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EU-Russia Strategic Energy Culture:
Progressive Conver gence or Regressive Dilemma?

Amelia Hadfield
Canterbury Christ Church, Palitics/IR

Introduction

At first blush, the topic of EXRussiaenergy relationds a strikingly unfelicitous
combination by which to explore diplomatic innovations. But oppositions n al
make for strange bedfellows, particularly if they share a common féandas much
recent research illustratesjezgy security has a tendency to be analysestarkly
polarising terms, cast along the lines of importer vs. exporter statesened when
those identities are politicised, and then subsequently securitiseu.tWditenergy
leviathans like Russia and the EU, the claslevenmore diametrically opped?
However, when viewed solely as brute outputs, strategic policies légyerecurity
lose both their nuances, and their origins. A range of policies haveyesntr lift
energy security analysis beyond powessed frameworks, usually from within ttare

of International Relations theory.

This article suggests thatrategic culture, long consigned to the margins of broader,
more substantialR theories, offers a novel mode by which to exploegent
developments in EWRussia energy relationg\pproaching security precepts and
strategic policies like energy from the perspective of instituli®et norms, cultural
valuesets, strategic culture explores ‘the cognitive power of the past... as liteen
interpreted and processed’ by governments anigtées® Bringing more than half a
century of deeply interdisciplinary analysis to bear, through thremessive waves of
thought, strategic cultufeased analsyideconstruc the mindsets by whickenergy
security isfirst rendered strategi@and subseantly identifiyng whether such policies
are progressive or regressiva terms of th& inherentdegree of cooperation or
conflict. As illustrated in the case studies below, strategic cutiteimted analyses help
shed light on both the polarising tendencies that reify policy stances, and the
harmonizing potential that remains to connect the two sides. The broader @nidusi
thatEU-Russia energy security relations are overdue a rethinkhirieforetoo simple

to assign the EU and Russia priori identities of norm setter and revanchist regional



hegemonThis merelyconsigns either side to a series of pdefined roles in which the
areas of their connection are entirely missed against the accepted backuisbpriaf
opposition, while the reasons for opposition themselves reamin unekpiostead of
demonstrating the ‘change and continuity’ theme, strategic culturednsteavers the
‘like and unlike’ dyanmics held between the {Russia, and which colour their
respective attitudes to e energy security; the result is a maenced appraisal of

actorness, governance and interests.

At the level of energy security decisiomaking,strategic culturés additionally helpful

in reveaing a key paadox. Both sides are essentially motivated toward the same goals
of energy security (whether that entails security of supply for theiEgkcurity of
demand for Russia), market progpeand actoibased prestigehut undertake their
plans on the basis of vastyly different visions, using widely diversdem of
implementation, and with dissimilar standards of evaluation. On the basis of
acknowleged commonalities, both sides thus maskimpetus tdothcooperateo the

point of complete agreememndyetremain in conflict to the point of aggression.

In energy security terms, the material needs for cooperation are as potiet as
economic benefits, and security dividend on offer by securingtkmg EURussia
energy deals. Energy security is an area of real sensitivity betweewdrsdes
generallythe first policy area to witness accusations of interferenith, either side
threatening to prevent supply or curtail demandelsere, energy relations remains
surprisingly robusin both thepublic and private sector, suriung the seemingly lethal
wounds inflicted elsewhere, from diplomatic sparring to the punitiegght of
sanctions.Yet the two sides remain wholly at oddsiitually every aspect of their
vision of the role that energy security plalg&l energy security is premised open(if
incomplete) competitiveenergy markets, which increasing amounts of policies
integrated between EU Member States, with the ultimatervief constructing a
European Energy Union to bolster the regional integrity of the EU as a wuslsia
energy policy remains a powbased¢losed market based econothgt isinescapably
filtered througtrealpolitik-orientedforeign policy Energy seurity isstill one of many
means to an integrated European end; for Ruasimode tancrease bargaining power
over key actors, including the EU, and an end that ultimately peitnitsremain a

“strategically independent acto?”



Strategic culture examines this paradoxical relationshipvhich the two sides ‘are
inextricably linked in terms of the energy sectamnd reveals how overarching value
sets came to be held, shared, and ultimately disputed by both the EU, aiachiegsd

the prevailinggeoplitical or geoeconomic rubricsThe result are areas of schigne

to the persistence of key strategic norms, and cooperation, even harmorbsagon
on modes of convergence. The case studies thus reveal areas where bdthvsides
worked to establish common, or at least shared attitudes across their vesisaigic
needs, with progressive resulBrogressiveEU-Russiastrategicenergycultures like
the Northern Dimensiorthe Partnership and Cooperation Agreem@htA), the EU-
Russia Energy Dialoguend variougpostPCA initiatives are those whiclpositively
identify a commonalityendow it with legitimacyand concretise it within ajiven
policy. Regressive EWRussia strategic energy cultures however see sitategands
trump valuebased requirement3hey are governed instead by the predominance of
national culturs or regional requiremenis, which cardinal beliefare perceived to be
at odds with other viewpointgreventcooperation angromping belligerence even
aggressionForeign policy falloutsover the Energy Charter Treaty, the Third Energy
Package, and the role of transit states like Ukrainetteeeollapse of bothbasic

governingnorms and modes of communication

Strategic culture thus brings an additional variable to the table, fillithangaps
between geopolitics, decisionaking, and foreign policy withthe ‘beliefs,
assimptions, attitudes, norms, world views and patterns of habithaVvibar’ that
compriseEU and Russiastrategic energgultures® However, his analysismust be
drawn against ‘the gradual development of a shared set of rules that fresnlfand

in] international cooperation’, in which the gradual convergence ofipslias well as

the aproximation of the key terms and legal conceptsrethrough minimal, mutual,

and even maximum areas of convergence in energy polisyits lesseiknown
progressive fornmpoth sidedllustrate aculture of contact’, and even commonality, on
the most stategic of policies More familiar regressive episodes howevavyeal
ongoingontological bifurcations in cateogrising EU approaches to governing energy as
fundamentallydistinct from RussianThe currentimits to a viable sectorspecific
strategic cultte are laid bare, with contemporary convergence instrumental at the best
driven by the pragmatism of saticficing needs rather than the valestabfishingast

