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The European Union awarded the special status of strategic partner to ten states. Its key

partners are dissimilar in political philosophies and structure, power status, ethical values,

economic development, unequal in size and mineral reserves. Some of them are traditional

Post-Second World War partners while the others have established recent partnerships in a

new multipolar world order. However, from the very beginning the EU Conception of Strategic

Partnership was just an assemblage of political statements without any official definition and

clear established criteria for being chosen as a strategic partner. In this regard, this paper

aims to analyze the strategic partnership phenomenon in EU Foreign Policy and provide our

own definition of the term with a view to underpin it subsequently by common criteria. Based

upon obtained main components the Binary Logistic Model was applied, which not only did

allow to make the election of EU strategic partners more science-based but also propose the

potential EU partners.
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Introduction

The European Union represents a unique supranational
regional organization where the member-states make
decisions about foreign policy affairs together. During its

existence, the EU has undergone several enlargements and the
UK’s withdrawal from the EU, known as Brexit, until completing
the current EU27. In all the years of its formation and existence,
the EU has faced numerous internal and external challenges such
as Euroscepticism, financial crises, poverty, inequality, illegal
emigration, organized crime, civil conflicts, weakness of
government-neighbors and international institutions, interna-
tional terrorism, and finally among the latter it should be noted
the Covid-2019 and the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia,
eight years after the annexation of Crimea, warmongering in
Donbas and incitement of the humanitarian crisis in Ukraine. In
light of recent developments, the current High Representative of
the Union for Foreign and Security Policy Josep Borrell high-
lighted in the European Commission’s Press release (2021) the
necessity of building stronger, more diverse, and inclusive part-
nerships to lead its modernization and shape global responses to
the challenges of the 21st century, some of which threaten the
very existence of humanity. Subsequently, on March 21, 2022, the
Council of the European Union approved the new reference for
European security titled “A Strategic Compass for Security and
Defense for a European Union that protects its citizens, values
and interests and that contributes to international peace and
security” with the idea of establishing the necessary parallelism
between security policies at a national and European level. Fol-
lowing the European Union Council (2022), Borrell (2021),
European External Action Service, EEAS (2021), and Lazarou and
Wilson (2020) the Strategic Compass provides a shared assess-
ment of the European strategic environment, identifies security
threats and challenges, sets clear objectives and milestones to
measure security progress.

Going further back into the EU history, it is worth mentioning
that the adoption of the European Security Strategy in 2003 was a
significant step in the Common Foreign and Security Policy given
that it was the first time when the EU officially defined the threats
to its security. In this document the perceived necessity of turning
into the ‘global actor’ of world security was reflected, along with
the need for collaboration with other core actors, inasmuch as
there was no country that would be able to solve global problems
alone. It mandates that “The threats which we share with our
closest partners are common. International cooperation is
imperative. There is a need for our objectives to be pursued by
means of multilateral cooperation in the international organiza-
tions and partnerships with key agents” (Consejo Europeo,
2003:13). Thus, the strategic partnership was considered as an
important tool for accomplishing effective multilateralism and,
subsequently, the status of strategic partner was granted to ten
countries: USA, Canada, Japan, Brazil, Russia1, India, China,
South Korea, Mexico, and South Africa. Nevertheless, these
partners are unequal in size, political perspective and practice,
and resource endowments. Some of them are traditional partners
from the Post-Second World War bilateral system such as
Canada, Japan and the USA, while the others are emerging
countries, labeled as BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and
South Africa). Some of them are the world’s major powers such as
the USA, China and Russia2, while the others are regional powers.
However, despite these differences, the EU was applying a com-
mon strategy toward them all by launching common action plans,
establishing multidimensional cooperation at every level, devel-
oping the institutional and juridical bases, and coordinating fre-
quent summits.

At the European Council held on June 28 and 29, 2016, Fed-
erica Mogherini, then the High Representative of the European

Union for Foreign and Security Affairs, presented the Global
Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy,
which came to replace the European Security Strategy. It was
supposed to develop partnerships with international and regional
organizations such as NATO, UN, and ASEAN, official strategic
partners such as USA, Japan, China, India, Republic of Korea and
with other like-minded and strategic partners in Africa, the
Americas and Asia.

Speaking about new Foreign Policy Instruments (FPI) it should
be mentioned the European External Action Service (EEAS),
which is responsible for operational expenditures in the crucial
area of EU external action. The Service for Foreign Policy
Instruments is reporting directly to the High Representative/Vice-
President of the European Commission. Other instruments that
accompany the FPI in its tasks are the following: the Partnership
Instrument (PI), The European Peace Facility, The Instrument
contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP), which in 2021 was
integrated into the rapid response pillar of the Neighborhood,
Development, International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI),
among others. On 22 March 2021, the Council adopted a decision
establishing the European Peace Facility (EPF)3.

However, at the moment, there is neither an official definition
of strategic partnership nor any common criteria for being chosen
as a strategic partner. The European Strategic Partnerships
Observatory (ESPO) has provided the basic indicators for the
EU’s strategic partners. The main objective of this paper is to
elaborate the Binary Logic Model of Strategic Partners Election
for the EU on the basis of these indicators using CATPCA and
PCA respectively. This model allows us, first, to find out if the
‘Special Ten’ are really at the top of all countries according to the
model or if perhaps there might be some other countries that also
should be taken under consideration as potential strategic part-
ners; and, if so, then, secondly, to identify them and state
their case.

In accordance with the specific objectives set out in the first
heading, we investigate the origin, scholars’ definitions and
interpretation of different countries in terms of the phenomenon
of strategic partnership, given our own operative definition of the
term; under the second heading, we analyze the particularity of
the EU’s concept of Strategic Partnership; in the third section, we
describe the methodological basis of our research; under the
fourth heading we describe the analysis; and, finally, we present
our results. We truly believe that the election of the EU´s strategic
partners based on the economic, political, geographical and socio-
cultural indicators proposed in this paper can make the position
of the EU more science based and more understandable for other
global argents.

