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“And those who were seen dancing were thought to be insane

by those who could not hear the music” (F.Nietzsche)
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ABSTRACT

This dissertatiomxploresthe intricate relationship between European
Union (EU) and The Russian Federation (referred ®®ussia, through the
lens of cormunication and public diplomacy practicesshieddight on the
question:Why do EU and Russia still lack the setup to map out a joint strategy
for managing bilateral communications, despite their mutually acknowledged

need to strengthen their comprehensive strategic partnership?.

The overall claim is thaalthoughboth sidesonstantly reaffirm tair
Ostrong commitmentO to authentictrategic partnership on the axis
BrusselsMoscowand to an enhancdilateral communicationn reality the
two actorshavealways maintained a certain distamecehe public spherand
havenever stopped perpetuadiconflicting narratives on the evolution of their
relationship(grounded indivergent vocabularies), while competing for the
greatest possible domination of ghalitical communicatiorarena, as part of
what appears a wideangingcompetition to swaynternational policymaking

and gain political control when addressing common issues or concerns.

In particular the dissertatiodrawsattention orsome of the key
distinctive features that typifjommunication practican EU-Russian
relations, whereby #htwo actorsconstantlycompetdor bothaccess to and
influenceover the(inter)national medidover international agenda building
and frame building as one central strategic activity of their public diplomacy
processes). In this sense, it emphasizée caseof presidential summits,
presented aa key indicator of a particularly complex relatship between
these twqoartners gradually drifting aparThe assumption is théte
QightO/competitiometween EU and Russia fitte greatest possible
domination of thepolitical communicatiorarena(media access and media
framing hasalwas beem central elemertdf these eveniaith bothactors

realizing that sympathetic media coverage is a prerequisite for political



influence On this pointthethesisidentifies variousdivergentframings in EU

and Russiapublic messagespedia statements, discourses and press releases
distributed on thg occasions, which addressmmon issues or concerns
Temporally, the period between 1998 and 2013 /January 2014 isigissen
empirically map EURussia interactions in this specific settings and to derive

the relevant conclusions.

The dissertatiospeaks twvarious bodies diterature,as ny
investigatiorrequiresan interdisciplinary approactvhile employing various
theories and conceptsjth emphasis on internationadlations,
communications angublic diplomacylt will hopefully provide a useful
baseline for future research and debategoffers usefulinsights on the
peculiar interplay between public diplonya&@ndrealpolitik dynamics on the

international political communication scene.

Questo ricerca ha [’obiettivo di indagare ed analizzare alcuni
aspetti chiave dei rapporti tra [’'Unione Europea (UE) e la Russia,
con una particolare attenzione alle dinamiche che riguardano la
comunicazione e i canali della diplomazia pubblica negli ultimi
decenni. L analisi affronta alcuni nodi problematici ed ancora
irrisolti, concentrandosi su casi ed aspetti specifici, quali per
esempio quello dei canali della diplomazia pubblica russa ed
europea o del significato dei summit presidenziali UE-Russia. La
tesi incrocia vari temi di attualita e dibattiti internazionali
attinenti la diplomazia pubblica e al rapporto tra le sue fonti
intenzionali e quelle non intenzionali o il dibattito sulle sfide dei

rapporti istituzionali UE-Russia.
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PART |. THE PUZZLE

- RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS-




CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCT ION

When studying new trends in the contemporary diplomatic landscape and
global communications, such as the surgepudilic diplomacy, the EU and
Russa are two interesting cases, as both are international actors in

transformation, each one in its own way.

Furthermore, the strategic relevance of their complex relationship, which
might have a strong impact on the redefinition of the whole international
system, raises several questions about the changes under way in an wider
international context saturated with power and with its polymorphous character
(Weldes &Van Ham, 2010): whether hard, soft, sharp, sweet, sticky, agentic,
structural, power interactiobetween these two actors determines not only how
political outcomes are produced, but also how their are constrained,

transformed and eventually communicated to the public.

This thesis argues that, by examining the intricacies of theR&dsian
flawed cooperation, through the prism of public diplomacy, conceptualized as
a key practice of power, we might thus arrive at a better understanding of the
latest tendencies affecting the evolution of diplomatic relations and thus of the

vast area of global goweance.

1.1.THE BACKGROUND

The study starts from the assumption that in the age of the Internet, of media
ubiquity and of global communications, the evolution of diplomatic practices

has reached @ew stagen many aspects. Nowadays, the success ofatoy on

! The last event in EU-Russia relations analysed by the dissertation dates back to January 2014 (32"
EU-Russian Summit http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release. MEMO-14-58 en.htm)



the international scerfiedepends highly not only on the way it handles
partnerships -be they strategic or not- and solvesieadlocks at either bilateral
or multilateral level, but also on howntanages its (public) communications

with (non)parters, rivals and with the public opinion.

In this sense, politics involves the exercisgoiver with various forms at
play simultaneously(Weldes &Van Ham, 2010). Interestingly enough, as Van
Ham (2010) suggests, passivity and 4a@tion may also demonsteaat times a
particular form of power, namely Oan actorOs power to resist &hange
Furthermore, several authors focus on the concepyohi@etry of poweD /ike
Amrita Narlikar who claimshat deadlocks often occur if there is Osymmetry of
powerQ, as ribier party is able to impose its will on the other, and are more
likely when parties aresymmetrically strong (not equally weak). Also,
according to Narlikar, mild discrepanciespower can lead to stalemates, with
stronger parties for instance respomgin the weaker partyOs demand for equal

treatment with escalatory tactidiarlikar, 2010).

Against this background,when referring specifically to (public)
communications, a growing concern witto forms of power -soft and social

Is particularly re¢vant for the debate.

The soft power concept-famously defined in the earlyO90s by Joseph
S.Nye as the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than
coercion or paymentshas emerged as the bé&sbwn challenger ofiard
power (Van Ham, 200). According to Nye, soft power arises from the
attractiveness of a countryOs culture, political ideals, and policies and should be

considered a significant asset in influencing others, not by using OhardO

? not just states but also international organizations, NGOs, corporations and the media among others

? Breaking deadlocks generally involves finding solutions to situations of standstill rather than an escalatory
dynamic, no matter what forms they assume -delays, stalemates or breakdowns (Narlikar, 2010)

* Van Ham P., Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010,PP.1-23

’ Narlikar A., Deadlocks in Multilateral Negotiations - Causes and Solutions, University of Cambridge,2010
S For more info: Vitz and Kite 1970;Faure 2005; Zartman 2002; Beriker and Druckman 1996

7 concept defined at the end of Part I
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military power, but by the ability to attract, wh goes beyond influence or
persuasion (Nye, 2004).For other scholars though, NyeOs notion remains
agentcentred and assumes that soft power is generally based on resources,

which can be either used, applied or exercised (Van Ham,2010).

In this contet, Peter Van Ham argues that it is another form of power
that should be also considered, nameblyal power, defined as a constructivist
notion introduced by Peter Van Ham, as the ability to set standards, create
norms and values that are deemed legtinaad desirable, without resorting to
coercion or payment (Van Ham, 2010). Social power on the other hand also
involves @iscursive power, drawing attention to the impact of framing, norm
advocacy, agenda-setting, the impact of media and communications, as well as

lesser-known practices like (place) branding or public diplomacy™”.

In particular, the role ofublic diplomacy® appears essential when
investigating new trends in the contemporary diplomatic landscape, as it is
generally through this key mod@liof social power, which depends on and is
rooted in communicatiorthat international actors spread (social) knowledge
about oneOs (non)attractiveness and about the importance of certain policy
issues, in an attempt to counterbalance various defic&haie the limits of
their perceived legitimacy in the eyes of those for whom they claim to act
(Hocking, 2008).

More specifically, public diplomacy focuses on bringing out targeted
messages, by involving various types of engagement Oin the openO between
governments or other international protagorisisd foreign publics with the
aim to inform and influence audiences through a variety of instruments and
methods’.

8 Van Ham P.. Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010,8

? Definitions of Public Diplomacy vary and continue to change over time

"0 e.g.: in terms of knowledge, flexibility or speed in responding to global problems

H 1GOs,INGOs,companies,media outlets,et

"2 ranging from personal contact and media interviews to the Internet and educational exchanges
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However, as itsange of actionappears rather limited as it depends
on various factors amomg which the implementation models (staentred
or networks), the reality is that its practices can eventually/also hinder rather

than serve the initial purpose.

In the specific case ahternational partnerships for instance public
diplomacy practices involving states or other key protagonists on the
international scendhave often proved to be quite tricky: while not a
panacea they can indeed help set the scene for improved relations, but

they can also complicate it even more

The thesis argues théor delivering efficient results on all sidgayblic
diplomacy practices needs specific frameworks and coordinated/joint

efforts from all actors involved (at bilateral or multilateral level).

Against this background, the relationship betwéamopean Union
(EU) andThe Russian Federation(referred to afkussig and their recurrent
deadlocks stand out as a unique case on the international &igaa their
unique characteristics, the claim is that the way these two actors deal with their
deadlocks and anage their complex relationship, which often results in
divergent logics of communication and recurrent public diplomacy crisis, may
set forth Obesbr worst practicesO across a wide range of settings on the

international scene.

But what makes these two etors so special in this contextFirst, the
European Union and the Russian Federation (Russia) are two unique
international actors, with a key role in an increasingly interdependent and
digitally connected world. While the EU is s&i generis player with both
intergovernmental and supranational traits, its biggest neighbour and, to date,
one of its Ostrategic partnersO, Russia, is also a unique protagonist on the

international political scene. It is a peculiar (re)emerging power, member of

12



BRICS', that ha promptly (re)invented itself after the Soviet UnionOs
dissolution in 1991 aiming to become a key global protagonist, just like the
former Soviet Union or the Russian Empire, whose heritage it officially

perpetuates, used to be in the past.

Additionally, in the last decades they have emerged kas
communicators on the international scene. Hence, they constantly seek
acknowledgement, visibility and a greater say in the way global issues are
governed and communicated to the public opinion worldwide, bggrio ce
opt rather than coerteother actors, in an attempt to thus build on tlseiit
power”® capabilities (while also wielding other forms of powgs.g. smart,
social), influence (foreign) public(s) and foreign perceptions, and eventually
consolidate leir imageand prestige on the international scene, while solving,

entre autres, all deadlocks that might hinder their ambitions:

- On the one handcUOs communication with the world has often appeared
quite feeble, weakened by its very status of anrmat&gonal actor under
construction. However, it has been argued that, while operating at the
margin of official foreign policy, the primary means of influence of the EU
has been through its normative poWemn other words through the ability

to shape whiais normal. Furthermore, EUOs emerging public diplomacy has

13 acronym for an association of five major emerging national economies: Brazil, Russia, India, China and South
Africa. Russia’s fit with this category of new or rising powers appears though quite arguable. For historical
reasons, Russia is the only BRICS country that is no stranger to the ‘Great Powers’ club (recall, for instance, its
role in the Concert of Europe in the 19th century or as part of the bipolar system of the Cold War in the 20th).
Nevertheless, while its power appears to have increased over the past few years, particularly given the boom in
commodity prices (see Amrita Narlikar, “Negotiating the rise of new powers”, International Affairs 89: 3 (2013)
561-576), many scholars sustain that Moscow still has a long road Neil Macfarlane, for instance, writes: “The
notion of emergence suggests a state that is growing dynamically and undergoing a transformation; a state
whose rising power causes it to question its established place in the system and to assert itself more ambitiously
in international politics. This image is far from Russian fcgv bxreality. Russia is more a state that has recently
experienced substantial damage and is attempting to stop the bleeding” (See Neil Macfarlane, ‘The “R” in the
BRICs: is Russia an emerging power?’, International Affairs 82: 1, Jan. 20006, pp. 41-57).

" By using for instance (military) force or sanctions as a means of persuasion (e.g. hard power)

’For a comprehensive description of various forms of power see Chapter 5 of the dissertation.
%je. the ability to shape what is normal - Ian Manners, ‘Normative power Europe: A Contradiction in
Terms?’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 40, No. 2 (2002) pp. 235-258.- “Discourse Analysis of EU
Public Diplomacy Messages and Practices”, Steffen Bay Rasmussen, Netherlands Institute of International
Relations ‘Clingendael’, 2009
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been conceptualized by experts and practitioners, as being also about
establishing an identity for the EU as an actor as well, and about influencing
foreign conceptions of other discursive eletsersuch as democracy,
human rights, climate change.

- On the other hand, thRussian OcaseO is noteworthy given its dramatic
comeback on the international scene after 1991. After a chaotiction in
the 1990s, Russian leaders became increasingly caacenith their
countryOs international image and standing. During PutinOs administration at
the Kremlin,international communicationsand public diplomacybecame
trendy concepts in Moscow, in close connection with a campaign aimed at
Oreshaping® Russian eigtity.  Its goal was to seek recognition and
acceptance, while enhancing RussiaOs role on the international scene
particularly in its Onear abroadO, regarded as its own sphere of influence
even after the fall of the USSR (Osipova, 2012).

Likewise, the EU-Russian multi-faced relationship is an interesting and
singular case on the global arena for a multitude of reasons that, to date, go
beyond the past decadesf@tegic partnership label grounded in a common,
although intricate history given the scale fo mutual economic
interdependence, the intensity of political competition in both actorsO near

neighbourhood or the divisions it has caused in the past.

OEU Russia relations are essential for world equilibriumO liked to say
former French president Jacqu@sirac in the early 20085 while for Romano
Prodi a former president of the European Commission (2994) and Italian
Prime Minister, the European Union and Russia simply Ohave to stick togetherO
as their relationship resembles the one betwee@®and caviarO'®. In other

words, the two are the ideal complements to one arfatteer according to

"7 NY Times, July 4, 2005 - www.nytimes.com/2005/07/03/world/europe/03iht-russ.html? _r=0

'* Russia Today, September 17, 2009, http://rt.com/politics/russia-eu-stick-together/

" The “vodka — caviar” pairing -a Russian tradition- is a customary throughout the world of gastronomy, like
wine and cheese.
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Prodi,Othey share common interests, a common history and have a similar
spiritO.
Upgraded to the level ofrategic partnership after the dissolution of

the Swiet Union in 1991, the ERussian relationship has experienced
several stages. In the nineties, it has been rapidly been acknowledged as
Onecessary and crucialO for both actors: for the stability of Europe and thus of
the whole international system, fdret security of energy supplies in Europe,

for EUOs and Russian economies etc. As a result, on the economic side for
instance, relations have grown quite fast and Moscow and Brussels have
become top trading partners, with Russian supplies of oil and gasgngka

large percentage of its exports to Europe. To date, according to Eurostat, the
EU accounts for over half of RussiaOs foreign trade and 70% of its inward
investment, while Russia is the EUOs third largest trading partner, after the

United States ahChina, with oil making up some 63% of fis

However, on the political side, the dialogue has never been fluid and
after a short period of stagnation (20832006), in 2006 scholars, have
increasingly started talking about a protracted crisis inRREldsa relations,

, : : 21
characterized by recurrent deadlocks assuming various forms™".

Wider scholarship seems to agree that the problem withR&&sian
relations is that, although parties share indeed some important intgfests
economic to geo-political, proximity or cultural links®>~ both their priorities

and tactics have essentially remained different (Haukkala, 2012).

Hence, their promising agenda of cooperation from the nineties has begun
to falter in the past decades depending on shifting majoritie®mhtstorical
stances., resulting quite often in mutual frustration, manifested in continuous,

paradoxical crises and isolation between the two partners. Subsequently,

Y URL: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Russia EU_basic_statistical_indicators
2 from stalemates or extended delays to possible breakdowns
2 Source: EEAS - http://www.eeas.europa.eu/russia/index_en.htm
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political shortcomings linked to divergent agendas and priorities have fuelled

concerns ogr mutual trust and credibility.

For many researchers, ERUssia relations have been in state of
Oprotracted crisisO for quite some time, as Cold War legacies have constantly
been endured, the ambiguity of common strategic goals have resurfaced and
econonic asymmetry has never ceased to exist (Aleseeva 2007; DeBardeleben
2008; Medvedev 2008; Chebakova, 2011).

1.2.THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

As mentioned in the previous section, in the last decades, tHeuB&lan
relationship has gradually fallen well shayt expectations and potential,
despite theirstrategic partnership label and a number of joint projects and
policy initiatives stemming from their historical links and from an increasing
interdependence. (Kulhtnek, 2010)

Subsequently, their flawed coopgoa has produced a complex
combinations of clashes, consensus, commitments and political rhetoric at
various levels. Not to mention the longstandingstration on both sides
stemming from the slow pace of negotiations on a comprehensive revised
Partnerkip and Ceoperation Agreement (PCAJ, regulating bilateral
relatiors through substantive (legally binding) commitments in all areas
(including political dialogue, freedom, security & justice, economic

cooperation, research, education & culture, trade, investment and energy).

7 Negotiations on a revised PCA (http.//eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:21997A41128(01):EN:NOT K
http://russianmission.eu/userfiles/file/partnership_and cooperation_agreement 1997 russian.pdyf) were

launched at the 2008 Khanty-Mansiysk summit (http://eeas.europa.eu/russia/sum06_08/index_en.htm)
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To date, the general view among diplomats and international relations
experts is that neither of the frameworks of bilateral relations seems to be
working smoothly, being permeateatustrained and influenced by this state
of affairs, as well as by the internal developments taking place in EU and

Russia and by the new dynamics in the regional and international arenas.

Unsurprisingly, the problematic of thHeU-Russia flawed cooperation
has become the subject of many research studign ipast decades as well,
being regularly considered an ewecreasing dilemma by researchers,
diplomats, analysts, journalist and other observers. The literature offers
various explanations for the drawbacks of their cooperation, which pertains
on both sides and on various levels, despite their high degree of

interdependence.

Politics and (lack of) political will are generally perceived as the biggest
challenges, that complicate all fields of cooperation and generate continuous
disagreements over numesogolicies, values or ideas on human rights,
democracy, security, the common neighbourhood or other global issues.
Furthermore, Oeconomics, along with identity and normative matters, are
widely perceived as being contaminated by political intentions, skierity
agenda appears to be coumpecific and fragmenting rather than unifyingO
(Makarychev, 2011). Consequently, for many international relations scholars,
the partnership appears to be wandering aimlessly as to what direction it
should take (Kulhiek, 2010) while its OstrategicO label, extensively used
since the second half of the 1990s (Fischer, 2008), appears less appropriate
than ever, given the shallow ERussian collaboration and costly standoffs
(Roberts, 2007).

Therealists for example arge that the EWERussia recurrent deadlocks
stem from a clash of interests, born out of the asymmetric interdependency
trap (Hughes 2006; Leonard & Popescu 2007; Bordachev 2007) and underline

17



that actorsO actions are shaped by the drive of their relategaingains and
constrained by the available resources. Meanwhile the advocates of the
liberal approach argue that the aggravation of relations is connected to
RussiaOs slide towards an authoritarian political regime in the time of PutinOs
presidency. Fally, according to theconstructivist approach, actions are
shaped by actespecific interests, which are formed in the process of
communication, are constrained by normative limits and rationalized with the
help of those ideas which already have a mdévate in a given context
(Wendt, 1992, Bakalova).

Furthermore, wider scholarship seems to agree that, despite the mutually
acknowledged need to revitalize bilateral cooperation to the greatest possible
extent, both sides are constantly struggling witlaerall OdiscouragingO lack
of progress in overcoming deep dissonances as faeragptions and norms
are concerned- (Makarychev A., Sergunin A., 2011), resulting in a high level
of ambiguity, ambivalence, distrust, misunderstandings and, again, frustrati
(Gomart, 2008). For many, the defectiveness of RiuSiaelations is simply a
result of the inability to agree on basic common terms of dialogue
(Makarychev 2008), although in the public sphere, while not denying
drawbacks, officials on both sides hawften alternated moderate optimism
and pessimism. The EU for instance has often toned down its rhetoric about
building a strategic partnership based on common values, relying instead on
day-to-day cooperation in what was considered Oan attempt to heffia Rus
align itself with European norms and rulesO (Barysch K., Coker C.,Jesien
L.,2011). But it seems that even this (pragmatic) approach has produced more

frustration than tangible progress (Barysch K., Coker C.,Jesien L., 2011).

Against this background,eseral questions arise: what abdikateral
communications? How do interactions actually take place between the two

actors on the international political communication scene? What kind of power

18



do these generate on both sides (social/soft)?Do publicnaalyp practises
facilitate or hinder the actorsO exchanges and their coordination? How do EU
and Russia handle tensions and deadlocks when addressing publicly common
Issues or concerns? What kind of power (if any) do they generate as
communicators on the ternational scene? Do they team up when conveying
messages about the evolution of their relationship or rather prefer to pursue

communication on parallel tracks, using different channels?

As international relations literature tends to neglect the speaiiec of
communications and of public diplomacy practices in ERUssian relations
the dissertatioraims to address at least some of the above mentioned gaps,

both thematically and methodologically.

lts generabbjective is to advance an alternative extion of the actorsO
low performance in managinglateral communications -which often results in
public diplomacy crisis- while also providing a historical context within which
specific events took placAdditionally, by examining ELRussian intricacies
through the lens of communication and public diplomacy, the aim istéhus
arrive at a better understanding of how these two actors actually communicate
in the public spherewith one another and with different publicabout the
evolution of their strategic partnership, while generating and employing
various kinds of poweKe.g. why/when they team up, ignore or go against each
other on the international political communication scene, by regularly

reshuf'ing public discourses describing the evolution efrthelations).

The claim is thatinvestigating the multiple causes of EURussian
discord through the prism of communications might offer useful insights on
both the current broad spectrum of bilateral relations and on the possible

scenarios.

Finally, the dissertatiorargues that the way EU and Russia manage (or

not) to handle their divergent logics of communication and deal with recurrent
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deadlocks may become either a precedent or an example on the international
scene, through either best worstpracices set forth across a wide range of

settings.

1.3. THE RATIONALE - THE RESEARCH QUESTION , THE HYPOTHESIS

1.3.1.THE RESEARCH QUESTION

Following this line of reasoning, the study seeks to answer the following
research questionWHY do EU and Russidack the setup to map out a joint
strategy for managing bilateral communicationsgespite the mutually
acknowledged need to strengthen their comprehensive strategic partnership

and enhance (pragmatic) cooperati@n

In other words, how can we explaime curentshallow configuration in
EU-Russian communications notwithstanding theiressential partnership
stemmingfrom a high degree of mutual dependefick, 2012) and from the
Qumbitious common vision for the future of bilateral relationsG*? Why, to date,
not a singlejoint roadmap, not even ar(in)formal one, has been put up in
place, althougtboth Brussels and Moscow have often played theessO
card in managing their bilateral communicati®n&hat does thistarus quo
say about the overall evolutiaand about future scenarios of the -RuUssian

strategic partnership?

Additionally, several questions examining the concrete communication
processes in E\Russian relations will shed light on the broader research

guestion that guides the whole dissertation:

** According to the European Commission President J, Barroso, EU and Russia have an ambitious “common
vision” for the future (SPEECH/13/502-04/06/2013) http.//europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-13-
502 _en.htm
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Who are the key actors managing -RuUssia strategic communication
and public diplomacy (main communicators)? What public diplomacy
models/tools do they use for advancing or on the contrary for
counterbalancing the partnershipOs limitations? How do thesileh

communications deadlocks?

What are the prevailing EU/Russian message frames on the evolution of
their partnership? Have they brought near the two actors or on the
contrary deepened divisions? Where are they grounded? What are
competing vocabularies?hat evidence substantiates their increasing

competition in the public sphere?

Where / When (on which occasion) do the key communicators in EU
Russia relations team up, support, ignore each other, contradict or go

against each other on the internatior@ltigal communication scene?

How do EU and Russia usually convey messages on issues that regard
their strategic partnership? How has the image of EWRussia
partnership changed over time in both EU and Russian press releases

conveyed on the occasiof key events, like presidential summits?

Why have EU and Russia preferred to take one specific course of action

or another on bilateral communicatién?

With this approach in mind, the thesis investigates theRiEkkian

complicated relationship throbghe lens of bilateral communications with a

special focus on public diploma&approaches on both sides, conceptualized,

as previously mentioned, as a crucial OavenueO for generating anddiging
power ?'(Van Ham, 2010).

? main interests that drive the actions of the key players; factors shaping the two parties’ behaviour

%% defined as governmental effort to influence public or elite opinion in a second nation for the purpose of
turning the foreign policy of the target nation to advantage (Manheim, 1994).See also Davison, 1974;
Gilboa,2000; Kunczik, 1997; Sheafer &,2009

7 Chapter 5 of this dissertation provides a comprehensive overview of Van Ham's approach
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1.3.2.THE HYPOTHESIS

Against this background, the proposed answer to the main research
question is that a key reason for the shallgwmar in EU-Russian
communications and fats failure to establish a commonly agreeddmapg®
(the deficit) stems from a certatacit strategy choie in both Brussels and

Moscow.

More specifically-basing itself on a comprehensive inquiry focused on
relevant literature and official documents (described in the next unit)’”’ and on
numerous briefings with diplomats and experts in the field*’-, the dissegtion
hypothesizes that, instead of deepening their strategic partnership by
establishing a so callepddmnership of choiceO, in accordance with official
commitments on both sidés EU and Russia deliberatelyphold a shallow
format in EU-Russian communations that would de facto maintain a certain
distance between the two actongerpetuatecompeting narratives when
addressing key common issues and conc¢aevhide not necessarilyacilitating
exchanges and the establishment of a commonly agreed comtimmica
roadmap’ (deficit- dependent variable), as one might expect from Otwo

strategic partnersQ

¥ Planning the argument:

% The role of a communication roadmap is that of monitoring and regulating the information flow

** this alternative explanation to the research question crosses traditional boundaries between academic
disciplines / schools of thought

7 According to several EU diplomats interviewed by the author in Brussels in 2012/2013 (on condition of
anonymity), given the circumstances, both Brussels and Moscow are constantly trying to take some advantage
of these continuous controversies in EU-Russian relations and EU tries to see “the full half of the bottle”

" http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-13-249 _en.htm

%2 These roadmaps are generally considered a usefulaoonly for enhancing specific communication
processes but also for monitoring communication flows, anticipating communication crisis, identifying
possible solutions aimed at overcoming more efficiently potential deadlocks or even for bridging
communicatbn gaps (in ideal circumstances).
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The claim of the thesis is that thes@ratives, grounded in a certain
type ofdivergent vocabularies®® and resulting in increasettagonism, have de
facto encouraged bilateral competition in the public sphere as well, with actors
often Ostruggling® for the greatest possible domination of the international
political communication arefia perceived as one central strategic activity of
public diplomacy processes, in the quest for media attention and eventually

public recognition.

In other words, EU and Russian decision makers have systematically
infused different meanings to the same terms they regularly appeal to for
interacting with oe another, despite the official (mutually) acknowledged need
to overcomealiscursive asymmetriesand dissonances and to eventually build
common approachesd overcome the OtraditionalO lackofual trust, with
trust identified by both actors a@ssine qua non*® element condition for their

strategic partnership in any case.

Moreover, the impact of these increasingly competing storylines pursued
on parallel tracks has been to bring about (more) discord and yet a new element
of confusion in EURussia relatins, along with increased competition and
antagonism on the international political communication scene caused by an
ever increasing struggle for OimposingO and publicizing different message
frames (with both actors realizing that sympathetic media covéraigention
or simply access to the media are often key prerequisites for political influence,
for eventually ensuring public support and for finally refining their soft/social

power capabilities on a global scale). Naturally, these approaches come to the

' Here, I draw upon previous studies on inter-subjective (dis)connections in EU-Russian relations in
particular on Andrey Makarychev’s definition, according to whom it is exactly through comprehending this
terminology that one can unravel the logic of deep asymmetry embedded in the EU-Russian relationship
(Makarychev,2006)-www.hse.ru However, the present study employs a much broader approach.

