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1. Introduction

The Cold War produced a massive arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union. When the Soviet Union collapsed after 1989, it became evident that Russia possessed a vast arsenal of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), many of which were severely lacking the appropriate security measures due to the economically difficult situation in Russia. Accordingly, Western countries offered to assist the Russian authorities with disposing or securing the dangerous – and in many cases volatile – WMD. Throughout the 1990s the U.S. and several European countries established agreements with Russia to serve as frameworks for activities securing or disposing of materials related to nuclear materials and chemical weapons. 

Although the major European countries provided significant financial and technical assistance throughout the 1990s, the U.S. contributed the vast majority of what has been termed threat reduction activities. The European Union also emerged as a player in the arena of threat reduction in Russia, initially focusing on civilian activities under the purview of the European Commission. In 1999, the EU moved into more security-oriented threat reduction activities through the adoption of a Joint Action by the Council. These activities remain under the authority of the Council and are thus intergovernmental in nature.

After the terrorist attacks in the U.S. on 11 September, 2001 the severity of international terrorism and the potential interface between terrorism and WMD moved to the top of the international security agenda. The following year, the G8 – the members of whom many were already conducting threat reduction projects in Russia – produced the Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction
, committing a combined $20 billion over ten years to the fight against proliferation of WMD. Included in the commitments was a pledge of around $1 billion by the European Commission. Among the main impetus of the Global Partnership was a call for better coordination of the many bilateral projects in order to promote efficacy and progress. 
Although, certain elements of the Global Partnership have been met by problems hampering implementation, the framework has facilitated a boost in threat reduction activities in Russia. Despite the improved coordination, threat reduction projects in Russia are still characterised by an intricate division of labour between the different national projects conducted under separate bilateral agreements. The emergence of the European Union as an active contributor to threat reduction in Russia and a participant in the Global Partnership adds to the convolution of the often indiscernible web of threat reduction projects in Russia. The concomitant participation of many EU member states and the European Union itself is at first glance somewhat of an anomaly. The inherent connotations of security policy associated with threat reduction projects place such activities outside the customary realm of the EU framework. 
The destruction and disposition of WMD in Russia is in the interest of all participants in the Global Partnership as the reach of international terrorism has proved to be indeed international. However, the lack of an overarching threat reduction programme in Russia and the oft peculiar division of labour between national projects within the Global Partnership agreement suggest an elaborate web of both contradictory and supplementary interests shaping the framework for cooperation between the actors providing assistance on the one hand and between the donors and the Russian authorities. The involvement of the European Union adds another sphere of interests between the inherently intergovernmental nature of such security cooperation and a unique supranational actor. It is surely not a coincidence that the primary framework coordinating threat reduction projects in Russia was created through the G8, an entity created to deal with sensitive issues, due to its informal and flexible format. 
The present project examines the interplay of interests framing threat reduction activities in Russia and attempts to explicate EU participation in threat reduction activities in Russia. The above considerations lead to the following problem statement:

Why is the coordination of the threat reduction activities within the G8 Global Partnership in its current state, and why does the European Union provide support for threat reduction projects in Russia within a Global Partnership framework typified by national actors and national interests?
2. Design, Methodology and Definitions
2.1 Design

In order to provide clarity as to the structure of the project, the following offers a brief overview of the contents and the sequence of the included considerations. In chapter 2, thoughts on the relevant methodology and the inherent problems of the chosen methodological approach and topic are discussed. Chapter 3 includes a presentation of the applied theoretical approaches and a brief introduction to the field of regime theory. Chapter 4 expands on the central elements of the Global Partnership and the context of cooperation within the G8 and the Global Partnership in particular. In chapter 5 the overall framework of EU non-proliferation policy and the character and distribution of EU Global Partnership contributions are outlined. The problem statement of the project is analysed in chapter 6 utilising the applied theory. Due to the significant differences between the EU and the remaining national Global Partnership participants in terms of basic characteristics, the analysis is split between considerations on the state of cooperation through the Global Partnership framework in a broader perspective and the role of the EU in particular. Chapter 6 is concluded by considerations on the explanatory power of the applied theory. The analytical findings are summarised in chapter 7. 
2.2 Definitions of Central Concepts

Threat Reduction

The concept of threat reduction is not only central to this project, but is also clouded by ambiguity both in the sparse literature on the topic and the official denotations. The use of the term in the context of activities in Russia likely originates from the initial U.S.-Russia framework denoted Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR). Subsequently, some authors and in fact also certain official EU documents utilise this term. However, this creates confusion as to when the term is used to denote the U.S. programme or the activities in general. In fact Ian Anthony, one of the most prominent scholars on the issue, used the CTR term in several publications only to subsequently replace the CTR term with the term International Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Assistance or INDA to facilitate a more exact denotation (Anthony, 2004; Finaud & Anthony, 2006). I have chosen to use the term threat reduction in order to simplify the confusion on terminology and facilitate a certain sense of coherence to the disparate terms in use. 

In this project the term threat reduction is closely associated with the G8 Global Partnership and the four major priority areas determined in the agreement: the dismantlement of decommissioned nuclear submarines, the destruction of chemical weapons, the disposition of fissile materials and the redirection of former weapons scientists. Although this delimitation is quite specific, the safety surrounding nuclear facilities is included as a broader activity pertaining to several of the abovementioned priorities. Additionally, some projects incorporate more than one priority area and some projects – especially conducted by the EU – include both civilian elements on the periphery of threat reduction and projects more directly associated with the four priority areas. 

Projects on biological weapons would likely be directly associated with threat reduction, but have not been undertaken in a cooperative context due to Russian unwillingness to disclose information on such programmes. 

2.3 The Aim of the Project

The aim of this project is to give an explanation as to why the coordination of threat reduction activities within the Global Partnership is so varied and how/why the EU provides support for threat reduction projects in Russia within a Global Partnership framework typified by national interests. The instruments used to answer the problem statement are selected interest based theories of regime formation and consequently the problem statement is only answered from an interest based point of view. 

In order to answer the first part of the problem statement the project contains an empirical analysis of how national interests frame the cooperative threat reduction programmes in Russia by firstly considering the G8 context within which the Global Partnership was formed, secondly considering the character of the Global Partnership agreement and thirdly by assessing the intricacies of how the projects are in fact implemented in Russia. 

In order to answer the second part of the problem statement the project contains an analysis of how the EU contributes to threat reduction in Russia through the Global Partnership and how national interests influence the character of the EU contributions. 

In order to tie the two parts of the problem statement together, considerations of how the differing institutional settings of the G8 and the EU and the nature of threat reduction influence the manner in which cooperation have been framed. 

2.4 Explanatory Single Case Study

The project is an explanatory single case study, which means it is empirical- and case-centred and that the project focuses on one case (Blaikie, 2000: 213-218; de Vaus, 2001: 221-224). Moreover this means that it is not the purpose of the project to test existing theory or develop new theory. On the contrary the aim is to use the chosen theory to facilitate an explanation of the problem statement. This entails that the theory will be chosen on the basis on its explanatory value in relation to the case and that only the relevant parts of the theory will be utilised. Although the overarching focus on the Global Partnership warrants the denotation of single case study, an argument can be made that the inclusion of the EU in the problem statement could be considered a separate case and for that matter that the differing Global Partnership priorities could be separate cases. I do, however, argue that the overriding framework of the Global Partnership and the explanatory power this project affords to that venture in particular underlines the argument of a single case study. Thus the project is an embedded single case study with multiple units of analysis within what is deemed to be a single case (Yin, 1994: 38-39).
2.5 Argumentation for the Choice of Focusing on Threat Reduction in Russia

Since the 9/11 attacks in 2001 the focus on the dangers associated with WMD have been pronounced and especially focused on terrorist acquisition of such weapons. Though much of the attention have been directed towards the Middle East, the vast majority of WMD stockpiles are placed in Russia and the U.S. Thus I found it significant to investigate how efforts to accommodate the threat from WMD at the source have been ameliorated. 
Additionally, the G8 has garnered increasing attention via the frequent protests at summits and the vilification of the G8 as a neo-imperialist venture. Subsequently, I found it interesting to look at how the G8 functions as a means of policy coordination in terms of security-related issues. The decision to include an assessment of the EU involvement in threat reduction was fuelled by the apparent anomaly created by the presence of the EU in a cooperative threat reduction venture, which is characterised by national actors and agreed upon by the state leaders themselves through the G8 summitry. 

Thus I found the interface between the topical issues of WMD, the G8 and the EU to be an interesting case in which the pursuit of national interests likely framed the somewhat unusual constellation of cooperation. Additionally, there seems to be a lack of theoretical analysis on the topic, as the literature on threat reduction is primarily concerned with providing clarity to the convoluted nature of the Global Partnership itself thus neglecting theoretical considerations on the cooperative venture (Anthony, 2004; Anthony et al., 2005, Finaud & Anthony, 2006, Chuen, 2005, Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006). Accordingly, I deemed the opportunity to investigate threat reduction theoretically to be useful. 

2.6 Delimitations

Following the above definition of threat reduction, a few brief considerations on the empirical case material are highlighted in this section, in order to provide clarity as to what elements of the empirical case will be utilised in the analysis. 

The focus of the project is on threat reduction within the Global Partnership framework, although considerations on threat reduction programmes prior to the inception of the Global Partnership in 2002 are included in order to establish the context within which the Global Partnership threat reduction framework was created and also facilitate a better comprehension of the context within which projects are undertaken. 

Threat reduction is a complicated issue and the persistent problems facing cooperation involve a multifaceted array of factors. This project will focus on the political interests and subsequently neglect the technical reasons behind the implementation of threat reduction. Additionally, this project excludes a detailed focus on the legal elements of conducting threat reduction projects on foreign soil. The broader political relations between Russia and participating countries will be touched upon as an interest-based determinant although comprehensive analysis of such relationships is outside the scope of the project due to constraints on volume. In order to simplify the realm of national interests the project will focus exclusively on threat reduction in Russia thereby neglecting similar undertakings in other countries, such as the Ukraine. 

As the Global Partnership is only half way through the projected time span, delimitations in terms of time are only made from the commencement of the Global Partnership and more broadly – serving as a means of contextual background – to the initiation of threat reduction in 1991. 

Threat reduction activities in Russia also involve non-governmental entities such as the Green Cross, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and the Nuclear Threat Initiative. However, as the vast majority of the projects are conducted by national actors, these non-state actors have been excluded from the project in order to enhance the clarity. 

The methodology of conducting a case study of threat reduction in Russia principally rules out any conclusions on the concept of threat reduction in a broader perspective (Blaikie, 2000: 222-225; de Vaus, 2001: 221-224) and commentary on regime theory on a larger scale will be confined to indications of potential generalisation. 

2.7 Argumentation for Choice of Theory

Cooperation in terms of threat reduction in Russia is characterised by an intricate combination of bilateral projects, some receiving funding from other donors, multilateral agreements in certain areas, a multitude of involved actors in some projects and exclusively bilateral arrangements in other areas. This constellation suggests both severe difficulties in establishing multilateral cooperation on threat reduction in concomitance with an interest among the participants in cooperating in order to promote the destruction of WMD. As such threat reduction in Russia represents an interesting mix of an overarching framework serving to coordinate the specific projects, while the implementation of these projects is often characterised by sometimes vociferous disagreements and a lack of overall direction. These circumstances indicate a variety of both congruent and conflicting national interests framing threat reduction in Russia. 

In order to provide an analysis of threat reduction in Russia within the Global Partnership in which national interests are central, it is useful to apply theory on cooperation, which perceives of cooperation in terms of national interests. Subsequently, the application of regime theory was chosen in order to elucidate the Global Partnership cooperative venture. As noted above the intricate nature of the current threat reduction framework in Russia suggests both common and contradictory interests. Therefore, the chosen theoretical material incorporates elements of both the liberal institutionalist and the relativist school by acknowledging the significance of both absolute and relative gains and losses in cooperation between states. 

The application of Rittberger and Zürn’s typology (Rittberger & Zürn, 1991) provides an explanatory element on a macro-level of the different contextual realms of the Global Partnership such as the differentiation between the establishment of the Global Partnership agreement and the implementation of the agreed measures. Consequently, Rittberger and Zürn complement Grieco’s considerations on the sensitivity to relative losses which are applied on the macro and meso-level. 

Grieco’s amended prisoner’s dilemma scenario with the inclusion of both absolute and relative gains and losses (Grieco, 1988a; Grieco, 1988b) offers insight as to why cooperation in some threat reduction ventures is thriving while cooperation in others is reticent. Grieco’s criteria for the sensitivity to relative losses sheds light on how national interests and the contextual situation within which these are played out influence the proclivity to cooperate. 

Thus the application of Rittberger and Zürn provides an overview of the cooperative context, while the utilisation of Grieco facilitates insight into the intricacies of which factors influence the tendency to cooperate on threat reduction. 

2.8 Data Collection and Critique of the Available Data

This project is primarily based upon data of a secondary nature as information on the implementation of threat reduction projects is in part clouded by secrecy. In addition, the official data available is often scattered and incomplete. It would have been preferable to collect primary information through interviews with officials since the data at hand was not gathered for the scope of this project. Primary data collection was however not possible due to the scope of the project. Thus the available applied data is considered the best valid option. 

Still, the limited amount of secondary literature on the topic from only a handful of authors reduces the opportunity to gather differing views on a controversial topic. It is therefore important to keep in mind that much of the empirical material is inherently biased, although it is difficult to assess how pronounced this bias is due to the lack of material. For instance some authors are very critical of the scattered coordination of threat reduction projects, while others view it as a positive that coordination takes place at all.  

The data available from the GPWG is often somewhat incoherent and the annual overview of projects is compiled from national reports without any common framework thus at times creating uncertainty as to the distribution of labour in certain projects. The committed funding is reported in several different currencies, which hampers direct comparisons due to varying exchange rates. 

National interests in terms of security policy are inherently convoluted and analysis of such interests is inevitably speculative. Though authorities remark on national interests vis-à-vis specific issues, there are bound to be underlying considerations guiding national priorities. Accordingly, the analytical considerations of this project are inherently inferred in nature and to a certain extent employ circumstantial evidence. In order to circumvent this flaw a much more comprehensive amount of primary empirical material would have to be collected. Unfortunately the restraints on volume prevent a more comprehensive analysis of the relations between the involved nations in a broader perspective.
The sparse literature commenting on the national interests driving threat reduction is also bound to be biased, illustrated by the nationality of the author. Material authored by Russians is often critical of Western demands and intrusions into Russia, while Western scholars frequently criticise the Russian authorities of doing too little to promote treat reduction for the common good and instead pursuing national interests. Though such bias is to be expected on such a hotly contested topic it is important to keep these incongruent viewpoints in mind. 

2.9 Validity and Reliability

The internal and external validity of the project is discussed in this section as to better assess if the project can sustain the conclusions it arrives at and if the conclusions can be generalised and used in other studies. Furthermore the reliability of the project will be discussed in order to examine the consistency of the project. 

2.9.1 Validity 

Internal Validity

Internal validity concerns to what extent the research design of a study can sustain the causal conclusions it makes. The more the structure of a study eliminates other explanations for its findings than its causal conclusions, the stronger the internal validity of the project. (de Vaus, 2001: 27-28; Yin, 1994: 35)

The project is a single case study and the theories of Rittberger & Zürn and Grieco are utilised to produce a comprehensive explanation of the case. The two theoretical approaches are both regime theories and complement each other by the level on which they assess the likelihood for cooperation. It would naturally have been pertinent to utilise other relevant regime theoretical approaches if more space had been available, but the chosen theory was considered to best explain the security policy-related case. 

The empirical material used in the project consists both of qualitative commentary on the state of the Global Partnership as well as quantitative material on the specific distribution of labour within the Global Partnership and of the EU threat reduction activities. The scarcity of qualitative material and the somewhat scattered nature of the quantitative data hamper the internal validity of the project. More diverse source material and more coherent quantitative data would have made the analytical conclusions more robust. As a result of the topical convolution and the complexity of international relations in a broader perspective, most of the analytical conclusions involve inference (Yin, 1994: 35) based upon circumstantial evidence. However, although the somewhat wanting scope and character of the source material constrains the internal validity, cognizance of these circumstances afford the opportunity to accommodate some of the problems by adjusting the analytical conclusions accordingly, thus improving the internal validity of the project. 

External Validity

External validity concerns to what degree the conclusions of a study can be generalised beyond the scope of that particular study (de Vaus, 2001: 28; Yin, 1994: 36). 

As the project is a single case study the focus is on giving a full picture of the case, which means that there is no specific aim of creating conclusions which are applicable on a more general level. The conclusions of the project will therefore not be applicable to threat reduction programmes in other countries, or to the broader security related relations between Russia and the participating countries. 

This indicates that the external validity of the project is relatively low, although this is an inherent trait of most case studies. However, as the majority of threat reduction within the Global Partnership is conducted in Russia, the acumen acquired through the many projects in Russia might in some respects apply to other recipient countries. However, the unique political position of Russia vis-à-vis the West limits the possibilities for direct generalisation. 

2.9.2 Reliability
Reliability concerns the degree to which the conclusions of a study can be said to be consistent, meaning that a study has a high degree of reliability if the same findings are reached if repeated on later occasions, assuming there was no actual change (de Vaus, 2001: 30-31; Yin, 1994: 36-38). 

As noted the available material on the Global Partnership is not only representative of different assessments of the level of overall cooperation, but also as to who carries the most of the blame for reticent cooperation. This illustrates the difficulties in reaching the same conclusions, as the empirical material can be interpreted very differently. In addition, national interests in terms of security policy are difficult to assess in terms of a case study as these are often contingent on other cooperative ventures and perhaps even domestic politics. However, the application of a critical perspective towards sources and the utilisation of sources representing different views of the Global Partnership should reduce these problems. 

In sum the reliability of the project is somewhat compromised by the very nature of the topic at hand and due to the fact that a case study design inherently facilitates such problems, but a critical approach to the source material should improve the reliability. 
3. Theoretical Approaches

Although cooperation among states is a centuries-old practice, the emergence of rule-based regimes as a global phenomenon is a rather new occurrence. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 299-300) The theoretical concept of regime can be divided into three major schools: realism, liberalism and cognitivism (Hasenclever et al., 1997). As this project utilises the realist and liberalist schools, the cognitivist view of regime theory will not receive attention in the following.  