The originality of this paper consists in the fact that until now
there have been neither specific criteria nor any models for the
election of the EU’s strategic partners. Furthermore, it is worth
mentioning that we have carried out research in 143 viable
countries and, thus, our research is not limited just to the EU’s
‘Special Ten’.

Literature review and definition of strategic partnership
This section aims to present a literature review on some of the
main contributions to the emergence, understanding and defini-
tion of the concept of Strategic Partnership, mainly attending to
the criterion of chronological order (where it was possible), with
the purpose of making a description of the historical trajectory,
which this concept has followed and finally, based on the previous
research, provide our own definition of the term.

Strategic Partnership occupies a special position in terms of
international documents, negotiations, and scientific literature
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and in the media; it has not been researched completely in the
social sciences. Many researchers tried to explain the emergence
of the strategic partnership on the example and in the context of
foreign policy of certain countries. Thus, Lessa (1998: 119) while
discussing the use of this expression in the context of Brazilian
foreign policy, argues that ‘Strategic Partnerships’ are “priority
political and economic relations, reciprocally compensatory,
established on the basis of an accumulation of bilateral relations
of a universal nature”. But the main problem with Lessa’s (op.
cit.) argument is the fact that he assumes that the old cooperation
agreements of the past were the same as the strategic partner-
ships, which we observe today. Hubbell (1999), points out that
former 1990s Secretary of State Madeine Allbright, used the term
’Strategic Cooperation’ and ‘Strategic Partnership’ to address the
USA-China relationship and that her choice of words supposedly
caused some concern to other Asian partners of the USA. Ismael
and Kreutz (2001) stress that the Soviet-Iraqi cooperation in the
1980s was officially called ‘Strategic Partnership’. There is no
denying, however, that strategic partnership is for all intents and
purposes, post-Cold War phenomenon. In this regard, Kay (2000)
summarizes the experience of different countries pointing out
that the term first appeared in the continents of Europe and Asia,
which had been forced to react to the end of the ‘bipolar order’
(brought on by the collapse of the USSR), developing new stra-
tegies for communicating with the ‘unique superpower’, the USA.
Speaking about the earliest attempts to define the term Emerson
(2001:45) understands strategic partnership as a kind of rela-
tionship, which “involves two actors that are powerful and cap-
able of taking strategic action together”, but does not discuss what
strategic action means. Encyclopedia of Political Economy (2001)
defines a strategic partnership between states as a political
instrument to facilitate the intensification of the economic rela-
tionship between the parts involved. Regarding the initial goal
Sangtu (2006:208) stresses that “While the United States uses
strategic partnerships to widen its influence and strengthen its
unipolar primacy, China and Russia exploit them to aggregate
their respective influence and pursue a multi-polarity, as they
share an interest in enhancing their political role in the interna-
tional arena”.

It is worth mentioning that in practice the interpretation of the
term ‘strategic partnership’ can vary from country to country. For
example, Chinese Prime Minister at that time Wen Jiabao in 2004
tried to bring more clarity into the definition: the collaboration in
a strategic partnership should be solid, deep-rooted and long-
term, transcending both differences in ideology and social sys-
tems and the impact of individual events, based on an equal
footing, and, finally, should be mutually beneficial4. Thus,
according to his opinion, “partnership” is defined as cooperation
“on an equal footing, mutually beneficial and win-win”, “Com-
prehensive” means “all-dimensional, wide-ranging and multi-
layered cooperation” and “Strategic” implies a “long-term and
stable” (Men, 2007:6)). Following Medvedev (2008), the ex-
President of Russia, the basis of Russia’s strategic partnership
with the EU should be “equality, pragmatism, respect towards the
partner’s interests and a common approach to key security pro-
blems” while for European leaders this is “stability and commons
values”. In this regard, it should be recognized that Chinese and
Russian interpretations of the term concur about its pragmatic
approach towards the conception of strategic partnerships. Any
diverse usage of the term may cause misunderstanding between
the parties and complicate the process of future collaboration.

However, Jain (2008) argued that despite the fact that the label
had been frequently used in the past there was not any official
definition of strategic partnership. His observation was echoed by
Renard (2010:18), “There is not any official definition of what is
meant by strategic partners”. Peña (2010) draws attention to

some of the confusion that exists between what is meant by an
agreement on strategic partnership and what an agreement on
commercial preferences consists of. Nevertheless, some scholars
who have studied this phenomenon have tried to formulate their
own definitions regarding Strategic Partnership.

Maihold (2010), for example, studies the significance of the two
words of the term by analyzing them separately. So, following his
logic, the ‘Partnership’ is a cultural ideal for the collective form of
the relationship, and the Strategy is based on cooperation between
(economic) agents that have decided to produce something
together in order to achieve common objectives. Ultimately, such
cooperation means arriving at common benefits and success for
both parties. Nevertheless, Grevi (2010) considers that all defi-
nitions of ‘Strategic Partnership’, based on the division of its
significance in terms of ‘Partnership’ and ‘Strategic’, still fail to
encompass completely the political reality. Following Grevi’s line
of logic, Strategic Partnerships are those wherein both parties
regard it as essential to achieve their basic goals, because a lack of
total cooperation between strategic partners can lead to a ‘win-
win game’, spawning an atmosphere of distrust in which dis-
illusioned or disgruntled partners can become those capable of
inflicting the most harm to one another when relations turn sour.
Strategic partnerships are therefore an essential bilateral means to
pursue core goals. As such, they may concern pivotal global but
also regional actors.