** Domination can be defined as the advantage of access to limited resources (Mueller, 1973), while the most
important limited resource in the political communications arena is media attention (Sheafer&Gabay, 2009).

7 The idea was largely expanded by Tamir Sheafer and Itay Gabay in various studies

% Source: Speech of the President of the European Commission José Barroso on the occasion of the 2013
“Russia-EU  Potential ~ for  Partnership”  Conference -  21/03/2013 (SPEECH/13/249),
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-13-249 en.htm
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fore especially when it comes to attempts of leveraging media coverage, with
both sides trying to either persuade the public(s) of the legitimacy of a specific
choice or policy’ or to promote other preferred message frames, which

otherwise wouldnOt necesly end up in the news.

Furthermore, the thesis argues that, despite formal commitments to
enhance teamwork, the constant presence of different message frames in the
public sphere and the continuous competition/antagonism between the two
actors providesubstantive evidence that both EU and Russia prefer to
somehow stick to this disjoimhodus operandiof bilateral communication
(on parallel tracks) in EU-Russian relations. Thigatus quo appears to have

had a twefold effect onbilateral relations aswahole

- On the one hand, it has obviously widened communication gaps by delaying
(informal consultative processes on bilateral communication (like the
development of goint (in)formal communication roadmap), by bringing
(more) discord and yet a new mlent of confusion in EURussia relations,

along with increased competition and antagonism.

- On the other hand, this state of affairs has allowed though both Brussels and
Moscow to develogolitically expedient /convenient solutionsand to draw

some advatages from their constant antagonism as well. The idea is that each
side transforms their bilateral weaknesses or gaps in key messages for
justifying other themes (in this cases public diplomacy tools centre on
opposing their images on specific topie®g. during controversies on various
human rightgelated topics, the trope for Brussels is oftdfUQs human

rights defender vs. Russia as perpetrator of human rights violations”, while for
Moscow, Qussia, as a country that respects all international obligations on

human rights vs. EU, as an expert in human rights double standards, that has

difficulties in dealing with its own problems in this field” .

7 “In order to look good in the public eye, we have to maintain this state of art”-Various EU public
servants interviewed by the author in Brussels describe this stratagems as political expedients
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/ EU-Russian communications \

Format: Modus gerandi:Antagonism &
‘l’ shallowBb-mutual trust?! ‘l’ strategy choice
competing narrativesdivergent vocabularies
I
Vv discursive asymmetries competition on thenternational
<>

political communication arena

v no roadmap Political expediency tools?

¥ The casestudy:

For illustrating the afive propositions, the dissertation questions the
level of desirability of communication arrangements in-BRUssian relations,
identifies the distinctive features that currently typify bilateral communications
on the Brussel$loscow axis (while emphasiZnthe various forms of power
derived from it on both sides e.g. social power) and documents the
congruence and the extent to which the two actors communicate publicly about
the evolution of their relations (with a special focus on OhowO they convey
information on the occasion of key events).The issue here is not only about
discursive asymmetries and divergent understanding of major issues, but also
about thelack of joint public messagegven when addressing OneutralO
subjects, that could have somehow meubalance the partnershipOs

limitations, weaknesses or concerns on other questions.

In particular, the dissertation draws attention on the case eRiddia
presidential summits. My objective is to explore the distinctive features that
typify the actosO performance in managtitteral communications on these
specific occasions. | argue that these are the result of distinct, competitive
public diplomacy strategies (on both sides), that, instead of focusing on
bridging the existing EtRussia communicetn gap (in line with their

Ostrategic partnershipO requirements), they have further widened it.
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Temporally, the period between 1998 and 2013 /January 2014 is essential to
empirically map EURussia interactions in this specific settings and to derive

the elevant conclusions.

These flagship evenifs, which take place twice a year, are an indicative
example of the thesisO hypothesis. In principle they set the tone in bilateral
relations and their role is to review key achievements and challenges in
bilateral relations while reuniting the leaders of both sides at the same table.
Also, it is on these occasions that the EU and Russia formally delineate (or are
supposed to), update and agree on common strategies that frame bilateral
cooperation. However, as tlésertation reveals, the summit OnarrativesO that
come out on both sides and the consequemilines depicting the general
evolution of EURussian bilateral relations appear quite different and even
divergent- same general format, but different consesbmehow applying the
principle @very miller draws water to his own mill”, although Oon the surfaceO

they stick to the Ostrategic partnershipO label.

While for many scholars and experts, these evkat® gradually lost
their appeal. (Makarychev & Serguin, 2011), according to official
standpoints, EtRussian presidential summitsave not beerdeprived of
meaningful contents and have remained major Otools@farochement
between Brussels and Moscow, despite their ups and downs. For the EU,
summits ae@ add significant value to ERussian cooperation, as they set the
tone for the future: they are used to monitor progress in bilateral relations and
can ideally move bilateral dialogue from one stage to another, acting at times
as strategic manoeuvres foalancing an unbalanced relationship. Meanwhile,
for Russian diplomats, although these meetings might not always produce
groundbreaking results, they represent authentic OmilestonesO in bilateral

relations, with a significant role in the institutionalustiure of cooperation,

% These events are organized usually in Russia in the first half of the year and in Brussels in the second half
(practice established after the Lisbon treaty signed in 2007 and effective since 2009)
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defining many development strategies in Rusdih relationg’. Moreover,
according to numerous EU and Russian officials interviewed in Bri%sels
appears that on the occasion of these specific high level events, turning a blind
eye on divergent storylines has at times proved to be somewhaidant
decision on both sides, as on these specific events, it also allowed actors to
publicly avoid directdiscursive tensions, at least when leaders of both sides

found themselves in the sfight.

Against this background, the dissertation argues that the case of
presidential summits represents a key indicator of a particularly complex
relationship between two partners gradually drifting apart. Furthermore, it can
be considered one of the éist example of the EU and Russpeferencesto
stick to their disjoint approaches for managing bilateral communicatieas (
the above hypothesis), despite their acknowledged need to enhance
communications, that in turn would strengthen their strategitn@rship as

whole.

These tendencies on both sides, that | labelled Ostrategy choicesO, favour
the development of competing storylines, the use of divergent vocabularies and
the constant competition in the public sphere, when addressing key common
iIssuesand concerns. In other words, through their flawed communications,
summits tell the story of a relationship that has gradually returned to the stage

of unstable equilibrium.

Additionally, the study claims that these events represent the perfect

example ofdiplomatic doublespeak, as on this occasions both EU and

% notes of the author on a press briefing of the Russian Ambassador to the EU Viadimir Chizhov journalists in
Brussels on the eve of the 30th EU-Russia summit (December 2012)
www.eeas.europa.eu/top_stories/2012/201212 eu-russia_en.htm

“ notes of the author on several off the record interviews with EEAS officials, conducted in Brussels on the eve
of the 30th EU-Russia summit

I “Doublespeak” is understood here as a type of language that deliberately disguises, distorts, or reverses the
meaning of words. The term was promoted to a mass audience especially by William Lutz who wrote
extensively on the topic- Source: William Lutz, Doublespeak, Public Relations Quaterly, 1988-89
http://users.manchester.edu/FacStaff/MPLahman/Homepage/BerkebileMyWebsite/doublespeak.pdf
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Russia often make use of a particular type of language which pretends to
communicate but in reality it doesn't and may often take the form of
euphemisms, unsupported generalizations, or delibanabéguity: it is in fact

during these events that discords and some of the most sto&mgetitive
narratives in EU-Russian relationsgrounded in divergent vocabularies, have

been endorsed at the Ohighest levelO. The very act of juxtaposing the EU and
Russian narratives developed on these occasions highlights the two sidesO deep

disparities.

This inquiry will ideally fill various blanks in both the research on-EU
Russia relations and in international communication/ public diplomacy

literature.

CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH DESIGN

This section sets the stage for an appropriate research design permitting
inferences. Its specific aim is to present an overview of the design map and
methodology adopted by the study to achieve the aims and objectives stated in
the first unit. It starts by giving details on the organization of the thesis.
Furthermore, it formulates and expands on the independent and dependent
variables (linked explicitly to the thesisOs research question), explains the
approach taken (qualitative agdantitative data combined) and discusses the
data gathering procedures that were used (e.g. documents, observations,
interviews). Additionally, the chapter outlines the contingent limitations of the

thesis, while briefly underlying its significant cabtrtion in various fields of
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research. Finally the section defines and discusses the key terms and the major
concepts used in the dissertation. They form the core thematic focus of the

research study.

2.1. ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION

The thesis i®rganized irfour Main Parts disposedn logical orderthat
contain either two or three chapters per part, except for the last one (concluding
remarks). The focus on my central questiewWHY do EU and Russia (still)
lack the setup to map out a joint sttegy for managing bilateral
communications,despite their mutually acknowledged need to strengthen
their comprehensive strategic partnership and enhance (pragmatic)

cooperatior?- crosscuts all chapters of this study.

PART | of the thesisntroduces the resrch project and gives details on
the organization of the dissertation. Its aim is to contextualisendne themes

explored in the study

Chapter 1 describes the objectives, significance and scope of the study,
while outlining the background and conteftthe research, the rationale and
its specific purpose. Finally, the chapter includes an outline of the remaining

chapters of the thesis (overview of the organization of the dissertation)

Chapter 2 outlines theresearchdesignadopted by the dissertatido
achieve the aims and objectives stated in Chapteit ldiscusses the
methodology, lists the instruments used in the study and judtigeselection
of the case study. Furthermothe chapter shows how the data was analysed
(based on factual publicl available evidence alongside with the use of

interviews with experts /officialsind presents the studyOs limitations. Finally,
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the unitreviews definitions of the terms used (key concepts) such as public

diplomacy, power and several others

PART Il provides the necessary historical and theoretical background
that paves the ground for the thesisO empirical analysis (Part #indtto
contextualize the main topic of the dissertation (public diplomacy and
communications in EHRussian relations) and husindicates which strand of
literature the thesis draws an order toanswer its research questiorhe
overall objective is to set the baseline against which the specific case of

communication practices is discussed.

Chapter 3looks into the historicand the institutional dimension of the
EU-Russianstrategic partnership and provides key elements of a specific
historical context within which relevant events took pfacé& argues that,
throughout history, this relationship has generally been driveredipolitik
considerations that, in turn, have often risen above institutional goals, that in
theory aim to enhance bilateral cooperation between EU and Russia.
Furthermore, the chapter focuses on several key shortcomepgssentinghe
underlying cause of mutual discontent in EU-Russian relations, and on various
forms of deadlocks, identified through a proposed Deadlock Scorecard

Template

Chapter 4 connects the main themes of the thesis to different strands of
the existing literature, while undering how various contributions from
international relations and other social sciences have contributed to the
development of the alternative and broad conceptual framework of this
dissertation, which allows for a simultaneous engagement of different
interpretative approaches. The chapter draws on both Western and Russian
sources and locates the present dissertation in a broader context. First, it

provides a brief overview of prior research studies onRtidsia relations,

* Last update (of the dissertation) - January 2014, on the occasion of the 32" EU-Russian Summit
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release MEMO-14-58 en.htm
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focusing on the main existing typgies and theories advanced by
international relations literature to describe the causes of the current
controversies in EHRussian relationsSecondly, the chapter identifies several
research gaps in the literature on -RUssian relations, linked mainly to
communications and to the nature and workings mdwer in general. While
pointing out the limitations of singlheory approaches, the claim is that a
comprehensive study investigating different facets of theRiaSsian relations
should recognize that #ndisciplinary approaches topower and
communications might be rewarding and offer interesting insights. In
particular, the chapter draws attention to three specific concepts it identifies as

major missing links, namely: social power, public diplomacy anaming

PART IIl tackles the key research question of the dissertation and, as
such, focuses on the practicecolnmunication in EU-Russian relations, with a
special focus on public diplomacy tools and methods and on the case of
presidential summits, flafpip events in bilateral relations. It builds on the
second part of the thesis, which provided a broad overview oiRuEdian
relations, by exploring historical legacies, the current state of affairs and future
projections, with a special focus on endgrissues, emerging dilemmas and

gaps in the literature.

Chapter 5 focuses on the muitayered EU D Russia bilateral
communicationpractices and identifies seveudiktinctive features relevant to
the object of the dissertation, while bearing in minditead research question
- WHY do EU and Russia lack the setup to map out a joint strategy for
managing bilateral communications, despite the mutually acknowledged need
to strengthen their comprehensive strategic partnership and enhance
pragmatic cooperation? Additionally, in order to put these data into context,

the chapteprovides a brief overview on the different communication OstylesO
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in Brussels and Moscow, namely on the distinct EU and Russian approaches on

public diplomacy and communication policiesgeneral.

Chapter 6 focuses on the case of ERUssia presidential summignd
explores the key distinctive features that typify the actorsO performance in
managing bilateral communications/ public diplomacy on these specific
occasions. It alsputs intoperspective these flagship events in the Blssian
relations. Temporally, the period between 1998 and 2013 /January 2014 is
essential to empirically map ERussia interactions at this level and to derive

the relevant conclusions.

In conclusion,PART IV summarizes some of the @ insights of the
thesisand advances several cautious predictions on possible future scenarios in
EU-Russia communicatiofChapter 7). It alsodiscusses the significance of
the studyunderlining the fact that thproblematic has @ subject to much
research in the past decades and academic literature offers various explanations
for the drawbacks of their relations, which pertains to various levels. Still,
previous studies do not necessarily focus on interdisciplinary approaches or
link communication and public diplomacy to explanations of various failures
and deadlocks in EARussia Ostrategic partnershipO. The dissertation addresses
exactly this literary gap through an interdisciplinary apprdaclappealing to
both international fdations and to communication literatureBinally, it

emphasizes its limit<Ghapter 8).

2.2.RESEARCH DESIGN

This section answers key questions about the dissertationOs
conceptualization and execution, about the used data (sources & collection)

and doout its limitations.
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2.2.1. METHODOLOGY

As mentioned in the first chapter, the dissertation seeks to demonstrate
that, despite their strategic partnership (on paper), the key reason for the
shallow format in ELRussian communications and for its failtoeestablish a
commonly agreed roadmap (the deficit) stems from a cettairegy choice
of both Brussels and Moscow to regularly endorse competing narratives (that
are grounded in a certain type of divergent vocabularies) which in turn
encourage constabilateral competition in the public sphere, when addressing
key common issues and concerns, aiming for the greatest possible domination
of the international political communication arena. In other words, it is
hypothesized that, instead of enhancingrtheationship, EU and Russia have
further widened their communication gap, by developing an inconsistent, but
somehowOconvenient@odus operandi for managing their divergent logics of

communication

V ARIABLES

Independent(I1V) > Dependent (DV)

EU & Russian strategy choices - which

endorse competing narratives (built on The “deficit” in EU-Russian

divergent vocabularies) that in turn communications generating the

Jfoster constant bilateral competition on | . ... challow con figuration of

the international political communication frameworks in

communication arena when addressing bilateral relations

key common issues and concerns

OPERATIONALIZATION 3

Indicator Data Sources

€ >
Frames - Official documents and statistics on EU-Russian

* measuring the effects of variables, for both IV(relevant influencing factor ) and DV (situation to be

explained)
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(EU  versus  Russia | relations -Sources: EU —EC, CE, EP & Russian
messages on the same | institutions Presidency & Government);, Press
issues) releases, statements, factsheets, speeches on EU-
Russia summits —most of them are available in the
public domain (1998-2013/Jan 2014);, Expert

Interviews

My proposal leads to a direct causal relationship whereby the deficit in
EU-Russian communications generating the current shallow configuration
(dependent variable -DV) stems from specific strategy choices, that is from the
preferencesf the two a&tors to retain and develop competing narrafit/es
when addressing common issues and conceth&ltr on divergent
vocabularies- that subsequently foster bilateral competition on the international

political communication arena (independent variablg- see table below.

The cause-effect relationship between the two independent and
dependent variables, derived from thgpothesis sketched in the previous
section, is contingent on certaigeteris paribus *> conditions remaining
constant. The assumption is thie effect of the singléndependent variable
on the dependent variable can be isolated when other relevant factors that

might interfere in this causal relationship remain constant.

The Variables’ Table underpins the theoretical basis of the present
resarch study. In order to generajealitative data, the thesis employs an
inductive method'® with a longitudinal investigation’” of the evolution of EU
Russian public communicatisrtovering a l¥year time sparin particular, the

study explores the case BUU-Russian presidential summits, flagship events in

“ despite their strategic partnership whose aim is, on the contrary, to build or consolidate teamwork.
45 . 5 . . . . . .
focus on the unique effects of the given factor in the present complex causal situation.
0 the reasoning process starts in fact from data, than turn to the literature
7 it examines the progression of data over precise units of time
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bilateral relation€, while providing a historical context within which these key
events in EURussia relations took place. Temporally, the period between 1998
and 2013 is essential to empirically map teital interactions in this particular

setting and to develop relevant conclusions.

More specifically, the study analyses the official framings of these
events on both sides, by focusing on specific mediated public diplomacy
instruments angbroducts,consdered the initial step of the broader EU and
Russian public diplomacy and communication strategies. press releases,
Statements, transcripts of press conferences, speeches/public discourses,
conveyed to the press through either Brussels’ or Moscow’s public diplomacy
units that coordinate communications on these events.  The emphasis is on
various framespotted in EU and Russian messages /discourses that construct,
on parallel tracks, the narratives and images of the same events (each actor on

its own, without communicating with the other partner).

The claim is that the frame discrepancies, the different storylines and the
almost total lack of joint message frames spotted in these documents over the
years substantiate relevant evidence on the awnstgpansion of EU and
Russian distinct and often contrasting narratives when addressing common
issues or concerns, with each side deeming appropriate and (more) OtrueO its

own version?,

In line with this reasoning, it is presumed that in order to pdestiae
public, these storylines have constantly fostered growing competition between

the two partners on the international political communication arena.

Furthermore, for answering thesearch question, the thesis employs a

broad approach, which allows rfa simultaneous engagement of different

* their task is to review regularly key achievements and challenges in bilateral relations

* the reference is at the distinct narratives coming out of the summits on both sides and depicting not
only particular events, but actually the overall evolution of bilateral relations up until specific
moments
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perspectives and a comprehensive research method, as none of the main current
accounts of international relations, on their own, from the very field of IR
(international relations), to (political) communication aondstudies focusing
strictly on public diplomacy tackle all the aspects needed to address the thesisO

central theme.

Through aninterdisciplinaryand wideranging analysis, theim of the
dissertation is thus to avoid potential (intrinsic) biases thahtragcompany
single methods or singkheory studies. The table below summarises the
methodological issues surrounding the studhwice of the research methods)
and the logic of my inquiry. As the table illustrates, the examination is carried
out usingtextual/content analysis® while the main methodology applied is
qualitative analysis', involving observations of the same indicator over long
periods of time, with the aim to trace longitudinal changes in EU and Russian
press releases conveyed on the oocasit bilateral presidential summits and

to explore the imagery divide in EU and Russian framings of the same events.

The logic (justification for approaches & method9

Ontology Objective & Subjectivé®

Epistemology Chosen paradigm: Critical Realist

l
The approachegtheoretical basis for data collection and analysis) \1,

Approaches| Interdisciplinary

%% Content analysis is a widely used research technique for making “replicable and valid inferences from texts
to the contents of their use” (Krippendorff, 2004).

! Qualitative content analysis has been defined as: * “a research method for the subjective interpretation of
the content of text data through the systematic classification process of coding and identifying themes or
patterns” (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p.1278), ¢ “an approach of empirical, methodological controlled
analysis of texts within their context of communication, following content analytic rules and step by step
models, without rash quantification” (Mayring, 2000, p.2), and * “any qualitative data reduction and
sense-making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core consistencies and
meanings” (Patton, 2002, p.453).

*? nature of investigated subject (reality) & approach/nature of knowledge

3 Focus on both facts (it looks for causality, formulates hypothesis and operationalises concepts) and
meanings (it tries to understand what is happening, develop ideas through induction from data and use
multiple methods)

* This theoretical framework within which the research is conducted is generally seen as a useful compromise
which can combine the strengths and avoid the limitations of positivist and imterpretivist paradigms
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to inquiry |- IR: Constructivist’
- Communication: Framing
Public Relations/Branding: Promoting Image &Reputation

The methods(procedural rules for data colle@n and analysis)®

Methodology| Inductive’

Techniques |! Inquiry: Case study, Observations, Interviews, Litera
Review, Samples investigated over time (Longitud

Investigation)
I Data Collection: Documents & Interviews

I Analysis: Qualitative - Content ankgsis + Historical

Analysis

I Tools- Framing (Research Method)

2.2.2.DATA SOURCES AND COLLECTION &F IELDWORK

The thesis usedaw, secondary or worked databased on the use of
analytical techniques (academic literature, official documents, news sources,
expert interviews). The broad variety of evidence was gathered thus from
many sources. Primary and secondary texts were chosen from both academic
literature (on the EWRussian relationship and on public diplomacy) and from
official documents (EUCommisson, EEAS, Council, Parliament, Committee
of Regions & Russian)- e.g. documents such as treaties, intergovernmental
agreements, reports, press releases, transcripts, statistics, etc. In particular, the
dissertation analysed dozens of official EU and Ruwssdocuments

constructing the image of bilateral presidential summits, conveyed to the press

77 chosen amongst approaches to political inquiry (Behavioural, Institutional. Rational Choice, Constructivist,
Feminist, Normative)

’% nature of the approach to research /practices of research that were undertaken

°7 As it starts from specific observation / data and it attempts broader generalizations
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from1998 to 2013 (last update January 2014) through public diplomacy units

in Brussels or Moscow.

The study will thus analyse a series of key public diplomastyuments
/tools/ products discourseseleased on the occasion of the summits (before/
during/ after), which are considered of relevand® e.g. press releases,
statements, transcripts of press conferences, speeches/public discourses. The

investigation equired massive attention to detail.

Independent  surveys, web based resources, field notes,
conference/workshop outcomes (captured using response sheets), observations
were used as well. Finally the dissertation draws on numercdepim
meetings / intenews held in Brussels with public diplomacy experts,
diplomats, academics, EU and Russian officials, generally described by the
nature of their expertise (they were identified by name only when they had no

objections to it).

The relevant academic literaéu (Books, Papers, Reports, Websites,
Press Articles, Official Documents and Treaties, etc) was reviewed
comprehensively ahead of the empirical stage of research and during the study
research and data collection. The resources are arranged at the enthe$ith
in alphabetical order primarily by author©s name and secondarily B Tagse
bibliography indicates the list of all works cited and related published materials
(books, chapters in books, academic journals, policy papers, reports and
annuals, oftial governmental publications, and authored newspaper and web
based articles). Additional website references also appear in the footnotes of

the individual chapters.

Dissertation fieldwork also took place in Brussels between -2014.
During my residene at ULB Brussels many texts (articles and books)

recommended by interviewees have been used. | have conducted research

¥ Where an author has more than one article -they were shown in order of date or publication.
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using the vast Brussels based libraries and documentation centres (ULB, VUB,
various EU institutionsb European Commission, European |Ranent,
European Council) and | attended numerous conferences oRuB&lan

relations, public diplomacy and other related topics.

Moreover, | had the opportunity to directly attend briefings and press
conferences of three ERussian summits organised iArussels (2011,
2012,2014). My interactions with dozens of Russian and EU diplomats, public
servants, contractors, journalists, lobbyists, academics, business representatives
resulted in productive exchanges that strengthened my research. Moreover,
being tuent in English/French (official languages used by EU) and in Russian
languages, | was able to reach and interact with a broad array of experts and to
understand nuances in various languages and thus use them appropriately in the
research (textual analgsiand interviews). Public figures are identified by
name, except in cases where sources specifically asked to remain anonymous

so they are described only by the nature of their expertise.

2.3.KEY CONCEPTS

Systematic research of any significant topicstfirequires workable
definitions. Hence, this unit defines and discusses the major concepts employed
in the dissertation. They form the core thematic focus of this study, suit the
thesisO purpose and provide a skeleton for much of the chapter outleye. Th
revolve around various accounts of international relations (IR) that anchor my
research project, from the very field of IR to political communications or to
studies advancing possible theories of public diplomacy. The inquiry centres
on three fundamentaterms Epower, public diplomacy and framing- that

indicatethe common thread to the main argument that the thesis follows and
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hangs on tobut requires the integration of other related concepts as well, some

of much are listed accordingly below

COMMUNICA TION: In simplistic terms, communication is defined as the
sending and receiving of messages, as both elements must be present for
communication to take place. However, the fundamental transaction of
message sent and received does not presuppose that cmaion has
occurred As far asdiplomacy is concerned, communication is considered as an
essential element. A Unesco report presented like Oblood is to the human
bodyO. OWhenever communication ceases, the body of international politics,
the process of glomacy, is dead, and the result is violent conflict or atrophyO
* (Tran, 1987Jhe thesis refers to the concept of irgabjective
communications as well. With is grounded in the understanding ofRDEsia
relations as an encounter of two subjects amgformation conducive to the
formation of a sphere of intaubjective communications that might be either

divisive or cooperativeOMékarychev 2006).

COOPERATION Vs. CoNFLICT / CoMPETITION : Various articles and
research studies stress the intrinsid aomewhat sekvident relation between

partnerships and the widely debated concept cobperation .

Here,
approaches are often limited though to specific schools of thought of the
primary contending theoretical schools in international relations. Haweve
order to achieve its aim, just like the whole dissertation, this section adopts an
interdisciplinary approach and for this reason it goes beyond the limits set by
fundamental dichotomies, like for instaneelism/liberalism. The assumption

Is that &hough theories based on realism, liberalism or constructivism come to

rather contradictory conclusions about the prospects for international

* Tran D (1987) Communication and Diplomacy in a Changing World. Norwood: N.J, Ablex publishing
cooperation; p. 8, www.unesco.org/ulis/cgi-bin/ulis.pl? catno=81869

% Partnerships are not about deferring to others, but about cooperation, about working with them (Powell,
2004).
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cooperatioff, their analyses are somehow derived from a set of shared or
complementary suppositiotignd might this result instrumental when applied

to the case oftrategic partnerships, given the lack of a clear consensus in the
literature about what this specific phenomenon entails and thus about how it
should be exactly measured. Liberal IR theories, such asodi¥@$ cooperation
theory (1984) and KeohanesOs concept of Ocooperation after hegemonyO
(19843 appear for instance as key reference when assessing specific cases
involving international cooperation. The basic ideas of these prominent
contributions in thefield are that the foundation ofooperation is not
necessarily aboutrust, but rather about the robustness of the relationship
(cooperation theory), while Ocooperation after hegenfibisynderstood as a
reaction to (potential) conflictdzurthermore the same theories of Axel and
Keohane seem relevant for measuring variationsiefnational cooperation

as well. In particular, according to the two scholars, in order to better
understand the success and failure of any cooperation, three key dimensions
should be considered, nametyutuality of interest, the shadow of the future,

and the number of players (Axelrod and Keohane, 1986).

