC moxeT nokasatbcs 6onee cBS3aHHOW C UCTOPUEN 1 Tpagu-
LIMOHHbIM pa3aeneHvem mexay Boctokom n 3anagom. OgHako HegaBHss aBontounsi oTHoweHus CLUA k mexayHapoaHbIM OTHO-
LLIEHMSIM OCrabnsieT BEPOATHOCTb TakoW Koanuumm 1 ee npeanonaraemMble Boirogbl. bonee nnu meHee o6opoHUTENBHASA POCCUI-
CKO-KMTalckas koanvums 6bina ncnbltaHa ¢ orpaHnyeHHbIMU pesynbTtatamu; bonee Toro, ecny 6bl 310 6bINO BO3MOXHO U BEPO-
SITHO, AiBa 3anagHblX Urpoka U3MeHUNM Gbl CBOKO CTpaTeruio, YTobbl NPeaoTBPaTUTL 3TO UMW caepXaTb ero rnyouHy. dakTuyecku,
Mbl XXMBEM B MUPE, A€ MHOIO rOBOPSIT O CePbEe3HOW BO3MOXHOCTHU ynpaBneHuns G2, ceoeobpasHon koanuuum, B kotopoi CLLA 1
Kutan coxpaHsitoT BpaxaebHble 1 HaLMOHaNUCTUYECKME HACTPOEHUs, HO 06 beaNHAT yeunus, YTobbl yCTaHOBUTL rnobarnbHyo
CLieHy B CBOI MOMb3y, Npecrneays Ka4eCTBEHHO OrpaHUYeHHy HO KonuyecTBeHHO Goratasi otdava. B Takom mupe, kak aHanor
3TOW BbIrOAbI, U pa3geneHHas EBpona, n 3KOHOMMYECKM HaMHOro MeHbluasi Poccusi noTepsioT Bnactb M ByayT cTpagaTte OT
HECKOMbKNX BUOOB 3KOHOMUYECKMX HegocTaTkoB. MNoaTtomy Bonblias EBpona 6yaet nonesna n ana Poccun, n ana EC.
Knouessbie cnoea: EBpona, EBponerickuii cotos, Poccus, MynsTunarepanuam

CraTbs noctynuia B pefakumo 31 auBapsa 2020 roza.
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Abstract: The article is devoted to problems in relations between the EU and Russia. Multiple methods are considered that are
aimed at solving the problem of multilateralism in current conditions. The author selected and studied specific documents on
essential aspects that are devoted to this topic. Studying the arising problems requires careful consideration since, in the modern
world, cooperation between global actors such as the EU and Russia cannot be ignored. Despite all the challenges faced by the
parties in their fields, all difficulties are conquerable, and the article provides specific methods for its solving. The article discusses
some aspects and problems that require particular attention from specialists in this field.

The author concludes that strong US—EU coalition could seem more coherent with history and with the traditional East—-West
divide. However, the recent evolution of the US attitude towards international relations weakens the probability of such coalition
and its perceived payoffs. A more or less defensive Russia—China coalition has been tried with limited results; moreover, if it were
possible and probable, the two western players would change their strategy to prevent it or to contain its depth. In fact, we live in
a world where many talks of a serious possibility of G2 governance, a peculiar type of coalition where the US and China keep
hostile and nationalistic attitudes but join forces to set the global stage in their favor, pursuing a qualitatively limited but
quantitatively rich payoff. In such world, as a counterpart of this payoff, both the divided Europe and the economically much
smaller Russia would lose power and suffer several kinds of economic disadvantages. Therefore, Greater Europe would be good
for Russia and for the EU as well.
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The resilient idea of a Greater Europe

The relationship between the EU and Russia has gone
through a zig-zag path, passing in the last three de-
cades from positive to negative periods and vice versa
[Aragona, 2018]. However, the idea of a Greater Europe
has always been around. Therefore, in spite of the fact
that the relationship is currently a rather troubled
one, there should not be unsurmountable obstacles for
aiming at intensifying as soon as possible a pragmatic
cooperation while keeping alive plans for more ambi-
tious progresses towards a Greater Europe.

The latter can consist in a more or less integrated
area bridging Lisbon with Vladivostok, building on
cultural and historical ties as well as on common in-
terests.