westenergy governance



The EU and Russiaemain interdependent rivals with varied and irrepresible
continental claimseachregardng the other grudgingly as a counterpart, struggling
vainly with the concept of a limited partnership, even a strategic aheni ‘strategic
culture’ of contact and commonality has arisen, it needs careful considgiitgion
origins havdikely beenbrutal its contact instrumentaltsi political interaction touchy
at bestwrung, rather than won, between an aspiring EU, and a Russia ‘which does not
aspire to become itmiember and yetremains defiantly, disconcertingly close to the
EU.8 This article suggests thah@ugh evidence mayet be foundof a strategic EY
Russia energy culture even if the nature of the content remains pragnizdst and
parsimonious at worsClearly, analysts and poliapakers alike require a workable
modelthat iscapable osimultaneouslgapturing the constitutive consequences ofeast
west energy connections, atite discursive implications dthe most intensive and

productive and yet dvisive areaof contemporarfU-Russiarelations®

Part |. Avenuesof Strategic Culture: A New Lensfor EU-Russia Energy Relations

The concept of strategic culture is a fascinating one, and yet oddIgteeglethin the
pantheon of mainstream IR theoBerhaps the term is too wide, or its application too
far-flung. Yet strategic culture has an intrinsic interpretive richness, offaringntext

for understanding the intellectual, instituitonal and strategitural determinants?,

able toaccount for botleontinuity and changein key security policiesStrategic culture
emerged from the Cold War context, when scholars such as Snyder ekx&uiriet
deterrence policy and concluded that US analysts failed to predictt $eacions,
having neglected key cultural differences between Soviet and Aareritecision
making!! Behavioural prediction focused solely upon ratiemetor paradigms and
game modelling proved to be wholly unsuited to uncovering the ‘set of beliefs,
assumptions,arms, worll views and patterns of habitual behaviour held by strategic

decisionmakers regarding the political objectives of war, and the best way ®vachi
it’ .12

Within the three waves of scholarship comprising contemporarggitatulture, two
key areas emeeg the Johnsofsray debate, and the emergence wfdiean strategic
culture studiesThe use of proressive and regressive sceniridstermine innovative

areas of cooperation and confliasapplied toEU-Russia energy security policjgaay



gradually onsitute an additional approadfoundational sategic culturescholarship
was established imorks by Snyder, identified as ‘the sum of ideas, conditioned
emotional responses, and patterns of habitual behaviour that merhlzersational
strategic community share with regard to nuclear stratéghhis was greatly refined
by the subseugent conceptualash betweenJohnston and Grawho differed in
regarding the concept as innatelgusal or more broadlyconstitutive of strategic
decisionmaking respectiely. Both perspectives shed interesting light on-Russia

relations.

Johnston’s perspective of strategic culture is a forceful, causal imgeexilaining
decisionmaking. It is determinative, not merely influential explanation ofvho
different natioml collectives perceive, andtapursuant to the use of force. In essence,
strategic cultureprovides decisionmakers with a uniquely ordered s#t strategic
choices from which we can dee predictions about behavid¥*.The source of this
behaviour is the whole gamut of cultural dispositions, ideational precepts, and
normative touchstones at work in a given national community. For dohrs$tategic
culture reveals the ‘shared assumption and decision rules that impegeea of order

on individual and group conceptions of their relationship to their social, segamal

or political environment?>

As such, strategiculture is the mode that best deconstructs the combined ‘system of
symbols first identified by Geer, including argumentation, structures, languages,
analogies, metaphdrss well as the policies that flow from such systems, and which
together éstablish pervasive and long lasting strategic prefereitdshnston’s use

of culture as a distinct causal variable is helpful illustrating pervasive national
interests- be they Russian or Europearthat continue tadirectly inform energy
preferences and which may predict future preferences in key policies likgyener
security. From this perspectiiel-Russia relationgppeardestined to remain strongly
opposedDespite the uneven conglomeration of Member State interests tistituden
the EU’s own energy security policy, Johndmased critiques suggest there remains a
stark eastvest divide, with policies flowing causaly from national attitudes,
themselves the product of their strategic environngerd,threat perceptions regarding
adversaies. Here, strategiaitture is both determinant, and detrimental to constructing

crossstrategic links with othregroups.



Grayhoweverdefined strategic culture as ‘modes of thought and action with respect to
force, which derives from perception of the national historical expEjefrom
aspirations for responsible behaviour in national tekm&xplanatory, rater than
determinative, strategic culture is seful’ but chiefly ‘constitutive context for
understanding decision’, but which ‘does not dictate strategic behgvidueast not
independent of a range of other internal and external variables, from t@omes
geography to the international balancepofver!® From this perspective, strategic
culture is less a decoding mechantsrmnpick the causal connections between national
attitudes and ensuing strategic decisions regarding EU and Russianssroengty but

a contextbasedtool that utilises dmestic factorsto understand the reasons and
moitvations of actors!? Here, poley choice arises not strictly via tradition but through
‘preferred methods of operations that are more or less specific to a lparticu
geographically based security commun®$/This additional flexibility not only sets
the stage for the emergence sgedfic crossnational security communities (e.g.
NATO, the UN and the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy), but indiviudal
crosscultural communities arising relationally, rather than oppositignalkach other,
and within a given policy area. The ERiissia Energy Dialogue, various conventions

and treaties, or even the Eurasian Economic Union are instructive in this.regar

The process of EU integration fosteramhtructivistconceptsof European strategic
culture. Scholars werémmediately confronteavith the issue ofeconciling widely
different national attitudes to security and defence. As Meyer argugs, ¢gnnot
expect national and European strategic cultures to be identical or evin’ simiih
the EU’s own ‘relatively short history and foundational myths rewgiviround the
benefits of peaceful multilateral @peration’ ultimately thinning out the critical mass
of likemindedness! Cornish and Edwardsuggesthat EU strategic culturdevolves
from ‘the institutional confidence and processes to manage and deploy nfiiteey
as part of the accepted range of legitimate and effective policy instruifedthers
identify the challenges inherent in getting tbempass pointf the Member States
to line up consistently enough to speak confidently of such a culturengxisteyer,
2006), and suggedhat vital aspects of security will remain permanently under
sovereign purvieviLindley-French, 2002)



What remains unclear within this school of thought is what precisely @iz
‘stratedc’ in a strictlyEuropean sense, arttlerefore capable of ‘collective culturing’
Cornish and Edwardanit this to ‘a positive approach among the militaryfand]the
inclusion of the military dimension’ within the B8 Equally however, EUtratedc
culturemayspring fromeconomic and energy securind the integrity of international
law, as found in the 2003 European Security Strat@dne 2011 Special Issue of
Contemporary Security Policy for example looked at European stratewicecappléed

to a range of issues, such as EU Civilian Crisis Management in the Baklans and
multilateral cooperation with NATO and the BN More recentlythe EU’s 2016
Global Strategyillustratesthat any emergent Europeasirategic culturenust now
extendbeyond plitical-military activity to encompass the hardware and software of
EU strategic concerns (e.gposteonflict reconstruction, peadmiilding and
development aid), and centrally, the ‘influence of ‘soft power instntshé security

policy’25.