Subsequently, when measuring cooperation, determining the degree of
interdependence stands as a logical step as well, agniépendence is a key
(although not sufficient) prerequisite that facilitates cooperation as a whole by
allowing the parts involved to maintain agreements, secure peace and foster

strategies for institution buildifiy Likewise, the cooperation-competition

" \whereas realism and liberalism tend to focus on material factors such as power or conflict, constructivist
approaches emphasize the impact of norms, identities and ideas
% the reference is at the very nature of international relations
% neoliberal concepts IR- att. in a world that de facto lacks a central authority capable of enforcing such
cooperation (Axelrod 1984).
By defining cooperation as such, Keohane is appealing to realist concerns with power and conflict; he does
not want to “relegate cooperation to the mythological world of relations among equals in power”
% The literature on interdependence and the nexus with other practices is vast as well. Many scholars have
focused for instance on its economic dimension and on the role of international institutions
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dichotomy, that has always fascinated rational theory scholaiappears as a
useful reference when assessing the tendency of international actors to
compete, balance or forsakeoperation®’. These terms are central to the

discussion on public diplomacyamtices in ELRussian relations

DeADLOCKS: The thesis appeals to IR literature for employing this
concept. Deadlocks are defined here as still points of all negotiation, in which
lies both promise and potential to inflict damage. While there exists haah
of literature on how to negotiate wisely and effectively, very few works have
focused specifically on the problem of deadlocks. (Narlikar,2010). Deadlocks
are relevant for the thesis as the represent a subset of the bigger set of problems
of cooperéion (as addressed by the extended literature on problems of
collective action, cooperation under anarchy, regime theory, and different
variants of institutionalism including sociological, historical and rational
design) and conflict resolution (as addes by a substantial body of work

within negotiation analysis).

DipLomAacy %% The origins of diplomacy lie buried in the darkness
preceding what we call the dawn of history (Nicolson, 1953) while its
evolution has continually adapted to change in the natenal system. The
thesis focuses on the evolution of diplomatic method. A growing concern with
public diplomacy has to be seen in this context Encyclopaedia Britannica, the
world's oldest continuously published encyclopaedia, defines it tas O

established method of influencing the decisions and behaviour of foreign

% ever since the publication of Kenneth Waltz’s Theory of International Politics, that centres on the role of
international anarchy

7 Various schools of realist theory explain other complexities as well-e.g. states’ failure to balance, the
absence of “great-power war”, the peaceful end of the Cold War, the upsurge in institutionalized cooperation
among the advanced industrial states. etc

% The Oxford English Dictionary defines diplomacy (from Latin diploma, meaning an official document, which
in turn derives from the Greek dimdwpa, meaning a folded paper/document) as “the profession, activity, or
skill of managing international relations, typically by a country’s representatives abroad” and as “the art of
dealing with people in a sensitive and tactful way”. Oxford Dictionary of Politics: Diplomacy originated in the
system of conducting relations between the states of classical Greece. It revived in medieval Europe and grew
in importance in the relations between the city states of Renaissance Italy and the emerging states of post-
Reformation Europe. The Congress of Vienna, 1815, regularized a system of permanent diplomacy between
states.
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governments and peoples through dialogue, negotiation, and other measures

short of war or violenceQ. Generally defined as the OartO of conducting
relationships for gain without conflict ad chief instrument of foreign policy,

its methods include secret negotiation by accredited envoys (though political
leaders also negotiate) and international agreements and laws, while its goals
are to further the state's interests as dictated by geggréystory, and
economics. Safeguarding the state's independence, security, and integrity is of
prime importance; preserving the widest possible freedom of action for the
state is nearly as important. Beyond that, diplomacy seeks maximum national

advantagevithout using force and preferably without causing resentment.

FRAMING : The thesis appeals to a bulk of scholarly work to define the
notion. | start from the assumption that there is a consensus between scholars
of International Relations and Communicatiaround the key role of ideas in
world politics. Communication literature, for instance,which is rich in
theories, generally positions the concept in connection with other models of
media effects, namelugenda settingO and @imingO FramingO isgeneaally
defined as €2lectio® exclusion of, and emphasis on certain issues and
approaches to promote a particular definition, interpretation, moral evaluation,
or a solution. PrimingO refers to criteria suggested by the media to assess the
performance ofeaders. Contrary to popular myth, the media represent only
one actor in the framing process. Politicians, policy makers, elites, interest
groups, and foreign leaders all try to win public acceptance of their framing.
The thesis refers to the concept ofeada setting as wellNoteworthy is
GilboaOs definition, according to which Oagenda settingO suggests that issues
receiving the most attention in the media will be perceived by the public as the
most important (Gilboa,2008). Furthermore, other authorscedsoit to the
concept of EympetitionO. As the ultimate goal is to eventually attract media
attention, it is assumed that competition can generally take two dimensions:

competing for access to the media (i.e. receiving media attention) and
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competing formedia framing (i.e., control of the selected version of reality
presented by the media) (Cook, 1998; Hilgartner & Bosk, 1988). The first
dimension is termedgenda building and the secon@tame building. (Sheafer,

and Gabay, 2009)

POWER: Power is a keyconcept that can take a variety of forms in
various disciplines, but it appears that many fields have underestimated its
amounts, sources, types, modalitiesO and practises implicated in both the
constitution and in the conduct of international life. Logkacross the often
complementary understandings of power in various disciplines and across the
assortments of actors in the international arena, the OpolymorphousO character
of the term stands out: it seems that nowadays power works in such diverse
ways that no single formulation can fully capture it when studying the
interactions between its diverse amounts, sources, types, modalities or practices
implicated in the constitution and conduct of international affairh
international relations, while reatssfor example usually look for power in
situations characterized by conflict and are committed to understandings of
power that serve the national interests of states, liberals search for ways to
check and limit power of the always potential authoritagtate, whilst post
structuralists deconstruct its capillary practices that constitute the modern
world and its subjects (Weldes, Van Ham 2010). Generally speaking, moving
away from the classical state based authority towards global governance,
political powver is repositioned, reontextualized and transformed by the
growing importance of other less territorially based power systems (Held,
Vam Ham, 2010). Meanwhileommunication scholarsargue that generally
speaking communication, along with informatiamai source of power in itself
(Castells, 2007) whilst its (communicative) practices enable people to build,
maintain, or resist power. Furthermore, in their view, theal®d socialized

communication (the one that exists in the public realm) providegsosufor
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the social production of meaning, as Othe battle of the human mind is largely

played out in the processes of communicationO (Castells, 2007).

PusLiC DipLomAcy (PD): Coined in 1965public diplomacy deals with
the influence of public attitudesnothe formation and execution of foreign
policies. Central to the term is the transnational flow of information and ideas.
It encompasses dimensions of international relations beyond traditional
diplomacy; the cultivation by governments of public opiniemiher countries;
the interaction of private groups and interests in one country with those of
another; the reporting of foreign affairs and its impact on policy;
communication between those whose job is communication, as between
diplomats and foreign coespondents; and the processes of {otdtural
communications. A widely accepted definition is the followin@ublic
diplomacy deals with the influence of public attitudes on the formation and
execution of foreign policies. It encompasses dimensions of international
relations beyond traditional diplomacy, the cultivation by governments of
public opinion in other countries; the interaction of private groups and
interests in one country with those of another; the reporting of foreign affairs
and its impact on policy, communication between those whose job is
communication, as between diplomats and foreign correspondents; and the
processes of inter-cultural communications.®®" Alongside this conceptual
debate runs the need to differentiate forms of public dipky and the
objectives that are intended to achieve. In practice, the most common
distinctions are drawn from the experience of the US that reflects long running
arguments with the foreign affairs community betweégnrmationalists and
culturalists appraches (Arndt 2005), that is sometimes translated into
advocacy and cultural communications (Malone 1988, Brown, 2012).

Furthermore, the focus broadens to other-teeyns likeframes, discourses —

% The Murrow Center -http.//fletcher.tufts.edu/Murrow/Diplomacy
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treated as tools/types of QOsoft powerQ-, negotiations, intersubjective
communication (divisive or cooperative)The object of the present dissertation

Is limited to specific aspects, with a focus on several public diplomacy tools
and strategies in the case of fRussia relations. The thesis argues that in the
case of EURussian relations, both sidesO public diplomacy tools and strategies
have widened existing bilateral gaps, instead of counterbalancing the current
limitations of an already troubled relationship, given the mutually
acknowledged need to Orevive@irttOstrategic partnershipO, that de facto

exists only on paper.

SociaAL Power: The dissertation borrows from Van HamOs (2009)
constructivist notion okocial power, a Oparticular face of powerO which for
the author resides in diverse practices sucha@sidas setting, problem
framing or public diplomacy and captures Othe ability to set standards, create
norms and values that are deemed legitimate and desirable, without resorting to
coercion or paymentO (Van Ham, 2009). The thesis employs van HamOs
definitions when analyseing EU and Russian public diplomacy approaches,
while focusing on the exercise of discursive powers and on the concept on
framing. It starts from Vam HamOs assumption that public diplomacyOs aim of
a balanced partnership is attractive siri@by using social power, it rejects the
classical paradigm of military power projection and information dominanceO
(Van Ham, 2010).

SofFT POWER: In international relations (IR) soft power is generated only
in part by what the government does through itgj@s and public diplomacy.
The generation of soft power is also affected in positive (and negative) ways by
a host of norstate actors within and outside the country. Those actors affect
both the general public and governing elites in other countriesci@ate an

enabling or disabling environment for government policies. Soft power

70 Makarychev A.S., “Discourses, Communication, Identities: “paper
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resourcesthat usually arise from the attractiveness of each actor’ values,

culture and policies (Nye 2004 )- regularly interact in complex ways with their
OhardO counterpghard power), that employ as key elements both coercion
measures/instruments (sticks) and payment (carrots) (Gilboa, 2008). For Nye,
Othe soft power of a country rests primarily on three resources: its culture (in
places where it is attractive to othgrits political values (when it lives up to

them at home and abroad), and its foreign policies (when they are seen as
legitimate and having moral authority). But combining these resources is not
always easy® Subsequently, additional facets of power mgee such as:
Osmart O versions (that try to balance hard and soft power) OintegratedO types
(that focus on alliances and reinvented partnerships; Korb and Boorstin, 2009)
or OsocialO versions (that reside in diverse practices such as agenda setting,
problem framing, public diplomacy, discursive power, branding; Vam Ham,
2010). Noteworthy is also the conceptsotial power-, frequently found in

cases which seem harmonious (at least on the surface) and used to advance
policy issues by copting other actoran other words not by acting against the

interests of others or by coercing them on way or another (Vam Ham 2010).

STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS (SP): The introduction of the expression in
the International Relations vocabulary appears quite recent. Foradhues,
strategic partnerships are a kind of relationship, which involves two actors that

are powerful and capable of taking strategitoam together (Emerson, 2001).

The thesis focuses on EU practices, noting the lack of comprehensive
definitions of thg political category (Grevi, 2010), although, over the last
decade, the Union has set up 10 SPs with a range of countries, considered key
global and regional powers in an international system marked by power shifts
and deepening interdependence (Brazilp&a, China, India, Japan, Mexico,
Russia, South Africa, South Korea and the United States). Officially, the

! Nye J. (2013), Foreign Policy Journal Op.Ed, 29.04.13,
www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2013/04/29/what_china_and russia_don_t get about soft power
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instrument of aStrategic Partnership Orepresents the EU’s response to an
increasingly interdependent world, since cooperation with key powers is
necessary to ensure that the EU’s values and interests are preserved at the

global level””?, but common elements to the EUQs various SPs are difficult to
find as the EU calls Ostrategic partnersO both individual countries and some

groups of countries andternational organisations.

While employing the term Owith cautionO, the thesis underlines that the
case of ELURussian relations demonstrates that SPs are still a work in progress
for the EU, which has not yet properly defined their use nor provided la clea
list of its strategic partnersAttempts at classification underline the diversity of
the EUOs strategic partners, the varied procedures for establishing an SP and
the different degrees of cooperation. Therefore, it has been disputed whether
SPs are effente policy instruments. Doubts about a real EU strategy on SPs,
with stated objectives and related achievements, as well as about the EUOs

capacity to be a strategic actor have also been expressed.

72 Source: EU Parliament, Library Briefing 26/09/2012-
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PART II.

REALPOLITIK DYNAMICS. ENDURING ISSUES.EMERGING
DILEMMAS - HISTORICAL BACKGROUND& LITERATURE REVIEW -
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CHAPTER 3: PAST AND PRESENT- FORGING A STRATEGIC
PARTNERSHIP ?

3.1.THE OUTSET

EUBRussia relations have often been presented in scholarship as a
unique case on the imt&ational political scene. On the one hand, ever since
the dissolution of the former Soviet Uni8nthis relationship has followed a
course of greater or lesser proximity, fluctuating according to their actions,

objectives, interests and depending on(ther)national context.

On the other hand, their subsequeBstrdigic partnership”, often
labelled a Omarriage arrangeO, has never been properly defined by any official
document on either sides. Furthermore, in practice it appeared governed by a
sort ofthreefolddichotomy whose pole€cooperation, conflict or competition
have constantly been articulated with one another in complex ways.
Paradoxically, the matrix of oppositions has apparently involved a certain
affinity although these are quite diversetions, as throughout history
cooperation has essentially coexisted with botlonflict and competition
trends on numerous key issues and policy areas. Moreover, it appears that over
the years, these distinctive features have often overlapped, transfdamsing

already complex relationship in a variable and unpredictable.

For historians, the current Brussél®scow controversies reflect simply
the chronology of a complicated and unique relationship between Europe as a
whole and Soviet Russig192201991),the Russian Empire (1721917) or

73 The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) formally ceased to exist on 26 December 1991
™ The Soviet Union had its roots in the Russian Revolution of 1917, which deposed the imperial autocracy
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the Tsardom of Russia (1587721)° and so off. Furthermore, many refer to
perennial OenigmasO in defining this relationship and in this sense like to quote
a famous discourse from 1939 of the British Prime Minister of tiime,
Winston Churchill: Ocannot forecast to you the action of Russia. It is a riddle
wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma; but perhaps there is a key. That key is
Russian national interest (EJO The overall claim is that these intricate
dynamics-rooted decades and even centuries-ae still permeating EU
Russian cooperation through all bilateral sphevasthe Brussel$loscow
axis’®,

Moreover, several scholars argue that it is actually through this constant
antagonism and through their Ootherné@dsGmann, 19953, that both Europe
and Russia have forged their (separate) identities throughout the years. In this
sense, Iver Neumann claims for instance that in Eurapenfarter which
social practices a period has foregrounded, be they religious, bodily,
intellectual, social, military, political, economic or otherwise, Russia has
consistently been seen as an irregularity®°. For the author, that discusses the
ambiguity surrounding Russiaksopeanness along a temporal dimension, the
most appropriate maphor used for the current European discussions of
Russian politics and economics should be thatmfisition, while keeping in
mind thatde facto “Russia has quite consistently been represented as just

having been tamed, civil, civilised, just having begun to participate in

> For more information the author recommends Riasanovsky N. and Steinberg M,A History of Russia, 2010,
Oxford University Press, http://global.oup.com/academic/product/a-history-of-russia-
9780195341973, jsessionid=64CIBIBCDIY6EA71917D91179F74C6C3?cc=be&klang=en&

70 It is often suggested that on-going political debates are invariably tainted by history. Furthermore, scholars
draw regularly attention to the fact that debates might also perpetuate certain representations to the detriment
of others.

77 Churchill W., “Never Give In! : Winston Churchill's Speeches”, London : Bloomsbury Publishing, 2013,
pp.163-164

78 e.g. from day-to-day deliberations over institutional particulars (such as the way to handle the expansion of
organisations like the EU and NATO) to discussions on security or economic issues (not only where markets

for such raw materials as petroleum and aluminium are concerned, but also the overall question of what is
most often referred to as the transition of former communist economies ) (Neuman, 1996)

7 just like other human collective would shape an identity by the way it represents other human collectives-the
“others”

% Neumann Iver B.. Russia as Europe’s Other, European University Institute, Florence, 1995, p.1
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»5! - More specifically,

European politics, just having become part of Europe
basing itself on 500 years of writings about Muscovy, Russia and the Soviet
Union, the author argues that Russia has always been perceived and
represented inlope as a constant learner since the age of Enlightenengnt

as a pupil who could be successful at times (late- sl 18thcentury), as a
Omisguided studentO that refuses to learn although it should do"so (19
century), a student who stays awaynirgchool without leave or explanation
(20" century) or finally as a very stubborn but somewhat gifted pupil, who
regularly refuses to do what other people want or to change both opinions or

habits (the present) (Ibid, 1998)

Likewise, on the Russian sdas well it seems that the process of
delineating a EuropeanoferO from the Russiaself is an active part of
Russian identity formation as welHere again the temporal element has a key
role for explaining the predominance of a particular action. Fmr
Leshoukov, a scholar from St. Petersburg State UniversiRyss@'s
perspective of the EU has always been subordinate to the general state of the
country's relations with the West, to the peculiarity and the mood of these
relations ™. To that Leshokov adds the fact that not even in Russia there has
generally been little consensus around the idea of RussiaOs positioning either
within or outside Eurof& Furthermore, for the Russian researcher, MoscowOs
attitude towards the EU and the phenomenon obg2an integration tends to
mirror the country's relationship with the West in gerf@rat‘When the
ideological and the political - military confrontation between the West and the

East was high, no pragmatic assessment of European integration was feasible

%" Ibid, 1995

%2 Neuman’s view of Russia as a truant or as a pig-headed student has apparently inspired several artistic

movements in Russia as well (e.g. Pussy Riot)

% Leshoukov I., OBeyond Satisfaction: Russia !s Perspectives on European IntegrationO, Discussion Paper C
26— 1998, Zentrum fYr EuropSische Integrationsforschung Center for European Integration Studies
Rheinische Friedrich Wilhelm&niversitit Bonn, Bonn, 1998, pp.20-21

¥ Many analysts claim that the perennial divisions over the "European question" have generally caused

inconsistency in Russia's European policy;

5 Ibid, 1998
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(..,) while when the first improvement was reached and the Helsinki process®’
started, the first chances for normalisation emerged, but the time was not ripe-

- only under Mikhail Gorbachev®’ did the cooperation between the EU and
USSR/Russia become possible”. lver Neumann goes even further as for the
author,when Russians for instance set out to discuss Europe, in reality discuss
themselves: Rentity does not reside in essential and readily identifiable
cultural traits but in relations and the question of where and how borders
toward the “other” should be drawn therefore become crucial. The making of
Russian policy is dependent on what sort of political project its politically
leading citizens want Russia to be. Since the fight about this is conducted as a
question of how should relate to Europe, ideas about Europe emerge as a key

background determinant for both domestic and foreign policy”"®®

Against this background, several follow up questions arise: is the current
strategic partnership capable of helping #&ors overcome the pastOs obstacles
and historical taboosPhe constant use of these termsdeegic partnershipO
for defining EURussian relations might indeed be perceived as a relevant
evidence of the fact that it is supposed to go beyond the simefegttening
of cooperation between parts, having a more systemic Boiewhat do we
really make of this privileged collaboration framework? How does it actually
work? What are the two actors involved really up to? What is their long term
joint vision? Wha are the distinctive features that typify thisrtmership?
What about its limits? How can we explain the actorsO persistent unwillingness
to compromises or the recurrent conflicting and competitive trends in various
bilateral fields, despite its estalfliment? What is the meaning @foperation

in this particular case? How come it doesnOt ttaeform of clear binding

% The Helsinki Accords was the final act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe held in
Finland inl1975. Thirty-five states, including the Soviet Union, USA, and most European states signed the
declaration aiming “to improve relations between the Communist bloc and the West”. These Accords,
however, were not binding as they did not have treaty status; For more info: http://www.osce.org/who/43960
 The last leader of the Soviet Union

% Neumann Iver B.. Russia and the Idea of Europe: A Study in Identity and International Relations. London
and New York: Routledge, 1996, pag.1-2
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agreements in key bilateral ar&2sOr should it be understood only as a

contextspecific phenomenon? How can it be analysed?

This chapteargueshere are various ways to get oneOs arm around these
iIssues. First, it takes note of the unclear criteria of theREEkia partnership.
Subsequently, after a short overview of several definitions and related concepts
from the literature, it procesdby identifying several distinctive features that
typify strategic partnerships in general and might result applicable in the EU
Russia case as well, when assessing the evolution of the current partnership.
Furthermore, the study employs a historical gsial that helps contextualize
the complex dynamics between these two actors and understand the
multidimensional nature of their partnership characterized by various degrees
of asymmetry. Finally it deconstructs the key elements that currently shape the
EU-Russian partnership arguing that they appéanitio constrained in a dual

power logic ofconvergence anddivergence.

3.1.1. THE UNCLEAR CRITERIA

The introduction of the s@ategic partnershipO expression in the
diplomatic language gaining relevanceBt)-Russian relations dates back to
the 90s. Despite the low degree of formalization and institutionalization, the
terms have gradually replaced the expression Ocooperative relationshipsO in
most official documents, in support of other related concefis QalliancesO,
OagreementsO or OcooperationO. Furthermore, they became a sort of a brand «
EU-Russian bilateral relations, a label regularly promoted but also quite

contested on both sides, to which EU and Russian leaders in like to refer to

% here the reference is to the fact that international cooperation typically takes the form of bilateral
or multilateral treaties, including representation to intergovernmental institutions
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mainly in public discourses, on the eve of flagship events, like for instance

presidential summits.

On the one hand, for Brussels, the EU and The Russian Federation are
simply two strategic partners that are indispensable to each otherOs security,
economic developmérmand prosperity (Barroso, 2013). Furthermore, Russia is
also the largest neighbour of the Union, brought even closer by the UnionOs
2004 and 2007 enlargements, and the third biggest trading partner, with
Russian supplies of oil and gas making up a lasyegmtage of its exports to
Europe®”. Likewise, the regular evaluating reports of tEeiropean
Commission, that institution that mainly handles thetine of bilateral
relations together with the European External Action Service EEAS and in
collaborationwith the Council of the EU regularly emphasize that the two
actors share a complex web of overlapping interests, which simply need to

form the basis for a constructive engagertlent

However, Brussels admits that as far as joint goals and visions, the EU
Russian gap is still quite de®p Consequently, according to the head of the
European Commission, Jose Barroso, in order to (partly) overcome
dissonances, the ERussia interaction should be upgraded fropa@nership
of necessity t0 apartnership of choice (Barroso, 2013). In 2013, the president
of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy was urging to set aside what he
called caricatures and clichZs hampering theREidsian relationshipVan
Rompuy 2013). For Van Rompuy, Othose who give in to these rfalsers

misjudge our relationship. They arise precisely because we hold each other to

% Source: EEAS, http://www.eeas.europa.eu

I Source: European Commission- Review of EU-Russia relations, 2008,
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/08/678&format=HTML&aged=0&languag
e=ENd&guiLanguage=en

%2 Critical approaches arise especially from the European Parliament, that unlike the Council of the European
Union (the Council) and the European Commission, is not directly involved though in the institutional routine
of the EU — Russian bilateral relations
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high standards, which is in itself the highest sign of respect (E) between two

of the world's most important players, Russia and Europe totdayO

On the other hand, for dcow, the EU and Russia, Othe largest
geopolitical entities on the European continentO, are major partners,
interdependent in many spheres (including economy, energy, internal and
external aspects of security) and linked by common civilization rootsireult
history, and future (Lavrov, 201Y)®.From the Russian perspective, the
strategic partnership with the EU is centred on shared European interests,
culture and history, while Othe fact that European culture in the broad sense
spans the area to the Haci coast is definitely RussiaOs historic
achievement®. In a letter sent to Brussels on the occasion of an EU
anniversary, Russian President Vladimir Putin was even pledging that Oa
stable, prosperous and united Europe is in our interest (while) thepeerit
of multifaceted ties with the EU is RussiaOs principled chdtm@ver, in the
meantime, Moscow emphasizes that its commitment to upgrade it is
conditional: while the agenda of the HJUssian interaction is
multidimensional and covers already wars sectors, Moscow is willing to
enhance it on the basis of equality, trust and mutual befefitéccording to
the Russian minister for foreign affairs, Sergey Lavidescow and Brussels
can only achieve a fundamentally new, higher level of partnenshihey

regard each other as equal partners, respect each other and take into account

%3 Source: European Council (2013), Lecture at the European University at Saint Petersburg of the President
of the European Council Herman Van Rompuy, “Russia and Europe today”, Saint Petersburg, 5 September
2013 EUCO 181/13- PRESSE 366 PR PCE 159,
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/138657.pdf
“ http://www.russianmission.eu
% Source: European Commission, The European Union and Russia: Close neighbours, global players,
strategic partners, 2007, http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/external-
relations/15d_en.htm
% Lavrov, S, State of the union Russia—EU: Prospects for partnership in the changing world. JCMS:
Journal of Common Market Studies 51(S1)., 2013 pp.6
’Source (in Russian): Sergey Lavrov, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, extract
from an article published in the “Diplomatic Yearbook 2010”)- Cmamuvs Munucmpa unocmpanHusix
den Poccuu C.B.Jlasposa, «/Junnomamuyeckuii excecoonux» 2010 200,
http://www.vietnam.mid.ru/press/453. html
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each otherOs interé8tsFurthermore, Lavrov deplores the fact that in his
opinion Gt seems that recently our European partners have even somewhat
abandoned our commamderstanding regarding the consistent development of
Russi®&EU cooperationO (Lavrov, 2013)

In this context, the growing use of the Ostrategic partnershipO label for
the EURussian relations appears rather puzzling, although proportional to the
somewhatlack of accuracy concerning its real meaning or implementation
criteria in international relations in gener@ider scholarship seems to agree
that although Russia and the EU have become increasingly interdependent,
their partnership is yet to transformto one of mutual cooperation (Baev,
2012; Ziegler, 2012; Tsygankov, 2018)ueries like OWhat does this really say
about the evolution of E{Russian relations?O, OWhat kind of relationship fits
the strategic partnership framework?O , OHow can we as®€ssOts
interdependence a guarantee for an effective cooperative partnership?0, Ols this
a form of policy making?0, or OWhat are its general prerequisites and the goals
behind the use of this concept?O are just a few of the many unanswered

questions on & concrete functioning of this partnership.

In fact, for many scholars, the unclear criteria in theBEl$sia strategic
partnership case reflect a generalized tendency in the literature that has often
neglected the wider topic of strategic partnershipsntarnational relations,
although these also represent new, key realities of power distribution in the

international system.

However, the thesis takes note of the fact that, in the last few years,
given the growing relevance of the term in EU vocabuldrforeign policy,

several authors started investigating the topic and other related concepts more

% In this sense, in its relations with the EU (but also with other global players), Russia has gradually sought
to be treated as an equal actor. For example, the Russian National Security Strategy until 2020, approved in
2009, focuses on the fact that Russia has overcome the consequences of the systemic crisis at the end of the
20th century and fulfilled all criteria that ensure Russia’ emergence as a world leader, Source: National
security strategy of the Russian Federation to 2020 (approved in 2009)- Cmpameeusi HayuOHaIbHOU
bezonacnocmu Poccuiickoti @edepayuu 0o 2020 2o0a http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/1/99.html
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thoroughly. In this context, a look on several tentative definitions put forward
to date by previous research studies, is particularly useful, as sevenakidest
features that typify strategic partnerships in general might result applicable in

the EURussia partnership case as well.

To start with, it should be noted that business oriented understandings of
the concept have gained considerable ground ipdise years. Th®outledge
Encyclopedia of International Political Economy for instance defines the
strategic partnerships as political instruments aimed at generally facilitating the
intensification of the economic relationships (Barry Jones, 2013). Gmilyge
several experts still prefer to stick to simple definitions and define strategic
partnerships in terms of the possibility of taking strategic action (Emerson,
2001), without discussing though what exactiyuzegic action means, while
some others ggest that strategic partnerships should simply skip rigid listings
as they are simplesgech acts” that basically allow partners to gradually

strengthen their relatiofts

Against this background, Giovanni GreviOs definition of Ostrategic
partnershipsO ppars, to date, the best attempt to provide acoatiprehensive
description of what arrategic partnership should actually look like nowadays
in international relatiort§’ (Grevi 2010). The central idea of this definition is
that strategic partnershipsathmay concern both pivotal global also regional
actors, are key bilateral means to pursue basic ‘JbaBor Grevi, Owhat
matters is that they deliverO. Furthermore, according to the definition, one
should also keep in mind that while Ocooperation desfiapartners can lead

to win-win gamesO, it can also create a vicious circle if relations turn sour as

%" Notes of the author on the proceedings of the SGIR Pan-European International Relations Conference
Stockholm, 9-11 September 2010 — http.://www.eisa-net.or
19 Grevi, G., Making EU strategic partnerships effective. Working paper FRIDE, n. 105, December 2010,
pp.2-3,5
101 7.