The realist school is traditionally considered to be sceptical of cooperation between states, while regime theorists in the liberalist camp, identified as liberal institutionalists, have incorporated key neo-realist assumptions into their view of regimes and have thus moved somewhat beyond the established liberal tradition in international relations. Despite some shared assumptions, liberal institutionalists and realists have very different assessments of regimes. Realists emphasise the way states use their power capabilities in circumstances requiring coordination to exert influence over the nature of regimes and the way the gains and losses derived from the particular circumstance are divided. On the other hand, liberal institutionalists accentuate the way regimes allow states to overcome the inherent impediments of collaboration engrained in the anarchic structure of the international system. Accordingly, coordination and collaboration constitute different perspectives on cooperation between states. Both realism and liberal institutionalism accept the premise that regimes constitute the reaction of rational actors within the systemic uncertainties characterising the anarchic structure of the international system. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 300-301, 306; Hasenclever et al., 1997: 26)

3.1 The Liberal Institutionalist Approach

As a point of departure liberal institutionalists assume that regimes are needed to overcome the uncertainties engendered by the international system. The circumstance of anarchy does not exclude collaboration, but simply makes it difficult to accomplish. Liberal institutionalists use the mathematic branch of game theory to illustrate the strategic interaction between states within the anarchic system. Focusing on the conceptual apparatus in favour of the mathematical aspects of game theory, liberal institutionalists utilise the field to illuminate the interaction between two actors, each with only two possible strategies – one which is cooperative and one which is competitive. Subsequently, strategic interaction involves four possible outcomes. The choice of strategy is based upon rational calculation, where the rational actors evaluate outcomes, produce a preference ranking and then choose the best option available. The utilisation of game theory allows theorists to better understand the dynamics of the situation by distilling the essential elements of complex situations. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 307-308)

The model used to explain international cooperation or the lack thereof is the prisoner’s dilemma. Liberal institutionalists consider the prisoner’s dilemma the most apt explanatory tool to account for the apparent irrational behaviour of states. The key notion in the prisoner’s dilemma is the inherent propensity to cheat in an anarchic system rife with uncertainty. Without going into much detail, the conceptual premise of the prisoner’s dilemma is as follows: 

The governor of a prison has two prisoners – for the sake of clarity denoted A and B, who cannot be executed without a voluntary confession by at least one of the prisoners. The governor offered prisoner A his freedom and a sum of money if he would confess at least one day before prisoner B did so, so prisoner B could be indicted and duly executed. Prisoner A was also told that if prisoner B was to confess at least one day before him, prisoner B would be freed and rewarded and prisoner A would be executed. If the two prisoners were to confess on the same day, both would get be incarcerated for ten years and if none confessed, both would be set free but without the reward. Prisoner B was presented with the exact same predicament. The key notion is the uncertainty – from the prisoners’ point of view – regarding the choice of the other prisoner. If they both remain silent they will go free, but the increased gain and the removal of the risk of being the victim of confession on part of the other prisoner makes confession the dominant strategy for both prisoners. The outcome will thus likely be confession by both prisoners resulting in ten years in prison, thus producing a suboptimal outcome. The model demonstrates how individual rationality can lead to collective irrationality. The suboptimal outcome could only have been avoided if the two prisoners had a mechanism allowing them to collaborate. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 309)

Liberal institutionalists consider the logic associated with the prisoner’s dilemma as the source of how a wide range of irrational outcomes in international relations can be explained in rational terms. The application of the prisoner’s dilemma to international relations not only clarifies how anarchy hampers collaboration, but also indicates that states are aware of the potential advantages of collaboration. Cooperation is inhibited by the expectation that other states will defect or cheat. Accordingly, the prisoner’s dilemma illustrates the importance of establishing a mechanism convincing actors that there is no risk of defection. Liberal institutionalists consider regimes to be this mechanism. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 308)

An important flaw in the application of the prisoner’s dilemma to explain international cooperation is the presumption that the scenario is only played out once. In reality, however, these situations are replayed repeatedly over time. Thus the knowledge that the same scenario will be replayed influences the strategic considerations of the players. Due to the knowledge of future repetition states are less averse to taking a risk and pursuing a collaborative strategy. The propensity to defect is less pronounced as defection will produce the same strategy by others in the future negating the benefit of defecting in the first place. Subsequently, the key to establishing and maintaining a regime is the principle of reciprocity. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 309-310) According to the liberal approach the interests of states are characterised by the maximisation of utility in absolute terms. In other words, states pursue gains without consideration to the gains attained by other states. Thus regimes exist because they can reasonably be expected to increase the utility of the actors in support of them (Hasenclever et al., 1997: 37). This conceptualisation of interests constitutes one of the major differences from the realist approach.

3.2 The Realist Approach

The realist approach to regime theory emphasises relative power capabilities and thus stresses distributional aspects of cooperation and regimes. Consequently, realists view regime formation as less likely than the liberal institutionalist approach. They claim that the liberal institutionalist conceptualisation of absolute gains understates the relative distribution of power. (Hasenclever et al., 1997: 84) Like the liberal institutionalists, realists use game theory to shed light on the formation of regime formation. Some realists utilise a different game theory model to elucidate cooperation. (Baylis & Smith, 2001: 311) However, Joseph M. Grieco, the primary theoretical scholar utilised in this project – albeit an adherent of the realist school – has established an amended prisoner’s dilemma model instead of a wholly different model. Thus the focus of the applied theory will remain on the prisoner’s dilemma model as the point of departure for theoretical analysis. 
This project attempts to combine two similar theoretical approaches to international cooperation. The simple typology of cooperation in terms of conflicts created by Rittberger & Zürn provides an overview of a particular scenario and the characteristics of cooperation or the lack thereof. Grieco’s amended prisoner’s dilemma model provides a more inclusive picture of how both absolute and relative interests frame international cooperation and thus facilitates a more in depth analysis of particular conflicts of interests. Thus the two approaches should complement each other. 
3.3 Rittberger & Zürn’s Typology on Conflicts
Rittberger and Zürn explicitly conceptualise international regimes as a particular mode of regulated conflict management. The distinction between conflict and conflict management is essential for the approach. Conflicts refer to incompatible differences in position or preferences, while all conflicts involve an object of contention with respect to which actors take those incompatible positions. The behaviour actors apply in dealing with such differences is denoted conflict management. Subsequently, cooperation – either through agreed-upon norms and rules or of an entirely egoistic disposition – is in essence a form of conflict management. (Rittberger and Zürn, 1991: 166) 

As a means of explicating regime formation in terms of conflict, Rittberger and Zürn construct a typology consisting of four types of conflicts. The four types of conflict are as follows: conflict about values, conflict about means, and two types of conflict of interest. In conflicts about means actors share a common goal, but diverge on how to best pursue it. Conflict about values entails that actors hold incompatible principled beliefs regarding the legitimacy of a certain practice. Both conflict about values and conflict about means are dissensual, meaning that actors differ on what is advantageous, not just for each of them individually but for all of them collectively. In contrast conflicts of interest are consensual and presuppose a specific consensus in that the actors share a desire for the same good engendering competition among the actors for that particular good. Conflicts of interest can be subdivided in terms of the inherent nature of the good in question. Some goods tend to be assessed relatively, such that the value of the good is contingent on the amount of the same good compiled by other actors or competitors. Other goods are usually assessed in absolute terms, such that the utility of the good is independent of whether another actor has more or less of the same good. (Rittberger & Zürn, 1991: 168)

The likelihood of cooperation is contingent on which conflict typology best characterises the situation at hand. The propensity for cooperation in conflict about values is very low, as values are not negotiable. Cooperation in conflict about means is deemed to be relatively easily amenable to regime formation. Conflicts about relatively assessed goods engender a low predilection towards cooperation, while conflicts about absolutely assessed goods are the most conducive towards cooperation. (Rittberger & Zürn, 1991: 171-172, 176)

Conflict management through international regimes may lead, in time, to conflict resolution, because the positional differences of the actors tend to be curtailed by commonly agreed principles, norms and rules, as well as by increased information. (Rittberger & Zürn, 1991: 179)

3.4 Grieco’s Modern Realist Perspective on Regimes

Joseph Grieco launched a substantial critique of the neoliberal position via several publications in the late 1980s and early 1990s. By reconstructing and clarifying what he perceived as the authentic realist view on international cooperation Grieco sought to posit realism as a more adequate foundation for understanding regime formation than liberal institutionalism. Although Grieco is more pessimistic about international institutions than are liberal institutionalists, he cannot be denoted an anti-institutionalist who rejects the notion of international cooperation altogether. Rather his conceptualisation of the realist approach allots some positive implications for international regimes. (Hasenclever et al., 1997: 113-114)

Grieco shares the neoliberal emphasis that international politics are characterised by anarchy and a lack of central authority (Grieco, 1988a: 485). However, he claims that neoliberals fail to comprehend the full consequence of this state of affairs. The liberal institutionalist understanding that anarchy essentially means that there is no central agency to enforce promises, means that the main obstacle for cooperation is the fear of being cheated by the actors with which cooperation takes place. (Grieco, 1988a: 487) According to Grieco, this position neglects the fact that the absence of any central agency voids any guarantee of states’ survival as independent units of the system. In addition to the fear of being cheated by other actors, international relations are circumscribed by a structurally induced intolerance for relative losses. (Grieco, 1988b: 601). Subsequently, states seek to maximise utility not independently of others, but contingent on other actors. Thus in a situation of cooperation the pay-off for a given state is reliant on the pay-off of the partners. These concerns of relative gains affect the willingness for cooperation even when cheating is not a problem. (Grieco, 1988a: 487)

Relative gains concerns do not necessarily emerge because a state’s survival is under immediate threat. The inherent sense of uncertainty in the international system causes actors to remain aloof of their partners’ future intentions. Though relations may seem amiable, circumstances can change to the point of enmity. As such Grieco stresses a more existential kind of uncertainty than do the liberal institutionalists in that partners may utilise the capabilities gained through cooperation against an actor in a future scenario. States seek to avoid relative losses, not only because survival is their fundamental goal, but also because they value their independence and autonomy. States are fundamentally concerned with preventing advances in the relative power of others through maintaining their positions in the system. Facilitating relative gains for a partner may in turn damage the autonomy of a given actor. (Grieco, 1988b: 602)

Grieco emphasises that although states are concerned with relative losses, they do not necessarily seek relative gains. He views states as defensive positionalists rather than concerned with maximising utility pertaining to others (Grieco, 1988b: 602). He also accentuates that states are not exclusively concerned with relative gains or losses. Absolute gains enter into their utility calculations as well. Under certain circumstances relative losses may be compensated by greater absolute gains. Grieco argues that though states are never completely unconcerned with relative gains or losses, their sensitivity to relative losses varies. The greater the expected absolute gains are, the more likely is cooperation despite incongruities in relative gains and losses. (Grieco, 1988b: 605)

Grieco has constructed an amended prisoner’s dilemma scenario to break down this cognizance of both absolute and relative gains and losses. He stresses that the traditional prisoner’s dilemma model fails to account for the sensitivity to relative gains and losses inherent in the international system. Although it can be argued that the prisoner’s dilemma scenario includes the issue of relative gains through the rank-ordering of outcomes, the model does not provide insight into the manner in which states assess the absolute and relative into a preference of outcome. (Grieco, 1988b: 605) Grieco argues that the prisoner’s dilemma must be reconstituted in such a way that states are assumed to know their own payoffs and those of their partners and be able to compare the magnitude of their own payoffs to those of their partners (original italics) (Grieco, 1988b: 606). As such it is important to distinguish between payoffs and the utility derived from them. The latter is in Grieco’s view contingent on the payoffs gained by partners, although it is often impossible to compare the utility derived by a state and its partners from the payoffs. However, a state may well be able to compare the magnitude of payoffs gained by itself and its partners. (Grieco, 1988b: 607)
Grieco establishes a mathematical expression of the relationship between payoffs gained by not only the state itself but also its partners and the utility derived from this permutation. These mathematical considerations are beyond the scope of this project, but the logic behind them is applicable. Without going into detail, the main novelty is the introduction of relative gains and losses and above all the sensitivity to this into the equation. This sensitivity reflects the states’ assessment of the impact that gaps in gains favouring partners would have on its relative capabilities and, by consequence, its security and independence in the international system (Grieco, 1988b: 610). 

Grieco establishes six variables, which determine the degree of sensitivity of relative gains and losses. 

The first is related to the state’s estimate of the level of convertibility of payoff-gaps into influence within a particular joint arrangement. In some cooperative arrangements, a state may believe that disparity in gains is readily convertible into bargaining power allotting the advantaged partners additional political leverage within that common endeavour. In other cooperative arrangements a difference in gains may be perceived as being arduously convertible by advantaged partners into bargaining power. The state will be more sensitive to relative gains and losses in the prior scenario than in the latter. (Grieco, 1988b: 610) 

The second variable pertains to the applicability of partners’ relative gains to other arrangements. If a state estimates that an increase in bargaining power attainted by a partner through the relative gains in one joint venture may be utilised against it in other ventures as well it will be less inclined to cooperate. The sensitivity to relative losses will be enhanced if a state deems that such losses will be used against it outside the arrangement within which these losses are suffered. (Grieco, 1988b: 610-611)

Thirdly, the sensitivity to relative losses is influenced by the time horizon of a state. If a state applies a sufficiently long time horizon, relative losses may be converted into leverage in other cooperative ventures. Subsequently, a state with a long term appreciation of cooperation is likely to be more sensitive to relative losses than a state with a shorter time horizon. (Grieco, 1988b: 611) 

The intolerance for relative losses is affected by both the present and past relationship between the involved actors. If a state has engaged in cooperative arrangements in the past and suffered relative losses it is likely to be concerned with its relative capabilities. A state suffering from previous relative gains by advantaging partners will probably be more sensitive to encountering additional losses, than a state with an experience of relative gains. (Grieco, 1988b: 611)  

Fifth, the issue area which is the centre of cooperation is likely to influence the sensitivity to relative losses. Due to the core interest in survival, a state’s sensitivity to relative gains by a partner will be greater in military and security issues than for example economic matters. (Grieco, 1988b: 611; Grieco, 1990: 46)  

A state’s sensitivity to relative losses is likely to vary according to which partners are involved in the cooperative venture.  Whether or not the partner in cooperation is a long-time partner or foe, or perhaps a newfound ally is significant in assessing the importance of relative gains. Additionally, the sensitivity to relative losses will likely be higher with respect to partners reputed to exploit gaps in payoffs or more generally seeking domination within cooperative arrangements, than in regard to partners reputed to be less disposed to pursue advantages and more content with the status quo. (Grieco, 1988b: 611-612)  

Additionally, relative gains concerns tend to be less prevalent when the actors in question face a common adversary. However, if the severity of the common threat is reduced, the tolerance for gaps in payoffs will likely decrease. If the power gap between actors is so large that relative losses are unlikely to shift the balance of power the sensitivity of relative losses is negligible. Moreover, states facing declining power are more likely to emphasise relative gains. (Grieco, 1990: 46)

Grieco departs from the traditional realist stance in allotting international institutions significance in regard to cooperation. According to the neoliberal view regimes assist states in overcoming the fear of cheating, while following Grieco’s conceptualisation regimes do more than just that. States utilise international institutions to manage relative gains concerns arising from collaboration by making the relationship more predictable and equal, but also less efficient. Thus, the reduction of unacceptable gaps in joint gains occurs at the expense of the total gains each partner can hope to achieve through cooperation. However, the reduced risk of relative losses promotes cooperative ventures, by reducing the uncertainty often constraining the impetus to cooperate. International cooperation not only helps overcome the issue of cheating inherent in the anarchic system, but also helps reduce differences in gains between partners and their sensitivity to relative gains and losses and subsequently reduces the barrier for cooperation. For example regimes allow states to voice concerns over relative losses and sometimes represent a norm of reciprocity. (Grieco, 1988b: 614-615). Disputes and strains within international institutions may revolve around their capacity to facilitate a balanced sharing among partners of the gains and costs arising from cooperation (Grieco, 1988b: 617). In some instances the norm-generating and norm-maintenance functions of international institutions promote cooperation by reducing state sensitivity to relative losses, by endorsing reciprocity (Grieco, 1988b: 619). 
3.5 Concluding Remarks
The applied theoretical material is centred on national interests and how these influence cooperation between states. This emphasis on national interests is founded in the circumstance that threat reduction in Russia through the Global Partnership framework is characterised by interaction between national actors prioritising national interests while pursuing a common goal, which can only be achieved in full through cooperation. Despite the common goals, cooperation in the Global Partnership framework has proved arduous. On the other hand, progress has been made in most threat reduction activities and cooperation – albeit in a rather incoherent fashion – has taken place. The applied theory will shed light on why the cooperative picture of threat reduction in Russia has been somewhat muddled. 
It is important to note that the actual cooperative scenarios within the Global Partnership contain elements of both absolute and relative interests. Accordingly, the analytical considerations of this project reflect the circumstance that situations more often than not are characterised by several dissimilar concerns. However, most scenarios are typified by a primary adherence to one of the Rittberger & Zürn’s typologies or embody specific examples of Grieco’s criteria for sensitivity to relative losses. Nonetheless, it is important to be cognizant that although a scenario is best described by Rittberger & Zürn’s typology of conflict about absolute interests, concerns of relative gains and losses still influence decision-making, albeit to a lesser extent than was the scenario best typified by a conflict about relative interests. This speaks of the intricacy of international cooperation in the realm of threat reduction and likely in general. 

The intricacies and the oft conflicting practices surrounding threat reduction are presented in the following chapter.   
4. The G8 and Threat Reduction in Russia

The following chapter deals with the G8 as the primary framework for coordination of threat reduction in Russia through the Global Partnership and describes how the success of cooperation differs contingent on the specific priority area within the Global Partnership. The purpose of the chapter is to provide an overview of the Global Partnership framework in order to facilitate an empirical basis for analysis of cooperation within the Global Partnership framework. An overview of the G8 and the decision-making process within the G8 can be found in Annex A. 
4.1 The G8 as a Security Policy Framework
The role of the G8 in international security is an issue often neglected or overshadowed by the perception that the G8 is first and foremost a framework for economical discussions and coordination. Although there is some truth to that perspicacity, the G8 has become an increasingly important player in the realm of international security policy. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, the G8 has become the most intensive concentration of political power. The security role of the G8 is generally split between policy coordination and crisis management, and the group has played an important role in broadening the perception of security. (Penttilä, 2003: 33-35)

The first summit of what would later become the G8 was conducted in France in November 1975 as a response to the overall economic troubles facing the international community. The agenda was based upon a sentiment that American hegemony was on the decline, that interdependence among states was growing and the gross inaptness of the existing international institutions. (Penttilä, 2003: 9) At the first summit five nations were represented by the heads of France, Germany, Great Britain, Japan and the United States. Canada and Italy joined the following year. Initially the nation hosting a summit could invite any country it wished – Canada effectively became a member because the U.S. forwarded an invitation without the consent of the other members. (Penttilä, 2003: 10-12) As somewhat of an anomaly the EU is represented at the summits by the European Commission president
 and the European Council president
, without any real clarity as to whether the EU is a proper member or simply a permanent observer (Penttilä, 2003: 72). To comprehend the contemporary role of the G8 in international security policy, an examination of the incremental movement towards a comprehensive security policy agenda is pertinent. 