Gupta and Azad (2011) define a strategic partnership as a long-
term interaction between two countries based on political, eco-
nomic, social and historical factors. Quevedo (2012) argues that
the concept of Strategic Partnership in general terms can be
defined as an alliance between two or more States, aimed at
mutual benefits based on identification of cooperating synergies
between both parties. They also stress that Strategic Partnerships
are comprehensive and do not fragment into specialized endea-
vors involving just one economic, political or security theme, and
this is vital given that the crucial interests of the parties are
immersed in all of these different fields combined. Thus, Quevedo
(op. cit.) highlights the necessity of a multidimensional approach
toward Strategic Partnership. Furthermore, it is argued that
Strategic Partnership requires a high level of cooperation where
the relations of dependency and subordination transform into
associations of a higher level and in this regard, it becomes
necessary to have a certain degree of affinity between com-
plementary partners. This is the happy situation that evolves by
virtue of the belief that the desired aim is to have partnerships
with those countries which share common values and with whom
there is mutually-shared confidence. However, usually the term
just signifies the establishment of long-term friendly relations in
the commercial field and economic contacts between govern-
ments, and is used to refer to “the most favored nation treatment”
(Kim, 2012: 40).

Vasiliev (2014) defines Strategic Partnership as the destination
toward which the agent intends to concentrate its main resources
for achieving the primary strategic objective. And, in this regard,
it is impossible to maintain a relationship with many agents in the
frame of Strategic Partnership. Authors such as Gupta and Azad
(2011), and Vasiliev (2014), distinguish economic, political,
demographic, historical, social, and cultural factors, among oth-
ers, which influence the choice of strategic partners and, which is
particularly important, its multidimensional character of impact.
Vasiliev (2014), accordingly highlights the special role of geo-
graphic proximity and as an example he gives the relation of
Strategic Partnership between the USA and Mexico with their
2000 miles of common border.

Blanco (2016) called strategic partnership “the new joker” in
the policymakers´ language and highlighted the necessity of
understanding how other international argents besides the EU
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conceptualize and employ this term. In this context, he argues
that not only empirical evidence is required but also the further
conceptualization and operationalization of approaches that take
into consideration the diverse interpretations of ‘strategic part-
nership’ as it appears in varying usage.

Cihelková et al. (2020) argue that strategic partnership is a sort
of parallel process to develop an all-encompassing, comprehen-
sive and multi-level cooperation. The authors also introduce their
definition of the comprehensive strategic partnerships stressing
that it is not simply the next stage of cooperation, which has
become all-inclusive comprehensive and multi-level but it has
evolved from such cooperation only in strategic issues, bearing in
mind security and defensive areas and global governance.

Summarizing the above-mentioned definitions, we attempt to
give our own operative definition of Strategic Partnership as per
below, with a view to flush it out subsequently with indicators.
Thus, the Strategic Partnership is understood to mean the long-
term bilateral cooperation for mutual benefits and equality of
rights and mutual respect between states, international organi-
zations, political blocks and unions. All these have a relevant
economic and geopolitical weight at regional and/or international
levels, based on the common economical and/or geopolitical
interests and preferably (even though not compulsory) on the
common values and historical-cultural roots, which aim at
achieving common strategic objectives.

European Union’s Conception of Strategic Partnership
Speaking about the EU’ Conception of Strategic Partnership,
Podadera and Garashchuk (2016) stress that the first reference to
strategic partnership appeared in the official documents of the EU
in 1998, when the EU confirmed the necessity of considering
Russia as a strategic partner. Therefore, according to them it was
during negotiations with Moscow when the EU used this term for
the first time. The term was not even mentioned in the highest
priority transatlantic relations.

Subsequently the term was described in the European Security
Strategy (ESS) of 2003, and it was the first official document
where the EU expressed its pursuit for developing strategic
partnerships with those countries, which would be convergent in
terms of shared values -- also to achieve its objectives by dint of
both international cooperation in international organizations and
through the Strategic Partnership with the core actors. Thus, the
Strategic Partnership was characterized as a new instrument of
the European Union’s Foreign Policy towards key countries at the
international level. The Strategy primarily proposed the devel-
opment of strategic relationships with the USA and Russia, where
the discovery of common values would presumably lead to a
Strategic Partnership. Also, the necessity of developing Strategic
Partnerships with Canada, Japan, China and India was men-
tioned. With respect to the neighboring countries of the Near East
and partners of Latin America and Africa (although relationships
with them were considered as an important component of For-
eign Policy, and the necessity of developing such relationships
was admitted) - the ESS did not in any way mention plans for the
development of a Strategic Partnerships with those nations.
Nevertheless, it can be concluded that the document is more
political then strategic and quite imprecise given that it does not
explain which values and objectives exactly the EU would be
obliged to share with its partners.

The report of EU’s Foreign Policy of 2008 describes in general
terms the status of its relations with strategic partners. Thus, the
EU highlighted the high status of the USA as a key partner, stated
that relations with Canada and Japan had a close and long-term
mutual affinity and reported that relations with China had been
significantly augmented. Russia continued to be considered as an

important partner in international questions, whereas its rela-
tionship with India still had space for development. It is worth
mentioning that in the report of 2008, as compared with 2003, the
importance of relationships with such partners as Brazil, South
Africa, Switzerland and Norway had significantly increased.