1bid, pp.5
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Osuch partners are those who could inflict most harm to one afStherthis

sense, the scholar draws attention on the specific case of the EUnibbr w
strategic partnerships are a political category that, to date, Ono document or
statement of the Union clearly definesO (Grevi, 2010). For this reasons, an
outputoriented definition of strategic partnerships also suggests Osome
common sense criteria tassess the strategic relevance of the relations with
some of the EUOs partnéf&@owever, although considered one of the most
comprehensive definitions of strategic partnerships, GreviOs explanation lacks
details on the OimplementationO and Oassesspi&s€¥ of this type of
cooperative relations: indeed it points out the fact that strategic partnerships
relate to the attribution of a political status, but does not really elaborate on
how exactly these strategic partners should relate to each othlee, pursuit

of common or shared goals.

In this context, wider scholarship seems to agree on the central role of
another key element whetefining strategic partnerships, namely théue
element. Marius Vahl in particular points out the relevance of thieseents,
of common values, that go hand in hand with common interests and mutual
understanding and with the so called Oequality of sizeO. According to¥ahl, O
could be therefore argued that a prerequisite for a proper partnership is that it
must be between generally similar parties of roughly equal size”***. For the
scholar, the presence of all these elements is an essential criteria for any
partnership Oas opposed to mere -aperation®, although there are

exceptions, like for instance the ERussian redtions.

2 However, according to Grevi, as the strategic quality and the ‘partnership’ nature of relations

between specific countries are often questioned, the current debate on “who is a strategic partner and
who is not is a circular one and the practice of attributing such political status is quite inconsistent”.
% 1bid, pp.3

Vahl M. Just Good Friends? The EU-Russian “Strategic Partnership” and the Northern Dimension,

Ceps, 2001 Brussels, pp.4

% Ibid,, pp.4
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On the EURussia partnership specific case Vahl argues for instance that
Oit is difficult, to say the least, to regard the EU and Russia as equalsO and for
this reason Othe asymmetric nature of the relationship between Russia and the
EU is a conslerable obstacle to the emergence ofrategic partnership "
However, Owhile the differences are rather obvious, they constitute a necessary
starting point in a discussion of the future -RUssia relationshipty’.
Following a similar line of reasoninghe Finish scholar Hiski Haukkala
emphasizes as well the key role of OvaluesO in the specific caseRolEH
strategic partnership, but associates them with a specific set of OnormsO,
together with whichthey form Othe normative core of EUOs Russia
policyG°¥(Haukkala, 2005). The scholar argues that, for the EU, the existence
of a set of shared values with all its strategic partners, and in particular with
Russia, is generally perceived as having two central functions, acting as both
the prerequisite forts establishment and as the benchmarks against which the
prospects and depth of bilateral interaction is regularly (in principle) measured

(Haukkala, 2005).

Against this background, a question then arises: given the unclear
functioning criteria and the ¢& of sharp definitions, how can we best assess
and analyse the building process of this strategic partnership, in order to grasp
the key trends of its evolution? Should the focus be more on mutual interests,
commitments, goals, values or on the partnegs@lity? | argue that one way
to get oneOs arm around these issues is by first taking a step back in time (unit
4.2.), then focus on the current key tracks for interaction, namely on the current
framework for collaboration (unit 4.3.) and attempt to idgntmajor

shortcomings and deadlocks (unit 4.4.).

9 1bid, pp.4

7 1bid, pp.4

1% While “norms” are defined as a set of technical standards relating mainly to economic activities (mainly
derived from the EU’s acquis communautaire), “values” are described as higher order normative principles
that relate to the very foundation and existence of the relationship (Haukkala, 2005).
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3.1.2.HISTORICAL LEGACIES

When the EU adventure started in the 1950s and the first communities
were established, the response in Moscow was rather negative and antipathy
was reciprocal. For a few decadé® Soviets viewed the EU as Operforming a
function similar to that of the politicahilitary cooperation within NATO,
namely, to contain the Russian influence in EuropeO (Leshoukov, 1998). The
early 1970s represented the era of a temporaupyrochement between the two
Osystems®, followed by what historians have called a new Oheat wave in the
Cold WarO that lasted until the 1980s, that is until GorbacRexéstroika.

OThe dialogue of the deafO between Brussels and Moscow ended eventually
with the signé&ure of the first documents formally regulating fldss relations,
namely a joint declaration followed by the mutual recognition in 1988
(Delcour, 2011). These documents reflected a major shift in Soviet thinking on
EU and on the East/West divide, as floe first time the Soviet establishment

of the time assessed favourably the European integration process and its
policies. Furthermore, in 1989, GorbachevO speech delivered dhahéuy

in front of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Eunogele history,

as it was publicly announcing that the Soviet Union belonged to a "common
home" in Europe, and that it would support extensive cooperation between
Eastern and Western Eurdb]e

Subsequently, after the 1991 dissolution of the Soviet UniorRuissian
Federation declared itself the official successor state to the Soviet Union and

therefore the political heir of the Urss commitments as well, including of those

9% In 1972 the Treaty of Rome was signed, Leonid Brezhnev accepted the EC as "an objective reality” and the

first contacts between the European Commission and the USSR were established. For more details see: P.
Benavides, 'Bilateral relations between the European Community and Eastern Euro- pean countries: the
problems and prospects of trade relations' in M. Maresceau (ed.), The Political and Legal Framework of
Trade Relations between the European Community and Eastern Europe. Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff, 1989,
pp.21-25.

"9 Noteworthy, for the URSS in particular, 1988 also constitutes a “watershed” as far as the expression of
nationalism was concerned, be it inter-ethnic or against the Soviet rule (Delcour, 2011)

"I Source: Gorbachev M., Address given to the Council of Europe,” speech, Strasbourg, France, July 6, 1989,
European Navigator
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with the EU. The process was rather complex though, not only because of the
legal proedures but also because of the frequent lack of continuity in political
conduct, not necessarily implying that the parts were to follow suit
automatically™® To that, one should also add the identity crisis on what Russia
represented and it wanted to beaesrbated after the dramatic events of 1993
that resulted in the worst street violence in Moscow since the 1917 Revolution
and brought Russia to the brink of civil War

In this context, wider scholarship seems to agree that both EU and
Russian approachdewards each other in the early 1990s reflected a rather
reserved state of mind. However, when compared with other major
protagonists on the international political scene, like NATO, which was
continuously met with mistrust and annoyance, the EU wasctatigaa bit
more sympathy in Moscow. In 1994 for instance, on the occasion of the
signing ceremony of the Agreement on Partnership and Cooperation by the
European Union and Russian FederdfiorRussian president Boris Yeltsin
was acknowledging the signifioce of EURussian relations, claiming that
Russia Bas made a strategic choice in favour of integration into the world

community and, in the first instance, with the European Uion

Moreover, in 1997, Moscow went event further and explicitly suggested
the idea that, at a certain stage, Russia might join tHé°EAhd yet, nobody
took it seriously. These remarks appeared strictly symbolic, as both in Brussels
and in Moscow, all actors involved in the game were perfectly aware that the

prospect of a gianRussia joining an enlarged EU was quite unrealistic. At

"2 For Leshoukov, this means that one should neither overlook the old elements in the new Russia, nor

overestimate their impact (Leshoukov, 1998).

5 political stand-off between the Russian president & the Russian parliament resolved by using military force.
The 10-day conflict became the deadliest single event of street fighting in Moscow's history since 1917 187

114

Shttp://ec.europa.eu/world/agreements/prepareCreateTreatiesWorkspace/treatiesGeneralData.do?step=0&re
direct=true&treatyld=201

3 Johnson D. & Robinson P.F. (eds), Perspectives on EU-Russia Relations, London, Routledge, 2005,pp.106
1% See for example the remarks of Viktor Chernomyrdin, Russian Prime Minister of the time, during a 1997
visit in Brussels,; Source: Reuters dispatch, 18 July 1997, “Russian EU aim laudable but unrealistic” by
Martin Nesirky
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most, according to several Russian politicians the EU integration experience
could serve as a pattern in rebuilding the former Soviet space, but not as an

identity model to follow (Leshoukov, 1998).

But the subsequent years marked a change in the OapproachO
(Leshoukov, 1998), starting with the first meeting of the -Blssia
Cooperation Council hosted in 1998 in Brussels, where both sides started using
de facto a more cautious langudgé In other wordswhile the prospects for
EU-Russia appeared quite positive, the overall picture was getting much more

complex.

On the Russian side, the presence of foreign affairs minister like
Yevgeny Primako¥/®at the negotiations table was likely to change the cards
on the table sooner than expected: for Primakov,rtp@rochement to the
West at whatever price was Onot acceptableO as Russia wastandiif
entity and a power centre like "Europe" (the EU), the US, China or }8pan
Consequently, Russia was presentetl necessarily as a part of Europe (EU),
but as a neighbouring actor who naturally had its own interests and mission and
regarded the partnership with the EU not as an end in itself, but as a means to
regain lost influence on the international arena a&ondnterbalance other

(American) dominance (Leshoukov, 1998).

From their part, EU institutions have started seriously wondering about

the limits of BrusselsO collaboration with Moscow. According to an 1998 report

"7 Eor details on the event (in English and Russian):

www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/er/023a0063.htm;

www.mid.ru/bdomp/dip _vest.nsf/99b2ddc4f717¢733c¢32567370042ee43/abeb488dbcacafd6¢c325688c0050520¢
!OpenDocument

"% Primakov served as foreign minister od Russia from 1996 until 1998, when he was nominated. Prime
minister.

" Primakov was an admirer of Prince Gorchakov, who served the Russian Empire as its Foreign Minister
after its defeat in the Crimean war (1853-56), is considered as a key personality in Russian history who
managed to retrieve the country’s international respect; Source: Russia in the world politics - 200 years’
anniversary of A.M. Gorchakov (POCCHUS B MUPOBOH ITOJINTHUKE). Speech of E. Primakov, MGIMO,
Moscow, 28.04.1998,

www.mid.ru/bdomp/dip _vest.nsf/99b2ddc4f717¢733¢32567370042ee43/2c7c5a708d42786dc3256889002a0d7
e!OpenDocument
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of the European Parliament on a Commisspacific Communication of that

e'?® Qhe future of relations between the EU and Russia lies in establishing

tim
a partnership without mental reservations (...) this requires the EU to assert
itself more strongly and pursue a foreign policy of its own, free from all
influences”. For Catherine Lalumiere, the rapporteur for the report, “devising
an EU strategy for relations with the new Russia is a challenge (as) it calls for
a complete break with the perceptions inherited from the Cold War (while) at
the same time it must be remembered that Russia, in spite of its current
difficulties and the uncertainties of transition, remains a great power in both
political and military terms (and) it would be a fundamental error to
underestimate it (..,) (as) the West in general, and the EU in particular, react
to events in Russia rather than trying to anticipate themO. Likewise, while
taking note of the fact that@stern countries have always been fascinated by
Russia but at the same time they do not know how to behave toward this
country which is both very European and very AsianO, the report was
underlying the necessity ofrapprochement, as an essential elemenfti are

to overcome our mutual suspicions”.

Furthermore, against this background, the 1998 Russian financial
crisis* represented a severe chill symptom in the relationship between the
parties, in a context in which, according to the same report, the Russians
themselves were beginning to adopt a Ocritical attitude to the WestO. "The
cooperation and aid policy geed to promote a Western market econddny
read the documenhas recently come up against severe criticism in Ridésia

(E) The reasons have to do with the general mentality ">,

120 Report on the Commission Communication 'The future of relations between the EU and Russia' and the

action plan 'The EU and Russia: the future relationship'. 12 February 1998; (COM(95)0223 - C4-0217/95 -
6440/96 - C4-0415/96) www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=REPORT&reference=A4-1998-
0060&language=EN

2Lit was also called "Ruble crisis" or the "Russian Flu". it also hit Russia on 17 August 1998. It resulted in the
Russian government and the Russian Central Bank devaluing the ruble and defaulting on its debt.

122 Reference to the three major types of assistance (humanitarian and food aid, technical assistance, credits
and credit guarantees), provided by the EU mainly through the EU Tacis initiative
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Furthermore, on a temporal scale, when referring to the evolution-of EU
Russianrelations, it is important to note that 1999 and the early 2000s
represent key milestones that reshaped what was considered till then an
ambitious plan of enhancing emergisgategic partnership. In a speech in
Stockholm in October 1999, the EUOs HiglprBsentative for the Common
Foreign and Security Policy, Javier Solana, was arguing that: O(E) developing
the Partnership with Russia is the most important, the most urgent and the most
challenging task that the European Union faces at the beginning @fLshe
century. (...) we need to engage Russia in partnership for security reasons.
Russia is a natural security partner for EurBymair security is indivisible. We
cannot have a secure Europe without a secure Russia. (...) We must in future

guard againghinking that we know best what Russia nee&sO

However, many commentators tend to agree that on the same year, the
EUOs Common Strategy on Russia (1'89%ussiads Middle Term Strategy
towards the EU for 2002010 (1999)° and the Russian Foreign Policy
Concept (1999F’inaugurated a new transitional phase in this relationship as
these documents have brought forward for the first time the claim towards a

less asymmetrical relationship between the parts.

(http://cordis.europa.eu/finance/src/phare.htm) at the time, with the aim to facilitate the reform process in
Russia
33 The document also took note of the fact that “Citizens of a great power which not so long ago was
promoting world revolution consider it humiliating to be the recipients of aid. Moreover, practical experience
in the way in which the market economy operates in Russia is perceived to be unfavourable by most of the
population: goods are available, but there is no money to buy them. Now that the socialist system of controls
has broken down, the ordinary citizen is faced with a precarious social and economic situation and insecurity
stemming from crime. The people believe these phenomena to be the consequences of capitulation to market
forces and Western control. Given, in addition, that many Western aid operations have failed, the attitude to
the West has become less friendly."
2% http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/discours/59417. pdf
23 http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2003/november/tradoc_114137. pdf
2 The Russian Federation Middle Term Strategy Towards the EU (2000-2010) -Cmpamezusi pazéumusi
omnoutenuti Poccutickoii @edepayuu ¢ Eeponetickum Corto3om Ha cpednecpounyto nepcnexmugy 2000-2010
ee.- was a unique strategy in its kind for the Russian foreign policy. According to the Russian scholar Artem
Malgem, neither Soviet nor Russian policy was inclined to articulate publicly its plans for further
developments in relations with a specific international actor (Malgin, YEAR). Full text (Russian) at:
www.fas.gov.ru/legislative-acts/legislative-acts _3810.html

27 Russia’s FP Concept- www.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/0/6D84DDEDEDBF7DA644257B160051BF7F
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This period appeared indeed as one of Omixed fe€liiy ELRuUssIian
relations: on the one hand, the EU was feeling uncomfortable with the lack of
progress concerning bilateral energy dialogue and MoscowOs human rights
approach, while on the other hand Russia was getting increasingly irritated
with both Oanverly complicated partnershipO with the Union, and with NATO
and EUOs expansion in Eastern Eurdpgarticular, the Second Chechen War
(19992000) exemplifies plainly the lack of commonality between the EU and
Russia (Haukkala, 2010). While Russialiary intervention in Chechnya
was justified by a traditional reading of RussiaOs sovereignty, for the EU, by
contrast, the conflict was predominantly about human rights violations and the
infringement of liberal values. However, despite the fact tHat delopted
several sanctions against Russia, it was the Russian reading of the conflict that
eventually prevailed, in a pattependent way casting shadow on the very
nature of EURussia institution (Haukkala, 2010).

Over the next years this already feeld&ategic partnership has
gradually deteriorated with both EU and Russian leaders alternating more
critical and than conciliatory tones in their approaches, despite a somewhat fair
evaluation of the economic cooperatiGh and despite other bilateral
achieements (such as formal negotiations resulting in the adoption of the
Four Common Spaces and of their related toags). In this sense, a key
turning point was the 2007 speech delivered by Russian President Putin at the
43rd Munich Conference on SecuriBolicy, which confirmed that Moscow
had assertively started implementing a more-cefffident foreign policy,

taking advantage of RussiaOs growing economic re¢tvery

128 Sources: EU- Russia Common Spaces Progress Report 2007

http://eeas.europa.eu/russia/docs/commonspaces_prog report2007.pdf

2 The full text of President Putin’s speech at the 43rd Munich Conference on Security Policy is available at:
http://www.diplomaticobserver.com/EN/belge/2-504/putins-speech-at-the-43rd-munich-conference-on-
security.html
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After this particular moment, as political disagreeméfftsvere
occurring at a greater spd, analysts started insistently talking about
stagnation in ELRussian political cooperatiottand about new limits to their
already ineffectivestrategic partnership shapedby a number of agreements

that allow rather than require cooperation betweetvbeactors.

3.2.THE CURRENT FRAMEWORK

As shown previously, the history of the HBUssian strategic
partnership counts over 20 years. Wider scholarship seems to agree that this
relationship appears by its very nature bound to be cooperative in sorse area
and competitive in others (Popescu 2013). Anyhow, on the institutional level,
they are regulated by an intricate, although not necessarily binding mix of
instruments aimed at strengthening cooperation at different levels. The present

section presents ¢hway these relations are currently structured.

Firstly, and primarily, the EWRussian partnership is based on the
bilateral Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (P&Ahat the EU
concluded with the Russian Federation in June 1994. The current legal bas
for cooperationentered into force in 1997, after three years of negotiations for
its implementation in a context of great internal instability in Russia and
several disagreements between the two parts concerning especially the

Chechen issue. Among vaus issues, the document was stressing the

BYE g from the anti-missile defence system project in Eastern Europe or the events in Georgia involving

Russian troops in 2008, followed by the Russian acknowledgment of South Ossetia and Abkhazia’s
sovereignties

B3I SGIR Pan-European International Relations Conference Stockholm 2010 — proceedings, hittp://www.eisa-
net.org,

132 The text of the document is available online at: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:21997A41128(01):EN:NOT%20,
http://www.russianmission.eu/userfiles/file/partnership_and_cooperation_agreement 1997 english.pdf
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importance of the Obhistorical links existing between the Community, its
Member States and Russia and the common values they shareO, expressed bott
sidesO wish to strengthen political and economic freedoms afiédreéba

parties' shared respect for democracy and human rights, political and economic

freedom and commitment to international peace and security.

However, negotiations on the new, HRuissia Agreement, launched at
the 2008 EULRussia Khanty- Mansiysk sumit***to replace the initial
agreement (renewed annually since 2007) are de facto in Ostand byO. For the
EU, a new agreement should Oprovide a more comprehensive framework for
EU-Russia relations, reflecting the growth in cooperation since the early 1990s,
while including substantive, legally binding commitments in all areas of the
partnership, including political dialogue, freedom, security and justice,
economic cooperation, research, education and culture, trade, investment and
energyO. The Russian couptets instead argue that Ospecific tasks for the
nearest futureO depend on Othe very logic of development of relations with the
European UnionO and identify several key elements of negotiations, including
Otransition to a visiaee regime, establishment afmore effective and result
oriented interaction in the sphere of foreign policy, including in crisis
management, launch of a dialogue on the coupling of concepts of economic

and social development in Russia and the EU until 26200

As for the institutimal architecture of the RusstdJ cooperation the
existing formats currently include: summits at Presidential level (since 1997
these events take place twice a year with the participation of the Presidents of
the European Council and the European Comomnsdrom the EU side and the

President of the Russian Federation, on the Russian'$id®ermanent

33 Source: Joint statement of the EU-Russia summit on the launch of negotiations for a new EU-Russia
agreement, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/er/101524.pdf

B34 Source: http://www.russianmission.eu/ru

33 Summits are hosted by Russia (in the first half of the year) and by Brussels, at the EU’s HQ (in the
second half of the year), according to practice established after the Lisbon treaty came into force on 1
December 2009 — in Brussels (prior to the Lisbon treaty — in the EU member state holding the Presidency of
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Partnership Councils (the so called P®@llow Ministers responsible for
various policy areas to meet as often as necesdaryhtensive political
dialogues regular meetings and expert consultatidnsncluding on human

rights matterS® Parliamentary consultatiois

On-going Dbilateral cooperation covers four main policy areas
established in 2008nd built around the mutual interests Brussels and Moscow
shae in a number of key area®ferred to a€ommon Spacegshat focus on:
Economy and Environment,; Freedom, Security and Justice; External Security
and finally Research and Education, including cultural aspect®. Furthermore,
for the implementation of theseur Common Spaces the two sides adopted in
2005 severalRoad Maps* as well, to act as short and meditenm
instruments. These roadmaps set out both specific objectives and specify the
necessary actions and thus determine theRiEBsian cooperation agendor
the mediumternt*2

A key priority area of cooperation is the continuous development of

economic ties, as to date, Russia is the largest oil, gas, uranium and coal

the Council, whose leaders —Prime minister or President, depending on each country - was also supposed to
participate in the summit).

3% To date, PPCs have been held with Russian Foreign Minister, Minister of the Interior, Energy, Transport
and Environment Ministers. (Source: http.//www.eeas.europa.eu/delegations/russia/index_en.htm)

37 e.g. regular Foreign Ministers' meetings, meetings of senior EU officials with their Russian counterparts,
monthly meetings of the Russian Ambassador to the EU with the Political and Security Committee and at
expert level on a wide range of topical issues (e.g. foreign policy, energy, transport, industrial policy,
information society, space).

3% These regular meetings were included in the broad framework of EU — Russia Human Rights Consultations
(since 2005). For more info check “Human rights and democracy in the world”, EEAS, Brussels, 2010
(http://eeas.europa.eu/human_rights/docs/2010_hr_report_en.pdf) and the “EU guidelines on human rights
dialogues with third countries”: www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/16526.en08.pdf,
http://eeas.europa.eu/_human_rights/dialogues/how/index_en.htm

°Meetings between members of the European Parliament and the Russian Parliament (State Duma and
Federation Council) in the EU-Russia Parliamentary Cooperation Committee PCC that take place several
times a year; Source: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/deegations/en/d-ru/home.html

"0 Both sides regularly review the evolution of these Common Spaces. Progress reports are generally
available on both EU and Russian official websites:
http://eeas.europa.eu/russia/docs/commonspaces_prog report 2010 _en.pdf  For more information
http://eeas.europa.eu/russia/common_spaces/index_en.htm

"L http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/russia/documents/eu_russia/road_maps_en.pdf

"2 The EU and Russia officially cooperate at multilateral level as well, on a number of other initiatives, of
both bilateral and international concern, including climate change, drug and human trafficking, organized
crime, counter-terrorism, non-proliferation, peace processes etc.
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exporter to the EU and the EU is by far the largest trade partner of the Russian

Federgion'*®

. In relation to the first common space in particular, the EU
emphasizes the fact that the Union is the primary market for Russian exports of
raw materialb especially enerdy*and that the EU aims to promote trade and
investment, increase opportungidéor economic operators, promote RussiaOs
modernisation, economic integration, enhance the competiveness of EU goods
and services on the Russian markets, and reinforce and provide new thrust to

economic reformé®

However, although in its regular reporthie European Commission
often underlineghat cooperation in all these areas is considered to have a
positive effect on the social, political and economic stability in the region and

worldwide'*®

, In practice, for many observers, these four common spaces
remain largely a rhetorical commitment as they practically lack concrete

content.

Furthermore, théartnership for Modernisation*’is considered a key

track of interaction between Russia and the EU, a major milestone in bilateral

"3 To date, Russia is the EU’s third most important trading partner (after the US and China), with 123

billion EUR in exported goods to Russia (7.3 % of all EU exports, 4th place after US, China, Switzerland)
and 213 billion EUR in imported goods in 2012 (11.9 % of all EU imports, 2nd place after China).
Furthermore, the EU is thus by far the largest market for Russian goods, accounting for 45% of Russian
exports in 2012. The EU is also the main supplier for Russia, with a 34% market share, followed by China
and Ukraine. In both 2011 and 2012, bilateral trade increased by more than 10%. More specifically, Russia
is the EU’s most important single supplier of energy products, accounting for 29 % of EU consumption of oil
and gas. In turn, Russia’s economy remains highly based on the export of energy raw materials, with the EU
as its most important destination. In 2012, 76 % of Russia’s exports to the EU consisted of crude oil, oil
products and natural gas. In 2011, EU stocks of foreign investment in Russia were estimated at 167 billion
EUR. This was more than EU foreign investment stocks in China and India combined. (Source: EUROSTAT,
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release STAT-14-13 en.htm;
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Russia-EU_-_basic_statistical_indicators

4 Source: European Commission, EU-Russia: First round of negotiations for the new agreement, 2008,
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/08/1099&format=HTML&aged=0&language
=EN&guilanguage=en

3 Source: European Commission. ( 2009b) EU-Russia energy dialogue, 2009,
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/international/russia/dialogue/dialogue _en.htm

Source: European Commission, The European Union and Russia: Close neighbours, global players,
strategic partners, 2007, http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/infopoint/publications/external-relations/15d_en.htm
i Source: European External Action Service, EEAS -
www.eeas.europa.eu/delegations/russia/eu_russia/tech_financial _cooperation/partnership_modernisation_fa
cility/index_en.htm
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relations. It has receive#7 min EU funding since it was agreed on in 2610
and builds on the needs of the rapidly evolving dialogues to provide financing
for adhoc specific interventions. For both the EU and Russia, the Partnership
is a Oshared agendaO of two Oequal patthgeented as a focal point of
mutual cooperation, reinforcing dialogue started under the common spates

a flexible framework for promoting reform, enhancing growth and raising
competitivenes§®. It deals with all aspects of modernisation, namely
economic,technical (including standards and regulations) but also rule of law
to functioning of the judiciary. Its latest initiatives include for instance the
adoption of the Energy Roadmap 2880signed by EU and Russia in March
2013, targeted rule of law projec{e.g. setting up an appeal system in the
Russian judicial system, afgorruption activities) or civil society development

projects and economic/technical modernisation initiatR7es

However, despite a complex institutional machinery that in theowy lay
the ground for a relationship from which all would eventually benefit, the

thesis argues that realpolitik considerations often rise above many institutional

8 following the 2010 Rostov Summit (http://eeas.europaBlanmco.eu/russia/sum06_10/index_en.htm)

% Since 1991, the EU has provided Russia with financial support worth some €2.8bn, through the European
Commission. Initially, this was done through the TACIS programme to help smooth Russia’s transition to
democracy and market economy. As Russia’s financial position has improved, the need for broad-ranging
assistance has disappeared. Financial assistance is now provided chiefly through the European
Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) and is targeted on objectives for the EU-Russia common
spaces. The EU and Russia are seen as equal partners, and the amounts made available by the Commission
have been reduced accordingly. (Source: http://www.eeas.europa.eu)

D% the Russian Permanent Mission to the EU focuses on several key priority areas that include expanding
opportunities for investment in key sectors driving growth and innovation, enhancing and deepening bilateral
trade and economic relations, promoting alignment of technical regulations and standards, advancing
sustainable low-carbon economy and energy efficiency, enhancing cooperation in innovation and research,
promoting people-to-people links, and enhancing dialogue with civil society and business community. For
more information: http.//www.russianmission.eu/ru

DI The energy partnership within the EU-Russia Energy Dialogue — aims at “improving the investment
opportunities in the energy sector to ensure continued energy production, to secure and expand
transportation infrastructure as well as to reduce the environmental impact.” Furthermore, following the gas
dispute from 2009, the EU and Russia consider it essential to further reinforce mutual confidence by
establishing an Early Warning Mechanism that ensures rapid communication and aims to prevent further
supply interruptions in the field of gas, oil or electricity.
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/international/russia/russia_en.htm. For more information:
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/international/russia/dialogue/dialogue _en.htm

D2 In order to support various modernisation projects, considerable loan facilities have been made available
by the European Investment Bank (EIB) (more than € 1 billion), the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD) and the Russian Economic Development Bank (VEB) — Source: EC press release on
EU-Russia summit (Brussels, 28 January 2014), http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release MEMO-14-58 en.htm
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goals, as, with (still) no framework agreement, the networks of real
OintegrationO between EU &Rdssia have remained in reality quite weak,
dependent on political will and frequently permeated by competitive or
conflicting trendsThe agreement on space exploratidis indeed an example

of an area on which EU and Russia have followed up previoustiaggns,
established effective patterns of cooperation. In others though, including in key
areas, capperative frameworks has not managed to overcome rhetoric and

drawbacks have become pretty frequent.