4.1.1 Entrenching Security Policy in the G7 Summitry
The 1983 Williamsburg Summit turned out to draw significant attention to security issues and in hindsight constitutes an entrenchment of security issues in the G7 framework. The 1983 Summit produced the unprecedented joint Declaration on Security (Government of the United States, 1983), which contained seven points explicitly underscoring the group’s cohesion concerning the Soviet Union, its commitment to arms control and disarmament and a dedication to circumvent war. The Williamsburg Summit thus displayed compelling coherence among the member countries as a counterpart to the Soviet Union and elevated the G7 summit to the status of a major forum for coordination of security policy and decision making. (Penttilä, 2003: 39-40)

4.1.2 The End of the Cold War and the Integration of Russia
The decision of the British hosts to invite Gorbachev to the 1991 London Summit proved to be the decisive moment of Russian incorporation into the G7. Attempts to amalgamate Russia into the G7 were the overarching novelty of the 1994 Naples Summit embodied by the Russian involvement in all political discussions. The 1997 Denver Summit was the first meeting to genuinely involve all eight nations and thus served as an important means of integrating Moscow into the international economy and gain goodwill pertaining to NATO enlargement, particularly concerning former Warsaw Pact member countries. For the first time, the Russian head of state was allowed to participate in the entire meeting, with the exception of a short congregation under G7 configuration. The following year, the group was formally denoted the G8. (Penttilä, 2003: 42-43, 54-55)

4.1.3 Post 9/11 Summits
The 2002 Kananaskis Summit was historic for several reasons. It was the first summit after the terrorist attacks of 11 September, 2001 and as such reflected the new outlook on international security with terrorism as one of the overarching focal points. Moreover, the summit constituted the full-fledged induction of Russia into the G8 underlined by the announcement that Russia would host the 2006 summit, a decision taken by the heads of state without any advance preparation. (Bayne, 2002) Member states used the summit to assess the existing measures against terrorism, subsequently resulting in the Kananaskis Statement which established the Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction (also known as the Global Partnership) committing $20 billion to securing and destroying the vast amounts of WMD stored in the former Soviet Union over a span of ten years. The unequivocal objective was to prevent the abuse of WMD by terrorist groups. The Global partnership was promoted by Washington. The U.S. pledged to contribute half of the $20 billion in order to persuade the other G8 members to engage in the venture. In return for the considerable commitments to the Global Partnership programme, the member countries put pressure on Russia to be more cooperative on liability issues thus moving the implementation forward. Agreement on the Global Partnership was hard-fought and was only reached after exchanges between the heads of state and a bilateral meeting between Bush and Putin. (Kirton, 2002) 

A mere year later, the cohesive sentiments at the Kananaskis Summit had been negated by the deep divisions over the Iraq War. However, several substantial measures were agreed upon, including the Action Plan on the Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction and an associated Officials’ Report. This examined the progress made on the Global Partnership agreement from the previous year, which had encountered difficulties in implementation at the practical level. (Bayne, 2003) 

At the 2004 Sea Island Summit the Global Partnership was expanded to include several countries beyond the former Soviet Union, most notably Libya and Iraq. (Bayne, 2004) At the 2006 St. Petersburg Summit member states confirmed their commitment to the full implementation of all Global Partnership objectives and the pledges to raise $20 billion through 2012 for the Global Partnership, while continuing to turn those pledges into concrete action. In addition, the G8 continued to support full implementation of the CWC. (Corlazzoli et al., 2006: 45-46)

4.2 The G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction

The former Soviet Union has received international assistance for the implementation of programmes related to destruction of WMD since 1991, primarily from the U.S. According to Washington, by 2001 the U.S. had spent around $6 billion on these projects while the participating members of the EU had only spent $600 million in the same time period. (Pikayev, 2005: 30) The launch of the G8 Global Partnership on 27 June, 2002 at the Kananaskis Summit engendered a framework for non-proliferation assistance and significant pledges of financial and operational support for disarmament efforts in the former Soviet Union, resulting in increased focus on threat reduction projects in Russia. The agreement committed the G8 to raise $20 billion over the next ten years, of which the U.S. pledged half (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 3; Pikayev, 2005: 30). The Global Partnership is largely based upon existing programmes, but involves significantly increased funding by old and new commitments (from G8 countries and the European Commission) alike. However, some signatory countries – for instance Canada – did not participate in threat reduction activities in any substantial measure prior to the inception of the Global Partnership. (Chuen, 2005: 71)

4.2.1 The Move towards the Global Partnership
Threat reduction efforts in Russia were initiated in 1991 by the ratification of the Soviet Threat Reduction Act by the U.S. Congress resulting in the bilateral U.S.-Russia Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) programme. Subsequently a number of similar bilateral agreements between Russia and Western countries were forged and by 1994 a number of countries (including France, Germany, Great Britain and Japan) were starting non-proliferation programmes in the former Soviet Union. However, there was reticent coordination of non-proliferation efforts as each country carried out its own projects. According to Chuen, the U.S. CTR initiative was the only programme paying any overarching dividends, while the lack of coordination among other projects hampered the efficacy. (Chuen, 2005: 73)

The terrorist attacks of 11 September, 2001 prompted a new sense of urgency concerning the proliferation of WMD by illustrating the reach of terrorism and the horrendous consequences of a potential terrorist attack involving WMD. Subsequently, international non-proliferation efforts became a key talking point, with particularly the U.S. interested in persuading its G8 partners to allocate increased funding. The result was an American proposal that the other G8 countries match Washington’s funding commitments. (Chuen, 2005: 74)

The resulting Kananaskis Statement was established to address non-proliferation, disarmament, counter-terrorism, and nuclear safety issues. The statement included a commitment to six “principles to prevent terrorists, or those that harbour them, from gaining access to weapons or materials of mass destruction.” (Government of Canada, 2002a) The six principles can be found in Annex B. 
As a means of implementing the above principles, the G8 countries agreed on nine guidelines to shape the Global Partnership. Agreement on the guidelines proved to be difficult and required lengthy negotiations, primarily on the issues of taxation, liability, access, privileges and immunities. (Chuen, 2005: 75) The guidelines can be found in Annex C.
Despite the negotiations of these guidelines, the ambiguity in certain areas resulted in discrepancies between Russian and donor country expectations, which have hampered effective cooperation and coordination. Participants continually protest of disparate treatment of different bilateral assistance projects. Consequently, the G8 formed the Global Partnership Working Group (GPWG) in January 2004, whose main task is to bring particular implementation issues to the attention of high-level Russian authorities as well as serving as a forum for discussion on common problems. The GPWG has also become the forum to meet with non-G8 countries about their participation in the Global Partnership as donors or recipients. The GPWG annually publishes a detailed report, which gives an account of pledges and the project areas to which they are allocated. (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 5-6). 
In addition to creating a framework for non-proliferation, the Kananaskis statement included commitments by the G8 nations to increase the funding for non-proliferation assistance projects. The U.S. had already pledged $10 billion, while the Global Partnership resulted in commitments of C$1 billion by Canada, €1 billion by Italy, €750 million by France, €1.5 billion by Germany, $750 million by Great Britain, $200 million by Japan, $2 billion by Russia, and €1 billion by the European Commission (Lindstrom, 2005: 75) (Pikayev, 2005: 31). In addition, the Global Partnership agreement has been able to sway countries not members of the G8 to provide non-proliferation assistance. Currently Australia, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, New Zealand, Poland, the Republic of Korea, Sweden and Switzerland are involved in Global Partnership activities. (Chuen, 2005: 75-76; Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 4; Pikayev, 2005: 31-32)
4.2.2 The Four Priorities of the Global Partnership
The Kananaskis statement identified four priority project areas: 1) the destruction of chemical weapons, 2) dismantlement of decommissioned nuclear submarines, 3) disposition of fissile materials, and 4) employment of former weapons scientists (Government of Germany, 2007a). Though non-exclusive, these priorities constituted the areas of work where progress was most likely in the initial stages of the partnership. According to Einhorn & Flournoy the implementation of these priorities has so far been very mixed due to considerable problems pertaining to access, liability and taxation. While the U.S. has had longstanding legal agreements with Russia for threat reduction work – primarily under the CTR umbrella – other donors did not have such agreements. Subsequently, the initial three years of the Global Partnership were principally spent completing such agreements. Negotiations were initially sluggish, but by early 2006 Russia had established intergovernmental agreements with all the major Global Partnership donors. (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 5). The official 2007 Global Partnership Review released in connection with the 2007 Heiligendamm Summit acknowledges “...that it takes time to make the legal arrangements needed to maintain high quality standards”, while emphasizing that establishing the appropriate legal arrangements enhances the efficacy and subsequently the overall expedition of projects (Government of Germany, 2007a). 
According to the 2007 Global Partnership Review, Moscow considers the destruction of chemical weapons (CWD) and the dismantlement of nuclear submarines of primary importance for the implementation of the Global Partnership projects in Russia (Government of Germany, 2007a). Moscow primarily views the Global Partnership as a means of meeting Russian disarmament commitments made under the CWC and to resolve the acute environmental problems stemming from decommissioned nuclear submarines. Assistance in other areas is accepted, but is not considered a priority by Russia. (Anthony et al., 2005: 22)
Considerable strides have been made on CWD and dismantlement of nuclear submarines, with Great Britain, the U.S., Germany, Canada and Norway having made significant progress toward completing major projects in both realms. However, the disposition of fissile materials has encountered persistent difficulties. Problems on liability were resolved for most donors in the submarine dismantlement field by the Multilateral Nuclear Environmental Programme in the Russian Federation
 (MNEPR) after lengthy negotiations, although there have been problems regarding liability between the U.S. and Russia in the realm of new projects. The U.S. government has refused to sign the MNEPR’s separate Protocol on Claims, Legal Proceedings and Indemnification, which allows for arbitration in liability disputes between Russia and the other signatories, and holds actors legally responsible for any intentional wrongdoings. Moscow wants to apply these provisions to U.S. contractors, making Washington legally liable for damages caused by American-hired units in Russia from any premeditated act. The U.S. claims such provisions provide insufficient safeguards against an inconsistent Russian legal system. (Weitz, 2005: 32-33). Access to relevant sites in Russia has been a key impediment especially concerning disposition of fissile material. As work on less sensitive sites was completed and the emphasis shifted to more sensitive locations, the problem of access has grown. (Chuen, 2005: 76; Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 11-12). Developments in implementing the four priority areas noted above have been mixed.
Chemical Weapons

In 1997 Russia ratified the CWC after European countries and the U.S. promised to provide financial support for the costly elimination of Russian stockpiles. The CWC requires Moscow to destroy its 40,000 tons of chemical weapons arsenals by 2007 with the possibility of a five-year extension, which has been sought by Russian authorities. The total costs of destroying the whole chemical weapons arsenal would be approximately $8 billion of which Russia itself has committed $1.3 billion (Government of Germany, 2007b; Anthony et al., 2005: 16). The elimination of Russian chemical weapons initially moved slowly, due to problems with funding and coordination. The Global Partnership incited a boost in the efforts to eliminate Russian chemical weapons, persuading both the U.S. and other donors to place greater emphasis on the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles. There are fewer problems regarding coordination of chemical weapons programmes than some of the other issue areas under the Global Partnership, mainly due to regular discussions and exchange of opinions at the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). As such, significant progress continues to be made in the field of CWD. So far most efforts in CWD have centred on establishing the facilities and infrastructure necessary to adhere to the targets set in the CWC. (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 7). All such facilities need to be completed and operating from 2006-2008 in order to reach the goals by the 2012 deadline. (Chuen, 2005: 83-88; Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 15)  

As of June 2007, two chemical weapons destruction facilities had been built with international assistance. The facility at Gorny operated between 2002 and 2005 and destroyed all the chemical weapons stockpiled at the site. The project was carried out with assistance from the EU, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands and Poland. The facility at Kambarka became operational in December 2005 and is currently destroying the stockpiles at the site. The project was assisted by the EU, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland. Work is also advancing on the construction of the Shchuch’ye facility, which is scheduled to become operational in 2008. The Shchuch’ye site has received assistance from Belgium, Canada, the Czech Republic, the EU, France, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, Great Britain and the United States. (Government of Germany, 2007c)  
Dismantlement of Nuclear Submarines

The dismantlement of nuclear submarines is a complex activity, including transport of the submarines, defueling, dismantlement and safe storage of the reactor compartments (Government of Germany, 2007c). Since the inception of the Global Partnership very substantial commitments to assist in dismantling general-purpose submarines and in managing related nuclear material have been made. Before the implementation of the projects could commence, the participants had to develop the requisite legal framework and identify actual projects. Some of the partners already had bilateral agreements in place or were negotiating such, while the U.S. already had entire legal framework agreements. In May 2003 many of the main partner countries signed the MNEPR agreement, a general framework covering assistance projects on radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel in the Russian Northwest, which entered into force in April 2004. In addition to the MNEPR, some countries (including Canada and Italy) signed bilateral agreements in 2003 and 2004, based upon the MNEPR framework (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 5). The identification of projects was initiated before framework agreements were reached through the disclosure of information on naval facilities by the Russian authorities, allowing the technical and legal aspects to be discussed in detail. (Chuen, 2005: 77, 79-80)
The majority of European assistance in the nuclear area is linked to projects associated with the dismantlement of nuclear submarines (Anthony et al., 2005: 16). As of June 2007, 69 submarines had been dismantled, including 21 with foreign assistance from Canada, Japan, Norway, Great Britain and the United States. Global partnership projects addressing the necessary infrastructure to facilitate submarine dismantlement are underway including a German-funded construction of a land-based long-term interim storage facility at Sayda Bay operational in July 2006 and to be expanded. Other Global Partnership projects on infrastructure are the rehabilitation of the temporary storage facility for spent nuclear fuel at Andreeva Bay funded by Norway, Sweden and Great Britain, launch of the rehabilitation of Gremikha former naval base funded by the EU France and the EBRD, refitting of the nuclear waste incinerator in Zvezdochka shipyard funded by France and Canada, a multi-use naval vessel for the transport of nuclear (and related) materials funded by Italy, and a Spent Nuclear Fuel storage facility at the Atomflot site, Murmansk funded by Great Britain. The MNEPR provides a significant framework for the implementation of submarine dismantlement projects. (Government of Germany, 2007c) 

Organisations in which donor nations can meet to discuss submarine dismantlement in the Russian Northwest exist, but according to Chuen the system to prevent duplication of projects and improve overall efficacy remains flawed. The contact between officials and their counterparts in other partner countries is often conducted in an ad hoc manner. The lack of transparency within Russia itself hampers the full comprehension of the projects thus resulting in a weakened dismantlement process and damages the ability to evaluate potential hazards and benefits of particular undertakings. Thus cooperation on submarine dismantlement still faces some significant problems. Accounts of a situation in Northwest Russia where donors unintentionally outbid each other thus driving up the costs of submarine dismantlement work have emerged (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 16). (Chuen, 2005: 77-83)
Disposition of Fissile Materials

Limiting the amount of highly enriched uranium (HEU) and plutonium constitutes an important disarmament issue due to the applicability of such material in producing nuclear explosive devices. Thus eliminating excess amounts of such fissile material is an important measure in reducing the risk of nuclear proliferation and reaching the explicit goal of the Global Partnership to preventing the interface between terrorism and WMD of transpiring. The reduction of HEU stockpiles has proceeded at a steady, but modest pace, although more rapid progress would be desirable. On the other hand, the disposition of plutonium in existing stockpiles and converting plutonium producing reactors with fossil fuel plants have been marred by inertia, mostly due to quarrels over liability issues and the lack of sufficient political will to surmount such discrepancies. Due to liability issues the majority of the disposition of fissile materials has been conducted by the U.S. (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 8-9; Government of Germany, 2007c)
In the area of converting existing nuclear plants to fossil fuel plants and thus removing fissile material progress has been made. After several attempts to agree on the terms of such programmes the Elimination of Plutonium Agreement was signed by Moscow and Washington in 2003 and brought under the bilateral U.S.-Russia CTR umbrella, removing the potential for disputes over liability. Canada, Finland, the Netherlands, South Korea, and Great Britain have made financial contributions to the area (Government of Germany, 2007b; NNSA, 2007). (Chuen, 2005: 89)
Part of the success on disposition of HEU is related to the practice of selling the converted uranium to the U.S. as fuel for American nuclear power plants. This programme was initiated in 1994 and produces annual revenue of about $500 million for Russia, thus creating a significant economic impetus for progress. Indeed, the success of the programme has led Sweden to call for European involvement in a similar programme. (Weitz, 2005: 25)

Conversely, reduction of plutonium stockpiles has made little headway despite lengthy discussions on the issue and calls for increased European participation. As of June 2007, projects on the disposition of plutonium had still not been fully initiated, though the Global Partnership Review expressed that some partners had put aside funds for the purpose, providing hope that “...the outstanding issues will be resolved to enable this important activity to commence.” (Government of Germany, 2007a; Government of Germany, 2007c) 

The issue of access has proved a substantial obstacle to progress and arrangements pertaining to access at the most sensitive locations remain a major problem (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 11, 17). Russian reservations of granting foreign nationals access to extremely sensitive sites are understandable, as are donor countries dismay of the inertia characterising the issue. Washington has suggested reciprocity as a solution allowing Russian officials reciprocal visits to nuclear sites in the U.S., although this remains at the deliberation level. (Einhorn & Flournoy, 2006: 17). According to Chuen disputes over the liability issue involving both the U.S. and other donor nations have produced inertia with regards to new projects, and as negotiations move along at a slow pace, some are concerned that pressing the issue will cause a collapse of the programmes. (Chuen, 2005: 88-91)

The problems of disposition of plutonium also pertain to lack of commercial value of the residual product. Russia views the application of residual products from plutonium disposition to civilian energy production as viable, while the U.S. does not consider the application practicable. Additionally, the use of plutonium stockpiles for power plants is expensive and feasibility projects on the issue have had to be subsidised by European countries. (Weitz, 2005: 25-26)
Redirection of Former Weapons Scientists

As of June 2007, in excess of 1,400 research projects had been funded through the International Science and Technology Centre (ISTC)
 in Russia and its equivalent in the Ukraine by Canada, the EU, Japan and other countries involving more than 17,000 former weapons scientists. Additionally, several countries have created sustainable job opportunities for former weapons scientists and engineers outside the ISTC framework. (Government of Germany, 2007c) The majority of European funding for this area has come from the EU Community budget, although some nations, notably Great Britain, Sweden and Finland prefer to channel their funds through bilateral agreements as well as contributing to the ISTC (Anthony et al., 2005: 16). 

4.2.3 The Distribution of the National Contributions
The number of participants in the Global Partnership has risen from an initial 9 to a current number of 23. As noted the U.S. will contribute half of the total Global Partnership pledges, while the EU and participating EU member states contribute about a quarter. The EU member states seem most willing to participate in projects that facilitate the implementation of international agreements or support international cooperation efforts (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 25). The European participants have focused their activities on CWD and facilitating nuclear safety and security. (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 16-17). The primary European contributors for destruction of chemical weapons have been Italy and Great Britain, while contributions for nuclear security projects are evenly distributed. Notably, the disposition of plutonium, which is one of the most sensitive issues, is currently being carried out exclusively by the U.S.
, while projects within the framework of the Multilateral Plutonium Disposition Group
 (MPDG) are pending the conclusion of a corresponding multilateral agreement (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 34). Commitments to the MPDG have been made by Canada and France (Government of Germany, 2007b). 

An overview of how the national commitments to projects in Russia have been and are to be distributed can be found in Annex D. 
4.3 Concluding Remarks

As is evident in the considerations above, cooperation within the Global Partnership is characterised by an intricate web of bilateral agreements. Aside from increased funding for threat reduction, the Global Partnership created an – albeit supple – institutional framework intended to improve coordination of threat reduction projects in Russia. The progress made in the dismantlement of decommissioned nuclear submarines and CWD is encouraging, while the strides made in disposition of fissile materials have been somewhat lacking. As will be emphasised in chapter 6, the interplay between the national interests of the donor nations and in particular Russia affect the achievements within each of the Global Partnership priority areas. As such the cooperative framework established via the Global Partnership reflects unambiguously national interests in the realm of security policy. This underlines the seemingly anomalous participation of the EU in the Global Partnership, as the EU does not fit into the realm of cooperation in terms of security policy habitually dominated by national autonomy and stringent adherence to national interests. The following chapter takes a closer look at the EU contribution to threat reduction in Russia and the Global Partnership. 
5. The EU and Threat Reduction in Russia

This chapter deals with the EU participation in the Global Partnership and the EU framework for threat reduction in Russia established prior to the inception of the Global Partnership. The purpose of the chapter is to provide an overview of the institutional framework within which EU participation in the Global Partnership is embedded and also provide insight into the distribution and character of the concrete EU threat reduction activities in the light of the institutional framework within which these take place. 
5.1 The EU Framework for Non-Proliferation Policy 

The EU’s original and still principal instrument for external strategic relations, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), was established in 1993 and constitutes the second pillar of the European Union.  Defining the principles and general guidelines for the CFSP and deciding on common strategies is under the authority of the European Council, while the adoption of joint actions and common positions, which commit the member states to adopt a certain position and a certain course of action, are decided by the General Affairs Council. (The European Commission, 2007b) Institutionally, the intergovernmental and non-legislative nature of procedure in the second pillar realm of the CFSP exclude the normal functions of the European Commission – the exclusive right of initiative, the duty to make long-term proposals and the ability to apply resources in a sustained manner for change. (Bailes, 2005: 2)

The Amsterdam Treaty manifested the allocation of authority pertaining to the CFSP away from the Commission. The treaty allotted the tasks of initiation and implementation to the Council while leaving decision making authority to the European Council, thus framing a purely intergovernmental cycle of initiative and follow-up. A separate declaration established a policy planning and early-warning unit in the Council Secretariat, which was to produce argued policy papers containing analyses, recommendations and strategies for the CFSP either by request of the Council or on its own initiative. Hence, future documents on strategy were to be created in the Council rather than the Commission. (The European Commission, 2007b; Bailes, 2005: 7)  

The antagonistic rhetoric between EU members in the lead-up to the invasion of Iraq in 2003 sidelined the normal CFSP processes and seemed to negate any sense of European cohesion on security policy. The menacing incongruities within the EU pertaining to the matter of Iraq engendered calls for a clearer CFSP policy framework. 

5.1.1 The EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 

These calls inspired the drafting of the Basic Principles for an EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the associated Action Plan (Lindstrom & Schmitt, 2003: 7) concomitantly with the main European Security Strategy in June 2003. The Basic Principles acknowledged that a “...common assessment of global proliferation threats…” is necessary (The European Council, 2003b: para 3). The document emphasises the importance of applying a broad approach, political and diplomatic preventative measures and to resort to the relevant international organisations as the ‘first line’ of defence (The European Council, 2003b: para 4). The Basic Principles explicitly advocate the multilateral treaty regime as a normative basis for all non-proliferation efforts (The European Council, 2003b: para 6). The document also calls for a stronger partnership with the U.S. and Russia as an essential part of effective implementation of the WMD non-proliferation regime and as a means of reinforcing transatlantic relations (The European Council, 2003b: para 12). Importantly, the significance of introducing a stronger non-proliferation element in relationships with some partners is also recognised, while the document suggests the expansion of cooperative threat reduction initiative and assistance programmes and particularly promotes close coordination with the U.S. (The European Council, 2003b: para 13). This constitutes the first use of the expression cooperative threat reduction by the EU (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 13). 