The idea has appeared in various forms and ways
in official speeches, newspaper articles, informal and
formal talks among more or less important represen-
tatives of the EU and of the Russian Federation.

Consider the zig-zag path of EU-Russia relations.
The current negative phase started in 2013, following
problems in Libya, Crimea, and Ukraine. However, it
was preceded by a more positive 5 years phase, in-
cluding steps like the renewal of the Partnership for
Modernization, the Rostov summit, Obama’s “reset”,
the new Start Treaty. Before that, a rather long nega-
tive phase started in ‘98, with the Yugoslavian crisis.
However, from the early ‘90s to '98 the general tone
of the relationship between post-Soviet Russia and
the EU was positive and constructive, including the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement and other
initiatives.

Let us consider some bad years of the aforemen-
tioned path. On May 17, 2001, the Russia-EU summit
had the following sentence in the joint statement: “we
agree to establish a joint, high-level group to elab-
orate the concept of a common European economic
space”. Additionally, the year 2004 was not in aperiod
of very positive relationships between the EU and
Russia. However, in April of that year, Vladimir Putin
pronounced a rather impressive statement: “We are
in favor of a united Europe, and in this spirit, [ would
not protest if sometime in the future Brussels became
our common capital”. Other examples could be picked
here and there during the last three decades. In fact,
the historical record does not seem to deny the pos-
sibility of important improvements in the EU-Russia
economic and political relations, even in the near
future.

Two possible pragmatic steps
Two pragmatic steps look like natural priorities for
talks between Russia and Europe. The first step is the
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restoration of the Visa Dialog, which was interrupted
by the EU in 2014, following the Ukraine crisis. The
second step is the restoration of the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) financing
to small and medium-size (SMEs) Russian businesses,
a very successful program which was also interrupt-
ed with an extensive interpretation of the sanctions
in 2014.

Both steps are worth of reinterpretation of the
sanctions by the EU. Negotiations should be resumed,
using an OSCE step by step method and aiming at grad-
ual progress.

The visas are a crucial people to people issue, “the
barometer that common people use to assess the rela-
tion with foreign states” [Utkin, 2019]: as such, even
the simple start of a new dialog, adequately publicized,
could exert a very beneficial effect on the reputation
of the diplomatic work that connects Russia and Eu-
rope. On this matter the decision-making competence
resides with the EU and the Commission could plan a
centralized diplomatic initiative. In Europe, the Schen-
gen zone does not require a visa for Moldova, Georgia
and Ukraine, the Western Balkans, much of the Ameri-
cas and a few other countries. Therefore Russia is, with
China and some parts of Africa and Asia, the relevant
exception of a tendency towards a global visa-free
regime for EU citizens. Russia successfully introduced
special visa substitutes for the 2018 football World
Cup and there are limited visa-free accesses for cruise
ships and ferries. Visa-facilitation agreements allow
multiple-entry long-term visas for certain categories
of travelers, with different practices in different EU
countries and limitations on the Russian side. Russian
citizens also have increasing options to avoid visa pro-
cedures in several countries of the world.

During years of discussions on EU-Russia visa-free
travel, Russia seemed to be ready to allow it, con-
ditioned to reciprocity from the EU. The latter was
unilaterally responsible for the interruption of the
visa facilitation dialog with the 2014 sanctions. While
avoiding the illusion of quick successes, it is now time
to resume this dialog.

Also, SMEs financing facilities were unilaterally
provided by the European Union. Like the visas, they
can be thought of as having a substantial “people to
people” meaning. Before 2014, the EBRD was support-
ing Russian SMEs with the Russia Small Business Fund
(RSBF), providing loans to Russian businesses both di-
rectly and via Russian banks, and with the Trade Facili-
tation Programme, providing guarantees for trade pay-
ments and trade finance. From 1994 to 2013 the RSBF
allowed the disbursement of more than 850 thousand
loans for a total of nearly 15 billion Euros to Russian
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SMEs based in more than 450 Russian towns, 90% of
which were not Moscow or Saint Petersburg. Such a fa-
cility was helping the growth of Russia’s private sector,
the economic diversification and decentralization of its
economy and the development of profitable relations
between EU’s and Russia’s SMEs.