One way of capturing key lines of (dis)continuitf this bilateral
relationship in both discourse and practice is by also looking at the case of
MoscowOs relations with the different EU member states. Do these countries
follow the general trends and guidelines set out by EU institutionsO or do they
employ different policy approaches towards Russia not necessarily in line with
BrusselsO (in)formal directives? In this sense, are there significant differences
between the so called OoldO and the OnewO Europe, that until 1989/1991 was

part of the Soviet spherd influence (Eastern European member states)?

Several scholars argue that big member states for instance, such as
Germany, France or Italy have preferred to deal individually with Russia on
specific areas. Hence, they have often ignored the commomsntef the
Union, while Moscow has tried to get as much as possible from each bilateral
relationship (Nitoiu, 2011)Meanwhile, Russia has OnaturallyO prefered to
negotiate with member states bilaterally rather than with the EU collectively;
that confirms RussiaOs ambitions to Oplay an independent roleO in the
international arena (Prozorov, 2006). In a 2013 article, Lavrov explained that
RussiaOs strategy of dealing bilaterally with EU member states is based on
practical arguments, as most of the areas shdpscow cooperates with

individual member states are not within the remits of the European

3 Source: European Commission. European Space Policy - Institutional relations
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/space/policy/institutional-relations/index_en.htm
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CommissionOs competences. He adds that agreements signed with individual
member states have in the past spilled over to the EU level, while the
CommissionOs atterspib limit the freedom of the member states have only
jeopardised the EUOs strategic partnership with Moscow (Lavrov, 2013, p. 8).
Hence, the Kremlin is set to continue its approach of pursuing a dual strategy,
developing the strategic partnership with #d, while also cooperating and

negotiating individually with the member states

The thesisO goal is not to focus on this specific case, but by evoking it, it
draws attention on another key issue in-EUssian relations, namellye lack
of a common longime vision (and voice) on ERussian relations among EU
member states. In the sense, noteworthy is a report on the Opower audit in EU
Russian relationsO, coordinated by a team of analysts of thetahink
European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR, 200/g report starts from
the assumption that different countries from the EU have different history:
according to the analysré there are five different policy approaches that best
describe the relationship between each EU member state and Russia. For
instance, the approach that best describes the relationship between Greece and
Cyprus and Russia is OTrojan HorsesO because of their willingness to defend
Russian interest in the EU, and, when needed, to veto certain EU proposals.
Furthermore, countries such Bsance, Germany, Italy and Spain have chosen
to keep OStrategic PartnershipsO positions in order to enjoy certain benefits that
go beyond EU policies. OFriendly PragmatistsO are countries such as: Austria,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembouldglta, Portugal, Slovenia,
and Slovakia and these have chosen to keep their business interests as a core
factor of their relations with Russia. The fourth category are the OFrosty
PragmatistsO, which also put their business interests first, but inradgitiay
criticize areas that Russia needs to work on. The most controversial issue is the

human rights issue, and countries such as the Czech Republic, Denmark,

D4Source: ECFR, http.//ecfi.eu/content/entry/eu_russia_relations/
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Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, Romania, Sweden and the UK have
often expressed tireconcerns in the past. The last category, named ONew Cold
WarriorsO, includes Lithuania and Poland, considered to be the Oleast tolerantO

towards Russia.

According to several scholars, all these dissonances between the EUOs
discourse and the practicaltians of the Brussels hub or of the member states
have dramatically undermined the UnionOs common approach towards Moscow
and on other foreign policy issues, in particular the evolution of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP).

Moreover, their contradions and the subsequent hesitations have
paradoxically allowed RussiaOs to enhance its presence in the Eastern
Neighbourhood, in order to keep the under its sphere of infliBibktoiu,

2011).

3.2.1. MAJOR SHORTCOMINGS & DEADLOCK

As mentioned prewusly, obstacles are not new in HRuissian relations
and, to date, have occurred in all bilateral areas. Their relationship has never
been a smooth one and wider scholarship seems to agree that since the early
2000s the situation has deteriorated dramiickor this reason, the present
unit argues that, along the (unclear) functioning criteria, historical legacies and
the institutional framework, andentity kit of the EURussia strategic
partnership should also attempt to categorize their major cortstrai

deadlocks™® and recurrent problems, in order to adequately grasp their

3 Interestingly enough, at the same time, several Russian analysts have also argued that in reality Moscow

has not formulated a clear strategy for the Eastern Neighbourhood, limiting its actions to short-term incentives
for the countries in the region, that cannot be sustainable though in the long run, as they target corrupt
politicians (Nitoiu, 2011)

3% The Oxford Dictionary defines deadlocks as “a situation, typically one involving opposing parties, in which
no progress can be made” (Source: www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/deadlock); Furthermore, in

74



evolution throughout the years and the major paradigm shift that have

surrounded EtRussia cooperation on specific topit¥.

However, the chapter draws attention on theated dual character of
shortcomings and of deadlocks, given the fact that the visions of the two parties
on the partnershipOs major shortcomings and recurrent impasses do not
automatically coincide. In other words, the views in Brussels and Moscow on
the currentor latent problems donOt match as often as one might expect from
two Ostrategic partnersO. On the contrary, they are often divergent and for many
scholars these vital differences in specific areas of concern and the lack of

flexibility on both sides perméaall bilateral fields.

In this context, a strict categorization of impasses in-Rtldsian
relations appears thus quite challenging. Still, the unit argues that one way of
proceeding in this direction is by turning to the extended literature of

cooperabn.

In this senseAmrita NarlikarOs threefold concept of deadl&€k2010)
appears extremely useful. According to the scholar, depending on the outcome
they generate, international impasses can be generally divided into three types
(stalemates, extended delays or breakdowns) and are recognisable either after
a landmark moment for an agreement passes by or when-agreement
persists On the basis of these theories, this units suggesBeadlock
Scorecard Template (see table below), focused on majoeas of concerns in

bilateral relations, which might help better classify and monitor major

the scientific literature, the concept appears either embedded in a concession-.making dynamic, either
perceived as a “pint of reversal” in an escalation process (Faure, 2005).

D7 Deadlocks are understood here as a narrow case of non-agreements or non-cooperation and thus as still-
points of negotiations, as products of a sum of (non)idiosyncratic or context-related factors, some of which
may include personality clashes amongst negotiators or may simply be a product of strategy choice (Narlikar,
2010).

% Narlikar A., Deadlocks in Multilateral Negotiations Causes and Solutions, Cambridge University Press,
2010, pp.5
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impasses, occurring at different moments in tii& while offering information
on both the evolution and the possible prospects for each deadlock (overall

developmet) possible outcomes, strategies of negotiation /tactics).

Stalemates- An impasse in terms of movement, which offers in principle

no possibilities for escalation'® may provide just the trigger to push
parties into making concessions that could produce longer-lasting

agreements

39 The temporal scale is not necessarily relevant here because of the oscillating” character of
impasses-e.g. extended delay deadlocks for instance could easily transform in stalemates or result in
breakdowns (depending on the context)

150 Zartman and Faure, 2005
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Overall Development: de-escalatory dynamics, with possible normat
implications, that can facilitate resolutioli$ providing secalled
turning points®*with specific consequences (in thisseaurning poin

to deescalationO)

Possible Outcomes: key events, viewed as instrumental to moy
negotiations from one stage to anotherg. signing a framewor
agreement, developing formulas/bargaining over details, cha

evaluations (the terms dhe table)

Strategies: Integrative'®®- e.g. willingness to share informatig
relatively openly to explore common problems or common thr

proposing exchanges/ concessions that might benefit both p

relative openness to reframe issues space itsekige an impasseT

v

Extended Delays - An impasse generally occurring when the state of
non-agreement over a particular issue area persists or worsens over a

long period'”

- Overall Development: decrease of the probability of an agreem
inconsistent potibns'®> not necessarily compelling parties to conce

escalate or walk away from the negotiation

- Possible Outcomes: undermined credibility (for the parties involve

T This view suggests that not all deadlocks should be perceived as destructive to negotiations and in

some case they may even indicate distinctive features of a specific institution (e.g. strength,
independence or legitimacy) or represent the occasion to remind parties that making concessions
could produce longer-lasting agreements (Narlikar, 2010).

192 Tyrning points describe moments in time when the situation changes (Druckman, 2001): like ripe
moments (Zartman, 2000), they are often observed after periods of intense escalatory behaviour

13 value-creating strategy - instrumental to the attainment of goals that are in theory are not in
fundamental conflict, and hence, to some degree, could be eventually integrated for mutual gain , as
they tend to expand rather than to split “the pie”’(Narlikar, 2010)

164 several scholars associate it to other types of categories as well namely impasses perceived as (a
simple) “failure to agree”, as an “actual failure to agree”, as a failure on “initiation” or finally as a
failure on “contents” (Evenett 2006)

9 For Amrita Narlikar, these situations of non- agreements involve inconsistent positions of parties,
that were unable or simpply unwilling to make the concessions sufficient to achive a breakthrough on
a particular issue (Narlikar, 2010)
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missed deadlines, rejected compromise texts, failed summits or
broadly delayed benis$ (of the agreement), political disengagemer

public apathy

- Strategies: Integrative (like in the case of OstalemateO form
deadlocks) but also DistributivE® -e.g. high opening demand
refusing concessions; exaggerating oneOs minimum need
priorities; manipulating information to othersO disadvantage; t
othersO issues hostage; risk of threats, penalties; BATN

deterioration

4

Breakdowns - An impasse that could develop as the ultimate stage l

of a complicated negotiation process

- Overall Development: likely to persist / decline for an Oindefini
period; parties generally to abandon the discussions/negotiations
no matter what costs this action might have in terms of sustaing

(of the process) or of the search for otappropriate substitutes

- Possible Outcomes: lack of flexible approaches, high costs (¢
sustainability, other options); leaves little space to expectal

compromises, concessions and finally hope in any discussion

- Strategies: Distributive (like in the case of Oextended delayO forn
deadlocks

author’s elaboration, on the basis of A.Narlikar concepts (2010)

166
167

functional, for claiming value from others, when goals are partly in conflict ”(Narlikar, 2010)
Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement - It is considered the driving force behind a successful
negotiator as it refers either to the best alternative to a negotiated agreement, or the best outcome one
can expect if failing to reach agreement with the counterpart (Source: "BATNA Basics: Boost Your
Power at the Bargaining Table”, special report from Harvard Law School 2013)
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The claim is that such a specifionplate (see table above) might be a
useful tool for delineating in a timely manner both genasdessments on
deadlocks / pending issues and specific evaluations on key bilateral events, in
which lies much promise but also the potential to inflict much damage, like for

instance presidential summits.

Below | exemplify this assertion by employingttemplate on the case
of two specific events, namely the 2013 presidential summits held in
Yekaterinburg, Russia (June 2013) and in Brussels, at EU headquarters
(initially planned for December 2013, later postponed for January %J14)
These specific eves were chosen as through their assessment, relevéot up
date bilateral deadlocks and major shortcomings stand out, along with key

distinctive features on the 2013 state of affairs of&l$sian relations.

| employ theDeadlock Scorecard Template for assessing the official
programmes of the summit8and, for this reason, the focus is limited to the
key areas officially identified by both sides as Otop items on the summit
agendaO, and to their 2013 specific records (distinctive features), delineated on
the basis of relevant chronologi€sndicating the existing state of affairs and
the relevant EU/Russian approaches on the issue. An overview of findings
(types of deadlocks, possible causes/outcomes that generate and distinctive

features) is presented imet table below.

Given the narrow research objective and the limited scope of the chapter,
this endeavour is limited strictly to the topics identified as top items on official
summit agendady both Brussels and Moscowdence, it doesnOt consider

other releant themes/areas mentioned during the press conferences that

%% Eor more info on these events: European Council (http://www.european-council.europa.eu/the-

president/summits-with-third-countries ?meeting=100b4302-f25a-40f6-9a5 8-
10d4c2c8a806&lang=en&type=Summits WithThirdCountries, http.//www.european-council.europa.eu/the-
president/summits-with-third-countries ?meeting=586b8738-7b5e-4e4d-864b-
e531e76b6bcb&lang=endtype=SummitsWithThirdCountries) and Kremlin (http://eng.kremlin.ru/news/5525,
http://eng.kremlin.ru/news/6575)

9% in the sense, both EU and Russian documents were analysed (press releases, factsheets, web-infos)

7% the information was retrieved from EU and Russian official sources —e.g. statistics, reports, factsheets
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followed the two eventse(g. Ukraine events in December 2013/January 2014,
Eastern Neighbourhood), that would require a broader analysis embracing the
whole spectrum of EHRussian controversigincluding OdelicateO issues like
the European Neighbourhood Policy Vs. Eurasian Union, Kaliningrad,

Northern Dimension, frozen conflicts, etc.

EU-Russia Summits 2013 Deadlock Scorecard
Areas of Concern Type of Deadlocks
-identified as Top Items on [~ gia1emate Extended Breakdown
the Summits” Agendas- Delay
Energy X
Foreign Policy/ X X
Security Cooperation
Trade X
Visa X X
Human Rights X
New Partnership and X
Cooperation Agreement

¥ Distinctive Features:
o Energy:

- Existing State of Affairs: To date, from both BrusselsO and MoscowOs
perspectives, the current state of affairs is relatively stable as compared to that

of 2012, due to higher (although still scarce) levels of interaction in recent
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years’and to the need of aore mature relationship based on several
framework documents and an enhanced dialogue. However, both sides are
always on high alert when it comes to energy issues, that remain one of the

most sensitive and potentially OexplosiveO in bilateral relations.

- EU stance: For Brusselsthe EU and the Russian Federation are simply
“natural partners in the energy sectorQ’> According to a recemeport of the
EUOs official agency dealing with the analysis of foreign, security and defence
policy issues, The EuropeaUnion Institute for Security Studies (EUISS),
ORussia is and will remain the EUOs top energy partnerO, but the very scope of
their partnership on energy issues appears quite different to that of several
years ago, when bilateral links appeared at a ioegaint to be growing
stronger, with new pipelines plans, new contracts on-teng deliveries of
Russian gas to EU consumers or with other possible'deaEhere are many
pending issues especially linked to the activities of the Russian state mfas gia
Gazprom in Europe, which supplies more than a quarter of Europe's gas needs,
that currently is searching to find opportunities for further expansion inside the
Union, let alone wield its resources for political purposesO, while for its part
the EU appes Omore assertive in the pursuit of its energy interests, and, due to
concentrated efforts, is now much less at risk of falling victim to monopolistic

or political rentsO.

- Russian perspective. From a Russian perspective, despite a certain
decline in oveall EU energy consumption due to global economic and
financial crisis, the prospects for development of RuB&lacooperation in the
energy field remain quite high, as the EU is the largest consumer of Russian

energy products (about 63 % of Russia's apoets and 65 % of its gas

171 .
Source: European Commission

(http://ec.europa.eu/energy/international/bilateral_cooperation/russia/russia_en.htm) ; Russian Ministry for
Energy: http://minenergo.gov.ru/activity/co-operation/russia_eu/index.php?sphrase_id=538317)

72 Source: EU - http.//ec.europa.eu/energy/international/bilateral_cooperation/russia/russia_en.htm

73 Source: EUISS Brief Issue 3/2014, http://www.iss.europa.eu
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17 However, Moscow Ourges not to politicize issues of

exports)
implementation of energy projects and proceeds in this field from the necessity
to put emphasis primarily on technical and economic aspects, including
ensuring the reairce baseO. The Russian authorities have never been fond of
EU's Third Energy Packal@ the legislative package for an internal gas and
electricity market in the Union, and claims that Othe priorities in this field
should remain the elimination of potaitithreat of disruptions in supply of

energy resources to the European matkasd the pipelines projecfs
o Foreign Policy/Security Cooperation:

- Existing State of Affairs: Cooperation is particularly difficult under the
Common Space of External Securiflthough convergent on issues like the
fight against terrorismi®in general or various initiatives in multilateral settings
(e.g. Iran talks), the two sides appear to have dealt with various type of
deadlocks, generally taking the form ofstalemates. Despte RussiaOs
contribution to the EUOs operation in Chad and Softaliethe creation of the
EU-Russia Political and Security Committee in 2010 (Dettke 2011), in the
external security field the ERBussia strategic partnership reveals a rather
worrying level of competition -resulting especially from their divergent
positions regarding the shared neighbourhoetiereas unpredictability has

become de facto a keyword in negociations.

" To date, Russia is the largest single external supplier of oil to the EU (around 20 % of total imports ; 27 %

of total EU oil consumption); Russia also accounts for some 44 % of EU gas imports (around 24 % of total gas
consumption) Source: The Eurostat & Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Information Kit for journalists
accredited to the EU-Russian Summit in Brussels December 2012)

73 Source: http://ec.europa.eu/energy/gas_electricity/legislation/third_legislative_package en.htm

176 http://www.mid.ru/bdomp/ns-dos.nsf/doseu,
http://minenergo.gov.ru/upload/iblock/537/5379590b46eccb229803488dcbc3940c.pdf,
www.russianmission.eu/userfiles/file/memorandum_on_early _warning _mechanism_2009 _russian.pdf

7 Both EU and Russia plan to construct a number of pipelines, including gas pipelines, which are to meet
demand on markets in medium- and long-term prospects. The Nord Stream, South Stream and Nabucco gas
pipeline projects are among them. The maximum designed capacity of Nord Stream is 55 bcm per year, South
Stream is 63 bem per year and that of Nabucco is 31 bem per year

7% To date the latest document signed by the sides is a joint agreement for combatting terrorism singed by the
two sides on the occasion of the 32" EU-Russian summits held in Brussels in F\ ebruary2014
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/140835.pdf

7% Source: EU-Russia Common Spaces Progress Report 2008 - EU-Russia Common Spaces Progress Report
2008, http://eeas.europa.eu/russia/docs/commonspaces_prog _report 2008 en.pdf
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- EU stance: While in the past the EU assertiveness was focused mainly
on the mrsuit of its energy interests (in order to avoid the risk of falling victim
to monopolistic or political interests used as a means to exert diplomatic
pressure), in more recent times Brussels has gradually raised its voice with
Moscow on these issues, esmlly with regard to its Eastern Partnership,
launched in 2009° involving six Eastern neighbours of the EU (Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Republic of Moldova and Ukraihehich
have a common border (and recent history) with Russia as welkldbka not
participate in the frameworkEU regional policies in this area had already
started growing in number and scope ever since 2004, througbutbpean

Neighbourhood Policy Instrument ENP

Although Brussels argues that these initiatives areagainst Russian
interests, the reality is that EUOs projects in former Soviet countries and its
involvement in the settlement process of pdaviet Ofrozend confltéihave
increasingly irritated Moscow, just like the issues related to the deployment of
elements of US aninissile systems in eastern Eurbfle Hence, bilateral
discussions on these topics have tended to turn a deaf ear on these specific

topics.

0Source: EEAS- Eastern Partnership, http://eeas.europa.eu/eastern/index_en.htm

I The EU launched regional and multilateral co-operation initiatives for other neighbours as well through
the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership EUROMED (the former Barcelona Process) and the Black Sea Synergy.
52 The ENP was developed with the objective of avoiding the emergence of new dividing lines between the
enlarged EU and its neighbours, while strengthening the perception of the EU as a political and strategic
international actor. 16 of Union’s closest neighbours currently participate in it (Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Moldova, Morocco, Palestine, Syria, Tunisia and
Ukraine). Source: Overview on the EU European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) -
http://eeas.europa.eu/enp/index_en.htm

5 The most striking example is that of Transnistria, a breakaway region in The Republic of Moldova.
According to a recent EUISS report, Russia’s policy towards Transnistria is hardening, with Moscow
upgrading its military presence in the region. Likewise, in the South Caucasus, despite the change of
government in Georgia, Russia began the process of the so-called ‘borderisation’ of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia in 2013 (whereby fences and barricades were erected along the administrative boundaries of the
disputed territories), a decision perceived by many researchers as a risky act that can exacerbate existing
tensions.

% Moscow has reacted, in turn, with the deployment of Russian tactical ballistic missiles (capable of carrying

nuclear warheads) in Kaliningrad; Source: EUISS Briefs /2013, available at: http://www.iss.europa.eu
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- Russian perspective. For the Russian authorities cooperation with the
EU has progressively stigthened in these fields, especially in combating
illegal migration, organised crime and terrorism. However, Othe full potential
of this interaction in these and other spheres is still to be realisedO, although
Othe main achievement of recent years, wbéshbe hardly overestimated, is
the understanding that the ERussian partnership is one of the cornerstones of
maintaining stability and prosperity not only in Europe, but weride®®.
According to the Russian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Serghey Lavro
cooperation cannot spill over to other issue areas in the absence of political
will: If there is political will, we may find a formula that would allow us to
increase our coperation in foreign policy and security without jeopardising
the EUOs autononas regards decision making in the common security and
defence policy CSDP or RussiaOs sovereignty as a country that is not seeking
membership of the EU (Lavrov, 2013f As far as the Eastern shared
neighbourhood is concerned, Russia expressed its Oog@rfoesaperation,
provided that its effects do not OharmO its own interests. In reality it has been
very active on this dossiéf hence the underlying dynamics have already
began to reassert themselves. Many observes argue that, whereas Russia
understans this area its privileged sphere of influence and believes that, for
that reason, it expects that the EU foreign and security policies should not

interfere in its vital area of interests (Nitoiu 2011)

o Trade:

" Source: Russian Ministry for Foreign Affairs MID, Russian Mission to the EU (documents in English &
Russian)-  www.russianmission.eu/en/treaty-european-security; www.mid.ru/bdomp/ns-dos.nsf/doseu,;
www.mid.ru/ns-dvbr.nsf/dveurope/065fc3182ca460d1c¢325767f003073cc

!5 In this sense, the Russian sides expect that that the discussions with the EU on their own initiatives,
especially on “developing a Treaty on European Security and a new legal basis for international cooperation
in the energy field, as well as on the joint proposal by Russia and Germany to establish a Russia-EU
Committee on External Policy and Security continue in the spirit of strategic partnership”.

87 4 little over two years after the ENP launch, Moscow announced the Eurasian Economic Union, building on
the customs union that had already brought together Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan
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- Existing State of Affairs: To date, the EU iRussiaOs single biggest
trading partner. Furthermore, Russia is the EUQOs third biggest trading Partner
after the US and Chin® accounting for 9.7% of the EUOs external trade.
However, although the EBussia economic partnership apparently rests on
solid foundations, for many observers it has lost its momentum. For this
reason, impasses in bilateral relations on this particular field have assumed

both stalemates and extended delays forms.

- EU stance: On bilateral level, the EU and Russia agreed formtally
create a Common Economic Space in 2003, while in 2007 talks were launched
on a new enhanced agreement that was supposed to provide the legal basis for,
inter alia, closer economic integration. The problem is that these talks have
remained stuck ever raie, althoughthe EU is the largest investor in the
Russian econom$?. Furthermore, Brussels is not keen on the idea tha
Moscow is apparently seeking to shift its trade talks with the EU towards a
common track between the EU and its Customs Ufflorreate recently with
Belarus and Kazakhstaio that Brussels adds its disputes with Russia at the
World Trade OrganizaticiWTO that have created discontent in Brussels and
started less than a year after Moscow joined this trading®¢ldihe European
Commissim argues it has pursued every diplomatic channel to find solutions

with the Russian partners on several trade matters but to no avail.

- Russian position: Moscow acknowledges the key role of the EU in the
Russian economy as the EU is RussiaO leadingpanher. However Odespite
the positive trend of trade relations, the Russian side is not satisfied with the
persistent asymmetry in the structure of bilateral trade (E.). For instance, in

2012 raw materials, first of all mineral fuels, accounted for thgnshare of

%% gbout 75 % of direct foreign investment comes to Russia from EU Member States.

% Source: http://www.eurasiancommission.org/ru/Pages/default.aspx

% in the spring of 2013 the EU filled its first case at the WTO against Russia, in opposition to the
protectionist fee for recycling imposed by the Kremlin on imported cars- http.//europa.eu/rapid/press-
release IP-13-665 en.htm
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Russian exports to the European Union. On the contrary, RussiaOs imports from
the European Union consisted mainly of machinery and transport equipment,
chemicals and related products, various manufactured goods, as well as
foodstuffsO. Fur8imore, on the WTO issue, Moscow has clear ideas: Russia
indeed joined the WTO with the support of the EU 2012, but this move was
for RussiaOs Foreign Affairs Minister Lavrov absolutely normal, due to the fact
that Ototal EU investment in the Russian eegnexceeds US$260 billion, and
Russian investment into the EU countries amounts to US$75 billionO (Lavrov,
2013).

o0 Visa liberalisations:

- Existing State of Affairs: for quite a long time the two sides have dealt
with Oextended delaysO, which transéaimat times into stalemates as well,
depending on the international contédkécently though, Moscow and Brussels
agreed on a further relaxation of visa policiesbut the most important
development is the swalled Omutual stepsO process that shouldiaieiead

to the mutual abolition of visa requirements.

- EU stance™®: For the EU, to date, this area is perhaps the one area
where most progress in bilateral relations. According to a recent EUISS report,
political and technical problems would be evemsier to overcome if the
overall bilateral political relationship was in better shape, given the fact that
both the EU and Russia stand to benefit from switching tefvesatravel. For
Brussels, much depends on Russia fulfilling certain conditions st#tebizU
(e.g. elimination of the push factor for migration, etc.), but this is where certain
domestic political trends in Russia complicate progress on negotiations. The

EU gives the example of asylum seekers originating from Russia that have

I Russia Agreement between the European Community and the Russian Federation on the

facilitation of the issuance of visas 01/06/2007 http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2007:129:0027: 0()34 "EN:PDF
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consistently constituted one of the biggest groups of asylum seekers in
Europe®?

- Russian position'”: Moscow has never hidden its disagreement with
regard to what it has often called the slow machinery of Brussels especially on
the visa issue. For the Russian autiesijt RussidcU free movement agenda
has shown some practical results, but has not yet achieved its final goal,
namely the abolition of visas, as Ounfortunately the implementation and
promotion of the principle of freedom of movement in Europe turnedocos t
a much more complicated job than it had seemed four decades agoO. While
emphasizing that Othe transition to a mutual-fvisa regime for shoiterm
travel is the main and ultimate task of cooperation between Russia and EU in
this fieldO, Moscow oftereminds that Russia submits more applications for

EU visas than any other countty
0 Human Rights:

- Existing State of Affairs: Issues and concerns regarding both the EU's
and Russia's international commitments to guarantee human rights and
fundamental reedoms are a central theme in-RUssia relations, just like in
all EUOs relation with third actdts Tension has always been a key element in
all discussions, while deadlocks have generally taken the shapeeafed

delays.