If it is still a moot point whether the 2003 ESS was truly a
‘strategy’ (European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2015) in
EU Global Strategy 2016 drawn up by Federica Mogherini to
replace the ESS, the High Representative of the Union for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy at that time clearly highlighted the
necessity of Strategy for the Union. She also pointed out that the
EU foreign and security policy had to cope with super-powers as
well as with increasingly fractured identities and to work to
strengthen the EU’s partners. It was supposed to keep deepening
the transatlantic bond and the EU partnership with NATO, while
also connecting to new players and exploring new formats. At the
same time, the importance of strategic autonomy for Europe’s
ability to promote peace and security was reflected in the docu-
ment. It was assumed that the EU would step up its contribution
to Europe’s collective security, working closely with its partners,
beginning with NATO; deepen trade and investment with China;
work towards ambitious free trade agreements with strategic
partners such as Japan and India, as well as ASEAN member
states, with the goal of an eventual EU-ASEAN agreement; work
with the UN as the framework of the multilateral system and a
core partner for the Union, with other core partners such as the
USA, with regional organizations, and with like-minded and
strategic partners in Africa, the Americas and Asia,: and expand
its partnerships, including on security, with Japan, the Republic of
Korea, Indonesia and others (European Union Council, 2016).
Regarding the EU-Russia relationships, the document clearly
stressed that the EU would not recognize Russia’s illegal
annexation of Crimea nor accept the destabilization of eastern
Ukraine and would enhance the resilience of its eastern neighbors
and support their right to choose a future freely. Nevertheless, the
possibility to discuss disagreements and cooperate with Russia if
and when EU interests would overlap was still reflected in the
document. Although it was highlighted that managing the rela-
tionship with Russia represented a key strategic challenge, and, in
this regard, a consistent and united approach was supposed to
remain the cornerstone of EU policy towards Russia due to their
interdependence no specific detailed instructions on how to deal
with the EU ex-strategic partner under various scenarios were
provided.

By analyzing different opinions among politicians and scholars
it can be concluded that they do not concur with regard to EU’s
conception of Strategic Partnership and EU’s Foreign Strategy.
Thus, the ex-EU Foreign Policy Chief Javier Solana proposes to
focus on the common strategic approach where it is expected to
develop the capacities of security in an efficient manner beyond
the traditional economic and social relations. Franco (2010)
stresses that the EU considers that a bilateral Strategic Partner-
ship by means of political dialog with third countries facilitates
the projection of matching interests and common values for the
rest of the world. Quevedo (2012) also points out the EU’s
interests and values as a basis for strategic partnership and the
general framework of all such partnerships is the global govern-
ment. He highlights three solid pillars of strategic partnership:
reciprocity, which produces real mutual benefits; coherence
between the EU and Members States; and cohesion within the EU
itself. Vahl (2001), besides acknowledging common interests and
a common understanding as core factors of Strategic Partnership,
also stresses the important role of the element ‘equality of size’.

Grevi (2010) recommends the EU to define exactly what its
primary interests and main objectives are, as well as which stra-
tegic partnerships would help to achieve them. He also proposes
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to identify some kind of specific evaluative criteria instead of
having just a rigid list of strategic partners; while Biscop and
Renard (2010) confirm that there is at present very little estab-
lished criteria in the choice of partners. For one thing, according
to them, strategic partners must have the capacity to exert a
significant influence on global or regional issues.

Grevi (2010) forecasts that the transatlantic relationship will
remain the highest priority partnership in the near future, but also
points out that indicators on the development of the so-called BRICs
(Brazil, Russia, India, and China) have demonstrated the increased
relevance with regard to the EU’s strategic partnerships with them as
a precondition for global governance of common challenges. The
competition between emerging powers and the EU may also be due
to the lack of formats and limited options the EU can offer in terms
of co-leadership. Biscop and Renard (2010) speak about the lack of
substantial clarity in the concept, which risks provoking confusion
within the EU and abroad. They worry that the concept can be used
in a frivolous or misleading way and consider such situation as a very
real danger. Khandekar (2011) points out that the EU has not yet
managed to unravel why a group of ‘ten lucky countries’ were
clustered together under the ‘strategic banner’. Gratius (2011a)
argues that diversity of strategic partners´ ‘classes’ and ‘levels’ should
be taken into consideration, and, in this regard, the measures and
strategies also must be different according to the necessities of each
country. Thus, she stresses that in the EU’s conception of strategic
partnership partners should consider the best individual approach
towards each partner. According to the degree of coordination and
cooperation at the multilateral level Cirlig (2012: 4) points out that
the EU has distinguished the following groups of strategic partners:
“irreplaceable partners with all-inclusive cooperation, aimed at
promoting global peace and stability, development and multi-
lateralism to address global challenges” referring to the USA; “like-
minded partners with all-inclusive cooperation” with Canada; “like-
minded partners with high degree of coordination and cooperation”
with Japan, South Korea andMexico; “countries with pursuedWTO,
interest-driven and limited cooperation” with Russia and China;
“countries with values and interest-based, limited cooperation” with
Brazil and India and “partners with limited cooperation” referring to
South Africa.

It should be mentioned that in the EU’s conception of Strategic
Partnership ‘common values’, such as essential criteria for
choosing strategic partners, despite the frequent rhetoric of its
political leaders, have a problematic nature, when one considers
the ambiguities or downright neglect with respect to Human
Rights and other democratic principles in such countries as China
and Russia, which were officially declared by the EU as its stra-
tegic partners. In this regard, Rocha-Pino (2013) states that the
different interpretations that each international agent gives to the
concepts of sovereignty, global security, and Human Rights have
not been an obstruction to establishing collaboration nexuses
between the EU and China.

However, in light of recent developments, a special focus on
the case of a failed strategic partnership with Russia should be
given. Thus, from the very beginning, Smith and Timmins (2003)
absolutely denied the existence of a real strategic partnership

between Russia and the EU and define their relations as a prag-
matic partnership whereas De Wilde and Pellon (2006) recog-
nized that the strategic partnership between the EU and Russia
represented a real challenge from the point of view of common
values. Nevertheless, Podadera and Garashchuk (2016)
acknowledged that despite differences the parties over the history
of their cooperation have progressed considerably highlighting
the following significant achievements: the development of a wide
legal and institutional framework, the establishment of “Road
Maps” in four common spaces; elaboration of the “Partnership
for Modernization” program; simplification of the visa regime for
Russian and European citizens, etc. In this respect, the Russian
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Lavrov (2013), called the EU-
Russian strategic partnership a ‘Partnership for Necessity,’ which
should be understood to mean that partners collaborate just in
those spheres where they need each other while ignoring serious
disagreements in other areas. However, after the annexation of
Crimea Russia was excluded from Group of Eight, the negotia-
tions on its accession to the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development were suspended and Mogherini
announced that Russia was not EU´s strategic partner any more5.
Consequently, the majority of EU-Russian projects and events
such as annual summit meetings, Road Maps on Four Common
Spaces, negotiations on abolishing the visa regime and New Basic
Agreement among others, were suspended (Garashchuk et al.
2022a). Having said all that, Voynikov (2015: 21) argues that at
that time the freezing of relations did not mean the cancellation
of common projects. He went on to define the current EU-Russia
‘cooperation’ as a ‘forced strategic partnership’, concluding that
the partnership between them continued to exist – “but in a
frozen state”.