The document on Basic Principles presented in June 2003 served as the foundation of the EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, which was adopted at the December 2003 European Council (Lindstrom & Schmitt, 2003: 7). The document is divided into three chapters and concluded by what is coined as a ‘living action plan’ outlining activities necessary to attain the goals set in the strategy. Chapter I determines the threat posed by WMD to the EU emphasising the acquisition of WMD by terrorist groups as a worst case scenario. Chapter II accentuates effective multilateralism as a key means of responding to the WMD threat, while chapter III stresses the importance of coordination of the available instruments in creating what has been termed preventative engagement. (The Council of the European Union, 2003a)

The EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction emphasises more effective multilateralism (The European Council, 2003c: Chapter II, A) by actively promoting the universalisation of the main treaties
, agreements and verification arrangements on disarmament and non-proliferation (The European Council, 2003c: para. 15, 16). To attain this, the role of the UN Security Council must be fostered (The European Council, 2003c: para. 15, 17), the political, financial and technical support of the verification regime enhanced and the security of proliferation sensitive materials strengthened (The European Council, 2003c: para. 15, 18, 19, 22). The strategy advocates close cooperation with key partners, including the U.S., Russia, Japan and Canada along with appropriate cooperation with the UN and other international organisations (The European Council, 2003c: para. 26, 28). The document states that “…the EU will foster regional security arrangements and regional arms control and disarmament processes [and] will expand co-operative threat reduction activities and assistance programmes.” (The European Council, 2003c: para. 21). Key to facilitating effective multilateralism is the integration of all the instruments available for the EU, as none of these are sufficient by themselves (The European Council, 2003c: para. 29). Emphasis is given to “[r]einforcing the EU co-operative threat reduction programmes with other countries, targeted at support for disarmament, control and security of sensitive materials, facilities and expertise.” (The European Council, 2003c: chapter III, B, 1). The vehicles for doing this are prolonging the programme on disarmament and non-proliferation in Russia and increasing funding for EU co-operative threat reduction, also by contributions on a national basis (The European Council, 2003c: chapter III, B, 1). 

5.1.2 The European Security Strategy
The approval of the European Security Strategy (ESS) in December 2003 brought some clarity and broad convergence to the goals of the CFSP (Missiroli in Gnesotto, 2004: 71). The ESS has a three-part structure including threats, strategic objectives and policy implications for Europe. The notion of threats is removed from the traditional Westphalian order and instead linked to conflict around the world. Subsequently, a number of key threats are addressed in more detail. These are terrorism, WMD proliferation, regional conflicts, state failure and organised crime. (Haine in Gnesotto, 2004: 50) The strategic objectives section is designated to strengthening the focus on effective multilateralism in the context of world order. The part on policy implications for Europe contains four subsections devoted to making the EU more active, more capable and more coherent and to working with partners (Bailes, 2005: 13). 

The ESS devotes significant capacity to threat analysis. This is likely connected to the fact that a shared threat assessment was one of Europe’s primary objectives prior to the drafting of the ESS. At the point of adoption, the ESS would have been an inappropriate instrument for laying down binding decision for the EU. The purpose of the document was largely to facilitate unity within the EU by allowing EU members to read their preferences into it, thus accommodating a confidence-building function. The ESS was likely intended to be a framework of further cooperation, designed not so much to embody good policy decisions as to create the environment and sentiments for taking them. (Bailes, 2005: 14)

The ESS is based on two key concepts, ‘preventative engagement’ and ‘effective multilateralism’. Preventative engagement refers to the EU’s modus operandi on stability and nation-building, which utilises assistance from police personnel, civil administration, and justice officers in order strengthen the rule of law in recipient countries. The second concept of effective multilateralism encapsulates the rule-based security culture of the EU, which stresses the importance of international organisations and especially the UN as the framework for international relations. (Haine in Gnesotto, 2004: 51-52)
The ESS incorporates a genuinely global approach to threat, interdependence and responsibility, constituting one of the most novel features of the document for the EU. The ESS denotes the challenge of WMD “potentially the greatest threat to our security” considering the interface between WMD and terrorism (The Council of the European Union, 2003b: 3). 

The overall impression of the ESS emphasises multilateralism and a proper legal base. This is corroborated by the unambiguous promotion of a rule-based international order including international law, international treaties, the United Nations, regional cooperation groupings, the WTO and the International Criminal Court (The Council of the European Union, 2003b: 9-10). The section on policy implications for Europe calls for the development of an EU “strategic culture that fosters early, rapid and when necessary, robust intervention.” (The Council of the European Union, 2003b: 11). It is important to note that this call is made within a framework accentuating judicious cooperation and multilateralism. 

The ESS was made to improve the quality, timeliness and coherence of EU security policy, but does not bring states together within a common policy before they are ready to do so. The ESS is thus intended to promote greater unity within the EU, but cannot be expected to direct the dynamics of real politics in Europe. The novelty of thinking in strategic terms implies a greater acknowledgment of power politics and perception of the EU as a player in that realm. (Bailes, 2005: 23-26) 

5.2 The European Union and Threat Reduction in Russia

Since the end of the Cold War, threat reduction has become part of Western security policy and many Western states are currently involved in threat reduction activities in Russia. Scrutiny of the EU’s threat reduction programmes regarding WMD necessitates an acknowledgement that the EU is a unique political entity very different to all the other participants in the realm of threat reduction activities. The intricacy of the EU system and the often multifaceted nature of the implementation of threat reduction goals results in a complex interface between first and second pillar policies. Policymaking within the first pillar affords the Commission authority to take legislative initiatives, the Council votes according to qualified majority rule and the European Parliament is included. The allocation of security policy within the second pillar is chiefly exempt from any supranational elements and remains intergovernmental in character with the European Council and its working committees as the main authority, while the Commission is only associated and in competition with the High Representative for the CFSP completely excluding the European Parliament. Encroachment by the Commission into the second pillar realm elicits suspicion and opposition on part of the member states. (Höhl et al., 2003: 7)

As noted above, many EU member states are either responsible for implementing threat reduction projects in Russia through the Global Partnership framework or provide funding for such projects. Due to the concomitant threat reduction activities originating at the EU level and originating at the bilateral level between individual states and Russia, the relationship between the EU and its member states in terms of threat reduction is characterised by complementarity, competition, parallelism and even contradiction. Currently, there is no single overall framework for delivering EU threat reduction activities and each of the EU member states running a threat reduction programme maintains national control over project development and implementation (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 13-14). These complexities have been accommodated at the EU level by the creation of Common Strategies, Joint Actions and Common Positions. This intricate configuration makes the allocation of funds rather difficult, as the Commission often risks infringing upon the domain of the member states by getting involved. (Höhl et al., 2003: 7-8)

The European Union entered the arena of threat reduction activities in the mid-1990s. The European Commission had already developed a programme of Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS) that could serve as the framework for threat reduction activities. As the issue of nuclear trafficking was put on the agenda of international organisations including the G8, the institutions within the second pillar became involved. (Höhl et al., 2003: 12-13) In terms of funding, the commitment to the Global Partnership made by the European Commission will entail a threefold increase in annual spending in comparison to pre-Global Partnership spending levels (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 22).  

Particularly two areas of threat reduction were pertinent for EU involvement: redirecting former weapons scientists and enhancing safety in the civil nuclear sector. EU support for the employment of former scientists primarily takes place through the ISTC and is centred on projects that are likely to be of commercial or civil benefit. Support for the ISTC has, in financial terms, been one of the most important activities financed under TACIS (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 22). The Commission is well-suited for participation in this area due to its technical expertise, financial flexibility and support from nuclear research centres and has assisted and co-founded the ISTC from the beginning. The EU has a long experience with nuclear safety and was thus well-equipped to provide assistance in the field. Additionally, the EU interest in providing funding for civil nuclear safety is motivated by preventing disasters akin to the 1986 Chernobyl accident. Subsequently, the EU, led by the Commission, has become the primary provider of assistance for nuclear safety in the former Soviet Union. Although the provision of safety surrounding civil nuclear programmes is not directly connected to WMD, the concomitant enhancement of security has meant that TACIS entered the realm of programmes more directly geared towards non-proliferation and threat reduction. (Höhl et al., 2003: 13-14)
5.2.1 The Legal Framework
The EU’s legal and institutional framework for threat reduction activities was first framed by the 1994 Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between the EU and Russia. The Common Strategy on Russia adopted in June 1999 served to specify the framework, but only through the December 1999 Joint Action Establishing a European Union Cooperation Programme for non-Proliferation and Disarmament in the Russian Federation did the EU as a whole get clear guidance in the specific field of threat reduction (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 12). Collectively, these three contributions lay out the setting within which EU threat reduction projects in Russia are set up. (Höhl et al., 2003: 16)
The PCA was signed in 1994 but did not come into force more than three years later. The agreement has strengthened mutual understanding and a perception of common interests, despite some divergences of priorities among the partners. (Höhl et al., 2003: 16-17) The Common Strategy on Russia constitutes another key element of the legal framework between the EU and Russia. Common strategies serve as linkages between the Commission and Council. Their purpose is to provide a legal framework for security and defence issues not covered by community law and under the authority of the Commission and coordinate policies of both pillars in order increase efficiency and synergy. (Anthony et al., 2005: 9) The Common Strategy on Russia was adopted in June 1999 and its specific purpose was to implement the PCA. (Höhl et al., 2003: 17-18)    

In December 1999 the European Council adopted the Joint Action establishing a European Union Cooperative Programme for Non-Proliferation and Disarmament in the Russian Federation (The European Council, 1999). The objective of the programme is to support Russia in its efforts towards arms control and disarmament through cooperation with Russia, providing a legal and operational framework for EU threat reduction activities, and promoting coordination of programmes and projects at Community, member state and international level (The European Council, 1999: art. 1). The activities within the realm of the programme were to take place in parallel with activities carried out by the European Community and bilaterally by the member states (The European Council, 1999: intro, 3). The Joint Action is conditional on Russian cooperation and can be suspended if Moscow refuses EU requests for monitoring, external evaluation or audits. The main aim of the document is to provide a common framework linking the individual activities. The favoured approach of the EU is to support existing national projects instead of setting up independent projects, thus allowing the EU to be more than just a minor actor among the many national actors and be involved in important programmes. Importantly, this approach permits the EU to operate within existing bilateral agreements thus circumventing the difficult process of establishing legal agreements with Russia. (Höhl et al., 2003: 19). The first phase of the programme
 consisted of a pilot CWDF in Gorny and a set of experimental studies on plutonium transport, storage and disposition (The European Council, 1999: art. 2, 1). 
In June 2001, five additional projects were initiated: support to the Russian Nuclear Safety Authority for developing the regulatory basis and documents for the disposition of weapons-grade plutonium, support for studies and experiments on MOX
 demonstration and licensing, study for immobilisation of Russian waste containing weapons-grade plutonium, support to the Russian Munitions Agency to fulfil Moscow’s obligations under the CWC, and support for infrastructure building related to CWD at the Shchuch’ye site. The technical implementation of the Joint Action project is delegated to the EU member state responsible for the project. The financial benefits for the member state of being associated with EU threat reduction activities are minor. (Höhl et al., 2003: 19). However, through EU support the projects become part of a broader framework based upon commonly defined standards and values, while the multilateral framework is intended to create greater stability and continuity. The application of EU support also allows smaller EU member states to take part in projects that would otherwise be beyond their scope. Very significantly, the EU support for projects managed by member states allows for a potential relation between projects of the first and second pillar. (Höhl et al., 2003: 20). 

5.2.2 The Decision-Making Framework
The Council is the most important actor in the decision-making process regarding the threat reduction projects and the related budgets, while the Commission plays a secondary role. The procedures do however vary contingent on whether the activities are within the realm of the first or second pillar. (Höhl et al., 2003: 21)

The programme relevant to threat reduction within the first pillar was TACIS, which expired in 2006 and was replaced with the European Neighbourhood Partnership Instrument (ENPI) (Anthony et al., 2005: 8). The following will focus on TACIS as this has been the major framework for EU first pillar activities. TACIS was categorised under the European Commission’s ‘multilateral programmes’, which means that the Commission has authority over planning and operation (Höhl et al., 2003: 35). Since its inception, the EU has allocated a total of €2.6 billion to Russia through the TACIS programme, although much of this does not pertain to threat reduction projects, but instead focused on promoting the transition into a market economy, and reinforcing democracy and the rule of law (Anthony et al., 2005: 8). Initially, non-proliferation and disarmament was not the primary aim of the TACIS programme, but some projects have been aimed at improving physical safety and security of nuclear reactors, thus falling within the sphere of threat reduction (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 22; Höhl et al., 2003: 36). TACIS projects are proposed either by the Commission or by delegates of the member states, while the Council decides on the adoption of such projects in coordination with the European Parliament. Once a project is adopted, proposals from persons or organisations from the EU member states or from Russia on how to implement the project are solicited. This illustrates the emphasis placed on the common search for solutions as a guiding principle for the TACIS programme (Höhl et al., 2003: 37). 

The ISTC programmes constitute an exception within TACIS. ISTC projects are administered and funded by the EU, but not drafted or designed. The ISTC only covers research projects. Projects can be proposed by individual scientists, working groups, research institutes or governmental organisations, while the ISTC Governing Board in Moscow determines the fit of such proposals within the ISTC, thus constituting a bottom-up approach. If the assessment made by the ISTC Governing Board is positive, the proposals are forwarded to the funding partners, which include the EU, the U.S., Japan and individual EU member states. In summation, the ISTC Governing Board determines the value of project proposals, while the funding partners decide on their own participation. However, projects within the purview of the ISTC still require approval by the Russian authorities. (Höhl et al., 2003: 21-23, 39) 

The EU threat reduction related activities under the second pillar are embedded in the Council Joint Action of December 1999 (The European Council, 1999). The majority of EU Joint Action contributions are made to projects already in place by way of bilateral agreements between Russia and an EU member state instead of establishing independent EU projects. This way member states receive financial support and the EU gains a relatively high degree of influence and visibility at relative low cost, making the EU a recognised player in the threat reduction arena. (Höhl et al., 2003: 35). According to the Joint Action projects to be funded under the programme are to be determined by the Council, on a recommendation of a member state and/or the Commission (The European Council, 1999: art. 2, 2). The Commission is responsible for preparing the project, while the authority to adopt the proposed projects is allotted to the Council working group for non-proliferation. Implementation and supervision is then handed over to the Commission, which makes a budgetary commitment and finalises a financial agreement with the member state responsible for the technical implementation of the project. The Commission reports on its threat reduction activities to the Council, which undertakes an annual review. Both the Commission and the Council are allotted the responsibility to provide coordination of the various projects, including projects outside the Joint Action and by non-EU actors. (Höhl et al., 2003: 23-24)
5.2.3 The Distribution of EU Threat Reduction Activities in Russia
Within the scope of the G8 Global Partnership agreement the EU has committed €840 million as of April 2007. The vast majority of these funds have been allotted under the TACIS framework. Table 1 shows the specific distribution of the EU funds for threat reduction activities.

Table 1: EU Commitments in the framework of the G8 Global Partnership

 

	Programme
	Funds committed
million €
	Funds expended
million €
	Project description

	TACIS Programme - Nuclear Safety
	537.4 
	108
	Improve nuclear safety at nuclear installations 

	TACIS Programme

ISTC
	124.7
	98.4
	Redirection of former weapons scientists

	Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership (managed by the EBRD)
	40
	40
	Nuclear submarine dismantlement

	TACIS Programme - Border Management
	78
	17.6
	Border security and export control

	TACIS Programme
	28
	12
	Improve nuclear safeguards in Russia

	EU Joint Action projects for Gorny, Kambarka and Shchuch'ye
	14.79
	10
	Support to CWD in Russia

	Russia TACIS Annual Programmes
	6
	6
	Chemical weapons facilities decontamination and reconversion

	EU Joint Action (Bochvar Institute)
	7.9
	2.3
	Physical protection of a nuclear installation in Russia

	EU Joint Actions - four on-going projects
	6.7
	4.8
	Fissile material disposition (in particular plutonium)

	 
	840.35
	502
	 


 

(The European Council, 2007a)

As is evident in Table 1, the TACIS programme accounts for €774 million of the €840 million total, while Joint Action projects only account for €29.4 million of the committed funds. The total value of financing of threat reduction projects under TACIS up to 2002 was roughly €200 million of which the majority had been allocated for projects managed by the ISTC in Moscow and thus intended to provide employment opportunities for former weapons scientists (Anthony et al., 2005: 14). Accordingly, the commitment made within the G8 Global Partnership constitutes a large increase of EU funding for threat reduction activities. Many of the activities under the TACIS heading are concerned with design safety, operating and surveillance conditions, the overall organisation of operational safety and technical and financial assistance to the National Regulatory Authority of Russia in establishing the necessary legal framework. In addition, the TACIS programme has also provided €40 million in support of the Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership (NDEP) engaged in handling the challenges made up of safety at the nuclear power stations and the environmental issues pertaining to the former Soviet Arctic Fleet in North-western Russia. (The European Commission, 2007: 10). In the framework of the G8 Global Partnership, the EU has spent €98 million on ISTC-related activities, while the EU has contributed €150 million in total
 to the ISTC redeployment efforts (The European Commission, 2007: 8). Significantly, the EU commitment to the G8 Global Partnership refers to the four areas of cooperation identified in the agreement: non-proliferation, disarmament, counter-terrorism and nuclear safety (The European Commission, 2007: 8) 

The EU Joint Action projects include 

· Assistance to build a CWDF at the Gorny site which was carried out between 2000 and 2003. The EU financing of €6 million supplemented a German assistance programme to Gorny, which was initiated in 1993. 

· Support for the destruction of Russian nuclear weapons through an ongoing trilateral framework between France, Germany and Russia worth €2.4 million. The EU provides support for studies pertaining to the destruction process. 

· A feasibility study for the immobilisation of Russian waste containing weapons-grade plutonium, initiated in 2001 and worth €3.2 million

· Support for improving the project management and communication skills of Russian experts at the Russian Munitions Agency in order to strengthen the efforts in CWD. The funding worth €0.7 million is being implemented under a bilateral British-Russian agreement. 

· Strengthening of the infrastructure surrounding the Shchuch’ye CWDF, started in 2003 with an original commitment of €2.0 million and extended in 2007 with an additional contribution of €3.1 million. The support is primarily delivered through a bilateral British-Russian agreement, but also through an Italian project. 