European strategic culture is breaking new gro&itdated within a broadened school
of security studies, bouyed hiycreasingly polyvalent definitions of ‘strategiend
evershifting categories of ‘Europe’, European strategic culture must notonigise

a common normative foundation, but be flexible enougimd¢orporate multifaceted
policies like energy security as keyashared Europeddentity narrativeTwo points
can be made here. First, broadening the field of enquiry will ensategtr cilture
remains a progressive research programme. As Biava, Drent andh&lerdairgued,
strategic culture is currently ‘undexplored in terms of theognd methodology’, and
requires ‘embedd[ing] in a contemporary, rather than cold war, strategiext:26
Second, eergy securityitself is ahelpful example ofa polyvalent strateggmerging
from national narrativesombiring political, security, economic, legal and even social
componentsindeed, energy security represedtdinston’s original demand thats
Haglund argues,drand strategic preferencest whose service strategic culture must
be placed entaimore than purely militaryconsiderations, and include all those
economic and political, as well as militagspects of national power that must be

brought to bear upon the task of accomplishiagional goals?’

What now remains is the applicationtwbadened understandings of strategic culture

to the concept ofolicy-specific strategic cultures, i.e. an identity narrative shared



betweertwo neighbouring entitiesBefore turning to such possibilities, the specifics of

Russian strategic culture need to be investigated.

Russian Approaches

The determinative interpretation of strategic culdescribed by Johnson is a good fit
for superficial readings of Russia, suggesting an entity ‘where historical choices,
analogies, metaphors, and precedents are all invoked to guide &huiite’ few
opportunities for change. The 20B8ergy Strategy of Russiais a good example of this
national attitude, dsribing energy security as synonymous with the ‘protection of the
country, its citizens, society, state and economy against the ttoreatsliable fuel and
energy supply2® Here, concepts of the ndRussian other, representing the EU
counterpart whether broadly ‘geopolitical, macroeconomic’ or redipn
‘conjunctural’ can thus be viewed simply as ‘threats’ to be containeégotiated®
Recent work on Russian strategic culture illustrates the same foambnuity and
change that preoccupies itsrBpean counterpart, as well as the same struggle to get to

grips with unwieldy series of nested identities. As Ermarth argues:

For all its high degree of militarization, Russian strategic cultiret
simply coterminous with its military culture, i.eleep attitudes about
how military power should be shaped, maintained, and used. Strategic
culture in the Russian case is very much influenced by political culture,
how political power is defined, acquired, legitimized, and used; by
foreign policy culturehow the outside world is regarded and addressed;
and by economic culturealthough the latter is, in the Russian case,
more a product of the other influences than itself a source of influence.
But that may be changing. In other words, strategic cultusesafiom

the intersection of political, foreign policy, military, and economi

culture— and influences can flow in both directiofis.

Other scholars includin@renin agreethat the seismic changes between Soviet era
conceptions of the state asnajor miltary and economipowerand its more blurred
21st century status ha impacted strongly on national perceptitfadMaterially, the

situation is one of deterioratiodemographic criss,afall in industial efficiency and



production,lack of expertise, crubling monetary stability and the rise mfal states

and regions in its neighbourhood.

It is clear that Russiaas undergona degree of strategic sesgarching sincthe post

Soviet era whicttould explain both the decoupling between the culture o dore
norms and beliefs, andstability and unpredictability of that comprised its strategic
positioning3? The backlash against such declinist images has been considerable,
however. One aspect illustrates a pervasive need to reclaim a narrative of former
greatness in a wholly autonomous way. Others suggest foreign policges t
acknowledge the status, and strength of key global neighbours and the ne@etateoo
with them. Taken togther, Russian strategic culture operates beyond simpleainter
self-definition in its inputs, and defensive and tactical outputs, striving ynerdie a
‘partner more humored thahonored34 More likely, a shift in regional hierarchy
between Russia, its former provinces, NATO and the EU has produced wuateattit
self-determination in both Russia and the EU in which both sides operate withelexibl
attitudes permitting policy cqeration, alongside unyielding attitudes preventing it. As
Haukkala argueshoth the composition and external activites of the EU provide the
surface area for Russiandefinition, allowing Russia to define itself in opposition to
(and possibly explot) the complexity of the EU’s integrated instiutsmes,ed policies,

and slowimplementationThis in turn has had an impact on the way agreements and
deals are conducted betweeatihio sides; producing that same uneveness of cordiality

and intransigence aareas deemed inherently strate¥ic.

Updating the Field: Cause, Context and Collective Cognition

As illustrated above, both Johnson and Guegnted interpretations can apply to either
side of the ELRussia dyanmic. The next stepidentifying row the EU and Russia
togethercomprise a shared poliggpecific strategic culture, in this case, on the basis of
energy securityClassic strategic culture scholarship offers a few insights.siamn
derived interpretations of strategic culture for examplefbBydiscerning the motives

by which each side is initially constructed in terms of -definition. However,
interrogating the heritage of ERussia energy security is enhanced by Gray’s view of
strategic culture as a ‘constitutive and discursive coffitgxinderstanding decisions’

that does not ‘dictate strategic behaviciirContextual approches explain how



episodes of cooperatiand conflict emerge, and how they simultaneously comprise,
and mediate their shared environment in a way that goes beyond themtglof ‘deep’
selfimage on both sides. Further, fRilissian strategic energy culture is by its nature
congtitutive of the basic agreements emergent from former motivations; comprising a
effect, rather than a causeictu sensu). Finally, the matations on either side are by
their very naturaiscursive, in the sense of projecting a variety of powessed self
images within the context of defining their Strategic Partnership. Vidoile sides
arrive with preset selfdefinitions, the concomitantontours of the EtRussian
strategic energy culture, are too wide and variable an area to be seen to baaermi

in an absolute sense of the strategic behaviour of either side. & &f lesnicrocosm,
and more of an active shaper in filteriagpriori strategic assumptions, and then
translating them back; for this reason-RUssian strategic energy culture has been seen

to both broker compromise, and spectacularly increase tensions.