2 In 2010-2011, Russian citizens, numbering 18,000 per year, were the second largest group (after Afghanis

and ahead of Iraqis, Pakistanis, and Somalis) claiming asylum in the EU. According to experts in the field, the
recent legislation on LGBT propaganda in Russia - interpreted as a form of persecution — has increased the
chances that a new category of Russian citizens might attempt to claim asylum in the EU, thus further driving
up the numbers, given the fact that in 2013, the European Court of Justice issued a ruling which stated that
being persecuted on grounds of sexual orientation is a legitimate reason for being granted asylum in the EU.
%3 Sources: Russian Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Russian Mission to the EU -
www.russianmission.eu/en/visa-issues
http://russianmission.eu/en/interviews/freedom-movement-changing-europe-example-russia-and-eu-article-
ambassador-viadimir-chizho,

" the number of Schengen visas issued annually in Russia almost doubled between 2009 and 2012, from 3.2
million to 6 million — Source: Visa Statistics - European Commission- http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-
affairs/what-we-do/policies/borders-and-visas/visa-policy/docs/overview of schengen_visa_statistics_en.pdf
™ the reference is to the EU Human Rights Dialogues -
http://eeas.europa.eu/_human_rights/dialogues/how/index _en.htm
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- EU stance:**® The EU has cdimuously raised its concern on issues like
Opressure on civil society in Russia (e.g. restrictive legislation affecting the
work of civil society or curtailing the enjoyment of fundamental freedoms of
assembly, expression and association), discriminagainst minorities,
independence of the judiciary, the harassment of human rights defenders and
opposition leadersO. At the same time, Brussels has also welcomed Osome
recent cases of amnestyO, while deploring Othe lack of investigation into
several (indivdual) criminal cases and the lack of systemic reforms in the area
of human rightsO

: . 197,
- Russian perspective™ "

Moscow Oseeks to maintain a constructive
dialogue on human rights issues with EU partnersO, but according to the
Russian Foreign Ministry Commissier for Human Rights, Democracy and
the Supremacy of Law Odialogue should be equal and mutually respectful.
Russia rejects all EU critics and hits back at human rights criticism it faces
from the EU by listing what it sees as rights failings in EU nati&ios this
reason, ever since 2012, The Russian Ministry for foreign Affairs publishes a
report on the human rights situation in the EU countries ("Report on the human
rights situation in the European Union"), presented Oas an invitation to
comprehensiventernational cooperation, including with the participation of
Russia and the European Union, toward improving the human rights situationO.
The last two reports took note of the Ospread of xenophobia, nationalism,
radicalization and discrimination in Eurgpeand, consequently, the
populationOs support for fidgght parties and the discrimination of the Russian

speaking minorities especially in the Baltic states.

Since 2005, the EU and Russia have held regular, six-monthly human rights consultations. These
meetings have provided a platform for dialogue on human rights issues in Russia and the EU and on EU-
Russian cooperation on human rights matters, notably in international for a —Source:  EEAS
http://eeas.europa.eu/statements/docs/2013/131128 01 en.pdf

7 www.mid.ru/bdomp/ns-
dgpch.nsf/03c¢344d01162d351442579510044415b/44257b100055de8444257c¢60004a6491!0OpenDocument
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o0 New Partnership and Cooperation Agreement:

- Existing State of Affairs: negotiations on a new lateral agreement to
replace the current Partnership and Cooperation Agreement®Peald
become normally implies breaking at least some of the above impasses, by
finding sustainable solutions to situations of (possible) standstill rather than an
escalatoy dynamic. To date, both EU and Russia have officially played to
openness card, by regularly reiterating their commitment for moving forward
particularly on these specific negotiations, while developing deeper
cooperation in all fields, including economigegration. However, in reality,
negotiations are at a standstill, while their stagnation appears, to date, as a sign

of mutual disenchantment and reduced expectations (Popescu 2014).

- EU stance*®: Brussels claims that to date (2013) Osome progress has
been made in the negotiation processO and underlines that both sides simply
OneedO a new Mussia Agreement that should become a key and
comprehensive instrument to deepen these relations in the future, by providing
a solid legal basis for ERussia relabns, covering all areas of the
relationship, including political dialogue, economic and trade relations, energy,

sectoral cooperation as well as justice, freedom and security aspects.

- Russian perspective®®® For Moscow, the new Agreement should make
Oa qalitative step forward and take RusEi&U interaction to a new higher
level of strategic partnershipO, reflecting at the same time the recent ¢Hanges

(political, economic and social) on internal/international level. In this sense, the

%% Negotiations on a New Agreement started in July 2008 and are conducted by the Head of the EU

delegation — Chief Operating Officer of the European External Action Service, on the EU side, and by the
Permanent Representative of the Russian Federation to the EU, on the Russian side. The negotiations are
conducted in four working groups focusing on the main chapters of the Agreement (political dialogue and
external security; cooperation in the field of freedom, security and justice; sectoral economic issues, culture,
research, education, media, sports and youth policies), while the results of each round are reviewed at
official plenary session meetings.

%9 Source:  European Commission - MEMO/14/58, Brussels 24/01/2014 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-
release MEMO-14-58 en.htm

" Source: Russian Permanent Mission to the EU, Ilepecosopvr no nogsomy 6a3z080my coenauieHuio -
http://russianmission.eu/ru/peregovory-po-novomu-bazovomu-soglasheniyu

U since the signing of the PCA in 1994 and its entry into force in 1997
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Russian Ministefor Foreign Affairs deplorewhat it labels Oinertia in the way
the EU treats its relations with Russia (E) due to the UnionOs general tradition
of developing ties with neighbouring countries only if they approach EU
standards and follow EU policiesO.(Laxr2013)

CHAPTER 4: FUTURE SCENARIOS - ENDURING ISSUES AND
EMERGING DILEMMAS

4.1. CONTRIBUTIONS FROM TH E LITERATURE : BRIEF OVERVIEW OF DEBATES

The unit provides a brief overview on the international relations
literature about EtRussia relations Given the narrow object of the present
research study, this is not the place to go into detail though about the precise
manner in which each school of thought considers as relévantumerous
and operended questionsn enduring problems and emergiddemmas in
EU-Russia relations. The aim is to simply lay a broader context for the
development of this dissertation and identify the key aspects and recurrent

themes from the literature.
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It starts from the assumption that much of the literature abotREdia
relations agrees that there is a different understanding of the exact content and

objectives of their sg@alled strategic partnership.

Furthermore, academic literature offers extensive explanations on
various nuances of this complex relationship amdthe drawbacks of EU

Russia cooperation, which pertain on both sides.

The accounts taken into consideration by the dissertation are linked to
the way major schools of thought in international relations literatatdism,

. ) .. 202
liberalism, constructivism™ -

tackle broader issues of world politics and of
course key concepts likpower, interdependency, cooperation, conflict or

competition.

Before exploring them, it is important to mention that these different
understandings are often criticized by many Rarssicademics that come up
regularly with their own explanations on the causes of this intricate relationship

between Brussels and Moscow.

In this sense, noteworthy is the fact that in the past decades, different
approaches in Moscow and EU capitals haftenoled to intensiveacademic
discussions as well between Western and Russian schools of though and that
they are often referred to during heated debates on the international political

scene involving politicians or diplomats.

In particular several Russiascholars have often called fonltural
relativism®” for instance, in order to avoid what is called an inherent

generalization and stereotyping stamp of Western approaches on Russia, that

22 While neorealists see structure (anarchy and power distribution) as the primary determinant of state

behaviour , neoliberals see process (interaction and learning) as the primary determinant of state behaviour.

Both treat identities as exogenously given (rationalists), whereas constructivists share a cognitive conception

of process in which identities are interests endogenous to interaction.

3 The debate on whether value judgements can be made across cultures is not new in international
relations. Starting from the idea that cultures and moral frameworks within different societies differ
fundamentally from one another, cultural relativists evaluate actions according to the ethical standards of
the society within which they occur. For more see The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy
(http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/relativism/)
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tend to be developed Oin the West, by the West and for the Wsgh@niov
2009).

Furthermore, many Western scholars argued that the defectiveness of
RussiaEU relations is linked to an alleged OhistoricalO inability on both sides
Oto speak the same languageO (Bakalova, 2013) understood mainly as the
incapacity to agreen common terms or to reach a consensus as far as dialogue

IS concerned.

Additionally, for explaining specific deadlocks, studies encompassing in
particular the thematic of mutual perceptions of the two actors indicate the
broad ambiguity, ambivalenceisttust, misunderstandings and frustrations that

regularly define ELRussian relations (Gomart 2008).

Against this background, the general view is that theRtidsian crisis
which has gradually got worse ever since 2006, after a relative period of
stagnation in bilateral relations (2003-2006)- is directly affected by the fact
that EU and Russia are in a process of defining both their international

actorness and their foreign policy identities (DeBardeleben, 2012).

As one might expect, various interpretats do not converge when
referring to the causes of problems, enduring issues or to emerging dilemmas
depending on the different lenses through which each one approaches this

problematic issue

While realists for instance speak about a predictable clalsinterests,
linked to an asymmetrignterdependency trap (Hughes 2006; Leonard &
Popescu 2007; Bordachev 2007d)erals generally focus on the role of
domestic factors (e.g. new leadership in Moscofgcording to the liberal
approach, ELRussian contneersies are mainly linked to RussiaOs incapacity to

complete domestic liberal reforms.
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Furthermore, while scholars from the above schools of though usually
focus on material factors such as power or conflictcthetructivist approach
emphasizes the inapt of norms, identity and ideas in ERiissia relations.

This standpoint challenges the traditiomak/ist view, according to which
actorsO actions are generally shaped by the drive for relative material gains and
are thus constrained by the availablesoreces®. Studies have thus
encompassed numerous thenfesusing on the interrelationship between
ideas, power and institutions underpinning the -Mussia relationship
including on of mutual perceptions of the actors that has revealed an increasing
level of ambiguity, ambivalence, distrust, misunderstandings and frustration in
EU-Russian relations (Gomart 2008).

Likewise, other insightful research studies which have investigated the
RussiaEU relations from the prism of the constructivist approach haueséa
on European and Russian discourses for instance, the latter correlated to
national identity discourses as well (Groys 1992; Hopf 1999; Kassianova 2001;
Tsygankov 2009; Thorun 2009; Clunan 2009), in a context in which the
Oreferent role of the Wes#d specifically that of Europe has become quite
negative (Prozorov 2007; Makarychev 2063)

The common thread among many research studies is that on a general
level, the current strategic partnership between Moscow and Brussels appears
to be governed by sort of dichotomy between cooperation and conflict, that
often foments antagonistic competition trends (for influence) between the two

actors, on various levels. The problem is that on a significant number of issues

% While the realist understanding is that ideas are employed to justify or explain selfish power-driven actions

and desires, the constructivist line argues in turn that actions are shaped by actor-specific interests, which are
Jformed in the process of communication, constrained by normative limits and rationalized with the help of
ideas which have moral force in a given context (Wendt 1992, Bakalova 2011).

% Furthermore, “the West” has been repeatedly used as a reference point in Russia’s discursive quest for self-
identification, both nationally and internationally, performing the role of the significant other when referring

to “norms and values” (Baranovsky 1999; Tsygankov 2009; Heller 2010)
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and policy areas, cooperation has ofterexisted or overlapped with conflict,

making relations between the two actors very complex (Nitoiu, 2011).

These conceptshave often been considered in scholarship tothze
fundamental elements that capture the very essence of the currdtudsia
relationship which represent anyhow a unique case in international relations.
FurthermoreHaukkala (2010) stresses that the-BUssia interaction displays
a number of characteristics that set it apart from more traditional forms of
international cooperation/integration in which the limitation to sovereignty
tends to be symmetrical, and material interests prevail over the normative
clout. In this sense, in contrast to interpabling of sovereignty, Oin its
external policies the EU has a more variegatedt laghereby it advocates a
host of sovereigntghallenging practices while seeking to preserve its own

sovereign prerogatives in fuff®

As for recurrent themes, they cover literally all areas oftHRtldsian
cooperation. In particular, three themes stanidaod are considered by a wide
scholarship as key factors increasingly fomentiagtagonism and competition
in EU-Russia relationship: the controversies on the Eastern shared
Neighbourhood, the topic of energy (EuropeOs dependency on Russian gas) and
the largely debated OclashO of identitig3epending on the specific lens
through which these topics are investigated, accounts advance different

explanations:

In particular, the specific theme of the Oshared neighbourhoodO appears
relevant for the present gdisrtation as well as it underlines relevant aspects on
the various forms that competition for more influence might take between the
two actors. Several relevant aspects from the literature stand out and relate to

both agendas and actions Oin the field@eofwo actors. Some of the relevant

% Haukkala H., The EU-Russia Strategic Partnership : The Limits of Post-Sovereignty in

International Relations, London, Routledge 2010, pp.24
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approaches taken into consideration by the dissertation (for the Deadlock
Analysis in Chapter 4) are presented below:
| The complex scenario in the area of the last months of ?201&he
political crisis and the street protests in Ukraine’”, the last minute refusal
of the Ukrainian government to sign the association agreement with the EU
during the Vilnius Eastern Partnership summit’”’, the EU reaction to Kiev’
snub’'’ and finally the Kiev-Moscow agreement’''-, clearly shows thathe
area representm authenti®©Pandora's boxO in HRussia relations, and it
can thus turn out to have severely detrimental andrefarhing

conseqguences.

| The ENP, and later the Eastern Partnership (EaP), formalised the EUOs
relations with its eastarneighbours and set the former on a limited path to
European integration. Officially, the EU agenda in the shared
neighbourhood revolves around deepening the economic and political
integration of the countries, safeguard stability prosperity but alsmatte

security.

I For this reason, the general claim is that to some extent, EU and Russia
have pursued similar goals in the shared neighbourkeach one in its
own way, aiming de facto, to expand their influence in the region and also
their power OpotaatO (hard, soft, smart or soéf§l on the international

political scene, their image and OprestigeO as global protagonists.

7 the dissertation takes in consideration events up to the 32" EU-Russia Summit, held in Brussels in January

2014 (according to the yearly agenda of presidential summits, this event was supposed to take place in
December 2013, but it was postponed at EU’s request “for organizational reasons” to January 28, 2014)

% wave of demonstrations in Ukraine, which began on November 21, 2013 with public protests demanding
closer European integration; Source: Euromaidan Movement - Ukraine, http://euromaidanpr.wordpress.com,
https://twitter.com/euromaidan,

% Source: Lithuanian Presidency of the EU Council 2013, www.eu2013.1t/en/vilnius-summit

1% Source: Statement by President Barroso at the Eastern Partnership Summit, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-
release SPEECH-13-1000_en.htm

I The coverage of these events was often different in Western and Russian media,; Source: press articles
published by the international newspaper The Guardian (independent) -
www.theguardian.com/world/2013/dec/17/ukraine-russia-leaders-talks-kremlin-loan-deal- and by Russia
Today (state funded), http://rt.com/business/ukraine-15-billion-gas-381/

2 the concepts are explored in the last section of this Chapter

95



Consequentlycompetition trends and antagonism have increased and have

de facto become a leitmotif in bilateral relations.

Many stolars have associated the Eastern Partnership to an intense period
of divergences in EUOs relations with Moscow from its very start
(Haukkala, 2008; Leonard and Popescu, 2008; Popescu and Wilson, 2009;
Larsen, 2012) and some have foreseen a series ofnanimstandoffs.
Bengtsson and ElgstrSm have argued that the Union has sought to position
itself as a normative leader in the region ever since 2004, primarily by
building on the external expectations that associate EU action with fairness

and the promotionf Onoble goalsO (Bengtsson and Elgstrsm, 2612)

Furthermore, with the Lisbon Treaty, effective since December 1, 2009, the
Union shifted its approach from widening (in the case of the enlargement to
CEE) to deepening the existing processes of Europ#agration (Agh,
2010). However, this has led to a new EU framework of asymmetrical
bilateral relation with its eastern neighbours characterised by -avaye

flux of regulations, rules, norms and values. (Christou, 2010). In this
context, the EU providegssi eastern neighbours with only one option, that
of adopting its set of rules and regulations unilaterally without asking too
much in return. However the absence of the promise of future membership
has stripped away the EUOs carrot in its endeavour dfionimd) progress

and reform in the states in the region.

The problem is that the EUOs strategic approach towards Russia has
involved refraining from substantially engaging in frozen conflicts in the
region, whose existence seems to benefit Moscow@sgyelnterests
(Popescu and Wilson, 2009; Whitman and Wolff, 2010). This has often led
the countries in the Eastern Neighbourhood to adopt an opportunistic

attitudes, trying to get as much as possible from each relationship, both

213 ~ . , . . .
The focus was thus necessarily on large amount of resources in order to influence policy outcomes

in the post-Soviet states
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with the EU and with Russ. While in this dynamic the EU has been

unable to create a stable and secure Eastern Neighbourhood, it has
managed to attain a fine balance between its economic interests in the
region and RussiaOs aspirations of regaining its former status as an

important international actor.

4.2. RESEARCH GAPS AND MISSING LINKS

As previously mentioned, recent scholarship has yielded a number of
explanations on the various shortcomings outscored iRE&sian relations
with international relationgIR) literature dfering extensive explanations for

the drawbacks in their cooperation, which pertain to both sides.

However, despite the fact thidte problematic has become quite trendy
in the past decades, substantial gaps exist at several levels, as scholars have
often approached the subject from sintieory perspectives. Explanations
generally depend on the lenses through which authors have approached various
research questions, while their differences are frequently linked to the ways the
three major traditions othought in International Relations tackle broader

issues of world politics.

This unit draws attention on specific research gaps in the literature on
EU-Russian relations, that centre indeed on the workinggoefer, but
somehow neglect the aspects linkex its multifaceted nature in various
settings, to the role of its amplifiers or to its impact in communications. The
claim is that the themes ebmmunication andpublic diplomacy strategies, in

particular, have been disregarded by the literature, detbyaitekey roles for
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improved forecasting (and thus strategic planning) on bilateral relations as a

whole.

This tendency is perhaps part of a somehow generalized lack of interest
in the literature for integrated approaches onéhes of power in internavnal
relations. Peter Van Ham writes for instance that Oboth neoliberalism and
constructivism tend to overlook questions of power in general, which are
equally blindsided by many studies of global governanceO, while existing
approaches examining conteXtmad and social aspects of power in particular
have offered only conceptual tools which are useful but still Oawaiting to be
used to gain insight into the sources and mechanism of power and authority in
an emerging global governance environm&fit@gainstthis background, it is
hardly surprising thatlittle interdisciplinary empirical research has been
conducted so far othe polymorphouscharacter of power irspecific case

studies.

Hence, the present research study attempts to fill this lacuna by fpcusin
on the case of the complex, muldyered and irregular evolution of
communication in ELRussian relationsggrguing that it is through these broad
communication processes, tools or specific methods that diverse types of
poweron both sides are generatediployedand amplified in various settings,

having a crucial impaain the broad picture of bilateral relations

My claim is that a comprehensive study exploring different facets of the
complex EURussian interactions in a variety of contemporary settsiguld
recognize that interdisciplinary approaches on power, communications and
public diplomacy might be rewarding and give some useful indications on

future scenarios.

For this reason, the present unit provides an overview on several

theoretical appraches from various fields in social sciences (international

2" Van Ham P., Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010, pp.8
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relations, communications, media, public relations), that although do not
answer directly my research question, all suggest useful approaches toward
answering it. The sources from which | dranexgint concepts and theories in
relation to my research question are thus analysed in terms of the questions
they raise, while bearing in mind obviously the research question of this
dissertation.The focus is in particular on threessing links identified by the
dissertationn the current understanding of EU-Russia relations, namely social
power, public diplomacy and framing. | have tried to connect the dots between
thesemissing links, by emphasizing the role various common OdenominatorsO

(see below):

Sccial power the ability to push preferred (foreign policy) frames

<_

—
Public Diplomacy an “avenue” for generating social power

(beyond competing framesand agendas)

—

k
Frames/Framing Asking why and how frameschange offers insights
into the workings of social power Framing places issues within a

broader context

Starting from the assumption that various forms of power are often at
play simultaneouslyhe claim isthat, if investigated regularly, these Omissing
linksO andheir workings might offer useful insights and eventually result in
timely interdisciplinary assessments on communication flows between the two

actor$™, and thus on the broader picture of-Russia bilateral relations.

I including communications with different public segments (from EU member states, Russia) with the

aim to both inform and influence, through specific instruments
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4.2.1. Social power

For inquiring on the multifaceted ah irregular evolution of
communication in EtRussian relationsl draw on the concept ofocial
power, linked to the constructivist school of international relatioBsfore
exploring the aspects that stand out in relation to thearel question of this
dissertationa brief overview of various definitions of power and of its more
traditional forms in international relations (hard, soft, smart) is though more
than useful as it contextualizes the notard thus places it within a dmder

context

| start with the conviction that in international politics, as pointed out by
Joseph Nye, Opower is like the weather. Everyone talks about it, but few
understand it.O Consequently, power Ois easier to experience than to define or
measure®f Indeed,depending on various theoretical choigesyer is defined
and measured differently by different research statiesile it remainsthe
political currency of the day in international relatio®Realists for instance,
who take anarchy for grantedsad to examingower in terms of coercion (as
something that is possessed, accumulated, measurable, visible, working on the
surfacé'®. Furthermore, as the study mfwer had gone beyond Realism and
other schools of thought had acknowledged the relevandeother concept,
like values or norms as markers of the behaviour of any international actor,
several research studies on power interactions have gradually widen their
approach. In particular, when referring to norms, vari@usstructivist

author$®® emphaized the increasingly active role of various international

216
217

Nye, J., 1990, Bound to lead: the changing nature of American power, Basic Books

While the godfathers of the discipline of international relations (like E.H.Carr or Kenneth Waltz), were all
primarily concerned with the working and distribution of power in the international system, nowadays, the
debate about power appears predicated on the understanding that the very character of international politics
is changing and that we are moving away from classical state base authority towards “global governance.
(Van Ham, 2010)

8 Van Ham , 2010, pp.3

. g. the English School of IR, international regimes theory transnationalism or social constructivism

Y Many scholars from this schools of though analyse international relations topics by looking anyways at
elements of social reality as social facts (e.g. goals, threats, fears, cultures, identities and other elements )
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actors as well (like media representatives or NGOs) and outlined the mutually
constitutive characters of norms, that in theory, by reciprocal interaction, have

the power to change and guide botafprences and identitiés

It is in this context thatoncepts of hard, soft and smart power have
emerged as the beshown forms that power can take in international relations.

They are briefly introduced below:

- Hard power is considered to a certaintert the oldest form of power. For
Nye, everyone is familiar with hard power as Oit can rest on inducements
(carrots) or threats (stick$O It is commonly associated in IR withalism as

it is about power politics, force, and violence it is associatédetadea of an
anarchic, untamed international system, where countries do not recognize any
superior authority, where order is the result of competition for power and wars

and where the possession and acquisition of resources is the key to success.

- Soft power is about the exercise of power by a state, an organization or a
single person with means other than violence and force. Its sources are
persuasion, seduction, myth or the force of the positive examples. In sum, soft
power rests on the ability whape the preferences of others, without the use of
force, coercion or violence. This form of power manifests itself in different
contexts and with different degrees of intensity, and evidence. It is about a
world in which international institutions matten which war is not the only

way to settle conflicts and in which the best way to convince and persuade
others to follow a specific example should avoid coercion. A well known soft
power supporter is Joseph Nye, who argues that Osometimes you dam get t
outcomes you want without tangible threats of payoffs (while) the indirect way
to get what you want has sometimes been called the second face of powerO. Put

differently, Oa country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics

221 . - . . . . e
Furthermore, literature elaborated on the role of discursive practices, persuasion, conceived as the ability

to establish la régle du jeu (rules of the game), social order, etc
2 Nye, J., 2004, Soft Power: the means to success in world politics, Public Affairs
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because other courgs- admiring its values, emulating its example, aspiring

to its level of prosperity and opennessant to follow ité*%. However, various
scholars argue that NyeOs notion remains somehowcagered. In this sense,

in the development of the research thethe present dissertation endorses Van
HamOs views on NyeOs definition, that assumes soft power remains largely

based on resources, which can be used, applied and wielded.

- Smart power, in turn, is used to describe a new, innovative way of managing
power (built on the concept of soft power). Nye conceptualizes it as something
lying somewhere between hard and soft power, a sort of Othird wayO in the
complex jungle of power relations. According to the scholar, smart power fits
particularly well into therealm of current international relations and foreign
politics. According to many scholars, what counts as power and being powerful

remains though quite controversial

Against this backgroundhe concept dfocial power developed byeter
van Ham (2010), energes as a new, challenging key to understanding

contemporary international politics.

The scholar argues that the age of globalization implies a pressing need
go beyond both the sheer focus on hard power and the soft powerOs core

components, namely attt@on and persuasion.

For Van Ham, social power incorporates the widely used notion of soft
power, and goes far beyond itiags wielded if an actor succeeds inlgading
its norms and values to the global level, in establishing those norms in a way
that they are seen as legitimate and desirable and in doing all this without

resorting to coercion or payméfit(Van Ham, 2010). In other words, it is the

3 Ibid, 2004
22 Van Ham P., Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010, pp.8
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capacity to establish the norms and rules around which other actorsO actions

converge that constitutedttore of social pow&r.

In international politics, it is understood as a key ability to push a
preferred foreign policy frami&, by coopting others, rather than coercing
them (it is thus inherently relational). Consequently,/tlees of its operation
Is in reciprocal social interaction and it resides in diverse practices like public
diplomacy, framing, norm advocacy, agenda setting, brandingjsoursive
power, With the latter based on the given that (in principle) recipients listen to

messages and anglling to place a basic level of trust in their validity.

Furthermore, while recognizing the potential limits of interpretations and
the complexity of the concept, Van Ham understaiadsa:/ power to interact
in intricate ways especially with certain asfs ofiard power, as advocating
new standards, norms or values might b&mapetitive and at times even an
antagonistic process because the issue here is that of advancing new notions of
desirable behaviour Wsvis thecostumes or the more OsettledO ygof doing
things. In this context, the claim is that social power can use two appreaches
either avant-garde - revolutionary (by uploading new norms or standards) or
conservative  (by maintaining them)-, as it normally takes place in a
normative/politich space. In any case without the use of classical hard power

tools, like military force or threats to use military force.

An interesting point is that in Van HamOs view, in casgaaidigm
shifts ?*' - related for instance to shocking or symbolic events which recast or
challenge prevailing definitions of a situation-, the subsequent crisis can offer

new opportunities to create new norms (and ultimately socially agreed facts) to

*? Here it would be useful to recall also how other schools consider norms to be relevant. While the regime

theory assumes that norms and rules guide actors’ behaviour eventually changing their notion of national
interest, constructivist authors emphasize the mutually constitutive character of norms, the implied changing
preferences /identities by reciprocal interaction. For Van Ham it is the second element which is particularly
interesting as it involves reciprocal social interaction as the locus of power.

% here it should be taken into account that foreign policy frames are more likely to be accepted when they
“fit”, that is when they are culturally congruent to existing values, norms and interpretations

7 e.g. the fall of the Berlin Wall, to 9/11, the global financial and economic crisis
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fit coherently within the status of status quo and introduced them through the
use of social power, in order to be considered less threatening and therefore
more legitimate. Legitimacy is thus another key element of social power
defined as a powerful method to justify foreign policy actions and gather
support for them, as it Ochangeging tribute into paying taxes and that alters
hegemony into leadershif® Furthermorelegitimacy is a relevant element for

my inquiry on EUJRussian communication, as the concept also assumes tacit or
explicit agreement on the rule$-the-game (basedishared norms and values)
and implies a shared and Omutual sense.gf of a shared identity, and of a

belief in a common destinyO.