After the full-scale invasion of Ukraine, the EU has imposed
massive and unprecedented sanctions against Russia in response6.
Since the war began, the EU have approved ten packages of
sanctions7. In this regard, Garashchuk et al. (2022b) stress that a
shred of hope that sooner or later the parties would be able to
reach an agreement on the gradual lifting of sanctions appears to
be completely lost after Russia’s military intervention to Ukraine
despite significant mutual economic losses. Walshe (2022), in
turn, highlights that Russia’s first invasion in 2014 didn’t get the
European powers and its Western partners to abandon the post-
Cold War daydreams, however, now Putin’s aggression is forcing
all these powers to confront their post-Cold War naivety.

It is also interesting to point out that after Russia’s full-scale
invasion of Ukraine, the EU leaders’ rhetoric about the estab-
lishment of strategic partnership seems to shift effortlessly to
other countries in the post-Soviet space, especially to those rich in
natural resources, probably with a view to reducing the depen-
dence on Russia’s raw materials by diversifying the suppliers.
Thus, for instance, in March of 2022, Josep Borrell, within the
framework of participation in the Diplomatic Forum in Antalya
discussed the prospects for cooperation and the strategic energy
partnership with Azerbaijan8. On the other hand, in November of
2022, the Memorandum of Understanding between the EU and
Kazakhstan on a strategic partnership in the field of raw

Table 1 Research methodology.

Techniques CATPCA (Categorical Principal Component Analysis), PCA (Principal Component Analysis), Binary Logistic Model
Sample 143 countries, Including EU official strategic partners
Research period 2010–2019
Software SPSS
Database World bank, ESPO, Eurostat, Economical Forums and Official Information

Sources: Own elaboration.
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materials, batteries and renewable hydrogen in the margins of
COP-27 was signed in Egypt9.

Speaking about the EU-US partnership it is worth men-
tioning that although the scholars, such as Burghardt (2006)
and Grevi (2010), among others, have no doubts that it is still
the most powerful, comprehensive, important and strategic
one, the parties, when defining their ‘transatlantic relation-
ship’, do not use the expression ‘strategic partnership’, but do
stick to the idea of a ‘partnership’. However, the EU-US
relationships have also recently come through a serious crisis
related to the coming to power of the Trump administration in
2016. In this regard, Demertzis et al. (2017) stress that even
the USA´s military commitment to NATO was questioned at
that time while the US was drawing back from globalization
and liberal values. Not only did the Trump administration
consider China and Mexico but also Europe as rivals rather
than allies.

In general terms, Czechowska (2022) points out that after a
decade of under-institutionalized and situational interaction the
EU’s strategic partnerships framework has recently undergone a
new wave of institutionalization shift towards a contract-based
model of bilateral relations and the proliferation of both framework
and sectoral co-operation agreements, including the establishment
of joint institutional frame works (JIFs) and joint bodies (JBs). In
this regard, while comparing the European Union’s Strategic
Partnerships with Japan and India she concludes that the EU–India
strategic partnership involves a greater quantity of both weaker JBs
and irregular standardized meetings, whereas the EU–Japan stra-
tegic partnership relies on a more modest set of stronger JBs and
more regular standardized meetings.

Finally, it is noteworthy that High Representative of the Union
for Foreign and Security Policy Josep Borrell highlighted the
necessity of a new generation of partnership with a view to change
the multilateral landscape. He pointed out that the EU will build
new alliances with third countries, reinforce cooperation with
multilateral and regional organizations, as well as other stake-
holders, especially those with whom it shares democratic values
(European Commission - Press release, 2021). Thus, for instance,
the Council of the EU has recently approved conclusions endorsing
the new priorities for the 2022–2024 period under the UN-EU
strategic partnership on peace operations and crisis management in
order to confirm the commitment made by the EU and its member
states to uphold the multilateral rules-based global order with the
United Nations10.

In conclusion, we cannot but agree with Gratius’s (2011b)
words that while there is neither any standard definition nor any
criteria or indicators declared by the EU that would allow one to
determine if a partner is strategic or not, when speaking about the
EU’s Conception of Strategic Partnership it would be better to
mean the special status which the EU confers to other countries
or multilateral and regional organizations on the basis of political
consideration.

Data and methods
Although the phenomenon of strategic partnership has been
frequently used among the politicians, economic and businessT
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Table 3 KMO and Bartlett´s test.