In instrumental terms, ERussia energy security has operatazhgla harefought
spectrum of slim approximation vs concentrated convergence encompasgihg le
political and economic standards (as means), and strategic goals (aSback) value
sets move between agreemeligagreement anidhpasse. This is bestexplified, qua
Johnson, agrocessrationality, in which the forum of engagement itself helps each side
to define, rank and defend their various preferences. This occurs not oreteé basis

of their pre-detereminedstrategic cultures, but in practical terms, upon the rules,
standards and general assumptions that are hammered out between tthestvilhsise
shared rulres emerge independena pfiori cultured identity bases as the foundation
of a separate, seconglapolicy-specific strategic culture. Policy-specific strategic
culture is itselfconstitutive of the dual preferences of both actossbstantive in
representing key points of agreement and disagreemerdjsaacsive in conditioning

the expectations ofgqwer and policy that underwrite the dynamics of the entire process.

There is however a need to push beyond these perspectives to ekayexamples
of EU-Russia interactiothat carviably illustrate’an extensive degree of convergence
of norms andtandards in some areas, principally economic relati@stcordingly,
the use of causal and contextual factors needs to be augnerdate best contender
at present, as argued by Schmidt that of strategic culture ‘as a ‘syigpeafevences’

and notas a concept for the explanation or understanding of specific decidiuss’;
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approach allows analyses that pull together specific particularist iie¢ional’)
interests ‘alongside the way in which the decisiogking ‘game’ is played across the
varios levels’ between two key playets.From its application to EU military
involvement, Schmidt arguehkis variant produces enriched analyses that explain the
individuated interests of discrete actors, the ‘constituent ‘preferémicas produce

both agreement and disagreement between the two sides, and the agreed ‘general
preferences, particular interéstisat produce specific policies and illustrate ‘the way

the ‘game’ is played’ as a whole. (568.

This article concludes with three observations. Fitstrd is an extant ERussia
strategic energy culture based on mutual understanding of the need fdled, set
interdependent framework of supply and demand in ways that minimize riikts a
forms. Alongside the material interdependence that accomphrigsesent setup, the
sharing of risk and cost entailed in balacing security of supply and densanbliradis
the two sides together; simply put, ‘the burden of risks, be they tethmaditical, etc.

as well as the burden of costs, should be sharelaveshnikov, 2010, 589).
Accordingly, there is a unity of purpose here, and a consequent ‘comspamséility

at the political and business level’ (ibid), but it tends to be undedby duality of
vision, between the liberalizing paradign of the EUd &ussian efforts to ‘create
conditions for the financial and economic stability of the energy structmes
institutions’, prefering the ‘innovative development of the sector thratsgdramatic
modernization (Russian Federation 2003) to liberalisat®econd, despite such
duality, this culture has demonstrated progressive attributes, in badh sniccesses
such as 2005 Roadmap for a Common Economic Space in which ‘the development of
harmonised and compatible standards, regulations and conformigssamnt
procedures...including enhanced regulatory dialgoue and cooperation between
responsible institutions and a reinforcement of the institutional cegscitas agreed
to, as well as current lovevel sectorspecific harmonies (Russian Federation amd th
European Union, 2005). Third, this culture has also exhibited since rlye2880s
persistent regressive qualities, in which political discord has peshdivision of the
negotiating culture as a whole, largely on the basis of an increasingiprimensrate
interpretation of energy security that best reduces risk, and increases\degrees of

power, be it market, political, regional, etc.
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PART Ill. CASE STUDIES

Progressive EU-Russia strategic energy culture

1. TheNorthern Dimension (1999 and 2006)
One of the offorgottenareas of early E4Russia engagement, the Finnisd project
to act as interlocutor between the emergent EU and a fmstyCold War Russia
yielded quiet but impressive results in establishing an operationaunof trust,
reciprocity and likemindedness in key areas. The project not only kickstarted the
dynamic of regional cooperation but constructed a visible ‘policyqglatbetween the
EU, Norway, Iceland and Russia’, one which Aalto argues is a ‘cruasal study [as]
a promising setting for energy policy coopeartion.... in northern Eur@gmeearly
microcosm of the later successes of theMl$sia Energy Dialogue (Ashgate, 18).
This joint policy aimed to promote the dialogue between the partners and intipeove
levels of cooperation for a better economic prosperity of the sides @uvdivdid not
only prove to be a success in terms of allignment of policies in that régear@lso got
renewed again in 2006, which shows the continuous effect it had on theuskia
relations (eeas.europa.eu).
The merits of the Northern Dimension include the basic regional sysi@mvas
tentatively constructed between the two sides; the-léwsl sociepolitical
convergence operating horizontally, the precursor in those firstQodtWar years,
of subseugent institutional links, economic cooperation and legislgpreximation,
all of which saw greater refinement in the following PCA. Thasic interaction
afforded by regular dialogue and necessary compromise emergecetglagutrally
on either side, and over time developed into model norms, affording Istrthnental
harmonisation and a degree of likemindedness over the need for a culturéact con
ensuring compatible approach&is only proves the beneficial effect that strategic
culture in terms of economy and energy cooperation between the actorsdnhelree
the member states as well as Russia itself, in making the coopénatiertain fields
of policy something of a building bloc for mutual understanding.
The Northern Dimension itself is therefore seen as a progressiRuBtia strategic

energy culture, due to its nature of leading to a positive notion ietcotbperatiomnd

12



the common understanding of the benefits in deepening into the likeminded policy
coordination as well as the widening of the areas where strategicaged be achieved
through the mutual compromise of the actors involved. Given the fachéhsiorhern
Dimension set the ground for opened dialogues and possibility for futurer fut
deepening and widening in terms of foreign policy making between the EU arnd,Russ
itis clear that those inherity different actors could work togethén@basis of prgress

and prosperity. What is more, the very fact that the Northern iBilbe was then
ratified again after its innitial creation shows the willingness of thasmgrs to aim

for that strategic progress, thus this case study perfectly fits theepsive nature of

the strategic eergy culturBurthermore, through looking at the Northern Dimenstion

in Johnson’s suoategories, we can conclude that the case eemplifies the process
rationality which has developed through the interaction of those partriedetarmins

their future stand on issues involving the continuous cooperation in 2y giea
between the EU and Russia.

2. Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (1994)

Whilst theECT initially provided a framework for energy relations between the EU an
Russiaa significant political strategy between the new Union and its foremadstgtra
partner was needed on which to base the majority of poliiedbgue as well as

helping ‘develop their economies through cooperation in a wide range ofearkas

through political dialogue(EuropearCommission1997).Like the ECT, negotiations | Commented [AH1]: page #

to finalise the 199#&artnership and Cooperation Agreement (P@cluded at last in
1997 were fraught with tension, and yet contained a measure of equivalence and
acceptance. While agreement over market stimulants were generally easéy ativ

the interpretation of key norms, including thespect for democracy, the principles of

international law and human right(furopearCommissior,l]199')) produced serious \: Commented [AH2]: page #

acrimony. Key to this agreement was the basic forms of legal ap@taimmeeded
upon which both a normative and strategic foundation could then be built. As
Romanova argues, the convergence requirements inherent in the documehg and t
expectations othe EU side that ‘an important condition for strengthening economic
links between Russia and the Community is the approximation of legis)dtom the
Russian perspective clearly ‘put the burden of implementation on R(Rsiaanova,

2012, p. 27). During the 199¥997 negotiations, the idea of a partnership of equals was
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strained to breaking point; Russian chguigking of provisions most favourable to its
current economic needs sat uneasily alongside the EU’s apparent universal
interpretation of normnecessary to a Europe that would prosper, with its partners, for

thelong duree.

Here, the EU itself required adjustment, from a loekesket of demands that, following
Romanova’s suggestion, ‘hinges on the total approximation [of ldgiglas oppeed

to agreeing on the goals and leaving it to the partners to decide on the émi&raon
achieve them’ (ibid). Much of the flexibility underwriting strategidtere of any sort,
between any two actors, emerges from the political capacity, and indedegi
capabilities inherent in what might be termed ‘directrased’ modes of negotiation
and integration. Regulatidmased requirements may appear absolutist in demanding
wholesale legal convergence, pertinent only for key aspects of thettd'aquisThe
pragmatism necessary to produce a working culture capable of producingra dec
bilateral agreement generally flows from directbhased methods allowing either side
to ‘approximate only essential norms and standards while gauranteeing mutual
recogniion of national standards and regulations in other fields’ (ibid 25). TésPC

latter cycles of negotiating exemplified much of this direcbased flexibility.

The ability of either side to strike common ground, and to move from oorntm
compatible,and from then to convergence, is the quintessence of any subsequent
strategic culture. When this occurs in the area of policies, partictiadg as strategic

as energy security, the input is as crucial as the output; as Egan argues, the
‘harmonizatiorof policies was a means of reconciling differences in national regylator
practices and creating common rules (Egan 2006, 32, in Romanova 2012, 2@, Furt
the badging by the EU of a clearly defined set of inviolable norms hadcapdoeffect

upon theemergent Russian political structure, its governing elite, and its oniity.

The PCA thus imparted both thermative milieu, and theconsensus-driven dynamics

that Russia necessarily needed, both domestically and internatidoailyin a sense

of legitimacy. It also lodged the strategic aspect of ‘partnershipeasardinal method

of matched, equal recognition, on the basis of far more equivalemt, eengrocal
agreements in terms of gradual legal and approximation and policymelid. In
addition, the body of agreements itself also contained key provisiomeayyesecurity

which may have appeared more favourable, emanating as they did from a theicl
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was not the ECT. Perhaps the strongest argument for -fel@lv strategic culture
operating between EBussia on key provisions (including energy) is, ironically, the
continued development of recognisably R@érived provisions, in the absence of any
formal replacement or successor to the PCA itself. Designed ostensiggrate for a
decade, its 2007 dedate has confounded attempts to reboot, reset or replace it; no
significant legal construct consequently exists. Yet key framewankncie to flow
from it, including the 2003 Permanent Partnership Council (replacing thesPCA’
original Cooperation Council), and ‘an increase in contacts at the tramageental
level’; chief among which were key in the preparation of the 2005 Gonfpaces,
which were preserved and further developed in the framework of sector dialogues’.
Further evidence of a progressive energy security culture are found HP@Ast
projects including the promotion of energy saving, energy efficianayhich Russia
ratified the KyotoProtocol, phased out single hull tankers, reduced gas flaring,
constructed the EARussian Energy Efficiency Initiative (2006), which mirrored the
Energy Dialogue by operating as ‘a platform for discussions on bothaledaolicy
related issues’ (Romanava012 31). The late 2000s was in this way witness to ‘a
gradual thickening of transgovernmental and transnational’ links betwedRuBsia
relations (Romanova, 2011, She deepening of the strategic energy colture following
the fact that cooperatiomuotinues to occur even when the PCA has not bedraren,

also speaks for the progressive notion of the strategic culture betwéepabuters,

and the process rationality is even more evident that it was in the NoEilmeension,
showing a wide range of policy areas which have been aligned, however gissures

the cooperation of Russia and the EU still exist in areas where galiticdvement

blurrs the benefits of economic convergence.