Finally, Van HamOs assessment of European social power is particularly
convincing for the dissertation. He argues thiaisi@e the EU hard power
counts for little (and only if it is deployed outside the EU whereas social power
is everything®®. Accordingly, it appears that Othe EU feels comfortable in
an[E] environment which privileges social power. To all EU member states,
playing the twelevel game of balancing domestic and European politics, has

become second nature®.

4.2.2.Public Diplomacy

When approaching the topic eliblic diplomacy, many scholars find
themselves in difficulty aghe area suffers from a lack of sufficiently
interdisciplinary, systematic and integrated theoretical research in the field

(Gilboa, 2008%**. The approaches to this study field have been numerous but

22 Van Ham P., Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010, pp.14

2 Ibid, pp.37

20 Ibid, pp.73

1 Many scholars have developed several tools and models for analysis in several disciplines, but have not
proposed a comprehensive and integrated framework, although the field is probably one of the most
multidisciplinary areas (Gilboa, 2008). In other words, experts and practitioners present arguments

104



often focus on singlheory approaches without really providing an overall
overview on his vast, fascinating and challenging area of stuedyg. on the
specific nature and on the role of public diplomacy practices (international
relations scholars and public diplomacy practitioners); on the impact of
communication technology that has revioized the practice of diplomacy
(journalism and media scholars) or on ldegn approaches with a special
focus on specific elements necessary for building, maintaining, and improving
relationships with foreign publics, like dialogue and mutuality (putdiations

scholars}*.

Generally speaking, public diplomacy could be defined agnramnella
term that indicates the attempts by states or other international protagonists
(e.g. 1GOs, INGOs) to change or influence th#&aviour of other states or
more brodly speaking of other international actors they deal with, without the
use of physical or economic force. They fall outside the traditional model of
diplomacy?*® because they involve members of the public as well as
government officials (Nye 2005). For masgholars and practitioners, it is one
of the key processes that are employed by a state or by other international
actors to tap into theoft, smart or social power resource reserves, along
cultural diplomacy, which focuses on exchange of ideas, infornmatext and
other aspects of culture among nations and their peoples in order to foster
mutual understanding (for many scholars it is actually the linchpin of public

diplomacy itself*).

supporting the specifics their disciplines bring to public diplomacy theory / practice, but often ignore relevant
knowledge in other areas.

32 The last thorough critical analysis on the various attempts to conceptualize and theorize public diplomacy

in several disciplines -including public relations, communication, and international relations- dates back to
2008, when Eytan Gilboa published a detailed overview in the Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science 616

33 Traditional diplomacy can be understood here as simply dialogue between officials from the governments of
two (or more) states acting in their professional capacities (Oxford English Dictionary 1989)

23 Source: Waller M.J , “Strategic Influence: Public Diplomacy, Counterpropaganda, and Political Warfare”
Washington, DC: Institute of World Politics Press, 2009
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Following the events of 9/11 the concept has experienced new intgrest b
both scholars and public officials. Scholars have for instance started focusing
more on the fact that on one hand, governments at whatever level, have to win
support and legitimacy from domestic publics for their forgagticy positions
and on the othdnand, governments also have to Owin overO foreign publics if
they want to secure the agreement to policy positions from their governments
(Riordan, 2005). In the specific case of the US for example, Osince 9/11,
public diplomacy has experienced a stesgring curve. The realization that
foreign perceptions had domestic consequence quickly made public diplomacy
a national security issue. When the US launched the war on terrorism, public
diplomacy was second only to the military offensive and was the lead
instrument in the battle for hearts and mifidfs@ this sense, various accounts
analyse case studies and governmental policies, aimed to communicating
directly with the foreign public in order to advance their interest while
improving their image and plib perception on specific topics with foreign
publics (Melissen 2004; Gilboa 2006).

Furthermore, given the fast development of global communication that
has been rapidly changed by digital technology, public relations and journalism

scholars started t@dk more and more at public diplomacy as well.

On the one hand, public relations schdfdreegularly analyse the
imagebuilding function of governmental activities in the international arena,
given the transformation of public diplomacy from a mere tdofooeign
policy into a strategic management function that often revolves around the
fundamental idea of building loAgrm relationships with targeted foreign
publics (Fitzpatrick, 2007; Melissen, 2005; Riordan, 2004) in an attempt to

23 Zaharna, R.S. (2010). Battles to Bridges. U.S. Strategic Communicationand Public Diplomacy after 9/11.

London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, pp.1
2% ¢.g. Wang & Chang, 2004; Wang, 2006; Yun, 2006
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build a dialogiecbaed public diplomacy, essential in building mutual
understanding (Cowan & Arsenault, 2008; Riordan, 2004).

On the other hand, journalism scholars focus more on the consequences
of communication technologies on the practice of public diplomacy and
examine mass communicationOs effects on the foreign publics (Entman 2008,
Gilboa, 2005; Sheafer, 2009; Sheafer & Shenhav, 2809)

Likewise, for analysing the political, social, and cultural formulations of
public diplomacy, international relations scholars pay @pé attention to the
social constructivist approach, according to which individual strategies and
state interests are established in correlation to the specific historical, political
and cultural contexts within which the state operates (domestic/ itberaih
(Katzenstein, 1996). Furthermore, the suggestion is that this context emerges
out of a process of representation through which state officials (among others)
can make sense of both their domestic and international contexts (Weldes,
1999). In this ontext, negative selfnages tend to emerge from perceived
disregard or humiliation by other stet®swhile positive selimages emerge
from mutual respect and cooperation, as well as from the recognition of

sovereignty by other states (Wendt 1999).

Following their lines of reasoning, scholars from all disciplines
emphasize the key role of the media and of the public opinion, generally
considered key factors with a high impact on determining the success of public
diplomacy efforts especially when counteriegisting perceptions of foreign
publics (Nisbet, 2004). Several contributions stand out and appear particularly

useful for this dissertation. Although they do not answer directly the research

37 In the past, scholars focused mainly on the role of international broadcasting as the main tool for mediated

public diplomacy (Entman 2008, Gilboa 2004, 2005, Soroka 2003).

23 According to Wendt, negative images cannot be tolerated for long and states regularly compensate by self-
assertion and/or devaluation and aggression toward the other. Likewise, positive images reduce the need to
secure “the Self” by devaluing or destroying “the Other,” and reassuring it not only against the physical
threat of conquest, “but also against the psychic threat of not having standing” (Wendt, 1999)



guestion, they contribute to the research design and are teefleéc the

guestions that guide the textual analysis.

One of the most significant viewpoints is perhaps@hecade Network
Activation Model (CAM) advanced by Entmait (2003, 2004) for connecting
public opinion, media and foreign policy, often correlatedhwstudies
suggesting the importance of the credibility of an information sender
(Druckman 2001). EntmanOs theory brings to the forefront a key concept the
present dissertation refers to, nameldiated public diplomacy, indicating a
governmentOs efforts promote favourable framing of its policies in foreign
media (through messaging, image control and relationship building through
third-party media). More specifically, the study illustrates the interaction of
various variables that influence the magngu@neaning the frequency and
prominence) of a news frame and thus the effectiveness of (political)
communication: motivations, (cultural) congruence, power, and strategy. In
other words, it suggests that the influence of (political) communication on mass
opinion can be exerted on the one hand by increasingmthgitude of
communication around a particular issue (from low to high), especially in the
news media, increasing thus awareness and providing the mitial:g and
framing messages for the genemlblic®®®. On the other hand, Entman argues
that influence can be easier and hence communication processes effective,
when messages atengruent with a dominant view (that is when there is a
high degree of consensus around a particular 3%$usr when therds no
single dominant view (because of considerable disagreements / controversy in

a specific society).

2 This model, developed initially as a framework of analysis mainly for media performance (the

scholar focused on the case of US foreign policy), explains how interpretive frames activate and spread from
the top level of a stratified system (in the case of Entman’s study- the White House) to the network of non-
administration elites, and on to news organizations, their texts, and the public and how interpretations feed
back from lower to higher levels (Entman, 2003)

20 \when there is already high magnitude there can be less scope for further influence on opinion.
(-e.g. s public with strong opinions about a particular issue)

! Elite messages, that are in general congruent with some peoples’ views but incongruent with those
of others, might appear though ambiguous while their impact uncertain.
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The central idea here is thaediated public diplomacy occurs through a
process of Opassing@lormation from authorities to the publics (like in a
waterfall). In this gradual process, labell€dscading Network, each level of
actors adds new frames or ideas, while some actors would have more power
than others to push frames to the public. Top government officials would have
for instance more power faush their own view or frame to the public. At the
same time, journalists and news organizations could have more power to
OcontrolO the information presented to the public. In other words, according to
Entman, several actors (e.g. presidents, chief foratynsers, elites and the
media) are trying to win over the frames that reach the public through the
media and greatly influence the formation of public opinion. Furthermore, the
cultural factor is perceived as extremely important as well, while keeping in
mind, as Entman not&4 that both the activation and the spreading of frames
in specific (targeted) nationsO media depend on a certain degree of congruence
which thus implies a degree of (in)compatibility between the general outlook

and value systems dié two sides involved (Entman, 2008).

This model, extended to the international communication process, can
help analyse successes and failures of key of international actors
(governmental, 1GOs, etc), in their efforts to promote favourable framing of
specfic policies in global or national media outlets and to reaclouarpublics

through specific polic diplomacy strategié’

EntmanOs concept médiated public diplomacy, developed initially for

analysing US policies, was subsequently developed by stiteslars from

%2 Entman gives for instance the example of the US, where the activation of favourable frames for the U.S. in

foreign media is limited to media and those nations that have a positive degree of cultural congruency with
U.S. political culture. Moreover, it follows that the conditions of a political culture generally favourable to
neutral toward U.S. and its foreign policy, and a pluralistic media system the U.S. mediated public diplomacy
has more chances for success (Entman, 2008).

3 The original presumption was that favourable framing of governmental policy in the media of foreign
countries is the specific goal of mediated public diplomacy, to which some external influencing factors were
added: private communications between leaders and the foreign country’s elites; coverage of governmental
policy by global media, and governmental long term public diplomacy.
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various disciplined”, that applied it to various settings, with a special focus on
frames and frame building. Sheafer & Shenhav (2009) place it for instance in a
specific context of a changing strategic, social and cultural environment and
enphasize in particular the importance of theltural resonance factor.
Furthermore, Sheafer (2009) investigates a specific case of mediated public
diplomacy, with competition over international agenda building and frame
building as central strategic publaiplomacy activities. In turn, Melissen
(2005) warns about the downside of OusingO media as a tool for foreign policy,
since it can damage a countryOs credibility in communicating with foreign
publics. For the scholar, if public diplomacy is used as @idarpolicy tool, Oit
exposes public diplomacy to the contradictions, discontinuities, fads and
fancies of foreign policy. (Melissen, 2005). Another interesting viewpoint
comes from public relations literature after testing the applicability of
GrunigO€xcellence theory of public relations (1992) to public diplomacy, J.
Yun (20065* emphasizes the role akymmetric/symmetric communication,
indicating the amount of control each of the parties might have over the content
of communication flows, in a prosse where all parties can question each
othersO assumptions and play a part in developing (and thus frame) the final

246
message .

As far as the typology opower used or generated through public
diplomacy processes, this study turns to the internationalomdatiterature,
with a special focus on Peter Van HamOs researscari power (2010).
Starting from the assumption that public diplomacy is rooted in

communication, the scholar argues that Othe social power derived from this

" Yet despite increasing interest in mediated public diplomacy and more generally in frame building,

empirical examination of the field are still limited.

Yun applies a complex model, including the direction of communication (one-way/two-way), whether the
communication is interpersonal or conducted through a media channel, and the ethical quality of the
interaction.

5 The asymmetric model implies communication flows in all directions: e.g. communication from a
government of a country /institution directly to the people/citizens of another partner country/institution,
without necessarily passing through governmental/institutional “filters” or by involving its own citizens
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strategy hinges on othertacs knowing of oneOs positive and alluring policies
and qualitiesty’. Van HamOs idea is that social power is eventually the key for
spreading the social knowledge about oneOs attractiveness or, in the case of
new public diplomacy: the importance of certpwmlicy issues. In this context,

the role of messages and targets is fundamental, because, as Van Ham argues,
unlike propaganda, public diplomacy is not only about Ogetting the message
outO, but also about Ocreating a wider, perhaps even a global community
which is susceptible to a way of thinking that is considered desirableO. In other
words, it is about listening, facilitating and networking, not only about telling

or spreading information (Ibid, 2010). Furthermore, Van Ham notes that
public diplomacy mcreasingly uses several concepts that are developed for
marketing or (commercial) branding, wittuce branding’*® in particular often
integrated into what the scholar labels as best practice of public diplomacy

practice on the international scene.

4.2.3.Framing

As Van Ham rightfully notes, the debate on this specific topic depicting
how individuals, groups, and societies organize, perceive, and communicate
about reality, takes place in Oa crowded conceptual fieldO, that is with
overlapping terminolog$* in various fields, where notions like frames,
images, scripts or paradigms refer to Oapproximately similar processes of
creating (social) meaningO: OFrames offer mental structures shaping the way
we see the world and therefore limit the range of interpvetatossibilities;
they tell us what is important and what the range of options and solutions are to
which problems®’.

"7 Van Ham P.. Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010, pp.116-117
8 Place branding deals with managing the emotional ties between territory and people

% the terminology is used by cognitive scientists, psychologists or political scientists, media scholars, etc
0 Van Ham P.. Social Power in International Politics. London/ New York: Routledge, 2010, pp.11
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Framing is mainly seen in scholarship as media selection, exclusion of,
and emphasis on certain issues and approaches to promote algrartic
definition, interpretation, moral evaluation, or a solution (Gilboa, 2008), with
frames often coming from journalistsO practice of highlighting, obscuring, and
excluding facets of an event or issue (Entman, 1993). In this context, many
scholars focusn particular on frames and framing efféctsthrough either
frame building fow frames create common discourse about an issue and how
different frames are adopted by the media) or frame setting How media
framing influences an audience). Likewise the fiéd of political communication
often associates these concepts with two other notions, namehing” and
Qugenda setting”, with both models on mediaOs ability to increase accessibility,
indicating that mass media affect peopleOs judgment (priming) liygsakne
Issues salient than others (agenda setting) (Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). To
put it shortly, while Oagenda settingO is about what issues to think about and
OprimingO about what to think about when evaluating an issue, OframingO is
about OhowO tthink about issues. Framing refers to how news media
characterize an issue influences audiencesO perception of the issue (Scheufele
& Tewksbury, 2007; Tewksbury & Scheufele; 2009).

However, scholars note that thedia represents only one actor in the
framing process (Gilboa, 2008). Politicians, policy makers, elites, interest
groups and foreign leaders all try to win public acceptance with their framing,
as, like many scholars note, framing is essentially Oan exercise of powerO
(Reese, 2001), with frame®rmsidered not only the central organizing ideas
that make sense of an event or an issue (Gamson and Modigliani, 1987) but

actually the very indicators of power, that is Othe imprint of powerO (Entman,

1 For analysing news texts for instance, scholars have even identified a series of frames, namely generic and
specific. Generic frames refer to human interest, responsibility, economic consequences, conflict, and morality
(Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000; de Vreese, Peter, & Semetko, 2001), while specific frames are focused on
particular news events or topics and details (Vreese, Peter & Semetko). Furthermore, Ghanem and McCombs
(in Reese, 2001) identify four dimensions of media framing: the news subject, its presentation (space and
placement), cognitive attributes (details of what it is included in the frame), and affective attributes
(tone).(Reese, 2001).
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1993). Consequently, the role of framing is that ofgdtag some aspects of a
perceived reality and (of) making them more salient in a communication
context, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, casual
interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item
de<ribedO through franfgs

Furthermore, the considerable literature which has accumulated on the
subject over the past decades emphasizes thauth&g process of a specific
iIssue or problem implies a dual cause /effect alignment, with a special attentio
to the secalled Oframing responsibilityO or attribution of a cause to a certain
actor, object or entity. This process leads to sociological approaches to
framing®®, drawn from theuttribution theory (Heider 1958; Heider & Simmel,
1944), along the weknown frame analysis (Goffman, 1974)*>* Attribution
theory, which states that people simplify their perceptions (of social reality) by
making judgements about what causes others to act in a particufar, isag
useful model for practitioners as well, esp#giafor communication
professional®®in their attempt to develop common reference frames (for
organizations/institutions and their publics) and more efficient crisis
communication plans, on the basis of different understandings of the way
people perceive pecific events, actions or cau$eés The assumption,

supported by the present thesis as well, is that megsadecers as well as

2 Entman, R. (1993). Framing: Toward a Clarification of a Fractured, Paradigm. Journal of Communication,

43(4), pp.53-55
233 Source: Bryant J., Thompson S., Finklea B.W. (2012), Fundamentals of Media Effects: Second Edition,
Waveland Press, Long Grove IL-US, pp.101
% Erwin Goffiman (1974) was the first to introduce frame analysis to the sociological research field, by
exploring different types and levels of framing activity, underlying the fact that as our thoughts and actions are
influenced by the way messages are organized, framing involves information organizing and packaging. Also
Goffman marked the changes in interpretative frames, according to which events are interpreted according to
one of the following frameworks: natural, social or institutional; Source: Elliott A, Bryan S Turner B.S. (2001),
Profiles in Contemporary Social Theory, Sage, London
233 In crisis situations for instance, the general tendency is to search for the cause and to find someone to
blame it on
26 ¢.g. professionals dealing with public information, public relations, media affairs, communication strategy
or more broadly integrated communications

7 These could include details on the contents but also indicators on the “display - e.g. titles, leads,
reference quotes (e.g. larger fonts, or highlighted phrases and central paragraphs that underscore one
storyline or another)
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their receivers are involved in constructing the social reality, whose meaning(s)

can be OnegotiatedO up to a certain extent

Against this background, several hypotheses famming appear
particularly useful for the present study and contribute to delineate its wide
ranging and interdisciplinary approach. First, | focus ons¢hetion of frames
and | partly turn toEntmanOs coepts (1993, 2003, 2004) that identified
selection and highlight as key concepts oframing (along others e.g.
magnitude, congruence). Here, the key idea is that frardeBned as
Oinformatiorprocessing schemataO that are operating by Oselecting and
highlighting some features of reality while omitting othersO (Entman, 1993)
indicate problems, diagnose causes (by identifying the forces creating the
problem), evaluate (by expressing opinions) and prescribe solutions.
Furthermore, agraming a problem implies both causes and effects, special
attention is also paid to the conceptfigining responsibility defined earlier in

the unit®®

Secondly, the analysis tries teontextualize frames, arguing that
information is set in a certain context that eventualpsis peopleOs reaction
and perception. In this sense, | also refer to several understandings from the
perspective of social power and | thus turn to Van HamOs approach (2010),
according to whichframing is highly contextual, as are all aspects of social
power. This implies for instance that the so callgd® resonanceO varies
between different target audient@snd that the struggles over the framings of
a policy situation-that subsequently might develop as competing frames and
agendas- go beyond lingistic differences, as they represent symbolic contests

over the social meaning of an issue domain, Owhere meaning implies not only

28 This leads in theory to the attribution theory (analysing and understanding the way people try to

understand the events or actions’ causes) that will not be considered in the study given its limited object
2% Subsequently, as Entman argues, in the absence of an overwhelming frame of reference to analyse
international, competition over “news frames” has increased politics

114



what is at issue but also what is to be dé¥feBurthermore, askinghen, why
andhow frame changes occur might offer severseful insights on the overall
communication process, including into the various facets of the generated

power or into the reasons for which certain agendas prevail over others.

Additionally, several other methodologies for examining various
typologies of frames appear as useful reference during the empiric

investigation:

- Steensland model (2008) centres on a -feld approach: actor
representation approachfocusing on the changing distribution of actors given
voice in policy debatesand frame adoption Bfocusing on the changing
distribution of frames that actors attach to a pdfityThe study appears
particularly interesting for the dissertation that correlates it with the Van HamOs
research that emphasis in particular the cageasfe change- the ide is that
when new frames are introduced within a certain discursive field, connecting
the changing distribution of actors to the different frames attached to a policy

issue might indicate who detains social power (at a specific moment in time).

- Scheufed (2004, 2006¥)elineates in turn frames along two dimensions:
horizontal (different arenas) andertical (different levels). According to this
matri>x*®, horizontal frames occur in different arenas (media, political system,
economic milieus, cultural orgemations,or generally in the society) witkach
actor framing the same event in different ways. Furthermangical frames
generally act as tools for information processing and can be identified at
different levels in public/media discourses; in theruosireO of certain
discursive products (e.gress articles, press releases) or in specific cognitive

patterns-built on a combination of elements like events, causes, consequences

2% Schon D, Rein M.,(1995), Frame Reflection: Toward the Resolution of Intractable Policy
Controversies, New York: Basic Books, 1995, pp.29

! Steensland B. (2008), "Why Do Policy Frames Change? Actor-Idea Coevolution in Debates over
Welfare Reform." Social Forces 86:1027-1054, pp.1

% Source: D'Angelo P., Kuyper J. A. (2010), Doing News Framing Analysis: Empirical and
Theoretical Perspectives, New York, Routledge,pp.111

11¢



that might eventually change a specific discourse. The dissertatiors dhgiie
in the case of the ElRussian communication processes, both types of frames

are traceable in press releases/official discourses

- Vreese, Semetko and Peter (2000) identify fjeeric frames, describing a

wide range of topics applicable in varsowultural or social contexts, for
analysing in particular news itemsThese frames focus on either attribution
iIssues (the cause /solution of a problem is attributed to either the government, a
person, or a group), or on (potential) clashes, on the @hwieO of a
problem, on its economic consequences or finally on religious connotations.
The dissertation argues that, in specific cases, these frames can be used as
reference for analysing official discourses and press releases as well, often
formatted on the model of news items, in order to facilitate the work of
journalists, whose routine often depends on strict time schedules/pressures.
Additionally, issue specific frames are more focused on details and thus refer to

specific aspects of broader eveatgopics.

- Ruigrok, van Atteveldt and TakensOs model (2009), identfi@salency
andemphasis frames. The first frames present a subject in different ways, using
different but logical words or equivalent phrases that modify the publicOs
preferencesdepending on théifferent wordings of the same problenhe

second (emphasis frames) underline the potentially relevant considerations.

All frames are identifiable through either deductive or inductive methods
(Semetko and Valkenberg, 2007). The fiegiproach assumes predefining
certain frames as analytical variables (in order to verify to which extent these
frames exist in the analysed resources) and involves the need to clearly identify
the frames that might exist in those materials. The secondambp(mductive)
involves an overall wdepth analysis of a story in order to enunciate the

possible frames. The dissertation uses the second approach.

11¢€



PART Il .

COMMUNICATION EXERCISES: FRAMING THE DEBATE ON A
TROUBLED RELATIONSHIP - AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS -
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CHAPTER 5: PUBLIC DIPLOMACY AND IMAGE CONSTRUCTION

This chapter starts from the basic assumption that any communication proce:
implies atransfer of information, thoughts or idea%at can either be smooth or
difficul?®* to createa @hared understandi®ipetween tleast asender and a receiver
involving messages, channels, feedbacks, specificcontexts. However, this description
significantly undefrepresents what can actually be a very complex preasgs=cially
on the inérnational political scene, as on close scrutiny none of the myriad of
protagonistss easy to understawdhen it communicates in the public sphere. How do
they communicate between themselves and with the public? What channels do th
prefer for sending duspecific messages to the public, when and wWHg® do they
relate with the media? What lies beneath official discourses? What goes unsaid
public messages? What perceptions and representations of OselfO as® @othege

from these messageEtc.

In this sense,EU and Russia aréwo of the finest examples of complex
communicators in the Oglobal realmO. On the one hand, Ebyixid and unique
intergovernmental and supranational organizafisnOcommunicationO with the world
Is thus atypical as leOn the other hand, Russia stands also as a unique internatione
actor, a (re)emerging pow#rathas promptly (re)invented itself after 198iming to
(re)gain its global player status and building on the legacy it inherited from the forme
Soviet Unim or from the Russian Empire. Likewise, as mentioned in the previous
chapters the EURussian complex relationship resulting in intricate bilateral
communications flows, is aingular casen the global arenafor a multitude of
reasonswhich go from geogphical proximity and a complicated common history to
the last decades@rategic partnership label, from growing political tensions to

economic interdependenclpm intensepolitical competition in bth actorsO near

263 S . . , )
Communication noises, that can obstruct this transfer, can take various shapes
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neighbourhood to common projects arternational dossiers like the Olran nuclear
talksO.

Against this background, exploring the HORussia uneasy communication
flows, while bearing in mind the type of power they produce or utilize, appears thu
quite challenging for researchers, diplomated ainternational communication

practitioners.

The present chapter argues that one way of getting oneOs arm around the issu
by focusing on the generakactices and on the specific approachegles of the two
actors, that shape their fluid and Aorear communication flows and thus explane
current shallow configuration oftheir bilateral communicationp@blic diplomacy
exercises/image constructjonFor this reason, it turns to the empirical evidence
gathered during the research period (for theettgpment of this studi 2011-2013),
with the aim ofhighlightng a number of unresolved issues surrounditgRussian
communication that give a clear idea of tfallenges ahead fdwoth actorsin this
sense, the chapter delineates an original modehapfiry that might be used for
subsequent wideanging assessmentsn the impact andon the value of these
communication activitiesThis section Wl not attempt though to be exhaustive, as it

will focus only on the issues considered relevant for thecobjethis dissertation.

COMMUNICATION PRACTIC ES COMMUNICATION STYLES
(EU-RUSSIA RELATIONS) < > (EU vs. RussiA)
¥ Messages ¥ Strengths ¥ Rationale/ ¥ Brussels’
Communicators approach

¥ Weaknesses
¥ Process/

Channels | ¥ Opportunities ¥ Key

¥ Moscow’s
Challenges

¥ Context ¥ Threats approach

—_
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In order to avoidherisk of incurring subjectivity bias, the chaptpresent the
selected empirical data as transparerat way as possible, while providing theurces
in support ofeveryposition Despite the margins ofm@r that everysubjectivearalysis
of this kind may face, | hope that the models | delineate in this chapter will contribute
to the wide body of knowledge existing othe EU-Russia relations and on

international communication/public diplomacy

5.1. COMMUNICATION PRACTICES

This unit presents a synthesis of tampirical data collected by the author
during on/offtherecord discussions with numerous E&hd Russianexperts
(diplomats, public servantexpertsand journalistg® and during intensive archev
/literature surveys dEU and Russian official sources (officicuments) and of nen
academic readings, taken into consideration on the basis of suggestions from either |
or Russian experts (e.g. press articles, reports from -thitks, presentationsn
various IGOs sessions, internal EU reports & analydts)rthermore, the unit
emphasizes certain aspects of the overall framework eRE&sia cooperatiéfr, that
are of particular interest when referring specifically to communication practices.