                                                  (The European Council, 2007b) (Anthony et al., 2005: 13)

While funding alone does not disclose the significance of the different projects, the distribution provides a clear expression of the primarily civilian nature of EU threat reduction activities in Russia. As noted on page 44, the TACIS programme falls under the first pillar and is thus excluded from explicitly dealing with projects with military connotations. The Joint Action threat reduction activities under the auspices of the second pillar constitute a minor part of the overall EU assistance, at least in terms of funding.
5.3 Concluding Remarks

EU participation in the Global Partnership is on the one hand an anomaly, while on the other the character of EU contributions reflects the inherent focus on national autonomy in terms of security policy. Although strides have been made towards a more coherent EU security policy profile, the adopted documents still more or less constitute a rhetorical coherence rather than a genuinely common foreign and security policy. The incremental integration of European security is reflected by the dichotomy between a predominantly civilian EU threat reduction profile and a miniscule – in terms of funding – contribution to primarily security related projects. The timid moves toward an authentically common EU framework on threat reduction projects reflect the incongruence between a propensity to preserve national autonomy on security policy in concomitance with the incremental moves toward European integration. Despite this apparent aberration there may in fact be benefits derived from the EU participation in the Global Partnership. The primarily civil nature of the EU contributions may in fact supplement the more security related character of many of the bilateral projects within the Global Partnership. However, one may argue that projects within the TACIS programme are only borderline threat reduction activities and that the inclusion of such projects into the Global Partnership serves to provide the EU with visibility in the realm of threat reduction rather than constitute a central element of threat reduction as such. 
These considerations are elaborated upon in the analysis below, which utilises the chosen theoretical tools to shed light on the state of cooperation within the Global Partnership and how the EU participation fits into a framework dominated by bilateral agreements. 
6. Analysis of Cooperation within the Global Partnership and the Participation of the EU in the Global Partnership Framework
The purpose of the analysis is to shed light on how interests have shaped and continue to shape cooperation within the Global Partnership and how these interests frame the participation of the EU in threat reduction projects in Russia. The analysis will be include three main parts: i) Firstly the overall structure of threat reduction in Russia is assessed by exploring Russia’s ascent to G8 membership, and why the G8 proved to be the driving force behind the first genuine multilateral framework and coordinating mechanism for threat reduction programmes in Russia. ii) The second part assesses how interests determine in which way the different threat reduction projects are conducted and how interests influence the progress of these projects. iii) The final part examines the anomaly of the EU as a Global Partnership participant and the difficulties in explicating this apparent aberration. 
The chapters 6.1 through 6.6 utilise the applied theory in order to explain why the coordination of the threat reduction activities within the G8 Global Partnership is in its current state, vis-à-vis the problem statement, while chapter 6.7 sheds light on why the European Union provides support for threat reduction projects in Russia within a Global Partnership framework typified by national actors and national interests. Chapter 6.8 discusses the weaknesses of the applied theoretical scholars in terms of explicating the problem statement of the project. 
The difficulties of fitting the EU into an interest-based analysis of the Global Partnership prevent the coherent integration of the EU into the remaining analysis and thus call for a separate discussion of the EU as a Global Partnership participant. As the subsequent analysis will show the emergence of an EU foreign policy contradicts the realist school and thus Grieco’s theoretical assertions. Accordingly, the analytical considerations on the EU as a Global Partnership participant will include discussion on the EU as an anomaly from the realist perspective.   
6.1 Russian Accession into the G8

In essence the very existence of programmes allowing Western countries to conduct disarmament projects within Russia is extraordinary. Less than 20 years ago Moscow and the Western countries were engaged in a lengthy conflict best characterised by Rittberger and Zürn’s typology of conflict about values. The enmity between East and West during the Cold War prevented cooperation beyond that of merely containment and co-existence. In that light, the close cooperation necessary to conduct international threat reduction activities on Russian soil constitutes a remarkably rapid rapprochement. As is noted in chapter 4.1.1, the threat from the Soviet Union was a major driving force in placing security issues at the top of the G7 agenda. Although Russia cannot simply be perceived as an extension of the Soviet Union, the inclusion of Russia into the G7 – or the G8 after Moscow’s ascent to membership – this shortly after its predecessor was the primary adversary of the G7 is also an astonishing development. 

While it is beyond the scope of this project to delve into the complex circumstances surrounding the end of the Cold War and how the shift of power in the 1990s influenced relations between Russia and the Western countries, the rapid integration of Russia into the G8 and the close cooperation necessary to conduct the ongoing Global Partnership projects in Russia warrant attention.

The incremental increase in the prevalence of security matters on the G7/G8 agenda corresponds with Grieco’s assertion that issue areas of a sensitive nature are less conducive to cooperation than issues that are of a less sensitive nature. Accordingly, the presence of a clear-cut common adversary – in the shape of the Soviet Union – as Grieco notes was likely an important factor in facilitating the coordination of security issues within the G7 framework. The most prescient expression of this utilisation of a common enemy to accommodate cohesion is likely the creation if the 1983 Declaration on Security (see page 25) directly anchored in the group’s opposition to the Soviet Union. The absolute gains derived from establishing a united front against the menacing Soviet enemy were sufficient enough to – incrementally at least – overcome the reservations of dealing with sensitive security issues within the somewhat novel arrangement of the G7.  

Subsequently, the decision to invite Gorbachev to the 1991 G7 summit might appear anachronistic. However, as Vadim Lukov notes some see the inclusion of Russia into the G7/G8 framework as an instrument of Western control over a potentially dangerous former opponent (Lukov, 2006: 11). The Soviet Union and the Western countries had been engaged in what Rittberger and Zürn would denote a conflict about values and in the absence of any central world authority, the Soviet Union had posed a threat to the very survival of the Western countries for decades. The move to include the Soviet Union through Gorbachev and subsequently Russia into the G7 can be seen as an attempt to transform the longstanding conflict to a less menacing situation resembling conflict about means or perhaps conflict about interests. As Rittberger and Zürn notes (see page 18), conflict management through regimes may in time lead to conflict resolution via the internalisation of the commonly agreed norms and rules in the organisation and bureaucracy of the participating countries. The inclusion of Russia into the G7 may not have been an instrument to “control” Russia as Lukov suggests, but it was likely an attempt to facilitate the discontinuation of the conflict about values and thus circumvent a future situation in which the relative gains of either the East or the West could potentially pose a tangible threat to the survival of the opposing party. 

Despite the recent quarrels between Moscow and the West – for instance the expulsion of Russian diplomats from Great Britain or the exchange of diatribes with the U.S. concerning the installation of a missile shield in Poland and the Czech Republic – the incorporation of Russia into the G8 likely served the purpose of decreasing the risk of Russian defection from the norms and rules propagated by the West. By integrating Russia into the G8 framework the other member countries created a situation within which the prisoner’s dilemma scenario is played out on a yearly basis, thus reducing Moscow’s proclivity to defect from the Western norms and rules characterising the G8 as such a defection would only produce the same strategy by the other parties negating the Russian gains created by G8 membership. In accordance with Grieco, the integration of Russia into a Western cooperative venture helped reduce the risk of unacceptable gaps in joint gains by facilitating a recurring opportunity to negotiate such gaps within a framework broader than whatever narrow cooperative ventures might produce unfavourable gaps in joint gains. Lukov claims that, by forging a closer relationship with Russia, the G7 nations enhanced their own security by promoting stability and enhancing the legitimacy of the G7 (Lukov, 2006: 12-13). The inclusion of Russia into the G7 framework can thus be said to have produced absolute gains on part of both the member countries and Russia by increasing the legitimacy of both and strengthening stability. 

Accordingly, Russia’s integration into a Western structure enhanced the country’s role in the international system as an equal partner among the world’s most powerful countries (Lukov, 2006: 12) lending Moscow the opportunity to maintain part of its former status as a major power within a new world order. On the other hand one might suspect that the Western countries could have had reservations as to providing Moscow with relative gains potentially convertible into increased Russian bargaining power vis-à-vis Grieco’s first and second criteria for sensitivity to relative losses. This problem was at least in part accommodated by the incremental process of integrating Russia into the G7 – a progression spanning 11 years. The long accession process also reflects the history of enmity between Moscow and the West – in accordance with Grieco’s sixth criteria for sensitivity to relative losses both parties were probably quite sensitive to suffering relative losses to each other due the nature of their past relationship. 

6.2 The Context of the Global Partnership Agreement 

As noted in chapter 4.2 threat reduction projects in Russia were initiated in the early 1990s by the U.S., which were soon followed by other bilateral agreements between Moscow and Western donor countries. The lack of an overall framework for threat reduction programmes in Russia and the haphazard coordination of such programmes throughout the 1990s reflect the sensitive nature of threat reduction and access of foreign nationals to military installations. Although the absolute gains created by destructing WMD and improving security surrounding Russia’s vast WMD stockpiles were considerable for all parties involved, the sensitivity to relative losses suffered by disclosing sensitive military information to recent adversaries must have been significant. The reasons behind Moscow’s willingness to accept such relative losses are probably based on the circumstance that in the early 1990s, Russia was posited weakly in the international community. Accordingly, some of the agreements on threat reduction signed by Russia then are now considered to be unfavourable from a Russian perspective. The liability clauses included in the original 1992 CTR umbrella agreement between the U.S. and Russia are now considered unfair, as is the 1992 agreement on the establishment of the ISTC, which is still in force. (Anthony et al., 2005: 5) 
At first glance the willingness to suffer further relative losses in the wake of a massive defeat – the end of the Cold War – contradicts Grieco’s fourth criteria for the sensitivity of relative losses. Especially the advantageous threat reduction agreement attained by the U.S., which had been the primary enemy of the Soviet Union, seems peculiar. However, as Grieco notes if the power gap between actors is so large that relative losses are unlikely to shift the balance of power the sensitivity of relative losses is less prevalent. The superiority of especially the U.S. after the collapse of the Soviet Union in relation to Russia provided Washington with considerable bargaining power. The power gap may account for the fact that the U.S. was the primary donor of threat reduction until the inception of the Global Partnership and to a lesser extent still is. The gap in power between Moscow and the other Western countries providing threat reduction assistance was less pronounced and the sensitivity towards relative losses was consequently more manifest. Although this probably does not wholly account for the modest European threat reduction contributions prior to the Global Partnership it may have played a noteworthy role in negotiations with Moscow. 

The sensitive nature of threat reduction is probably one of the main reasons of the taciturn coordination of threat reduction projects prior to the Global Partnership and is likely also the main reason why the G8 turned out to be the main vehicle utilised to create a cooperative framework. The flexibility of the G8 and the possibility for direct negotiations without constraining rules and regulations proved to be a deciding factor. The creation of the Global Partnership was in large part facilitated by the terrorist attacks on 11 September, 2001 and the following urgency concerning proliferation of WMD. Preventing terrorist acquisition of WMD became a common goal and thus an expression of an absolute gain shared by all. Although proscribing terrorists from attaining WMD was a venture beneficial to all G8 members, the means of how to accomplish this proved to be an object of contention. Applying Rittberger and Zürn’s terminology, the process leading to agreement on the Global Partnership was best characterised by a conflict about absolute interests and thus quite conducive to cooperation, while the circumstances surrounding implementation of actual projects have been better characterised by a conflict about relative interests potentially creating impediments to cooperation in certain situations. Firstly I will consider the context surrounding the agreement on the Global Partnership.  

As noted on page 26, agreement on the Global Partnership was only reached after exchanges between the heads of state and a bilateral meeting between Bush and Putin. Conceptualising the scenario through the amended prisoner’s dilemma model provides some clarity to the underlying dynamics behind the process. 

As regards the relationship between Russia and the G7 nations, the accession of Russia to full-fledged G8 membership in 2002 likely played an important role in establishing the Global Partnership within the realm of the G8 framework. The complete inclusion of Moscow into the G8 structure and the impromptu decision at Kananaskis to make Russia host of the 2006 summit constituted the deciding step towards acknowledging Russia as an equal partner within the framework and also ensured that the cooperative scenario between Russia and the other G8 partners would be replayed on a regular basis. Thus the relative losses suffered by Moscow by allowing increased foreign encroachment into sensitive security-related areas not an explicit Russian priority
 were moderated by the absolute gains achieved by the full membership afforded by the remaining members and the future prospects of a seat at the G8 table on equal terms. This is in accordance with Grieco’s point that relative losses under some circumstances may be compensated by greater absolute gains. Whether or not there was a direct link between the decision to grant Moscow the hosting duties of the 2006 summit and Russian acceptance of the Global Partnership is hard to verify as the deliberations between state leaders at the G8 summits are conducted in private. However, the direct contact – void of bureaucratic restraints – between state leaders and the flexibility of the G8 summitry
 allow countries to better accommodate concerns over gaps in joint gains through straightforward negotiations. Conceptualised in terms of the prisoner’s dilemma, this option enhances the mechanisms of regime formation that serve the purpose of lessening the sensitivity to gaps in joint gains by establishing the opportunities to negotiate reciprocity. 

The U.S. played a central role in establishing the Global Partnership by persuading its G8 partners to allocate increased funding. The proposal that the remaining G8 member countries match the U.S. funding commitment of $10 billion made under the auspices of the Global Partnership were in part intended to create greater parity regarding the sharing of the financial burden among the industrialised nations. Undoubtedly, the American goal was to boost the overall level of threat reduction programmes considerably in the wake of 9/11 as a terrorist attack utilising WMD would pose an existential threat to the country. As such, the relative losses by spending $10 billion on threat reduction were offset by the potential relative losses by suffering an attack using WMD. 
Although the U.S. undertook by far the most substantial financial commitment to the Global Partnership one could argue that Washington – at the time – also derived the greatest utility from the arrangement. Although utility is difficult to compare – as Grieco notes – the main terrorist target at the time of the Kananaskis Summit was still the U.S. and consequently you could argue that the greatest beneficiary – by the perception at the time at least – was the United States. As has since been evident, Europe and in particular Great Britain is also a target of terrorism and the impetus to prevent terrorist acquisition of WMD has thus increased from a European perspective. This illustrates the point that Grieco’s assumption that states know their own payoffs and those of their partners and are able to compare the magnitude of their own payoffs compared to their partners is difficult to apply to the overall payoff associated with threat reduction in Russia. Though the benefits of threat reduction apply to all participants, the uncertainty engendered by the terrorist threat makes it almost impossible to assess which state will be the likely target of a terrorist attack and thus which contributor achieves the greatest absolute gains. This uncertainty may have been conducive to the commitments made by the other G8 members by reducing the cognizance of gaps in joint gains. Additionally, the emergence of a new and unpredictable common adversary likely served to reduce the concerns of relative gains and losses in terms of financial commitments.  
6.3 The Kananaskis Statement 
Aside from facilitating a massive increase in funding for threat reduction in Russia, the Global Partnership constitutes the first overall framework for the international threat reduction efforts in Russia and provides some important guidelines for coordination and implementation. As such it seems pertinent to conceive of the Kananaskis Statement as the foundation of a threat reduction regime of sorts although the document is of a solely political nature
. The first of the six principles in the Kananaskis Statement (see Annex B) serves to utilise the legitimacy associated with already established treaties and instruments, probably as a means to circumvent defection and thus reduce the risk of excessive relative losses by entrenching the agreement in prior commitments. The remaining principles lay out the main areas within which the efforts of the Global Partnership are centred. Some of these, such as export and border control, fall outside the immediate purview of threat reduction. The inclusion of the term “…provide assistance to states lacking sufficient resources [to implement the agreed upon measures]” in the second through fifth principle serves to limit the provision of assistance to states capable of executing the measures without international support. Aside from being a palpable hint that Russia increase its own threat reduction capacity, the phrasing reflects the concern among some donors that threat reduction assistance to Russia be converted into increased bargaining power both within and outside the joint arrangement, vis-à-vis Grieco’s first and second criteria for sensitivity to relative losses. The sensitivity to such relative losses likely reflects the past relationship between Russia and the West, while concomitantly embodying that Russia – at the time of the Kananaskis Statement – had recovered somewhat from the weak position it had suffered throughout the 1990s. Although Russia had been amalgamated into the G8 framework, the long-standing enmity between the parties likely produced caution with regards to providing Moscow with assistance.  

As noted on page 28 the ambiguity included in some of the nine guidelines for implementation of the Global Partnership have resulted in incongruities between Russian and donor country expectations. Despite the creation of an elaborate set of guidelines – ambiguous or not – the implementation of projects in Russia has encountered difficulties pertaining to the perceived disparity in the treatment of different bilateral assistance projects and a continued deficiency of coordination. The creation of the GPWG helped accommodate the concerns of coordination and served to entrench the notion of a cooperative regime. The possibility of discussing common problems within the GPWG enhances the opportunity for participating countries to voice concerns over gaps in joint gains and thus lessens the risk of defection, which would be to the detriment of the overall absolute gains associated with the Global Partnership venture. In Grieco’s words, the G8 states utilise the GPWG to manage relative gains concerns arising from cooperation by making the relationship more predictable. However, in contrast to Grieco’s assertions that such a cooperative measure is less efficient, the work of the GPWG likely enhances the efficacy of the overall threat reduction efforts. This is because the GPWG was created within an already existing cooperative venture and promoted increased cohesion between the participants by reducing the risks for relative losses. By reducing duplicate projects through improved coordination, the formation of the GPWG served the purpose of enhancing the absolute gains of the overall threat reduction activities under the purview of the Global Partnership and by doing so may have even reduced some of the concerns over gaps in joint gains.  
6.4 The Primacy of Bilateral Agreements
As stated above the implementation process of threat reduction projects resemble Rittberger and Zürn’s typology of conflict about relative interests to a larger extent than the negotiations on the Global Partnership agreement. In accordance with the above analytical observations the negotiations on how to implement projects are characterised by two differing conflicts: a commonly desired outcome in the broader context of the Global Partnership
, i.e. conflict about absolute interests and thus conducive to cooperation, while the cooperative measures necessary to conduct the projects required to attain this commonly desired outcome often involve hotly contested conflicts about relative interests, thus hampering cooperation. 

As noted in chapter 4 many of the threat reduction projects in Russia are managed through bilateral agreements determining the legal basis under which the projects are implemented. The reasons for the continued use of bilateral agreements instead of an overall multilateral framework are numerous.

First of all the likelihood of reaching agreement on a multilateral framework with the requisite legal accords to conduct threat reduction programmes is slim at best. The intricacy and complexity of the relative interests between Russia and the different participant countries and the different levels of sensitivity associated with the four major Global Partnership priority areas preclude the prospect of ever striking such an overarching deal. While the details of the legal considerations, which pose some of the problems in reaching bilateral agreements, are beyond the scope of this project, some of the political considerations framing the conflicts about interests provide important insight into the reasons behind the current state of threat reduction in Russia under the purview of the Global Partnership. 

One of the primary reasons for the differing bilateral agreements between Russia and the participating nations is the varying relations and balance of power between Moscow and the individual donor country. The past and present relations between Russia and a particular Global Partnership participant influence the character of the negotiations on bilateral agreements and thus also the contents of said agreements. That the first few years of the Global Partnership were principally spent completing bilateral agreements speaks volumes about the complexity and convolution of the relative interests involved in these negotiations. While I will not include analysis of specific agreements or examine the relationship between Russia and every Global Partnership participant, I will touch upon some circumstances which have influenced the negotiations of bilateral agreements and go into a bit more detail regarding the U.S.-Russia relationship specifically on threat reduction to shed light on how interests influence bilateral cooperation on threat reduction, especially as this particular relationship is very important to the efficacy of the overall Global Partnership. 
6.5 The U.S.-Russian Threat Reduction Relationship 

Though the bilateral CTR Umbrella agreement between Washington and Moscow has produced many significant results, the current relationship engenders resentment in both countries (Weitz, 2005: 30). The agreement was extended for 7 years in 1999 and has since its expiration in 2006 been used on a temporary basis, as the new extension is currently under ratification in Moscow (RIA, 2007). The reservations on the present state of affairs reflect the complex relationship between the U.S. and Russia and before that the Soviet Union. Despite a working relationship on threat reduction spanning 15 years and that joint reduction programmes advance the security interests of both countries (Weitz, 2005: 18) continuous problems present themselves in the bilateral cooperation between the countries.

As noted above, the original CTR Umbrella agreement is today perceived as being excessively favourable to American interests from a Russian perspective. This disparity is reflected by the prolonged ratification process of the new extension in Moscow. Not only has the resurgent position of Russia in international politics shifted the relative balance of bargaining power, but the events of 9/11 have also altered American priorities. This shift is epitomised by the following example.