3. EU Russia Energy Dialogue

Similar to the Northern Dialoguanother lowmevel forum that operates as a ‘useful
constitute and discursive contegt understanding decisions’ (Bai, Drent and Herd,
2011, 1228) is thd&eU-Russia Ener gy Dialogue, which emerged as a netural forum in
which the main players were abtermeet independently of the the worsening climate
of Transit Protocol/ECT ratification negotiations. Established in 2000e EURussia
Summit in Paris, with a legal basieat can be traced to tRCA, the goal of producing
eventual commonalities and agueration in lowlevel issue areas was helpfully

unburdensome, allowing the dialogue to be regarded positively from theasuse
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forum ‘which will enable progress to be made in the definitiomdEd-Russian energy

partnership’ European Commissior2010. Emergent commonality on the complex {Commented [AH3]: page #

area of energy security (founded via the Northern Dimension) arguablgesdhier a
way that established a series of working assumptions and beliefs abouéedhtome
approach to, and efficacy of, key aspects of thelRanpean energy supply chain. One
cannot argue that an emergent strategic culture of a decidedly thick qualitydefor

the most part, the sumniiased asepct of ERussia context for decisiemaking
shaped strategic decision making between the two, but did not deterntiopérates
(as neoclassical realists might argue) more as an intervening var&bleen more
robusta priori strategic cultures held independently by the EU and Russia, and the
structural requirements of balancing seiyuoif supply demands with those of security
of demand (Lobell and Taferrg. Regardless, the merit of the dialogue, apart from its
reliability and as a seemingly permanent d@wel, neutral forum to debate a policy
that is ironically anything but, wetbe small successes that flowed from it, including
the EURussia Technology Centre (2062, the Energy Permanent Partnership Council
(2005-present), the EU Energy Efficiency Initiative (2006), and atyasfesubsector
agremements brokered on crisis mg@ment, and an enhanced Early Warning

Mechanism

In addition, a number of peBCA initiatives, including the Four Common Spaces
(2003present), the EXYRussian Common Economic Space (2@@&sent) and the
Partnership For Modernization (P4M) all effectively support the gewcegerative
ethos of the EtRussia Energy Dialogue, and the wider corpus of anREEkia
strategic energy community. Despite ‘differing priorities of Belsand Moscow’ the
concept of common spaces possibly because of their innasmbiguity — has
‘generated tangible progerss in terms of highlighting shared strateégiests in the
sphere of ‘soft’ security and establishing common principles whigiven greater
mutual trust and confideneemay in time develop into a deeper parship based on

common norms and values’ (Averre, 2010, 532 and Potemkina 2010).

While criticism has been levelled at the Dialogue as an inconsequeliiiiagjtshop, it
has for more than a decade remained the neutral arena in which to negadithte s
sectoral successes and debate larger issues of space, terrain and actorness. As Aalto

argues, the dialogue ‘has remained safe from widespread politicizatithre barger
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bulk of actors involved in and affected by European energy policy’ (Ashgateitdh G
the high stakes involved, the ongoing neutrality of the dialogue sees it contiaue as
subtle but necessary fulcrum for ERiissia strategic energy security, capable of
reversing, or at least defusing disputes, which ‘initially look te@inbut eventudy

turn into fundamentally political questions of what the EU and Russiasergras
political projects, and of whose models are being adopted in the institizédioa of
their mutual relations’ (Aalto, ibid, 15).

Furthermore, the dialogue itself offea way of cooperation between the two partners
which does not aim to introduce incredible policy convergence or-ineakgh in their
relations, rather it focuses on the sasiéip winnings along the way of delegating and
compromising in small areas, igh is then meant to build up on the progress of positive
interaction netween the EU and Russia. Thus, theRHtkia Energy Dialogue is
considered as a starting point for future likemindedness in attitudes grehoheginto

the policy convergence of thanpners for better productivity in terms of future policy

allignment.

Each of the above examples reinforces the thicker quality not only of tHeuEtla
strategic partnership, but to suggest that this partnership goes béymorchatic
bilateralism; that pragmatic cooperation, when untrammeled by othedierges, is
perfectly capable of generating ‘shared norms [that] can lead to a pluralist aatymu
of political, economic and social actorsn, and to common approachesimaose in
the shared neighbourhood’ (Averre, 2010, 532).

Regressive EU-Russia strategic energy culture

4. TheEnergy Charter Treaty

During the 1990’s,0pening and integration of peSbmmunist energy markets
constitued the first, and best area foutually beneficial cooperatiofKonoplyanik
2006, p.524)Aligning the richness of Russiaratural resourcesith growing usage in
Europe, alongside increasing desiregducetheir Middle Eastdependencan a way
that provided macreconomic stability for the region appeared llestway forward.
Not yet capable of managing credember Sta# negotiations, the structure that
emerged to promote easest energy cooperatiomas distinctly national in ilk, and

managed outside the EU legal framewdtR91 saw hie European Energy Charter
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declaratiorsigned in the Hague, followed by the Energy @afreaty ECT), signed | Commented [AH4]: add to references

in Lisbon in 1994, taking legal effect in 1998 digned with the gbctive that Wwithin

the framework of State sovereignty and sovereign rights over energyacesamd in
a spirit of poitical and economic cooperatiofEuroppan Commission, 199the ECT
afforded its signatories, including the EU (as a REIO) andMiunber Stateshe

opportunity to promote the development of an efficient energy matkeughout

Europe'. | Commented [AHS]: Page #

The spectacular series of fallouts that dogged=te throughout the 2000 are well
known. Internally, they can be read as the EU'’s inability to permit an eagrggment
that quickly appeared to rival major chunks of the EU’s own aquis; iresutt the
Commission opposing virtually every aspect of negotiations on theequent (and
scuppered) Transit Protocol. Externally, Russia soured in its iatatipn of major
provisions; refusing to ratify it domestically, but ultimately liable ringionally for
applying it provisionally, as evidenced by the ruling on the Yukos case.llfqua
however, the ECT set the framework for the major terms ofveastt energy security

in terms of trade, transit, third party access, investor proteei@hdispute settlement
resolution.While Russia withdrew from the Trigain 2009 (energycharter.orgECT
investment protection provisions will continue to 2030; and much in terms of the
framework — while hotly disputed— has permanently set the definitions, and
requirements for establishing a secure energy community bethed&t and Russia.
The push towards more open energy markets (energycharter.org), caalid be be

of importance when it comes to Russia’s withdrawal from the €hasince as
mentioned above in the article, their basis of operation and what theytstachieve
has always been centered around the idea of nationally owned markettleithdim

for discussion on the matter.