In March 2016, EU foreign ministers and the EU
High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy, Federica Mogherini, agreed on five guiding
principles for EU-Russia relations, including “increas-
ing support for Russian civil society and promoting
people-to-people contacts, given that sanctions target
the regime rather than Russian people”l. Restarting the
EBRD support to Russia’s SMEs seems an appropriate
step towards the implementation of such a principleZ.

People to people issues deserve special attention3
and should help driving global international relations
towards a more reasonable status than the present
dangerous non-cooperative zero-sum-game hysteria.

Playing the global game

We have been living for years with powerful nation-
alisms that try to dominate global governance and
negate multilateral cooperation. The EU is still far
from standing on the world’s stage as a deeply unified
economic and political entity. However, its “single”
market is the largest in the world, its integration plans
keep being ambitious and the Union is often pictured
as one of the actors playing the geopolitical game of
power. The other major actors exhibiting global strat-
egies are the USA, China, and Russia [Bruni, Tajoli,
2020]. The scenario is full of hostility: each of the four
actors has important controversies with each of the
others. A more or less explicit power game is taking
place.

There is often the presumption that a weak inte-
gration of the EU is a good thing for the other three.
A more divided Europe would favor the power of the
other big protagonists of the global game. This idea
is reinforced by the fact that each of these other pro-
tagonists - in particular, USA and Russia, to a lesser
extent China - has been acting during the last years
to deepen the divisions inside the EU also by sidingin

1 The other four being: full implementation of the Minsk agreements;
closer ties with Russia’s former Soviet neighbours; strengthening
EU resilience to Russian threats; selective engagement with Russia
on certain issues such as counter terrorism. See: European Parlia-
ment, The EU’s Russia policy: five guiding principles, Briefing, Febru-
ary 2018, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/
BRIE/2018/614698/EPRS_BRI(2018)614698_EN.pdf

2 Which is obviously relevant also for the resumption of the previous-
ly mentioned visa dialog.

3 “Even small steps that support freedom of movement and help peo-
ple in their everyday lives should be encouraged” [Utkin, 2019. P.3]
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various ways with those political forces that in EU’s
member states have a nationalistic and euro-skeptic
attitude.

There is obviously some truth in the fact that divid-
ed Europe is weaker and favors other big powers in
the world. However, the dynamics of the power game
are much more subtle and complex. For each of the
other global powers, the divisions inside the EU have
both benefits and costs and the costs can sometimes
be larger than benefits for one or more of the play-
ers. This can be the case, in particular, if the game is
repeated and the balance is calculated in a long-run
perspective where a robust core of the game should
allow a sustainable structure of the global governance
to prevail.

The first to consider is economic dimension of the
players, the size of their national income. A divided EU
plays the geo-economic game in a divided, scattered
formation so that what really counts is the GDP of each
member state: compared to a better integrated Europe
the “GDP-driven powers” of the other actors obviously
increase. But the importance of this benefit is different
for the US, China, and Russia, for various reasons. One
reason is weakening the benefit for Russia: while, us-
ing Purchasing Power Parity exchange rates (PPP), the
US GDP is approximately the same as Europe’s (China
is bigger in PPP terms), Russia is less than 1/5 of Eu-
rope and a little smaller than Germany, while at market
exchange rates it is less than half of Germany#, 80% of
Italy and 60% of Frances. Therefore, the increase in the
relative economic power of Russia when the EU shows
its divisions is small, much smaller than in the case of
the US and China. From this point of view, the US and
China would, in fact, gain relative power over Russia by
dominating the divided European countries.

Moreover, integrated and competitive EU’s goods,
services, labor, and the capital market can be an advan-
tage for neighboring Russia. A unified European single
market for goods and services could benefit both Rus-
sian exports and imports; a fully homogeneous Euro-

4  PPP exchange rates are the rates at which the currency of one coun-
try would have to be converted into that of another country to buy
the same amount of goods and services in each country. They
account, in particular, for the fact that the relative prices of non-
traded vs traded goods and services are lower in less developed
countries; therefore, the latter look relatively smaller when compar-
isons are made using market exchange rates instead. See: Eurostat-
OECD Methodological Manual on Purchasing Power Parities, https://
www.oecd.org/sdd/prices-ppp/PPP%20manual%20revised%20
2012.pdf and “PPP vs the Market: which weight matters?”, Finance
and Development, IMF, Vol.44, No.1, https://www.imf.org/external/
pubs/ft/fandd/2007/03 /basics.htm

5 World Economic Outlook Database, 2019, International Monetary
Fund.
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pean labor market with common treatment of non-EU
citizens, migrants, and visa policies, would be a valu-
able resource for the whole Greater Europe; a robust
and low-cost united European capital market would
be helpful also for Russia’s saving and investment pro-
cess. Most probably, the potential positive spillovers of
EU’s integration processes are relatively much smaller
for the US and China than for Russia, as they are bigger
and not adjacent to Europe.