The U.S. Congress authorises and appropriates funds for American threat reduction projects and thus holds the power to set up conditions for such activities. In the original legislative framework creating the American threat reduction programmes is a clause requiring recipient states to meet six conditions in order for funding to be authorised. The President must certify that each recipient state is committed to

1. Making substantial investment of its resources for dismantling or destroying its weapons of mass destruction, if such state has an obligation under a treaty or other agreement to destroy or dismantle any such weapons

2. Foregoing any military modernization programme that exceeds legitimate defence requirements and foregoing the replacement of destroyed weapons of mass destruction

3. Foregoing any use in new nuclear weapons of fissionable or other components of destroyed nuclear weapons

4. Facilitating United States verification of weapons destruction projects

5. Complying with all relevant arms control agreements

6. Observing internationally recognized human rights, including the protection of minorities

                  (Smigielski, 2003)


Throughout the 1990s this annual certification was provided without any major difficulties. However, in March 2002 the State Department announced that the U.S. would be unable to provide the certification because of concerns regarding Russian compliance with chemical and biological weapons treaties and that funding of new CTR programmes would be frozen as a result. The decision to freeze the funds included a total of $520 million. Following the decision to halt threat reduction funding, Congress established a presidential waiver allowing the White House to free up the frozen funds on an interim basis despite the inability to certify all six conditions, if doing so would be vital to national security interests. Subsequently, the President exercised the waiver repeatedly to ensure the continuation of American threat reduction projects. (Smigielski, 2003) 

This chain of events illustrates the intricacy of national interests often contradictory in nature
. The six conditions set up by Congress reflect the concerns over misuse of American funds either creating absolute losses for the U.S. in the case of simple waste or actually creates Russian relative gains in the case the funds are used for other purposes than intended. As such the establishment of the six conditions represents the means to achieve Grieco’s assumption that states are assumed to know their own payoffs and those of their partners and be able to compare the magnitude of their own payoffs to those of their partners. Certification of all six conditions would ensure that the U.S. maintained the upper hand while attaining absolute gains through the destruction of Russian WMD stockpiles, drawing a parallel to Grieco’s perception of states as defensive positionalists. However, some may argue that the insight into Russian military installations gained by Americans through threat reduction projects constitute a relative gain. Though it is difficult to verify definitively, it would seem unlikely that the creation of the U.S. CTR programme was fuelled by such considerations, even if the problems pertaining to the disclosure of sensitive information make up a perpetual stumbling block. 

Though the decision to invoke the withdrawal of funding in the case of reticent certification of the conditions was likely driven by many considerations, there seems to be a few overriding reasons behind the act. 

As noted on page 27 threat reduction policy was driven by an increased sense of urgency in the wake of 9/11. The increased existential threat posed by terrorist acquisition of WMD increased U.S. sensitivity to the relative losses suffered by inefficient use of funds and thus the importance of knowing the United States’ own payoffs and those of its partners and be able to compare the magnitude of American payoffs to those of the American partners had increased considerably. As the U.S. was in a weakened position, its sensitivity to relative losses was significantly amplified and the withdrawal of funds is likely an attempt to enhance U.S. bargaining power within the joint venture, vis-à-vis Grieco’s first criteria for sensitivity to relative losses. The U.S. thus invoked some more stringent options afforded by it through the CTR regime to reduce the risk of relative losses and preventing a partial Russian defection – by not adhering to the agreement – from an American point of view. 

The Kananaskis Summit and the concomitant inception of the Global Partnership took place a few months after the State Department’s decision to freeze American funding. While this seems contradictory, it was likely an attempt to decrease Russian bargaining power in the negotiations on the Kananaskis Statement as a favourable agreement based upon the American proposal of increased international threat reduction funding was probably high on Washington’s agenda. Additionally, the relative losses suffered by the U.S. as a result of 9/11 and the incremental resurgence of Russia increased the parity between the two nations, although the U.S. was still posited most strongly. The lessening of the power gap between the two former foes is likely to have fuelled American concerns over relative gains by the Russians. 

The decision to authorise a presidential waiver in case adherence to the six conditions could not be certified illustrates the conflicting American interests in play. The waiver’s contingency upon the vital importance to American national security (Smigielski, 2003) embodies the greater absolute gains attained by continuing the CTR programme in Russia compared to the relative losses suffered by neglecting the full certification of the six conditions. The sensitivity to relative losses relative to Moscow was less pronounced than the sensitivity to the perceived losses resulting from another terrorist attack utilising WMD. 

The above considerations on the dynamics between the U.S. and Russia provide only a glimpse into the complex nature of the bilateral threat reduction arrangements and the multitude of conflicting interests affecting such agreements and subsequently the progress of the projects. 

6.6 The Four Global Partnership Priorities

As noted in chapter 4.2.2 the four priorities of chemical weapons destruction, dismantling of decommissioned nuclear submarines, disposition of fissile materials and the employment of former weapons scientists under the Global Partnership have encountered different degrees of success. CWD and the dismantlement of nuclear submarines have been the priorities with the most notable progress. Although the dynamics behind this disparity are complicated and to a certain extent also technically founded, some political motivations are evident. 

Within the purview of the Global Partnership, all threat reduction partners have engaged in intensive bilateral consultations with Russia to identify fields of cooperation and select specific projects to be carried forward. Moscow has identified lists of specific projects that have been presented to individual participants. These lists have been assessed by the partners some of whom have responded, while others are still in the process of discussion of projects. (Government of Great Britain, para. 9) As such Russia has significant influence over which projects go ahead and which do not. As noted on page 29 Moscow sees CWD and the dismantling of decommissioned nuclear submarines as the main concerns within the Global Partnership. Although the Kremlin accepts assistance in the other areas there is likely a connection between the Russian priorities and the success rate of the issue areas. 
6.6.1 The Destruction of Chemical Weapons
Moscow’s explicit interests in CWD and submarine dismantlement promote cooperation between Russia and the assisting countries. Accordingly CWD and dismantling nuclear submarines resemble a conflict about absolute interests in the terminology of Rittberger and Zürn, thus conducive to cooperation. The participation of most of the Global Partnership contributors in the projects on CWD and the large allocation of Russian funding to the area signify the absolute interests associated with the venture. That the entire cooperative venture on CWD is embedded in an existing treaty – the Russian ratification of the CWC in 1997 – adds cooperative cohesion to the process almost excluding fear of Russian defection. Additionally, the participating countries have utilised the OPCW as a venue to facilitate improved coordination of Global Partnership activities (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 35). Although the issue is primarily typified by conflict about absolute interests, undoubtedly minor issues over gaps in joint gains have occurred. The existence of an acknowledged venue to coordinate efforts has likely also been a deciding factor in addressing the issues on gaps in joint gains. The division of labour within the realm of CWD reflects some of these issues. For instance, while the U.S. has provided the bulk of funding for the construction of the CWDFs necessary to dispose of the chemical agents, Washington refuses to assist in building the infrastructure surrounding the CWDFs. These tasks have therefore by and large been handled by other participants. (Pikayev, 2005: 35) Russian acceptance of the relative losses
 associated with the entire cooperative venture of CWD is likely somewhat offset by the evident absolute gains by attaining the fulfilment of the Russian CWC commitment made prior to the inception of the Global Partnership. 

6.6.2 Dismantling of Nuclear Submarines
The issue of decommissioned submarines has also mainly been characterised by a conflict about absolute interests. The Russian interests in this cooperative venture are illustrated by the disclosure of information on naval facilities by the Russian authorities (see page 31) allowing for the technical and legal details of cooperative projects to be discussed in detail. The absolute Russian gains derived from a successful dismantlement programme probably facilitated the disclosure of information necessary to establish a cohesive cooperative framework, promoting cooperation through reducing the risk of gaps in joint gains. The creation of the multilateral MNEPR agreement (see pages 29, 31) as the legal basis for the submarine dismantlement projects illustrates the significance of the absolute gains attained by all involved parties if the programme is implemented successfully. However, the less sensitive nature of the information disclosed – in comparison to the issue of fissile materials – has likely also been instrumental to the achievements in the field. Russian reservations that the information disclosed could be used as bargaining power within the cooperative venture and also in other cooperative ventures have likely been less marked in the realm of submarine dismantlement than within the other Global Partnership priorities. Grieco’s fifth criteria for sensitivity to relative losses illustrates the importance of the issue area vis-à-vis the probability for successful cooperation. Despite the significant progress in the field of submarine dismantlement and the successful cooperation, issues pertaining to liability have surfaced. The MNEPR agreement serving as the legal basis for most of the involved participants in submarine dismantlement includes a protocol on liability allotting at least part of the responsibility in the case of accidents to the implementing party. The European donors have been more willing to assume responsibility through the protocol, while the U.S. consistently refuses to sign the protocol (Pikayev, 2005: 36). 

The above considerations illustrate how the genuinely multilateral framework created by the Global Partnership in some cases enhances the opportunity for Moscow to pursue Russian interests. If a certain project is in the Russian interest, Moscow has the opportunity to circumvent some of the unwanted relative losses by choosing a bilateral partner more willing to accept an agreement favourable to Russian preferences. If Grieco’s assumption that states know their own payoffs and those of their partners and are able to discern the magnitude of their own payoffs to those of their partners is applied, then Moscow is likely to pursue bilateral agreements that either facilitate relative gains for Russia or at least lessen the potential for relative losses. Additionally, Russia could choose partners according to which Global Partnership participants are considered less likely to convert any relative gains into bargaining power and avoid striking deals with partners who have tended to exploit relative losses in the past. However, the significant American encroachment into certain nuclear installations allowed by Moscow seems to negate this observation. The below considerations in part explain how the U.S. assistance in especially CWD is likely one of the reasons behind the Russian willingness to accept American-led projects on the disposition of fissile materials.  

6.6.3 The Disposition of Fissile Materials
The disposition of fissile materials is the Global Partnership priority area which has encountered the most difficulties, which is due to several circumstances. First of all Russia has not considered the area a priority and Moscow has explicitly stated that there is no risk of proliferation of nuclear material from Russian territory (Anthony et al., 2005: 22). Thus the question of why Russia has accepted projects on the disposition of fissile material remains. As noted above CWD in accordance with the CWC has been and continues to be a Russian priority. However, the costs of attaining this goal within the given time frame – even considering the five year extension afforded to Russia – exceed the Russian financial capabilities as the costs of the overall CWD programme in Russia has recently been estimated at $8 billion, while overall Russian commitments to the destruction of chemical weapons stand at $1.3 billion (Government of Germany, 2007b; Savelyev & Pankova, 2005: 55). Thus Russia is dependent on American funding for the chemical weapons programme in order to reach the projected goals, especially as the U.S. has been the primary contributor to the construction of the CWDFs, while the other participants have focused on the surrounding infrastructure. 

It is very hard to verify if Russian acceptance of American-led programmes on the disposition of fissile materials has a direct connection to the American support for the construction of CWDFs or vice versa, as such negotiations take place behind closed doors. However, in case such a deal was indeed struck U.S. support for CWD was probably utilised as a means of bargaining power within the joint venture – perhaps enhanced by the interim withdrawal of funding by Congress – to persuade Moscow to accept programmes on the disposition of fissile materials despite a lack of overt Russian interest in such programmes. This somewhat hypothetical scenario is perhaps the reason that the projects on the disposition of fissile materials are conducted almost exclusively through bilateral U.S.-Russia agreement as the remaining threat reduction partners have likely not had the necessary bargaining power in other threat reduction areas to convince Moscow to accept the relative losses associated with projects on the disposition of fissile materials in terms of accepting foreign encroachment into an arena not even an explicit Russian priority. 

The above considerations illustrate that the advantages afforded Russia through the multilateral Global Partnership framework vis-à-vis pursuing Russian interests through the selection of partners willing to accommodate Russian preferences are somewhat offset by the massive U.S. primacy in terms of funding. The pursuit of Russian interests in the shape of CWD is contingent on continued American support, while the additional funding for CWD provided by the remaining Global Partnership participants serves to expedite the process and provide important infrastructural developments. While Moscow has been able to achieve significant progress on the two Russian priorities it has also had to accept encroachment into other, more sensitive areas. 

As noted in chapter 4.2.2 the disposition of HEU has to some extent been driven by the profitability of the converted uranium. The annual revenue of about $500 million facilitated by selling the converted uranium as fuel for American nuclear power plants since the inception of the arrangement in 1994 illustrates how financial gains can drive threat reduction forward. This financial gain was probably more significant in the 1990s when the Russian economy was severely in need of inflow, while the importance of such income is likely less prevalent today. Perhaps this arrangement of a financial subsidy of sorts of disposition of HEU can be conceptualised through Rittberger and Zürn’s conflict about absolute interests, although the technicalities pertaining to access and liability in connection with fissile materials constitute some significant conflicts about relative interests. As the Russian economy has improved and overall funding for threat reduction has increased significantly – especially through the Global Partnership commitments – the absolute interests in terms of the revenue created by the sales of converted uranium has likely decreased in comparison with the relative losses suffered through allowing American access to the sites in question. As noted above these concerns on relative losses have likely been somewhat accommodated by the ability to pursue fulfilment of the CWC commitments made by Moscow. 

While the opportunities afforded Russia to pursue its own interests through the multilateral framework of the Global Partnership have not been sufficient to circumvent the continuation of programmes on the disposition of fissile materials, Moscow has been able to utilise the framework in the realm of disposition of plutonium. As noted on page 34 the U.S. does not consider the application of residual products from plutonium disposition to civilian energy through the MOX method a viable enterprise, while the Russians promote such an enterprise. Subsequently, France and Belgium have provided assistance for research on the MOX method (Government of Germany, 2007b) allowing Russia to pursue a means of threat reduction which produces absolute gains – in the shape of the pursuant energy resources created – without direct American support. Thus the multilateral framework allows Russia to reduce relative losses on disposition of plutonium. This is parallel to Grieco’s assertion that regimes allow states to accommodate gaps in joint gains. 

Many of the problems pertaining to the disposition of fissile materials are connected to the sensitivity of the issue. While the Russians are hesitant to allow foreign access to sensitive nuclear sites, the countries providing assistance often adamantly require access in order to verify the proper use of their funding. The attempts to accommodate this problem by an American proposal facilitating reciprocal Russian access to American nuclear sites serves to ameliorate Grieco’s fifth criteria of sensitivity to relative losses, while concomitantly negating the inherent suspicion between to former foes, vis-à-vis Grieco’s fourth and sixth criteria for sensitivity to relative losses. 
6.6.4. Employment Opportunities for Former Weapons Scientists
As noted above much of the funding for redirection of former weapons scientists originates from the EU through the TACIS programme and thus through the Community budget. While national donors provide funding for the ISTC, their focus have by and large been on more directly security related projects and the EU proclivity to support projects of a more civilian denotation thus comes in handy. As this particular Global Partnership priority is less of an explicit threat to the national security of the participant countries, assistance to the ISTC may take on an air of foreign aid instead of threat reduction, thus diminishing the perceived absolute gains attained by supporting the priority. As such it is probably easier for national authorities to know their own payoffs and those of their partners and be able to compare the magnitude of their own payoffs to those of their partners in terms beneficial to the donor country in the other Global Partnership priorities than in the realm of redirecting former weapons scientists. 
The unwillingness of some donors – especially the U.S. – to support the civilian aspects of threat reduction projects underlines the utility of the EU as a Global Partnership participant. The absence of narrowly threat driven interests of the EU enhances the opportunity for Brussels to support the civilian elements of the Global Partnership.   
6.7 The EU and Threat Reduction in Russia

In light of the above observations on the prevalence of bilateral agreements and the importance of national sovereignty in threat reduction cooperation the involvement of the EU as a separate entity appears to be somewhat of an idiosyncrasy. 
The realist school and thus also Grieco cannot fully explain the decision of the EU member states to establish a common – albeit limited – EU foreign policy. I will elaborate upon that consideration below. Although realism cannot fully account for the establishment of the CFSP and a joint EU threat reduction framework, the distribution of the EU threat reduction activities does to a certain extent reflect realist considerations. As noted in chapter 5, the majority of threat reduction activities under the purview of the EU remain in a more or less civilian realm, reflecting the historical problems with coordinating non-proliferation and disarmament issues for EU states (Pullinger & Quille, 2003). The principally civilian character of EU contributions to the Global Partnership reflects Grieco’s assertion that cooperation in terms of security policy is less likely than in other, less sensitive areas. I will touch upon the distribution of EU participation in the Global Partnership below followed by considerations on the incongruence between the applied theory and the EU as a unitary Global Partnership participant.  

A closer look at the EU approach to threat reduction reveals a somewhat incoherent mesh of projects and programmes which proves difficult to explain using interest based regime theory. Here the main problem is discerning the EU as a unitary actor – the basis of the applied theoretical approaches. As Collard-Wexler notes, the EU is in an ontological limbo between a state and an international organisation (Collard-Wexler, 2006: 413). This odd dichotomy is embodied by the participation of the EU at the G8 summits in concomitance with the major EU member countries. While the Commission can be said to resemble a unitary actor in terms of the authority afforded it within the TACIS programme, the Joint Action programme is entirely intergovernmental in nature and thus seems incongruent with the foundation of the applied theoretical approaches. The main problem from the perspective of the applied theory is however the decision to delegate national autonomy to the EU level. As will be discussed below, this development is probably linked to the emergence of a collective EU policy position among the member states. The creation of the EU Strategy against Proliferation of WMD and the European Security Strategy illustrate the incremental progression towards a collective EU foreign policy position. 
6.7.1 The EU Non-proliferation Framework  
The EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the European Security Strategy constitute the main foundation of the overall EU approach to non-proliferation of WMD and within this threat reduction. Although it is important to note that these documents are more or less intended to promote greater unity within the EU instead of directing the dynamics of real politics in Europe (Pullinger & Quille, 2003), they still provide a significant rhetorical framework for EU policy on threat reduction. 

Although the Strategy against the Proliferation of WMD does not mention the Global Partnership directly, Anthony believes that the six principles of the Global Partnership contributed to the political momentum that lead to the increased efforts by the EU to develop its own strategy against WMD proliferation (Anthony, 2004: 49). The two documents include an interesting dichotomy between the explicit adherence to a rule-based security policy and multilateralism while repeatedly emphasising the need to address threat reduction through national contributions. Although the two are not mutually exclusive, the significance given to the continuation of national projects seems to signify an acknowledgement that a strictly multilateral approach
 is not always practicable. 

The emphasis placed upon effective multilateralism in both the Strategy against Proliferation of WMD and the ESS not only embodies the embedded rule-based security culture of the EU, but also highlights some of the difficulties of EU involvement in threat reduction. The EU accentuation of the main treaties, agreements and verification arrangements highlights the EU’s insistence on a commitment to strong multilateral institutions (Bendiek, 2006), but may also limit the scope of EU involvement in certain threat reduction programmes as some of these are conducted without specific reference to international agreements, especially within the realm of disposition of fissile materials. As noted above, many of the bilateral agreements and in fact the Global Partnership agreement in itself were only reached after intense bilateral parleys affording the opportunity to negotiate unacceptable gaps in joint gains. Subsequently, the formation of a multilateral rule-based regime on threat reduction seems very unlikely. The rule-based security culture of the EU and a strict adherence to international frameworks appear incompatible with the oft convoluted nature of threat reduction activities. It seems the Strategy against Proliferation of WMD acknowledges the shortcomings of the EU in this respect by not only advocating increased funding for threat reduction in Russia at the EU level but also on a national basis. This highlights the somewhat peculiar involvement of the EU in a cooperative threat reduction framework characterised by agreements on either bilateral or loosely multilateral agreements. 

The emergence of Europeanised settings of foreign and security policy is in direct tension with traditional national sovereignty (Stetter, 2004: 725). As Grieco notes, the sensitivity to relative losses is enhanced if the subject matter is of a security-related character. Conducting threat reduction through the EU fetters the ability of the participants – that is the EU member states and Russia – to know their own payoffs and those of their partners and to be able to compare the magnitude of their own payoffs to those of their partners. The ability to assess gaps in joint gains by the national actors is thus hampered within EU involvement. As such it seems pertinent that the Strategy against Proliferation of WMD stresses the importance of national contributions. On the other hand the suggestion that concerns of WMD proliferation should be addressed through the inclusion of non-proliferation clauses in agreements with third countries illustrates the bargaining power outside the realm of security policy afforded the EU through its immense economic importance. Conditionality is a fundamental principle in EU foreign and security policy (Bendiek, 2006), which may in part explain why Russia has been hesitant to engage in legal arrangements with the EU (Anthony et al., 2005: 9). The explicit EU intent to incorporate sensitive security issues into other cooperative ventures constitutes an example of Grieco’s second criteria for sensitivity to relative losses on part of Russia as the utilisation of a non-proliferation clause would make up increased bargaining power outside the given joint venture. 
The above considerations illustrate the necessity – especially on security-related issues and between former foes – of being able to address gaps in joint gains directly through bilateral cooperation. As noted above the inception of the Global Partnership was in part made possible through direct negotiations between the state leaders via the G8 framework. Additionally, negotiations on the bilateral agreements necessary to carry out the threat reduction projects have proved arduous and contested. The Russian preference of dealing with unitary actors and the absence of such opportunities for direct negotiation with the EU have likely hampered relations between Moscow and Brussels. The opportunity to negotiate gaps in joint gains directly between high level officials – and in the case of the Kananaskis Summit between state leaders – has repeatedly proved paramount to overcoming the inherent conflicts about relative interests associated with threat reduction. Although these circumstances limit the options for threat reduction through the EU, the participating EU member states generally prefer to partake in activities, which help to implement international agreements or support international cooperation efforts. This likely reflects the EU’s advocacy of effective multilateralism, thus illustrating the normative influence of collective EU initiatives on the positions of individual EU states touched upon below. (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 25)
The very existence of EU participation in the Global Partnership in concomitance with the bilateral projects of many EU member states is troublesome from a realist perspective as the willingness to in part delegate national autonomy to the EU level and engage in cooperation explicitly promoting gaps in relative gains is in contradiction with the basic assertion that the prime purpose of states is survival. From a realist – and thus Grieco’s – perspective the delegation of autonomy to the EU level, especially in terms of high politics as has been promoted through the CFSP, is borderline irrational. While this discussion on the partial incompatibility between the applied theory and cooperation via the EU will be discussed further below, the following chapters concern the distribution of EU threat reduction assistance and the inferred correlation between Grieco’s general assertions and the character of EU participation in the Global Partnership.   