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.796
Bartlett´s test of sphericity Aprox. Chi-square 1330.597

df 91
Sig. 0.000

Sources: Own calculations on the basis of SPSS.
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circles a small number of works related to this term with strong
empirical evidence has been provided. In this regard, Gupta and
Azad (2011). For instance, applied the Hierarchy Model for the
selection of India’s strategic partnership based on Analytic
Hierarchy Process. However, in order to avoid the subjectivity of
experts’ assessments, Podadera and Garashchuk (2019a) pro-
posed an innovative methodology for the election of the EU´s
strategic partners based on a geo-economic approach, which
embrace political, economic and geographical indicators. Thus,
drew on this approach in this research we have selected the
indicators suggested by a policy-oriented, web-based and net-
worked platform European Strategic Partnerships Observatory
(ESPO) launched in 2012 and those offered in the debate on
strategic partnership described by Gratius (2011b), and we have
added some other variables associated with the EU shared values
(referring to the 2003 European Security Strategy, where the EU
emphasizes the strategic partnerships with countries which share
EU’s norms and values), common historical-cultural roots (rely-
ing on the Declaration of RIO of (1999) about the strategic
partnership between the EU and LAC (Latin America and Car-
ibbean), which is based on deep cultural inheritance and common
interests and values), absence of discriminating actions between
partners (alluding to negative European-Russian strategic part-
nership experience), the partner’s jurisdictional and institutional
frameworks (taking into consideration the neo-institutional

approach) and the common border factor (Vasiliev, 2014). The
detailed methodology of this research is shown in Table 1.

For our model we investigated 143 countries. Nations which
according to the Pareto Rule of 80–20, revealed less than the
required 80% of information were excluded, as well as indicators
which brought to light less than 80% of information about the
countries in question.

The main hypotheses of our research are the following:

● Despite the EU´s rhetoric about common shared values
with its strategic partners, the dimensions of the political
and economic weight of the partner together with common
commercial interests remains the primary indicator for
being chosen as one of the EU’s strategic partners.

● Not all EU´s ‘special ten’ are really strategic (Podadera and
Garashchuk, 2019b).

● There are countries outside the EU’s special list to whom
this status should have been awarded.

Results
First, we divided all selected variables (indicators) into the fol-
lowing categories: economic, commercial, political, social, geo-
graphical-cultural, common values, judicial basis, and
institutional base and discriminative. For every category we
applied CATPCA. CATPCA was developed for the purpose of
analyzing data which can render a mixed measurement level such
as nominal, ordinal or numeric which may not have a linear
relationship with each other (Kemalbay and Korkmazoğlu, 2014).
Thus, offering different types of variables, this type of analysis was
chosen for our research. As the result of CATPCA we obtained 14
dimensions (see Table 2).

George and Mallery (2003) give the following rules of thumb:
“_ > .9 Excellent, _ > .8 – Good, _ > .7 – Acceptable, _ > .6 –
Questionable, _ > .5 – Poor, and_ < .5 – Unacceptable” (p. 231).
All our categories have no less than acceptable Total Cronbach
´s Alpha.

Then for obtained 14 Dimensioned we applied traditional
Principal Components Analysis. The KMO and Barlett´s Test is
presented in Table 3.

Observing Table 3 we can see that our Kaiser–Olkin measure is
almost 0.8, which, following Kaiser, is meritorious. Total variance
explained is presented in Table 4.

Table 4 Extraction method: principal component analysis.

Total variance explained

Component Initial eigenvalues Extraction sums of squared loading

Total % of variance Cumulative % Total % of variance Cumulative %

1 5.397 36.046 36.046 5.397 36.046 36.046
2 3.061 20.447 56.493 3.061 20.447 56.493
3 1.573 10.504 66.997 1.573 10.504 66.997
4 1.134 7.577 74.574 Fig. 1
5 0.926 6.182 80.756
6 0.621 4.145 84.901
7 0.516 3.447 88.333
8 0.451 3.013 91.361
9 0.366 2.444 93.805
10 0.320 2.141 95.946
11 0.260 1.736 97.682
12 0.168 1.124 98.805
13 0.121 0.805 99.611
14 0.058 0.389 100.000

Sources: Own calculations on the basis of SPSS.
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Fig. 1 Extraction of principal components. The abrupt change of the slope
begins after the third component.
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We decided to extract the first three components, which explain
about 67% of total variance due to an abrupt change of the slope
beginning after the third component (see Fig. 1, Table 4).

After the PCA on the basis of three obtained principal com-
ponents (COMP1, COMP2, COMP3) we applied the Binary
Logistic Model.

Logistic regression was proposed in the late 1960s and early
1970s (Cabrera, 1994) and since that time, the use of logistic
regression has increased in the social sciences (e.g., Janik and
Kravitz, 1994; Tolman and Weisz, 1995; Chuang, 1997). Despite
the fact that today there are several sophisticated alternatives to
the logistic regression techniques that were available then, such as
decision trees and neural networks (Reed and Wu, 2013), this
statistical tool has been increasingly exploited, especially over the
last two decades (Oommen et al. 2011). Moreover, it should also
be noted that the Binary Logistic Model has been frequently used
to predict events in economics (Karp, 2009; Boyacioglu et al.
2009) and the political sciences (King et al. 2000).

Generally, the logistic function can be written as:

F xð Þ ¼ 1

1þ e� β0þβ1ð Þ ð1Þ

Where F(x) is interpreted as the probability of the dependent
variable equaling a ‘success’ or ‘case’ rather than ‘non-case’.

In our case the dependent variable of logistic regression is
binary and contains data coded 0 or 1 (i.e. the dependent variable

obtains 1 if the country is to become UE´s strategic partner and 0
if not).

For our model just the first and second principal components
(COMP1 and COMP2) added significantly to the model (Sig. ≤ 0.05).
The results of the Binary Logistic Model are shown in the Table 5.

Consequently, the logistic function for our case can be written
as:

F xð Þ ¼ 1
1þ e� 6:079þ3:010*COMP1�3:104*COMP2ð Þ ð2Þ

Where F(x) is interpreted as the probability of the dependent
variable equaling a ‘country will become EU´s strategic partner’
rather than ‘country will not become EU´s strategic partner’.

The results of PC analysis are presented in Table 6.
Observing the Table 6 it can be noted that the first component

(COMP1) explains the amount of total variance and provides the
highest weights in variables; and also describes the country´s
economic and political position in the world, its partner´s social
development and its common commercial interest with the EU.
Moreover, it should be mentioned that the EU develops a com-
mon institutional understanding with these countries, although,
unfortunately, both sides retain certain mutually exclusive claims
in the commercial sphere. Regarding the common values, it can
be concluded that although this dimension has a certain weight
but it is not that significant as partner’s economic and political
position together with the common commercial interests.