Such an evident case of not being able to allign policies in order to achievenmizom
ground is therefore a clear examination of how regressive strategjigyeoulture
appears in the EJ Russia relations, even on the verge of having agreements as the
PCA as well as other minor agreements and declarations which prome& clo
cooperation. The highly selective way of conducpadjcies especially in the case of
Russia complements to that regression, even though in the contrary in céa thats

the EU have been expressing a policy pursuit which is closely in line with its ow
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desires and aspirations, rather than a compromaéng for the purpose of mutual
understanding.

This in its own right has been more then a clear evidence on how even in the face of
having to cooperate in terms of such a vital matter as energy, therdiffereeptions

of two actors such as the EU and Russia can clash and lead to distancing in the way
policies are being made. The fact that Russia decided to withdraw from the EC
evidently has lead to lack of efficient dialogue and further deepeningrojfyesecurity,

making the ECT an example for the regressive nature of strategic energy poe
adaptive rationality of Russia and the limited rationality of the EU an@itaétnbers

have both contributed to the lack of continuous cooperation and have both played a part
in the “fall-out” between the @ors.Whether or not such a downfall in policy alignment

will be a consistent factor in the future interaction in theMi$sia aquis depends on
many variables, however, especially with the growing politicabdighg between the

parties, a positive outawe seems unlikely to be reached.

5. EU Aquis

The uptake in attempting to complete the EU internal energy markeprbduced
greater legistlative surface area upon which an increased number ofaspessen.
From the 2004 Directive on the security the supply of natural gas designed to
establish ‘measures to safeguard an adequate level for the securityugdg's(2004,
127/93), to proposals of unbundling vertically integrated companiegent in the
Third Package, the Commission has attempgtecconstruct and finalise a legal
framework to which all Member States must adhere. Market normsveoappear to
outflank the market; competition laws (particularly those undengritinbundling
requirements) impact third parties and seem poised to demand sigrificengfes, in

which even rudimentary approximation appears aljpip too far.

Regulations an®irectives on Electricity and Gas were intended to establish “common
rules for the transmission, distribution, supply and storage of’agaselecticity
(European Commission, 1998)eared tdoost the EU’s policy oénhanced market
integration consequentially boostingompetition and consumer choice. While the
technical aspects were laid out in some detail, neither Regulatidiseatives were

able to fully accounfor the knockon effect that such measures would have politically,
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as well as economically, with its largest third party supplier, speliificegarding the
failsafes of gauranteeingecurity of supplyln a pregas spat world where hg-term
contracts were largely driven by private sector dyanmics and oversederbier
States in terms of majority shareholdings, or in terms of dictatingresdtenergy
supplies, the need for failsafes was not apparent. However tlat@006 and 2009
spats(Stern 2006and 2009) with theinterveningRussiandefence ofSouth Ossetia
and Abkhazigprompting a lowlevel war in Georgiaand the Commission committed
to a policy of decoupling energy champions from their state sponsamagimg energy
securty as a progressive strategic cultdomked decidedlychallenging Gazprom
contracts were still popular with Member States, beti¢igal obligatios via ‘takeor-
pay’ requirementstheir sheer longveity, and tireermediary vulnerability ofelations
with transit states like Ukraine, casstll more sobering light on the situatiohfter

the Russian withdrawal of the ECT and subsequent attempt to recornstioacvin
framework for eastvest energy cooperati¢8ierra 2010, Lussac 2010), EU responses
inevitably became more politicized, with starker contrasts between theéthbd’ of
marketing opening and a Russian etlizsed on a determined commitment to
increasing the series of loitgrm bilateral gas contracts with Member States while
seeking to dninish key EU projects like Nabucco and South Stream.

Oppositional outlooks, pugnacious diplomatic forays, and dhede et imperium’
approach to the Ukraine have certainly contributed to an impasse atop thes vari
formats of EURussia energy relatis. Once a benign, necessary tool to achieving a
balanced energy portfolio, the policy of diversification has been incogabbst both
sides into an increasingly zesam arsenal of energy tools. The irony is that both sides
are resorting to the same foreign policy tool to alleviate what is essetttialsame
problem: attempting to decouple, and even transcenedntiphatically interdependent
and consumately regional nature of their relationship by strikingfatea deals that
entail similar, if not ehanced degrees of risk in the energy supply chain than each

accuses the other of representing within timeent setup.

This case study presents a strong view of a further regressive behavéuit womes
to strategic energy power. What is more, thgressive notion is seen to be expressed
by both partners, which suggests that positive outcomes are unlikelyutoomce such

a divide is being achieved and one artner becomes suspicious of the aticnshe
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other one is about to make. The politicising of the energy security quésttber
denotes the power of positive and beneficial cooperation, which is s¢lee Wway the
Commission has reacted to the growing EU dependency on the natural resburces
Russia. This in its own right was inevitably going to affect Russiarepsons of its
Western partner, pushing the Federation to go back to esaer@ame o&chieving

sustainability for its future exports, which is so vital to their domesto@uy.

On the other hand, the fact that a large number of the EU’'s memberastataghly
dependant on Russian gas has further destabilised the EU internalingceedivision
and leading to slowing down on the polieaking process, which, as discussed abov
in the article is often seen as a weakness of the Union. The inability ofdioth &
come together and work closely in times of uncertainy has leadsfgeroeptions and

further regressive behaviour when it comes to theRkldsia energy security.

6. European Neighbourhood Policy and Russia

FurthermoreThe EUcreatedts EuropearNeighbourhood #licy as a way of providing

its neighbours a closer cooperation and economic benefits, therefore, the EU
conditionality woks on the basis that the EU peves itsef a valuable partnénat
shares similar values and norms with its immediate neighbourhcadkkBla, 2008,
p.41). The EU detemins its own norms to have a strategic powerhinepartners,
therefore, it expects complience and further integnatidoe an easily followed process.
However, when it comes to how Russia sees the ENP, a different percdtuee isu
being exeplified. The country sees the ENP as a way for the EU to acquireee"sp
own influende” and pool resources towards Brusgks very fact that the EU offered
Russia to become its neighbour, not only provoked Russian pride, seelhgdtan
equal player, but was seen as an intrusion into their sovereign dealings€l4agRkk8,
p.43).Such a division in the perceptions &ngs the ENP not only does not help the
progress of mutual strategic culture, it creates tensions betweenpthsers in the
struggle to receive what they need and not present themselves as a weaker ac
Struggles over the neighbourhood can also ba séth the Russian reactions towards
Ukraine’s ellegit signing of the trade agreement with the EU, whichtavéake place