6.7.2 The EU TACIS Programme

As described in chapter 5 the majority of EU threat reduction funds have been allocated within the framework of the now defunct TACIS programme and thus centred on projects of a primarily civilian disposition. This reflects the disinclination of EU member states to allot issues in the realm of security policy to the EU. The bulk of the overall TACIS programme funding has been used for projects not associated with threat reduction and the projects pertaining to threat reduction have emerged incrementally since the inception of the TACIS programme. The civilian nature of the threat reduction projects under the purview of the TACIS programme probably in large part accounts for the willingness of EU member states to provide assistance through the EU instead of directly through bilateral arrangements. Applying the terminology of Rittberger and Zürn, the TACIS programme is best denoted as a conflict about absolute interests if perceived as a conflict between the EU member states. Providing nuclear security and facilitating employment for former weapons scientists would be beneficial to all EU member states and involves only minor relative losses in the shape of transfer of autonomy. Accordingly, the subject matter of the TACIS programme is quite conducive to cooperation. The less security-related nature of the projects decreases the sensitivity to relative losses associated with delegating authority to the Commission. 

The character of the TACIS projects allowed the Commission to conduct the programme. This facilitated the opportunity to negate some of the inefficiencies associated with cooperation vis-à-vis Grieco’s assertions by creating a bilateral cooperative framework of sorts between the Commission and Russia circumventing the elaborate amalgamation of bilateral and multilateral frameworks characterising most threat reduction activities in Russia. 

Some argue that threat reduction cooperation between Russia and the Commission in more security related projects would be pertinent as the Commission does not have geo-strategic interests, thus reducing suspicion on part of partner nations that the Commission might pursue a clandestine agenda (Höhl et al., 2003: 41). However, Moscow has expressed reservations as to disclosing sensitive information to the Commission (Finaud & Anthony, 2006: 41) although the specific reasons for this predilection are uncertain. Perhaps the Russian authorities deem that the EU will convert the disclosure of sensitive information into bargaining power in other cooperative ventures by imposing conditionalities on agreements in other areas. 
6.7.3 The EU Joint Action Framework
EU threat reduction activities outside the scope of civilian programmes are as noted in chapter 5 conducted within the Joint Action framework under the authority of the European Council and are thus adopted on an entirely intergovernmental basis. This again reflects the importance given to the retention of national autonomy in the realm of security policy. As noted on pages 44-45 the majority of EU Joint Action contributions are made towards projects already in place by way of bilateral agreements between Russia and an EU member state, instead of establishing independent EU projects. This modus operandi creates an opportunity to increase EU visibility (Feakes, 2002) within threat reduction without having to engage in the difficult process of establishing the legal arrangements with Russia necessary to actually implement projects. The exclusive allocation of EU Joint Action funding to projects run by European countries signals a connection between the Joint Action framework and the emergent collective European position on security-related policy. 
The very existence of the Joint Action framework is perplexing in terms of Grieco’s essentially realist view of cooperation. The allocation of autonomy especially in terms of security policy – albeit to a minor extent – cannot be explained using Grieco’s assertions. In order to understand the creation of the Joint Action framework it may be pertinent to explore some theoretical scholars who take the institutional EU framework into account when explaining the emerging integration of EU foreign policy. Such a perception is illustrated by Stetter’s observation that the CFSP is characterised by an inherent tension between the attempt to continue with established intergovernmental practices on the policy-making level and the integration into the single institutional structure of the EU (Stetter, 2004: 722). At first glance the transfer of decision-making authority to the EU
 would prevent each national actor from being able to sufficiently addressing gaps in joint gains in a cooperative venture, which produces a high sensitivity to relative losses. The implementation of threat reduction within a security policy-related realm is – as concluded above – best denoted by Rittberger and Zürn’s typology of conflict about relative interests and thus less conducive to cooperation. Although, the insistence of EU member states to maintain full intergovernmental control over the Joint Action projects signifies the concerns over relative losses associated with the transfer of authority to the Commission, the decision to create the Joint Action framework is somewhat of a puzzle if viewed through the lens of the applied theoretical approaches. 

In comparison to the commitments made by the major national Global Partnership contributors, the EU funds for Joint Action projects are miniscule. The €29.4 million commitment for Joint Action projects reflects the reticent willingness among member states to allot sensitive security-related policy matters to the EU. As such the introduction of an EU threat reduction framework outside the TACIS programme in 1999 and the following expansions probably constitute a variety of goals and are embedded in the contextual framework of European integration. As to why the EU initiated the Joint Action framework several suggestions have been put forward. Some argue that the Joint Action facilitates increased visibility for the EU and that the increased funding for CWD through the 2001 Joint Action was in large part driven by such a quest for visibility (Feakes, 2002). Others suggest that the purpose of the Joint Action framework in the long-term is to create a basis which is not exclusively focused on Russia but also applicable to other recipient countries (Pullinger & Quille, 2003) or that the Joint Action is in fact merely an institutional framework for expanded EU-Russia cooperation which has yet to materialise (Anthony, 2004: 46). Additionally, Stetter suggests that the decision to adopt the Joint Action should be perceived in the broader EU-Russia context and that the Joint Action constitutes a spill-over from this context. Accordingly, the Joint Action projects may be only symbolic in nature. (Stetter, 2007) 
6.8 Discussion on the Applied Theory
It is not possible to determine the reasons behind the Joint Action framework definitively in terms of the applied theoretical approaches as these are likely embedded in the institutional context of the EU. The realist school of international relations – to which Grieco adheres – has fallen short in explaining how European integration through the EU correspond to the pursuit of national interests and above all the predilection to avoid relative losses in almost all situations. Some would argue that the taciturn realist explication of the EU originates from the fact that the EU is not anarchic (Collard-Wexler, 2006: 398, 410) and thus does not correspond with the fundamental realist assertion that states act within an anarchic system. If this observation is true, then Grieco’s contention that cooperation between states is characterised by structurally induced intolerance for relative losses (see page 18) is not viable within the EU. 
As Smith notes, the goals of the EU as a collective have become part of the interest calculations of EU member states. Accordingly, EU member states define many – but not all – foreign policy positions in terms of collectively determined values and goals. (Smith, 2004: 99) This apparent development flies in the face of the fundamental assumptions of the realist school and thus Grieco’s perception of cooperation. As Grieco noted in 1997 “Either [realists] must say that the EU member states have been behaving irrationally in assigning such greater authority to the union, or they must acknowledge that their understanding of international institutions is defective.” (Grieco, 1997: 184-185). Despite this apparent admission of defeat Grieco has attempted to explicate the emergence of the EU utilising the basic assertions from his amended prisoner’s dilemma scenario. Without going into detail, he claims that weaker states enter into the EU in order to create what he denotes “voice opportunities” providing them with more influence than if they opt to stay outside the EU. Conversely, he argues that stronger states choose to engage in the EU in order to exert hegemony in an efficient manner and under a cover of legal equality. (Grieco, 2002: 71) However, this does not in actuality explain the existence of EU threat reduction projects in concomitance with bilateral participation of most EU member states. The weaker states are afforded voice opportunities through donations to bilateral projects implemented by the stronger states, while the stronger states exert influence through their substantial bilateral assistance programmes. 
Though it seems that Grieco’s realist perspective fails to explicate the emergence of the EU as a participant in threat reduction it may be possible to develop his approach to better correlate with the emergence of the EU. Grieco explicitly posits himself within the branch of realism, which views states as defensive positionalists. This view perceives security to be the ultimate goal of states within an anarchical system and the pursuit of power to be a means towards that end. In contrast some realists – such as Mearsheimer – view states as power maximisers, which means that the ultimate goal of states is to gain as much power as possible in relation to other states. (Grieco, 1997: 186-188) Without going into detail, I suggest that the prior perception of states as defensive positionalists may allow the notion that European integration ultimately enhances the security of the member states despite the apparent delegation of power. If Smith’s notion touched upon above that EU member states – to a certain extent – conceptualise their interests in terms of the collective interests of the EU is incorporated, a combination of realism and social constructivism – as suggested by Grieco (Grieco, 2002: 73) – may be useful in explaining how European integration enhances the security of member states despite the apparent decrease in power of the member vis-à-vis each other. The development toward the notion of collective interests could be analysed utilising social constructivism and thus perhaps show how the movement away from anarchy within the EU frames the behaviour of the EU and EU member states in a global setting. Such an attempt to merge rationalist and constructivist theory will though create severe difficulties and also constitute a challenge to some of the fundamental dogmas of the realist school – especially the concept of fixed interests of the state in terms of survival and the subsequent disinclination to accept unfavourable gaps in joint gains.  
7. Conclusion
This chapter summarises the main findings of this project in relation to the problem statement. In addition, the inadequacy of the realist approach in fully explaining the participation of the EU in the Global Partnership is underlined and it is suggested how any future research should adopt a more constructive methodology.

This thesis has shown how the terrorist attacks on 11 September, 2001 catapulted threat reduction in Russia to the forefront of security policy priorities among the Western countries. The U.S. proposal to enhance the international efforts towards threat reduction in Russia put forward at the 2002 G8 summit resulted in the Global Partnership, which not only increased the overall funding for threat reduction substantially, but also addressed the issue of reticent coordination of the already existing projects. Thus the Global Partnership constituted the first genuinely multilateral cooperative framework for threat reduction in Russia. At first pledges were made by the G8 member countries and by the European Commission, which is a permanent participant in the G8 summitry. Consequently, a number of other countries, mostly European, have provided funding for the Global Partnership as well. 
As a point of departure this project has examined why the cooperation and coordination between participant countries within the Global Partnership has been mixed in terms of the different Global Partnership priority areas and how the overall cooperative framework of the G8 has influenced the developments in the realm of threat reduction. In addition, the emergence of the EU as a contributor to threat reduction in Russia within a cooperative framework characterised by national interests and bilateral agreements has been addressed. I have utilised the regime theoretical approaches of Rittberger & Zürn and Grieco in order to elucidate how national interests have framed cooperation within the purview of the Global Partnership.

These considerations facilitated the problem statement Why is the coordination of the threat reduction activities within the G8 Global Partnership in its current state, and why does the European Union provide support for threat reduction projects in Russia within a Global Partnership framework typified by national actors and national interests? The answers to the problem statement are summarised below.
The utilisation of the G8 summitry to establish the Global Partnership is likely no coincidence. The security related character of threat reduction necessitated the option of direct negotiations between particularly Russia and the other G8 countries in order to accommodate concerns over unacceptable gaps in joint gains as a result of cooperation. The flexibility of the G8 summitry and the absence of constraining bureaucracy and institutions probably created the decisive space for negotiating sensitive issues directly and thus constituted the institutional framework paramount to reaching an agreement on substantially increased threat reduction efforts and even more importantly on the proper way to coordinate such efforts. The flexibility of the G8 summitry afforded the countries the opportunity to negotiate the gaps in joint gains in order to accommodate the unacceptable relative losses inherent to such security related cooperation. Additionally, the incremental amalgamation of Russia into the G8 likely served to increase Russian proclivity to accept an expansion of threat reduction, due to the absolute gains associated with a status as an equal partner in what can reasonably be deemed the most intense concentration of power in the world.  
This thesis established that in terms of cooperation the Global Partnership can be divided into two major parts: 1) reaching agreement on the Kananaskis Statement, which serves as the foundation for the Global Partnership and 2) the negotiations associated with the legal and political frameworks for the implementation of the specific projects, primarily conducted on a bilateral basis. The articulation of the Kananaskis Statement constituted the framework for improved coordination and a yardstick for moving forward in a coherent manner. Though the negotiations on the statement proved arduous, cooperation in terms of creating the Global Partnership framework was relatively affable as the participant countries shared the goal of preventing terrorist acquisition of Russian WMD. The inclusion of four Global Partnership priority areas in the Kananaskis Statement reflecting both explicit Russian and American preferences facilitated the opportunity for key Global Partnership participants to pursue their explicit national interests. However, this opportunity was contingent on the concomitant willingness to accept projects in areas not specifically prioritised. Thus the Kananaskis Statement and the pursuant multilateral framework seemingly afforded the key players the opportunity to bargain and accordingly pursue their interests. 

In comparison to the agreement reached on the Kananaskis Statement, the implementation of Global Partnership projects have proved more difficult as the relative interests involved and the sensitivity to relative losses have produced rigidity in negotiations on the cooperative framework of the bilateral arrangements. 
The analysis showed how the intricate mesh of bilateral agreements in actuality allows Russia to pursue its own interests in terms of threat reduction. Moscow has expressed interest in two of the four Global Partnership priorities, namely dismantling decommissioned nuclear submarines and the destruction of chemical weapons. The creation of the Global Partnership affords Moscow the opportunity to emphasise the Russian priorities and to pursue a cooperative arrangement in accordance with Russian preferences thus lessening Russian dependence on American assistance. Conversely, the sheer volume of American assistance provides the U.S. with substantial sway over the implementation of Global Partnership projects as completion of Russian priorities is contingent on continued American support. Washington has consistently voiced concerns over the security surrounding Russian nuclear stockpiles. It is thus possible that the Russian willingness to engage in projects concerning the disposition of fissile materials, which has not been perceived as a problem by the Russians, is a derivative of the American support for especially CWD. This illustrates how the creation of the Global Partnership cooperative framework allows the participants to better accommodate gaps in joint gains and thus better pursue national interests. However, the continuous primacy of the U.S. in terms of funding affords Washington the upper hand in negotiations, although the increased funding by the remaining Global Partnership participants has likely decreased this American ascendancy in relative terms. 
The correlation between the Russian threat reduction priorities and the progress made in the four Global Partnership priorities is quite evident, although it is difficult to verify this association definitively. The success in the realm of submarine dismantlement and CWD embodies the significance of Russian interests. The Russian prioritisation of these issues facilitates a scenario where absolute interests negate the relative interests inherent in allowing foreign encroachment into such a security related cooperative realm. Conversely the difficulties surrounding the disposition of fissile materials likely reflect the lack of explicit Russian interest in this venture and that the venture is mainly a result of American priorities. 
Cooperation through the Global Partnership framework reflects the dichotomy between the advantages associated with cooperation in terms of reaching the explicit goal of the Kananaskis Statement and the reservations usually related to cooperation within the realm of security policy. The emergence of a common terrorist adversary facilitated cooperation in order to prevent the severe threat posed by the interface between international terrorism and WMD. However, the inherent reluctance to afford cooperative partners with relative gains in the realm of security has impeded and continues to hamper efficient cooperation. Accordingly, it seems the current state of cooperation in terms of threat reduction via the Global Partnership in large part reflect the assertions made by Grieco and the realist school of international relations. Dexterous cooperation between states in an anarchical system is difficult to attain, but situations occur when the benefits of cooperation override the inherent difficulties associated with cooperation. 

Although there seems to be convergence between Grieco’s theoretical assertions and cooperation within the Global Partnership framework, the participation of the EU conflicts with basic premises of the realist account of international relations. The incongruence between the participation of the EU as a separate entity in the Global Partnership and the applied theory constitute a problematic analytical predicament. While the primarily civilian character of EU Global Partnership contributions in large part reflects Grieco’s assertions on cooperation in terms of security policy, the very involvement of an actor carrying traits of both a state and an international organisation is inexplicable from Grieco’s point of view. Although, one could argue that this dichotomy of explanatory power in terms of distribution on the one hand and lack of explanatory power in terms of EU participation on the other is an oxymoron, it nevertheless mirrors the ambiguity surrounding theoretical accounts of the EU as a foreign policy actor. This apparent inconsistency is touched upon below.   
As noted the EU contribution to the Global Partnership is by and large of a civilian nature. The majority of EU funding has gone to projects on safety surrounding nuclear power plants, environmental issues and the redirection of former weapons scientists through the TACIS framework managed by the Commission. In addition, a minor part of EU funding is provided through a framework based upon a Council Joint Action adopted in 1999. This funding is of a more military-related nature and the authority over the projects within this framework is exclusively allotted to the European Council. The overarching emphasis on civilian projects reflects the ambiguity among the European states as to conducting foreign and security policy within the EU. Accordingly the less sensitive nature of the TACIS projects is more conducive to participation at the EU level, which in part explains the primacy of civilian EU projects.  