A game with four vs. three relevant players
Let us consider now a game-theoretical perspective
and compare a cooperative game® where the players
are the US, China, and Russia, while Europe is divided
and irrelevant, with the same game where the EU is
adequately unified and all the four players are rel-
evant. Under a plausible set of conditions, the first
game looks more difficult and dangerous to play than
the second, especially for the smallest of the three
players.

Suppose that international relations are such that
a grand coalition of three is impossible or has a very
low payoff. Only two players can profitably coalesce.
If this happens when the relevant players are three,
the third is isolated and can easily turn out as a loser.
This outcome is more probable if the third is smaller
and the payoffs of a coalition of the other two, to be
shared among them, are more abundant and sustain-
able than those that can result from a coalition of one
of the two with the third. In fact, for both the US and
China the cost-benefit balance of forming a coalition
with Russia, while remaining reciprocally hostile,
would be precarious or negative, creating anincentive
to try a coalition between them. In fact, the recent
tentative rapprochement between China and Russia
as a reaction to Trump’s unstable aggressiveness has
limited success while the US-China hostility often
seems on the verge of being turned into duopolistic
G2-type governance of the world. Some economic and
political dominance on both Russia and divided and
strategically irrelevant Europe would be part of the
payoff of G2.

On the other hand, when there are four players, a
coalition of two of them leaves each of the other two
with more strategic opportunities, including the for-

6 Slides of an introductory lesson on cooperative game theory can be
found at https://www.cs.upc.edu/Kmjserna/docencia/agt-miri/
slides/AGT13-coop-GT.pdf
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mation of a defensive coalition. The latter can have
a consistent payoff and change the core of the four
players’ game. The game could change to the point of
reopening a diplomatic path towards a multilateral
agreement, i.e. a form of the grand coalition of all the
four players. The probability that a coalition of two
generates a defensive coalition of the other two is
higher if the two players that chose the defensive strat-
egy, when considered in isolation, are weaker, for some
important aspects than the other two and when both
the other two have low payoffs in forming a coalition
with any of them.

Conclusion

Strong US-EU coalition could seem more coherent
with history and with the traditional East-West divide.
However, the recent evolution of the US attitude to-
wards international relations weakens the probability
of such coalition and its perceived payoffs. A more or
less defensive Russia-China coalition has been tried
with limited results?; moreover, if it were possible and
probable, the two western players would change their
strategy to prevent it or to contain its depth?. In fact,
we live in a world where many talks of a serious pos-
sibility of G2 governance, a peculiar type of coalition
where the US and China keep hostile and nationalistic
attitudes but join forces to set the global stage in their
favor, pursuing a qualitatively limited but quantitative-
ly rich payoff. In such world, as a counterpart of this
payoff, both the divided Europe and the economically
much smaller Russia would lose power and suffer
several kinds of economic disadvantages. Therefore,
Greater Europe would be good for Russia and for
the EU as well.

However, Greater Europe is an impossible construc-
tion with a divided, weak and incomplete EU. Russia
has thus a deep interest in favoring the strengthening
of the EU’s integration and enlargement.

7 “Some deem it too asymmetrical to endure, others label it as a mar-
riage of convenience, but the Sino-Russian block is here to stay...
partly due to both countries’ worsening relations with the West”:
E. Tafuro Ambrosetti, Enhanced Sino-Russian partnership: implica-
tions for the EU”, in “Turkish Policy Quarterly”, Summer 2019,
P.71-78.

8 E. Tafuro Ambrosetti, ibidem, suggests some steps that Brussels
could take “to prevent the [Sino-Russian] partnership from turning
into a full-fledged alliance”, P.71.
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