in 2014, however, Yanukovych’s government refusing to go ahead with¢rstodeat

the time resulted in a backlash of violence arsfability in one of the key strategic
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neighbours both of Russia, due to the gas pipelines going through the countrgiand t
common history, and the EU, being a slogan for employment and economic pyosperi
for Ukraine. However, the division in the responses to the annexatiomufaCy the
ethnic russian population has pushed Europe into further distancingRussia,
having to impose economic sanctions upon businesses and nationalsexfetetibn,

in order to avoid being seen as the actor which, whilst promotic human rights and the
rule of law through democracy, has failed to act in a situation where it neteald its
position as a global player (Cunningham, 2016). In terms of energy suclosametie
played an even more distancing role, due to the restrictions put on Rosaefhdit

and Gazprom, all of which being owned by the Russian state (Bbc.col&). 20
According to Cunningham, even though the results form the esatretions coming

from Russia to EU and US officigidacedpressuraipon the European economy in an
unimaginable way due to the energy dependéetyeen EU and Russia, such foreign
policy decisions are best described through the lense of strategic cusituce,
rationality does not often play a role in the way decisamesbeing make, making the
area of strategic culture of high importance in examining the commsxbétween
actors in the international system.

This is one of the most valuable examples when it comes to the regressrgy
security, since it exepliéis traits oof both actors, which are inevitably going to lead to
beliefs and perceptions that are going to distabilise any further deepemifdening

when it comes to policy convergence. The PCA was supposed to place Rutssa on
global scene as an equal partner, however, the fact tat the EU has even considered
Russia as a possible ENP country brought back the politically enduzisbdenaking

in Russia, causing it to defend itself from being seen as a week state.

The events following the ENP led ranily to show the differences between Russia and
the EU, what is more, it caused both actors for one reason or anothactdhesir
beliefs upon the countries in between the entities, especially Geojibllaaine,
whichas seen led only to energy distezation and political suspicion form both sides,
The power game which occurred between the military enhanced Russia and the
normative based EU thus contributed to the regression, which followingrtbéoses
placed upon one another gives little hopeffdure improvement when it comes to
energy security. This is therefore a topic of high importance, sinceassded above,

both the EU and Russia need each other and are extremely dependant on each other

when it comes to energy security, and a contnuous regression in the stragegyc en
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relations is going to lead to a long period of economic downfalls and plolitica

distancing.

IV. Concluding Observations

The case has been put, from a conceptual and practical perspective, for &aomew
unorthodoxapproach by which to examine ERLUssia energy relations, in the context
of postCold War integration, emergent actorness, and varied concepts dadtiregul
their energy interdependence. Drawing on the political, sociological aldrat
heritage of stratgic culture, the merits of the present approach entail ‘methodologica
pluralism, disciplinary tolerance, and... dialogism’ in support of Itiparspectival
enquiry’ (Aalto, Ashgate, 21). The same could be said about the myriadngorki
dyanmics of strategiculture itself: promoting in its more pragamtic interpretation, the
ability to identify and codify, however broadly, convering political viewsi
approximated measures, and even harmonised standards, against a braddgy dfc

commensurate perspeas/in terms of both economic growth and political stability.

As illustrated, the suggested mdéivel fora which exemplify positive and negative
examples of attempts to reach this commonality, can be badged as an emigrgent E
Russia strategic energy cultuemboding as it doesthe energysecurity decision
making realm in whicta ‘system of symbols’ is drawn upon by both actors. It is
tempting to regard the systesutputs as manifestly dyadic in nature, comprising a
rather limited family ofexporter/importer, antagonist/protagonist, #theceptoretc.
The multiperspectival nature of strategic culture however should acthaslthy
deterrent to such limitations; counteracting such oppositional igsntitth a series of
relational ones in which far more commonality, convergene amgkcation exists than

is generally observed or credited, and in which the segtecific strategic culture is
located against the tader backdrop of po§told War eastvest cooperation. As Aalto
suggests, this narrative method allows key facets of theegic culture, such as the
EU-Russia energy dialogue to emerge ‘as part of a larger story in the waiithgyhere
two parties are trying to address mutual concerns by means obgugiaivhilst other

interested actors and affected groups are joimh@Aishgate, 2930).

Opposition understandings are not difficult to reach; particularlynagst of great
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political tension. Equally when such tensions seem over time to atidsacthe
majority of given relationship, it is tempting either to suggestbsence of any
cooperatioron the basis of primordial geopolitical rivalry, or attributes of amnlyg
and complexity, arising fronmstitutional dissimilarities; this spectrum could range
from observing a total absence of any-RUssia cooperation to irgntal spats arising
from the substantial ‘misfit in their administrative structures and cgft@R®manova,
2011, 1). There are a number of problems with such conclusions. Fns, itha
distinction to be made between bilateral relations in the pspliere that appear
sporadic while cooperation in the private sphere continues in a manner timts e
continuance of contractual relations, including those for the purchase arefydef

oil and gas. Second, one needs to distinguish between stdtesuggesting that a
period characterised by an absence of-Ril$sia cooperation and, following
Romanova, ‘an absence of thencept of EU-Russia cooperation’ simply because
‘none of the preexistent patterns of the EU’s or Russia’s external relatiossitable
(ibid). Here, the conceptual must labour in to capture the practical; the suggsstion i
that a broad, relatively historical concept capable of isolating thenaidgng areas of
interest that have generated agreement, compromise, and evergeangéas found in
as a form of strategic culture. This concept can be thick or thin; pspiegific or
ideational;a priori or constructed via the conjunctive procesbetveen two key

parties viadentification and interaction; most crucially, progresesiv regressive.

The paradox of the ERussia strategic energy culture is that the recentphigfile
fallouts between Brussels and Moscow are vitriolic in nature precisebulse of the
frustration and anger felt by each side, having assumed thathiyxehad understood
and agreed to operate according to the negotiated rules of the strategi icsgtéir
Representing the heritage of all past agreements and convergences offtaiiedl,
Russia strategic energy culture is never more evident than when dedhasé locked

in vicious disagreement about how to interpret, and manage it.
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