The participation of the EU as a separate entity in the Global Partnership in concomitance with many of the EU member states seems to be an anomaly within a cooperative framework dominated by the primacy of national interest and the importance of relative gains and losses. The very existence of an EU foreign policy contradicts the main tenets of Grieco’s theoretical stance as the delegation of autonomy in terms of high politics is incongruent with the main assertions of the realist school. Thus the applied theory cannot explicate the inclusion of the EU as a separate entity within the Global Partnership framework. The applied theory operates with the state as the principal entity within international relations and the inclusion of the EU as an actor within a cooperative venture dominated by national actors contradicts the basic realist assertions. 
Moreover, the decision of EU member states to conduct threat reduction in Russia through the EU challenges Grieco’s basic premise, which asserts that states above all seek to ensure survival through the limitation of losses relative to other states. The delegation of national autonomy to a supranational entity or to other EU member states by default – depending on the character of the specific EU policy area – contradicts the import of survival accentuated by the realist school.
Some argue that the interests of EU member states have become embedded into the institutional context of the EU thus engendering a sense of collective values and goals. This is in direct opposition to the realist assumption that the interests of states are exogenously given in terms of the anarchical global system. However, if the system within the EU is – at least in part – no longer anarchical, the basic premise for cooperation between the EU member states is different from that denoted by the realist school. As Smith argues, this premise means that “… we cannot regard such cooperation as an instrumentally rational process whereby EU states bring their predetermined, fixed positions to the table.” (Smith, 2004: 101) 
In conclusion, the realist assumptions advocated by Grieco may apply to some scenarios of international relations and provide useful explanatory insight into the international cooperation carried out under the purview of the Global Partnership through the G8. However, the same assumptions do not fully account for the participation of the EU as a separate entity in the Global Partnership, or the willingness or at least the ambiguity of EU states in terms of delegating autonomy on high politics to the EU level. Thus, as Grieco also suggests himself, the incorporation of social constructivism into the realist account of international relations may help explicate cooperation within the EU not only in terms of the topic of this particular project but in general. The social constructivist branch of international relations may shed light on the incremental process towards an apparent diversion from realisms basic tenets within the EU and thus facilitate a useful theoretical synthesis of sorts. However, such a synthesis would require a departure from some of the basic maxims of the realist school. 
Bibliography
Anthony, Ian (2004): “Reducing Threats at the Source – A European Perspective on Cooperative Threat Reduction”, SIPRI Research Report No. 19, SIPRI, Stockholm
Anthony, Ian, Fedchenko, Vitaly & Wetter, Anna (2005): “The Delivery of EU Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Assistance in Russia”, SIPRI Background Paper 9, SIPRI, Stockholm, www.sipri.org/contents/expcon/BP9.pdf/download, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Bailes, Alyson J. K. (2005): “The European Security Strategy: An Evolutionary History”, SIPRI. Policy Paper No. 10, SIPRI, Stockholm http://www.sipri.org/contents/editors/publications/ESS_PPrapport.pdf/download, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Baylis, John & Smith, Steve (2001): “The Globalization of World Politics – an Introduction to International Relations”, Second Edition, Oxford University Press

Bayne, Nicholas (2002): “Impressions of the Kananaskis Summit, 26-27 June 2002”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/evaluations/2002kananaskis/assess_baynea.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Bayne, Nicholas (2003): “Impressions of the Evian Summit”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/evaluations/2003evian/assess_bayne030603.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Bayne, Nicholas (2004): “Impressions of the 2004 Sea Island Summit”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/evaluations/2004seaisland/bayne2004.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Bayne, Nicholas (2005): “Overcoming Evil with Good: Impressions of the Gleneagles Summit, 6-8 July, 2005”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/evaluations/2005gleneagles/bayne2005-0718.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Bendiek, Annegret (2006): “Cross-pillar Security Regime Building in the European Union: Effects of the European Security Strategy of December 2003”, European Integration Online Papers, http://eiop.or.at/eiop/index.php/eiop/article/view/2006_009a, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Blaikie, Norman (2000): “Designing Social Research – the Logic of Anticipation”, Polity Press
CEA (2007): “Multilateral Plutonium Disposition Group”, http://www-pmg8.cea.fr/gb/multilateral-actions/mpdg.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Chuen, Cristina (2005): “The G8 Global Partnership – Progress and Partnership”, Non-proliferation Review, Vol. 12, No.1, March 2005, Taylor & Francis

Collard-Wexler, Simon (2006): “Integration under Anarchy: Neorealism and the European Union”, European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 12, No. 3, Sage Publications 
Corlazzoli, Vanessa et. al (2006): “Issue Objectives Report 2006 St. Petersburg Summit”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/evaluations/2006stpetersburg/2006-issue-objectives.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

de Vaus, David (2001): “Research Design in Social Research”, Sage Publication, London
Einhorn, Robert J, & Flournoy, Michele A. (2006): “Assessing the G8 Global Partnership: from Kananaskis to St. Petersburg” http://www.sgpproject.org/publications/SGPAssessment2006.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007
Feakes, Daniel (2002): “The Emerging European Disarmament and Non-proliferation Agenda on Chemical and Biological Weapons”, Disarmament Diplomacy, No. 65, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd65/65op2.htm, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Finaud, Marc & Anthony, Ian (2006): “The Role of the European Union in International Non-proliferation and Disarmament Assistance”, Occasional Paper Series, No. 50, April 2006, Geneva Centre for Security Policy, http://www.gcsp.ch/e/publications/Security_Challenges/WMD/Occ_Papers/50-Finaud.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007  
Gnesotto, Nicole (2004): “EU Security and Defence Policy – the First Five Years (1999-2004)”, European Union Institute for Security Studies, Paris, http://www.iss-eu.org/books/5esdpen.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007  
Government of Canada (2002a): “Statement by G8 Leaders – the G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction”, http://www.g8.gc.ca/2002Kananaskis/kananaskis/globpart-en.asp, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Government of Canada (2002b): “Statement by G8 Leaders -
the G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/summit/2002kananaskis/arms.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Government of Germany (2007a): “Global Partnership Review”, http://www.g8.utoronto.ca/summit/2007heiligendamm/g8-2007-gp-review.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Government of Germany (2007b): “GPWG Annual Report 2007 – Consolidated Data Report”, http://www.g8.utoronto.ca/summit/2007heiligendamm/g8-2007-gp-report-anx.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Government of Germany (2007c): “Report on the G8 Global Partnership”, http://www.g8.utoronto.ca/summit/2007heiligendamm/g8-2007-gp-report.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Government of Great Britain (2005): “G8 Global Partnership Annual Report – G8 Senior Group June 2005”, http://www.g8.gc.ca/pdf/g8_Gleneagles_GPWGAnnualReport2005-en.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Government of the United States (1983): “Statement at Williamsburg – Declaration on Security”, http://www.g8.utoronto.ca/summit/1983williamsburg/security.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Grieco, Joseph M. (1988a): “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal Institutionalism”, International Organization, Vol. 42, No. 3, 1988, the MIT Press
Grieco, Joseph M. (1988b): “Realist Theory and the Problem of International Cooperation: Analysis with an Amended Prisoner’s Dilemma Model”, The Journal of Politics, Vol. 50, No. 3, August 1988, Southern Political Science Association

Grieco, Joseph M. (1990): “Cooperation among Nations – Europe, America, and Non-Tariff Barriers to Trade”, Cornell University Press

Grieco, Joseph M. (1997): “Realist International Theory and the Study of World Politics”, in Doyle, Michael W. & Ikenberry, G. John (1997): “New Thinking in International Relations Theory”, Westview Press, Oxford
Grieco, Joseph M. (2002): “Modern Realist Theory and the Study of International Politics I nthe Twenty-First Century” in Brecher, Michael & Harvey, Frank P. (2002): “Millennial Reflections on International Studies”, The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor
Hasenclever, Andreas, Mayer, Peter & Rittberger, Volker (1997): “Theories of International Regimes”, Cambridge University Press
Kirton, John (2002): “A Summit of Historic Significance: A Gold Medal for the Kananaskis G8”, http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/evaluations/2002kananaskis/assess_goldmedal.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Kirton, John J. & Stefanova, Radoslava N. (2004): “The G8, the United Nations, and Conflict Prevention”, Ashgate Publishing
Lindstrom, Gustav & Schmitt, Burkard (2003): “Fighting Proliferation – European Perspectives”, European Union Institute for Security Studies, Paris, http://www.iss-eu.org/chaillot/chai66e.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Lindstrom, Gustav (2005): “EU-US Burdensharing: Who Does What?”, European Union Institute for Security Studies, Paris, http://www.iss-eu.org/chaillot/chai82.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Lukov, Vadim (2006): “Russia’s G8 History: from Guest to President”, Russia in Global Affairs, Vol. 5, No. 3, July 2006
NNSA (2007): “Elimination of Weapons Grade Plutonium Production”, http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/na-20/ewgpp.shtml, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Penttilä, Risto E. J. (2003): “The Role of the G8 in International Peace and Security”, International Institute of Strategic Studies, Oxford University Press
Pikayev, Alexander (2005): “G8 Global Partnership: The Innovative Approach to Co-Operation on WMD Non-Proliferation” in Kaliadine, Alexandre & Arbatov, Alexei “Russia: Arms Control, Disarmament and International Security – IMEMO Supplement to the Russian Edition of the SIPRI Yearbook 2004”, Russian Academy of Sciences institute of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO), Moscow

Pullinger, Stephen & Quille, Gerrard (2003): “The European Union: Seeking Common Ground for Tackling Weapons of Mass Destruction”, Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No. 74, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd74/74europe.htm, accessed 13 September, 2007 

RIA (2007): “Russian Parliament to Ratify Protocol to CTR Umbrella Agreement”, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20070222/61130253.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 
Rittberger, Volker & Zürn, Michael (1991): “Regime Theory: Findings from the Study of “East-West Regimes”, Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. 26, No. 4, Sage
Savelyev, Alexander & Pankova, Ludmilla (2005): “Russia on the Path towards CW Destruction” in Kaliadine, Alexandre & Arbatov, Alexei “Russia: Arms Control, Disarmament and International Security – IMEMO Supplement to the Russian Edition of the SIPRI Yearbook 2004”, Russian Academy of Sciences institute of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO), Moscow

Smigielski, David (2003): “An Overview of the 2002 CTR Certification Crisis”, http://www.partnershipforglobalsecurity.org/Publications/Reports%20and%20Publications/Other%20RANSAC%20Papers/624200331947PM.html, accessed 13 September, 2007 

Smith, Michael E. (2004): “Institutionalization, Policy Adaptation and European Foreign Policy Cooperation, European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 10, No. 1, Sage Publications 
Stetter, Stephan (2004): “Cross-pillar Politics: Functional Unity and Institutional Fragmentation of EU Foreign Policies”, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 11, No. 4, Taylor & Francis

Stetter, Stephan (2007): “Email Correspondence between Stetter and Author”, 22 August, 2007  
The Council of the European Union (2003a): “Basic Principles for an EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/03/st10/st10352en03.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

The Council of the European Union (2003b): “A Secure Europe in a Better World – European Security Strategy”, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 
The European Commission (2007): “EU-Russia Relations”, http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/russia/summit_05_07/2007_eng.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 
The European Commission (2007b): “Common Foreign & Security Policy”, http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/cfsp/intro/index.htm, accessed 13 September, 2007 

The European Council (1999): “Council Joint Action Establishing a European Union Cooperation Programme for Non-proliferation and Disarmament in the Russian Federation”, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/1999/l_331/l_33119991223en00110016.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007
The European Council (2003b): “Basic Principles for an EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/03/st10/st10352en03.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 
The European Council (2003c): “EU strategy against proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/st15708.en03.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007 

The European Council (2007a): “G8 Global Partnership”,  http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=1226&lang=EN&mode=g#ftn3, accessed 13 September, 2007 
The European Council (2007b): “Council Joint Action of 19 March 2007 in support of chemical weapons destruction in the Russian Federation in the framework of the EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2007/l_081/l_08120070322en00300034.pdf, accessed 13 September, 2007
Weitz, Richard (2005): “Revitalising US-Russian Security Cooperation - Practical Measures”, the International Institute for Strategic Studies, London, Routledge 

Yin, Robert K. (1994): “Case Study Research – Design and Methods”, Second Edition, Sage Publications, London

Annex A

An Overview of the G8 Decision-making Processes
The G8 denotes the group of Canada, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Russia, and the U.S. The most notable element of the G8 is the annual summitry where the heads of governments of the member countries meet informally in a small group in order to discuss issues deemed to be important. The G7 – the denotation of the group prior to the inclusion of Russia in 1998 – was established in 1975. In addition to the heads of government for the member countries the President of the European Commission and the head of the country holding the EU Presidency are also present at the G8 summits. 

Until the 1990s, the national delegations consisted of heads of state accompanied by foreign and finance ministers, while a second delegation was composed of a small team of bureaucrats. However, during the 1990s and continuing into the following decade the summitry changed, as the heads of government detached from their accompanying ministers and began meeting by themselves. The ministers conducted meetings among themselves. The supporting apparatus became much more complex and an increasing number of outside contributors became involved in both preparation and follow-up of the summits. 

As a result the heads of government have gained more freedom to contribute independently to decision-making through innovation, and in particular in terms of agenda setting. However, most cooperation at the summits materialises from the work of the supporting apparatus, which enables the heads to add their authority to work in progress. The focus placed on the summits serves to concentrate the efforts of both the heads of state and the supporting apparatus thus facilitating more decisive decision-making. 

The G8 member countries take turn in hosting summits. Although many topics are carried over from previous summits, the host country often exerts significant influence through the authority allotted the host country in terms of agenda setting. This is the most pronounced opportunity for the host country to have bearing on the proceedings. 

Innovation at the summits by the heads themselves is more often than not in terms of agenda setting. Wholly new policies rarely succeed unless filtered through the preparatory process. However, the flexibility of the summitry often allows the heads to address sudden crises occurring just prior to a summit. 

The preparation of summits is by and large allotted to the supporting G8 apparatus and what happens at the summits is often more contingent on the preparatory process than the personal intervention of the heads of state. The responsibility of the summit preparations are in the hands of a small team of bureaucrats, led by the sherpas. The sherpas are often officials close to the head of state. Preparations for the summits are focused on several meetings between the sherpas from the member countries in the spring to select the agenda and start drafting the requisite documents. 

Since detaching the meeting of the heads from the other ministers in the 1990s, the remaining ministers have conducted annual meetings usually shortly before the main summit itself. Here they are able to pursue more narrow agendas and address more specific issues. The G8 ministerial groups also play an increasingly important role in the implementation of summit conclusions as they have more flexibility as to when to meet and who to involve in this process. 







             (Bayne in Kirton & Stefanova, 2004: 21-32)
Annex B
1. Promote the adoption, universalization, full implementation and, where necessary, strengthening of multilateral treaties and other international instruments whose aim is to prevent the proliferation or illicit acquisition of such items; strengthen the institutions designed to implement these instruments

2. Develop and maintain appropriate effective measures to account for and secure such items in production, use, storage and domestic and international transport; provide assistance to states lacking sufficient resources to account for and secure these items

3. Develop and maintain appropriate effective physical protection measures applied to facilities which house such items, including defence in depth; provide assistance to states lacking sufficient resources to protect their facilities

4. Develop and maintain effective border controls, law enforcement efforts and international cooperation to detect, deter and interdict in cases of illicit trafficking in such items, for example through installation of detection systems, training of customs and law enforcement personnel and cooperation in tracking these items; provide assistance to states lacking sufficient expertise or resources to strengthen their capacity to detect, deter and interdict in cases of illicit trafficking in these items

5. Develop, review and maintain effective national export and transshipment controls over items on multilateral export control lists, as well as items that are not identified on such lists but which may nevertheless contribute to the development, production or use of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and missiles, with particular consideration of end-user, catch-all and brokering aspects; provide assistance to states lacking the legal and regulatory infrastructure, implementation experience and/or resources to develop their export and transshipment control systems in this regard

6. Adopt and strengthen efforts to manage and dispose of stocks of fissile materials designated as no longer required for defence purposes, eliminate all chemical weapons, and minimize holdings of dangerous biological pathogens and toxins, based on the recognition that the threat of terrorist acquisition is reduced as the overall quantity of such items is reduced

 

        (Government of Canada, 2002a)
Annex C

1. Mutually agreed effective monitoring, auditing and transparency measures and procedures will be required in order to ensure that cooperative activities meet agreed objectives (including irreversibility as necessary), to confirm work performance, to account for the funds expended and to provide for adequate access for donor representatives to work sites

2. The projects will be implemented in an environmentally sound manner and will maintain the highest appropriate level of safety

3. Clearly defined milestones will be developed for each project, including the option of suspending or terminating a project if the milestones are not met

4. The material, equipment, technology, services and expertise provided will be solely for peaceful purposes and, unless otherwise agreed, will be used only for the purposes of implementing the projects and will not be transferred. Adequate measures of physical protection will also be applied to prevent theft or sabotage

5. All governments will take necessary steps to ensure that the support provided will be considered free technical assistance and will be exempt from taxes, duties, levies and other charges

6. Procurement of goods and services will be conducted in accordance with open international practices to the extent possible, consistent with national security requirements

7. All governments will take necessary steps to ensure that adequate liability protections from claims related to the cooperation will be provided for donor countries and their personnel and contractors

8. Appropriate privileges and immunities will be provided for government donor representatives working on cooperation projects

9. Measures will be put in place to ensure effective protection of sensitive information and intellectual property

                         



   
        (Government of Canada, 2002b) 
Annex D
	Country
	Commitment 
	Distribution of funds

	Australia
	US$7.4 million
	to the Japanese-Russian submarine dismantlement programme

	Belgium
	€5.2 million
	To projects on nuclear safety, submarine dismantlement, chemical weapons destruction and several infrastructure projects

	Canada
	C$1 billion
	C$198 million for infrastructure surrounding and construction of a chemical weapons destruction facility (CWDF), C$152 million for submarine dismantlement, C$92 million for nuclear and radiological security, and C$70 million for the employment programmes for former weapons scientists

	Czech Republic
	£200.000
	To the Shchuch’ye CWDF

	Denmark
	€2.1 million
	To nuclear safety and civilian projects

	Finland
	€13 million
	€10 million to nuclear safety projects and €2.7 for projects on chemical weapons destruction

	France
	€550 million
	€14 million for chemical weapons destruction, €40 million for an improved framework for submarine dismantlement, €32 million for nuclear safety, €72 million for the disposition of plutonium, €5.4 million for projects related to utilising the expertise of former weapons scientists

	Germany
	€1.25 billion
	€255 million have been allotted to submarine dismantlement, €270 million for construction and support of chemical weapons destruction facilities, and €125 million for nuclear safety projects

	Great Britain
	$750 million
	£61 million have been assigned to a comprehensive submarine dismantlement programme. Other allocations of funds include £14.6 million for several smaller projects on nuclear safety and physical protection, £16 million for employment of former weapons scientists in close coordination with the ISTC, £11.5 million for the U.S. led Elimination of Weapons Grade Plutonium Production programme, and £70 million for CWD

	Ireland
	€80.000
	to equipment for a British chemical weapons destruction project

	Italy
	€1 billion
	€360 million for submarine dismantlement, €360 million for the construction of a CWDF in Pochep, and €12.7 million for infrastructure surrounding the Shchuch’ye CWDF

	Japan
	$200 million
	submarine dismantlement and redirection of former weapons scientists

	The Netherlands
	€25 million
	€11.9 million for infrastructure and civilian projects surrounding chemical weapons destruction, €10 million to the EBDR project on submarine dismantlement, and €2.8 million for U.S. and IAEA projects on nuclear and radiological security

	New Zealand
	$1.5 million
	$1.2 million in support of a British project on infrastructure surrounding the Shchuch’ye CWDF and $0.3 million for an American project on nuclear security

	Norway
	€100 million
	€27 million for submarine dismantlement, primarily a British project, €14 million for the dismantlement of radioactive sources, €16.9 million for nuclear security projects, €0.8 million for the British Shchuch’ye chemical weapons destruction project, and €0.4 million for the ISTC

	Russia
	$2 billion
	$669 million for submarine dismantlement and $1.3 billion for CWD

	South Korea
	$2 million
	$1.5 million for redirection of former weapons scientists, $0.25 million for a Norwegian submarine dismantlement project and $0.25 million for an American project on nuclear security

	Sweden
	€5.4 million 
	€5.4 million for nuclear safety and €0.6 million for the British projects at the Shchuch’ye chemical weapons destruction site

	Switzerland
	€10.7 million
	to infrastructure surrounding several chemical weapons destruction facilities

	United States
	$10 billion
	$2 billion for the disposition of fissile materials, $400 million for nuclear security, $650 million for CWD and $123 million for redirection of former weapons scientists


(Government of Germany, 2007b). 

Some of the committed funds have not yet been allocated to specific projects. The distinctions made between the different issue areas and how much of the funding is to be channeled to Russia or other former Soviet republics in the source material are at times somewhat ambiguous.  

� Denoted “the Global Partnership” throughout the project.


� Since 1977


� Since 1982 


� The MNEPR governs bilateral projects in Northwest Russia, including decommissioning nuclear submarines, managing radioactive waste and enhancing the safety and security of nuclear reactors (Weitz, 2005: 32). 


� Details on the ISTC follow in chapter 5. 


� Through the Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production (EWGPP) Programme signed between the U.S. and Russia in 2003; the programme is concerned with closing down the last three operating Russian nuclear reactors producing weapons-grade plutonium. The EWGPP has received financial contributions from Canada, Finland, The Netherlands, South Korea and Great Britain. (Government of Germany, 2007b; NNSA, 2007)


� The MPDG was set up in 2002 and is the G8 working to decide on the conditions for carrying out the 2000 agreement between the U.S. and Russia on the destruction of 34 tons of surplus weapons-grade plutonium stockpiles by both Washington and Moscow. (CEA, 2007)


� The Strategy specifically mentions the NPT, the CWC, the BTWC, the HCOC, the CTBT and the IAEA safeguard agreements (The European Council, 2003c: para. 6, 7, 16, chapter III, A)


� the years 1999 and 2000


� Mixed Oxide Fuel method of plutonium disposition. 


� Including the period prior to the Global Partnership. 


� In particular projects on disposition of fissile materials.


� See Annex A.


� i.e. not a legally binding document. 


� Securing and/or destroying WMD in accordance with the Kananaskis Statement


� The certification crisis also illustrates the fact that states are not monolithic and that national decision makers pursue their own interests. However, this is outside the realm of this project. 


� Primarily in terms of foreign encroachment into Russian military installations. 


� i.e. a multilateral framework more embedded than the somewhat supple multilateralism of the Kananaskis Statement. 


� Within the Joint Action framework in terms of affording other member states influence over the decisions and thus national policy making. 
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