Analyzing the second component (COMP2), we can say that it
describes the country´s sustainable governance, economic free-
dom and common values. We can therefore conclude that this
component embraces the countries with whom the EU shares
common values and with whom it has a common point of view
regarding the direction and development of the international
system toward political freedom and globalizations of economies
and established world order. Here the absence of discriminative
actions between partners is also important. We have called this
component the Partnership in Spirit Component.

The third component (COMP3) describes in general terms the
country´s geographical proximity with the EU. It is worth men-
tioning that with these countries in particular, the EU actively
develops a jurisdictional-institutional basis. We have called this
component the Good Neighbor Component.

The results by the first twelve countries are presented in Table 7.
Observing Table 7 we can say that the EU’s official strategic

partners have high positions and are situated very close to each
other only in the first component (except South Africa, is quite far
away from the rest of EU´s strategic partners), which proves our
theory and the fact that the indicators for our research were
chosen correctly. Moreover, when we applied the Binary Logistic
Regression (see above Table 5) the first principal component
added significantly to the model and has a positive sign. There-
fore, we have called this component the Strategic Partnership
Component.

Table 5 Variables in the equation.

B S.E Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step1a COMP1 3.014 1.013 8.860 1 0.003 20.372
COMP2 −3.020 1.267 5.681 1 0.017 0.049
COMP3 −0.195 0.973 0.040 1 0.841 0.823
Constant −5.974 1.758 11.543 1 0.001 0.003

Step2a COMP1 3.010 1.009 8.898 1 0.003 20.296
COMP2 −3.104 1.231 6.354 1 0.012 0.045
Constant -6.079 1.737 12.252 1 0.000 0.002

Sources: Own calculations on the basis of SPSS.

Table 6 Rotated component matrix.

Dimension Component

COMP1 COMP2 COMP3

DE1. Partner´s economic weight 0.937 0.122 0.123
DE2. Partner´s economic freedom −0.136 0.647 0.208
DC1.Common commercial interests 0.885 −0.085 0.177
DP1. Partner´s political weight 0.943 0.116 0.039
DP2. Partner´s sustainable governance −0.042 0.852 −0.034
DS1. Partner´s social development 0.785 0.381 0.154
DS2. Science-education collaboration 0.134 −0.642 0.497
DGC1. Partner´s geographical closeness 0.148 0.108 0.784
DGC2. Partner´s common historical-

cultural roots
0.052 0.440 0.021

DCV1. Partner´s common values with EU 0.556 0.523 0.171
DJ1. Common jurisdictional basis 0.183 0.166 0.860
DI1.Common institutional basis 0.597 −0.263 0.556
Dis1. Absence of minor discriminative

actions
−0.673 0.222 −0.190

Dis.2 Absence of major discriminative
actions

0.301 0.661 0.056

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
Sources: Own calculations on the basis of SPSS.
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Regarding the second component, Canada attained a high
position in the ranking while Russia and China occupy the worst
position in the ranking. Although the second component added
significantly to the model it has a negative sign. In this regard, we
can say that despite the rhetoric of EU’s leaders about human
rights and common values, the EU also tended to establish the
strategic partnership with those countries, which did not share
EU´s norms and values, practice discriminative actions against
each other and don’t converge on global issues, such as Russia
and China. Thus, we it can be concluded that the most important
criteria for choosing strategic partners for the EU was the part-
ner’s economic and political weight together with mutual com-
mercial interests. So, we can affirm our first hypothesis.

The close neighbors and potential EU members are situated in
the third component. From all EU´s declared strategic partners
Russia has the highest position in the ranking. Regarding South
Africa, it can be concluded that the EU develops actively
jurisdictional-institutional basis with this country and shares
historical-cultural roots, that explains partner’s high position in
this component despite the geographical distance between them.
Although this component does not make the country strategic, it
adds a special value to a country with a high strategic component,
considering that, being close neighbors, two powerful agents have
to consider each other’s respective positions, given that it is
impossible to resolve separately such common problems as
regional conflicts, terrorism, international crime, illegal emigra-
tion, and ecological problems, among others.

The results of the Binary Logistic Model country by country on
the basis of the first and second principal components are pre-
sented in Fig. 2.

Observing Fig. 2, it can be concluded that although a new list of
the EU´s strategic partners obtained by applying the Binary
Logistic Model resembles the official list of ‘Special Ten’ from the
first sight, some significant differences can be noted. Thus,
according to the model, Argentina should be awarded the status

of being EU’s strategic partner with a probability of almost 63%.
South Africa is not strategic enough even for being potential
partner according to the Model and probably obtained its special
status due to another personal EU’s motive. In this way, we can
prove our second and third hypotheses. So, our new list of ‘Special
Ten’ with the probability of more than 50% comprises the fol-
lowing: USA, China, Russia, Japan, India, Brazil, Canada and
Mexico. Indonesia and Switzerland are situated in the group of
‘EU’s Potential Strategic Partners’ together with the EU’s official
strategic partner South Korea (the probability for the potential
strategic partners is in the range of about 25–30%).

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the USA, China, Russia,
Japan, India and Brazil represent a particular group with a
probability of more than 99%, which we have called the most
important EU’s Strategic Partners with whom the EU should
develop the preferential strategic partnerships. Thus, although
Russia was excluded from the EU ‘Special Ten’ after the
annexation of Crimea it continues being very strategical and
together with the USA and China these countries have been
holding leadership with the probability of one hundred percent.

Conclusions
In this contribution, first, we have investigated the term of stra-
tegic partnership together with the EU’s conception of strategic
partnership, and we have given our own definition of this term.
Second, we have divided the indicators into specific categories
and the CATPCA analysis was utilized. Third, we have obtained
various dimensions and have applied the traditional PC analysis,
which has led us to three components. The first component has
been called the Strategic Component, the second one – Partner-
ship in Spirit Component and the last one -- the Good Neighbor
Component. Finally, on the basis of these three components, the
Binary Logic Model was applied.

For our model just the first and second principal components
proved to be a significant addition. However, the second one –

Table 7 Ranking by countries in COMP1, COMP2 and COMP3.

Ranking Country Component 1
(COMP1)

Country Component 2
(COMP2)

Country Component 3
(COMP3)

1 United States 5.489 Iceland 3.769 Ukraine 3.071
2 China 4.513 New Zealand 2.779 Macedonia 2.996
3 Canada 3.56 Norway 2.643 Albania 2.935
4 Japan 3.282 Australia 2.105 Bosnia and

Herzegovina
2.877

5 Russian Federation 3.262 Switzerland 2.031 Turkey 2.577
6 Switzerland 2.838 Hong Kong SAR

China
1.887 Norway 2.565

7 Brazil 2.037 Barbados 1.875 Moldova 2.51
8 Australia 1.814 Singapore 1.689 Serbia 2.43
9 Norway 1.801 Brunei Darussalam 1.604 Montenegro 2.236
10 Hong Kong SAR

China
1.75 Costa Rica 1.495 Georgia 2.115

11 India 1.486 Bahamas, The 1.452 Morocco 2.114
12 South Korea 1.46 Canada 1.441 Israel 1.848
13 Argentina 1.315 Chile 1.21 Egypt 1.639
14 Singapore 1.247 Dominica 1.208 Russian Federation 1.52
15 New Zealand 0.972 Qatar 1.189 Armenia 1.475
16 Mexico 0.845 Uruguay 1.167 Switzerland 1.406
17 Iceland 0.76 Israel 1.115 Tunisia 1.396
18 Saudi Arabia 0.732 Mauritius 1.113 Jordan 1.37
19 Indonesia 0.722 United Arab

Emirates
1.075 South Africa 1.355

20 Qatar 0.654 Montenegro 1.065 Iceland 1.291
–EU´s Official Strategic Partner

Sources: Own calculations on the basis of SPSS.
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Partnership in Spirit Component – has a negative sign. Thus, we
can conclude that the EU’s choice is contrary to the rhetoric of
EU’s leaders about the importance of human rights and common
values for choosing its strategic partners. In this regard, we can
prove that the political and economic weights of the partner
together with common commercial interests were the main
indicators for being chosen as one of the EU’s strategic partners.
Thus, our research proves empirically the imperfection of the
EU’s concept of strategic partnership, highlighted in the literature
review and shows some kind of mismatch with its norms and
common values.

According to the results obtained by the Logistic Binary Model
eight partners from the list of ‘Special Ten’ are really strategic for
the EU. Argentina should be awarded this status while South
Korea and South Africa are not strategic enough for being chosen
as EU’s strategic partners.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that this paper only proposes
the methodology for the election of the strategic partners for the
EU, however, it is necessary to monitor constantly the strategic
partners considering today’s political and economic perspective.
After the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia a sound
approach to the choice of strategic partners is especially impor-
tant in order to confront the crisis and survive in an ever-chan-
ging, fragmented, and divided world. Recent developments have
demonstrated that the leaders of the EU should pay much more
attention to selecting their partners. In this regard, first, the list of
strategic partners should be more diversified with a view to
ensure the autonomy of the EU both in the economic field and in
security and defense; and second, Partnership in Spirit Compo-
nent related to human rights and common values should play a
central role in choosing a partner and prevail over short-term
economic benefits.

Data availability
Data are available in the supplementary files. In this research the
data were extracted from official database such as World Bank,
Eurostat, etc. and other official sources. The datasets analyzed
during the current study are available from the corresponding
author on reasonable request.
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Notes
1 Russia was excluded from the EU’s ‘Special Ten’ in 2014 after the annexation of
Crimea (see Mogherini F.: “Russia is no longer the EU’s strategic partner’”, available
at http://www.euractiv.com/sections/global-europe/mogherini-russia-no-longer-eus-
strategic-partner-308152.

2 See Ranking the World’s Major Powers. A Graphic Comparison of the United States,
Russia, China and Other Selected Countries by Cordesman A.H, Emeritus Chair In
Strategy, 2022. However, the author concludes that Russia now a relatively minor
power in economic terms, in terms of its national research and development efforts in
terms of the resources it can spend on military forces. Available at file:///C:/Users/
naldo/Downloads/220427_Ranking_Major_Powers%20(1).pdf.

3 The EPF is an off-budget instrument aimed at enhancing the EU’s ability to prevent
conflicts, build peace and strengthen international security.

4 Wen stresses importance of developing EU-China comprehensive strategic
partnership. People’s Daily Online, May 2004. http://english.people.com.cn/200405/
07/eng20040507_142556.html.

5 See “Russia is no longer the EU’s strategic partner’”, available at http://www.euractiv.
com/sections/global-europe/mogherini-russia-no-longer-eus-strategic-partner-
308152.

6 See European Council, Council of the EU: EU sanctions against Russia explained -
Consilium (europa.eu).

7 See European Council, Council of the EU: Timeline - EU restrictive measures against
Russia over Ukraine - Consilium (europa.eu).

8 See at Azerbaijani FM talks strategic partnership with EU High Representative
(azernews.az).

9 See at Strategic Partnership between the European Union and Kazakhstan on
sustainable raw materials, batteries and renewable hydrogen value chains (europa.eu)
or Kazakhstan, EU sign strategic partnership document: 8 November 2022, 09:22 -
news on inform.kz.

10 See European Council, Council of the EU: UN-EU strategic partnership on peace
operations and crisis management: Council conclusions on priorities for 2022–2024 -
Consilium (europa.eu).
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