The athered information is grouped with the help of a SWR&trix -

°., often referred to during the

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats™
abovementioned discussions, as one of the regular methods employed b

experts/diplomats in their internal @ps and assessments. However, the matrix is not

Y Off/On the record discussions/interviews/public events attended by the author in Brussels in 2012, 2013 on the
occasion of several key events such as: EU-Russia suymmits 6th Joint Workshop between the European Economic and
Social Committee (EESC) and the Civic Chamber of the Russian Federation
(www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/a_ces3362-2013 00 01 tra_tcd.pdf)
265 . .

for a detailed presentation see Chapter 4
9 While content is understood here as referring to language use (words or symbols) and thus to messages, process
refers to the way messages are delivered and context to the situation or environment in which messages are delivered.
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understood here an end in itselfbut rather ag way to identify and definseveral
relevantfacts aboutthe internal and external environmeatfecting communication
practices in EU and Russia relationsvith a special focus on messages,
processes/channels and on the context surrounding them®’-, while bearing in mind the
research question guiding the dissertatiime purposef the chapter is thus to locate
the relevant data gathered during the reseprobessin the broader contexwhile
including in the discussion arguments voicedHy andRussianexperts | had the

chance to meet during the research period.
5.1.1. STRENGTHS

Empirical evidence suggests that, despite the overall unenthusiastic itrends
EU-Russian relations, several positive signs revealed in the bilateral communicatio
practices could still be considered strengthder the current circumstancasthough
they do not automaticallgnablethe communication process and they would thus
need to be constantly reinforced, with a special focus on messages

processes/channels and on the context surrounding it.
¥ Messages:

Although the number of joint press releases/statements is very limited even i
the case of common initiatives or evéfitswhen approaching the metfi§ both the
EU and Russia generally stick to theategic partnership label of the last decades
when referring to the overall evolution of their relationship. In other words, both

parties try to see the full half of the bottleckeane in its own wa¥/°

Furthermore, EU institutional publicationgven those depicting specific
aspects of the ERussian relationshipincluding those targeting specifically the

media- underline the vital need on both sides and the key role of tlasoreship

7 hrough relative Communication/Press Units, but also media “load-speakers” and media brokers (e.g.. Euronews,

Russia Today), Informative Visits/Exchanges (e.g.EU projects for Russian journalists — visits in Brussels, Western
Jjournalists invited for visits to Moscow)

29 like for instance presidential summits, analysed in the next chapter

% directly -during press conferences/briefings/individual interviews, social media- or indirectly -through press
releases, press kits, information/background sheets, social media-

7% Discussions with EEAS officials, Brussels, September 2013
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through standard (although too general) phrases on the key significance of the
strategic partnership between Russia and the Union, often referred to simply as
OEurope@n abrochureproduced for the general pubfior instance the Union and
Russia arepresented aglose neighbours, global players and strategic partners, while

the EUemphasizedts Ostrong interest in working together with Russia, in order to
foster political, social and economatability, in the region and worldide3"".
Meanwhle, Russianofficial standpoints-expressed inviva voce by officials or
through specific publications (including press releases)phasize thathe two
actorsare Onajor” partners in a number of key spheres, including economy, energy,
internal and exteral aspects of security. Furthermorthe regular updates on tine
interactions are not often associated with the temu@kicO(with the exception of
statements or quotes from high level official, such as the President or the Minister ¢
Foreign Affais), but rather with the idea efjuality, given fact that this relationship

is Osupported by a well established institutional architecture that enables the two sid

to discuss at different levels practically all problems of today's wdfldO

On a generallevel, communication products on both sides depicting the
evolution of EURussian relations either stick to generalities (statistics, overview of
relations), either reflect stand on a specific iss@ad on the general complex state
of affairs. Although iewpoints on both sides (texts included) often assume critical
tones when addressing key bilateral controversies (such as the human rights issu

the general trend is an informative one.
¥ Processes:

While not all common meetings / initiatives are usedopportunities to
(jointly) communicate to the public about their results, the two parties stick to the
bilateral events calendar for approaching the media (and thus inform the public) ar

in principle take stock of the evolution of their relatid®sg. manly on the occasion

I Source: EEAS, http://eeas.europa.eu/russia/docs/russia_brochure07 _en.pdf
72Source: Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the EU - Overview of EU -Russia Relations (Omnowenus
Poccus-EC), www.russianmission.eu/en/brief-overview-relations; www.russianmission.eu/ru/kratkii-obzor-otnoshenii
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of presidential summits, visits of high level officials such as ministers or
commissioners, concrete high level negotiations or consultations on key themes (su
as energy or trade)/agreements. Although often labelled by experts icosmet
(diplomatic) exercisesgiven their promising ageda that resulted in mutual

frustrationandcontinuouscrises,these events allow both parties to approach directly

the public through specific communication channels.

This element is of particular intest for this dissertation, since it implies the
fact that, leyondofficial or secret talksbehind closed doors amomgliticians and
diplomats, public diplomacy plays a central role as ihvolves theengagement
betweenofficials, governments andarious publics. Wthin the variousforms that

24 stands out, as it is often

public diplomacy might také”® mediated public diplomacy
through the media, perceived as a key Ointermedigyfat these two actors attempt
to shape public opinidf®, with both sides beingware of the fact that the way they
frame information and convey o the medid’ (through press releases, statements,
briefings, discourses, or other communication products such asnfesks, social

media) might influence both journalistic coverage amthermore the public.
¥ Context.

Along messages and processes, there are also other veomestual factors
that subtly influencecommunication practices in ERussian relations (and

consequentlythe effectiveness of messayencludingenvironmenral (e.g. settings,

7 such including cultural initiatives (e.g. travelling art exhibitions, cultural exchanges, or advertising campaigns

promoting a country to foreign audiences)

" understood as the organized efforts by officials to exert as much influence as possible over the way specific policies,
events or initiatives are portrayed by (foreign) media

7 other key “ambassadors” include ordinary citizens, artists, students, businessmen and women, celebrities (Cooper
2008)

7% In this context, one should also note that journalists in particular have generally a political role, as they report on a
regular basis and thus they actually “construct” reality (Archetti, 2013), in a scenario that sees the public’ s direct
experience of reality often limited to the commuting journey between home and the workplace. The idea, is that
although new communication technologies provide platforms to exchange information, communicate ideas, network or
mobilize followers and resources across borders, the news from media outlets remain “the” key source of information
and thus an important “window” (the “window” metaphor was suggested by Tuchman in 1978).

"7 as mentioned in Chapter 5
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conference rooms etc.), cultural (e.g. cultural referermgmnisational culturesyr

developmental factors .@e stage of the meetingxperience in similar settingstc).

The organisation ofworking Ilunches and dinners among officialson the
occasion of key bilateral events, like presidential summits for instance is no
necessarily perceived as a protocol rule, but rather as an indicative element on t

evolution of EURussian communication practié&s

Furthermore, the fact that EU &ussian officials make use of cultural and
historical references in their discourses appears to many quite a positive elemel
Noteworthy is the fact that mostly EU representatives use quotes from Russia
writers or refer to key events in recent histompile speechwriters working for the
European Council or for the Commission donOt hide their difficulties in tracing Oth
right quotesO to be used in either short statements or discourses. The president of
European Council, Herman Van Rompuy in paraicuias presented himself as a fan
of the Russian literary chefoeuvre OWar and Peadé(1869, Lev TolstoyG&
finest literary achievement, along witither masterpiecesuch as Anna Karenina
(1877),regarded as one of the most important works of wodaiure Otsked right
before (..,)the Nobel Peace Prize ceremony what book inspired me most as a
European, my spontaneous answer was: War and Peace — was confessing the EU
official in a lecture at the European University at Saint Petersburg, held in
September 2013 - A moving love story, a fascinating panorama of society and
politics, and also (in chapters that some readers skip but which I find always
inspiring!) a wise reflection on the great, anonymous forces of history — forces which

not even great leaders like Emperor Napoleon or Tsar Alexander were able to keep

78 In this sense, the fact that the official dinner between EU and Russian leaders that would have had to open the 32nd

EU-Russia presidential summit (Brussels, 28 January 2014 - http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release IP-14-72 en.htm)
was cancelled, appeared as a sort of omen for many diplomats, experts and journalists, although officially the
Justification was a shortened visit of the Russian president in Brussels, on the eve of the Sochy Winter Olympic Games
2014; For more on the subject see a useful timeline here: www.reuters.com/article/2014/01/16/us-russia-eu-
idUSBREAOF15520140116

7 The book delineates in graphic detail events surrounding the French invasion of Russia, and the impact of the
Napoleonic era on Tsarist society, as seen through the eyes of five Russian aristocratic families.

0 Lev Tolstoy (1828 —1910)
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»?1 | ikewise, the president of the European Commission, Jose Barroso

in check
uses specific quotes in his speeches and often refers to historical characters. After f
EU-Russian 3% presidental summit for instance Barroso quoted for instance
Russian writer Fyodor Dostoevsky one of the greatest and most prominent in
world literature who oncewrote that Omuch unhappiness has come into the world

because of bewderment and things left unsaf®

5.1.2. WEAKNESSES

As mentioned in the previous chapter, there are many shortcomings causir
deadlock&™in EU-Russian relations and, as a consequence, communication practice
reflect them as well. In this sense, empirical evidence reveals increesakmesses
on both sides and even a sort of/@in reaction: the lack of vision on both sides
causes for instanceveak commitments, the normative limits cause discursive
dissonancesthe lack of a proper strateg@uses lack ofeam spiriteven in basic

issues and failure to megecific needs or handle unpredictable situations, and so on.
¥ Messages:

For several experts, the key problem in-RUssian relations is what Andrey
Makarychev calls ¢ong traditionin both Brussels and Moscoo¥ infusing different
meaningsto the samevords EU and Russian decision makarse for speaking to
each othéf®. According to Makarychev, in this context, terms liksefQvecurity”,

“marginality”, “spatial development”, “(doing) politicsG®®for instance stand out as

! Source: European Council, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/138657. pdf

2 Dostoyevsky's literary works explore human psychology in the context of the troubled political, social and spiritual
atmosphere of 19th-century Russia. Although he began writing in the mid-1840s, his most memorable works—including
Crime and Punishment, The Idiot and The Brothers Karamazov—are from his later years.

%3 Source: European Commission, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_ SPEECH-13-249_en.htm

% see the Deadlock Scoreboard Template in Part II of the dissertation

% Source: presentation in Brussels of Ceps; Ceps Policy Brief No. 244, 17 June 2011, www.ceps.be/ -
http://aei.pitt.edu/32085/1/No_244_Makarychev & Sergunin_on_EU-Russia.pdf

% For the expert, the concept “soft security” implies a stronger role for non-state actors in the EU, while in Russia it
offers a justification for increased state intervention in such spheres as environment, economics, information
management, etc.; “marginality” appears in the EU synonymous with specific type of resources in the possession of
non-central international actors, including regions, while in Russia it is usually associated to a policy of the weak and
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striking examples. Alexander Sokolo?®”, from the Russian Civic Chamber,
responsil® for international cooperatiorgivil society developmentand public
diplomacy®®, goes even further and invokes even the establishment of a sort @
vocabulary of contradictory ters, that is de facto increasing distortions, dislocations
anddisconnectiongn EU-Russia relations. Sokolov argues thas iexactly where the
sources of misunderstanding come from, provoking multiple attempts to symboliz:

the differences and elevate thé¢o a higher level of incompatibility.

Meanwhile, several EU diplomats and other EU experts argue (more or les
openly) that the current disagreements that come our in public messages are in fac
sign of the growing value gap between the two actorpatticular,Hiski Haukkala,
special advisor at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland for instance emphasizes
the key role of Ovalue€®while associatinghem with a specific set of OnormsO,
together with whictihey form Othe normative core of EBR@ssia policy®’. In turn,
although avoiding direct comments on this specific pd#ithael Pulch, Head of
Russia Division, the European External Action Serat¢éhe EU, invokes the need
of clarity, of simply messages and of good will in general for ggngs common
understandings especially when it comes to basic issues of common sense, ti
should somehow be taken for granted in th& &intury, as they are alreaily the

texts of many bilateralpolitical statements anturthermore they reflect univeldsa

the neglected; “spatial development” - in the European context it stresses regional plurality and individuality of cities
and localities, while in Russia this concept is adjusted to foster unification, integration and homogenization; “doing
politics” in the EU vocabulary implies a long-term strategy, shaped by public debates and deliberations, while for the
Russian president V. Putin all connotations with political as an adjective denote something annoying, disturbing,
miserable, etc.; Source: consultation of the Ceps Papers Archive, Brussels 2012

7 interview with the author during A.Sokolov’s visit at the EU headquarters in 28 May 2013

% The Russian Civic Chamber (O6wecmeennas nanama - www.oprfru) is a state institution that analyses draft
legislation and monitors the activities of the parliament, government and other government bodies of Russia and its
Federal Subjects. One of its commission monitors international cooperation and public diplomacy
(http://'www.oprf.ru/en/about/structure/internationalcouncils/internationalcouncils2012)

% While “norms” are defined as a set of technical standards relating mainly to economic activities (mainly derived
from the EU’s acquis communautaire), “values” are described as higher order normative principles that relate to the
very foundation and existence of the relationship (Haukkala, 2005).

" Haukkala argues that, for the EU, the existence of a set of shared values with all its strategic partners, and in
particular with Russia, is generally perceived as having two central functions, acting as both the prerequisite for its
establishment and as the benchmarks against which the prospects and depth of bilateral interaction is regularly (in
principle) measured (Haukkala, 2005).
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value$®’. In other words, the suggestion is ttia partnershouldtakecertain issues

asself-evident truthwithout problematizingll their mesages to each other.

On a general level, both EU and Russian diplomats appear to agree that tl
(mis)use oflanguage in specific settings and the problems of theabed double
translation appear anyhow as key weaknesses as far aRuSdian messages are
concern. This idea, developed especially by Russian experts and diplomats, reca
somehow thework on dialogism of Mikhail Bakhtirf®> which pertains to social
interaction butimplies a theory of translatioras welf*® according to Bahtin any
meaning, culture, subject, word or utterance/statement is transformed and changes
the encounter with foreign/externaleanings, languages, cultures, or subjects, in a
dialogic piocess of reciprocal negotiation, that hence uses different tones o
viewpoints and in whichnteraction or contradiction atgoth important to thdinal

interpretatim (Othe selfO vs. Othe otherQO)
¥ Processes:

Brussels and Moscow have different views not only on the content of the
messages dominating their relations but also on the channels through whic
information andmessage are deliveredto the public. As a result, as empirical
evidence showswhile constructing different and competing narratives on their
relations, messages are often pursued on parallel tracks and through differe
channels. This is a key weakness to be taken into account when delineatir
communication practices on both sidétere, again, the issue of double translation

and linguistics divergences stand out.

In the specific case opublic diplomacy channels for instance, Russian
diplomats often refer to explanations from Mosebased experts that the draw

attention on the diérent linguistic OshadesO of the term and thus on its doubls

21 EESC presentation, Brussels, 28 May 2013

2 The Russian philosopher (1895- 1975) states that any meaning, culture or subject changes in the encounter with
other, foreign meanings, cultures or subjects

3 notes of the author on the work of M.Bahtin during aRussian language course at The Pushkin State Russian
Language Institute (a.y.1998/1999, Moscow)
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meaning. The Russian Ambassador to the European Uadimir Chizhoy is one

of the main promoters in Brussels of this Russian school of thought and all occasior
are good for recalling spédit viewpoints Omade in RussiaO, that do not necessarily
dismiss Western viewpoints, but they are at least more objeTfivedeksandr
Sokolov from theRussian Civic Chamb&P, focuses in particular on the Russian
translation of the basiterm public diplomacy, that Oin Russian has (at least) two
meaningsO: on the one hand if translatedw@msennas ounnomamus /
obshchestvennaya diplomatiyaQ, it implies mainly the idea @lblic diplomacy as
diplomacy of the peopléwith @6wecmsennas/ obshchestvennayaO meaning indeed
QoublicO but with a focus rather on thedds, communityO aspects);nothe other
hand, if translated$6&'()*+, -($'./+0(, / publichnaya diplomatiyaQ it refers to

a wider spectrum, that includes interstate relations, cultural /academic exchange
overseas broadcasting (witB%®&'()*+, /publichnayaO translated bypUblicO as

well, but in its broader meanirfg}.

In line with this reasoning, several experts of the Russian Council for Foreigr
Affairs RIAC*" add that the first translation is rather limited as it is rather associatec
if denoting only the idea opublic diplanacy as diplomacy of the peopdmd at
NGOsO leveFor Riac, the Oconfusion is evéengerou® and for this reasort @i
important to recognize that we are specifically talking about public diplomacy as ¢
system of interaction with foreign societies foolitical reasons, while the term
obshchestvennaya diplomatiya/oowecmeennas ounnomamus should be seen as its
synaym or as one of its elements (Eitation of public diplomacy by a dialog of

non-profit organizations is an error, both semantic and, paigntpolitical”**0

2 Useful reference can be retrieved here: Article Euractiv- “Ambassador: Russia could tell EU 'nobody is perfect'-

http://'www.euractiv.com/global-europe/ambassador-russia-tell-eu-perfec-interview-504660

% Discussion with the author in Brussels, May 2013

% furthermore, if associated with “state institutions”, the term “public” is translated with another term, namely
“”[ocyoapcmeennoe yupeoicoenue/ gosudarstvennyye uchrezhdeniya” (meaning public, state institutions)

?7 RIAC is a Russian state-funded academic and diplomatic think tank, chaired by the former Russian Prime Minister
Yevgeny Primakov - http://russiancouncil.ru/inner/?id_4=507#top

% Sourse: RIAC Round table on public diplomacy, http://russiancouncil.ru/inner/?id_4=507#top
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Furthermore, while these Russian views suggest a certain division in the
transmitting channels used for delivering relevant information to the public, the
understandings in Brussels embrace a wide span of Opublic diplomacy avenuesO.
the EU commissioneévlargot WallstrSm public diplomacyimplies more than state
centred initiatives, as this is Onot an exercise in national branding; it is nc
propagandabecause we know that thisenot work (E) i is the recognition of a
fundamentalshift, and especially so in relatively open societies, of how power,
influence and decisiemaking has spread, and how complex it has be€5mén
this sense, assuming that Ocommunication is a dialogue, not a one way streetO, the
goes in theory beyondhé classical public diplomacy tools and argues that
Ocommunication is more than information: it establishes a relationship and initiates
dialogue with (E) citizen, it listen carefully and it connects to people. It is not a

neutral exercise devoid of vayit is an essential part of the political proc&8sO
¥ Context:

Against this backgroundhe general view among diplomats and international
relations experts is th#te context surrounding communication practices gets weaker
and weaker as well, agither of the frameworks of bilateral relations seems to be

working smoothlyanyways as to facilitate communication flows

It appears thus that theontextual factors that influencend make worse
communication practices in ERussian relations are generaievelopmentalO, that
is related to the general Owrong timingO both in bilateral relations, and as far
domestic states of affairs are concerned (in EU and Russia respectively). In othi
words, the weaknesses registered in-Blssian communication prads, are a

direct effect of both sides® ambiguity and generaldbakong-term strategiwision,

% Source: European Commission - Margot Wallstrém, Public Diplomacy And its Role in the EU’s External Relations,
Speech -02.10.2008, http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=SPEECH/08/494&guiLanguage=en

% The EU’s Directorate General responsible for Communication within the European Commission and the European
External Action Service EEAS, have the task to try to coordinate communication and public diplomacy initiatives, in
collaboration with the European Council .The various action plans for communciaiton by the Commission offers the
usual wide range of public diplomacy initiatives and tolls,m from integrating public diplomacy in the EU’s external
endeavors, to audivisiual services, actve use of the internet, dealing with journalists, special events. Source:
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction
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of adirectionon key themes inelations witheach otheand of the fact that, to date,
both the EU and Russia are somehowva ablitical and economicrossroadson a
domestic level as well. Officially though, the OdirectionO is clear for both Brussel
and Moscow. Both EU and Russian officials plead for constructive approaches bt
flexibility remains de facto a key problem. And yet, Othe ingredients fetageng a
good relations between EU and Russia are there, starting for instance from tr
potential of our independent relationship, of our business and trade interactions
commentsTimo Hammaren, Russia Team Coordinator in unit "Russia, CIS, Ukraine,
Westen Balkan, EFTA, EEA and Turkey", European Commission, Directorate

General for Trade

Furthermore, to the above mentioned OdevelopmentalO factors, the tendency i
add cultural contextual factor as well, that bring to the fore agaimathe gap. In
this sense, one of the top Russian political analysts Sergei Medvedev argues that 1
fundamental differences between Brussels and Moscow lie exactly in this
longstandingvalue gap. For Medvedev,strategic thinking inRussiais deeply
embedded in Westphalianotions of sovereignty, that is in theconcept of the
sovereignty of natioistates on their territory, with no role for extakragents in
domestic structuré%. Moreover, according to the same author, Moscoxiglims of
a OsovereigdemocracyO and Onagiiration of the future® habecome KremlinOs

%92 ever since the first mandate of Vladimir Putin at the Kremlin (2000

leitmoti
2004¥°® Following the same line of reasoning, one could deduce in fact tha@from
OsovereigntyO point of view, Russia hesgerquite figured outhow to deal with a

political animal like the EU and this stand might be considered indeed a key

301
302

Fir more on Medvedev'’s aritcles, op-eds, publications see http://www.hse.ru/staff/smedvedev

The “ideologist” is considered to be Vladislav Surkov, the so called "gray cardinal” of the Kremlin (former Chief of
Stat of the Kremlin and former government official, nominated in 2013 coordinator for Abkhazia and South Ossetia and
of other delicate dossiers for the Russian Presidency). Surkov is know for having stated for instance that the current
Russian president Viadimir Putin “was sent by God to rescue Russia from a hostile takeover (Source:Ria Novosti
http://en.ria.ru/russia/20130920/183616980/Gray-Cardinal-Surkov-Returns-to-Kremlin-as-Presidential-Aide. html )
and published extensively on the topic of “sovereignty as a political synonym of competitiveness” (See: -
www.expert.ru/printissues/expert/2006/43/ nacionalizaciya_buduschego; www.edinros.ru/mews.html?id=111148 )

3% The comeback and consolidation of the nation-state has been and continues to be the key issue on the agenda of all
Putin’s presidential terms (2000-2004,; 2004-2008; 2012—present)
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contextual factor affecting communication practices in-Ral$sian relations. the
same goes for EU communication practices as well, as it ephed, while pushing
forward an overly technocratic and bureaucratperationalapproachwith their
enormous nofaccedingbut very complexneighbaur (rather than politicaland
strategic), Brussels has had, in turn, too much irons in the fire agtviral& proved

to have a limited understanding of the Ovarious shadesO in Russian strategic think
and has not predicted possible collateral effects orREEkian relations. In this
sense, noteworthy is the fact tHatssianexperts and diplomat¥ like to repeat
Henry Kissingeremark from the 1970s on any occasiddlf (Europe has a foreign
policy, | wish someone awld tell me its phone number!O) including for justifying the
KremlinOs choice to focus on bilateral relations with EU capitals, while keefoing

profile on certain issues withalcuropean Council and the Commission.

5.1.3. OPPORTUNITIES

Empirical evidence shows that the general tendency in both EU and Russia
diplomatic corps is to manage communication challenges or obstacles asighap ar
EU-Russian relations. For several experts, any attempt to tygaetunities for
enhancing bilateral communication in the long run seems superfluous and eve
anachronistic at this stage of relationship, given the realpolitik dynamics on the
MoscowBrussels axis that require attention mostly for finding rapid solutions to
overcome weaknesses. However, this unit argues that one action does not exclude
other: while addressing weaknesses, identifying concrete opportunities, built up o
strengths, nght appear an astute OpreventionO strategy as well, as it would ideal
allow both sides to (jointly) test nemethods of communication designed to resolve

misunderstandirggand conflics in productive ways.

¥ 1"HHS%"HE'

3% Discussions/public event in Brussels during the research period for the dissertation- 2012,2013
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For the president of the European @olj Herman van Rompuyrom certain
points of view, EU and Russia are members of a sui generis but of the same famil
(Perhaps we are, as hlasen said, on&uropean family- he was arguing in 2013 in
front of hundreds Russian students gathered in S2e@ildrsburg for his lecturdut
then again, one must be careful with a word like that, because to me it immediate
brings to mind the first line of TolstoyOs Anna Karenidd: Aappy families resemble
one another, each unhappy family is unhappy in its own way."! | would say that the
European family can be happy in its own @iy,

Starting from this statement, one could deduce that new opportunities to upgrac
EU-Russian communication practices might arise simply by maintaining a stable
bilateral dialogue d dialogic approaches that should reveal though not only what
divides the two actors but also what unites thegeping thus in mind thaeaning always
implies at least two voices Against this backgroundoth EU and Russian diplomats
agreethat increaing the number of regular messages fedusn the @isembleO
characteristics of the ERBussian relationship in specific settisy might have
beneficial effectdboth on communicatiopractices and on their partnershipa whole.

In this sense, Gunnar Wiagd, the European External Action Service (EEAS)
Director for Russia, Eastern Partnership, Central Asia RegiGoabperation and
OSCE countries, notes for instance thateOEU appreciates its current Strategic
Partnership with Russia and wishes to furttieepen our constctive cooperation in

all areasO. Furthermore, the EU official emphasizes the constructive dialogue ¢
several topics: Nbtably, the EU values the aoing work in the ELRussia
Partnership for Modernisation and the many technicaRtigsa Dialogues on norms

and standards, particularly regulatory convergéiite

In this context though, several Russian experts turn once again to the linguisti

shades of the Russian language and underline they should be taken in consideratio

% Source: European Council, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/138657 pdf
% EESC presentation on Russia, May 2013, Brussels; EPP Conference on Belarus — Brussels, April 2013; Public
lecture on ENPI “The EU’s Eastern Partnership in light of present challenges”
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when delineatig messagesljstinct speech acts or statemerits order to avoid confusions
and controversiesTatiana Zonovd’, an expert ofthe Russia International Affairs
Council and diplomacy professor in Moscowthe MGIMO University,gives for
instance the exantg of the termhumanitarian Othat has different uses in the EU and
Russia®®. Assuming that in & EU working laguages-English, French, and
German use the worcwmanitarian when they speak of actions against human rights
abuses orn case of emergencygituations, like food suppliesmedical services,
clearingoff battle fields, etc.O, Zonova argues that Russia the expression
humanitarian cooperation iS quite a polysemic ternE) and has anumber of
meanings, interpretations anderstandings sinceé covers the area of cultural, inter
civilization relations, dialogue and discussion between civil societies, as well a
relations with compatriots abro@dn this sense, Zonova gives the example ofne
Russian Foreign Policy Doctriffé according to with Oa integral part of the
contemporary international politics i»ft power, that is a comprehensive tool kit
relying on civil society resources, information and communication, humanitarian anc

other approaches alternative to slaal diplomacy andstskills&?.
¥ Processes:

Along messages, efecting the most effective channel of comneoation
ensuring thamessagedo notget garbled in transmission, is, of course, another aim
for enhancingcommunication process@s Eu-Russian relations. However, Eahd

Russian diplomats are often sceptical as far as new opportunities are concerned,

07 Source: ICD Papers in Cultural Diplomacy, Berlin, 2013 Online Archive -

www.culturaldiplomacy.org/academy/content/pdf/participant-papers/2013-06-iscd-italy/Dr. Tatiana Zonova.pdf

% For Zonova “in the European sense of the word humanitarian, EU-Russian relations are moving forward involving
cooperation in such fields as migration, fighting organized crime, drug trafficking, financing of terrorist organizations
and cybercrime (...)with Russia standing for creating a common European legal space, as well as a unified system of
protection of human rights under the European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms,; For more
on the subject see here: Russian Mission to the EU, www.russianmission.eu/ru/intervyu/vystuplenie-vachizhova-na-
slushaniyakh-v-gosudarstvennoi-dume-federalnogo-sobraniya-rossiis

% Source: Russian Presidency - http://news.kremlin.ru/media/events/files/41d447a0ce9f5a96bdc3.pdf

1% Zonova mentions several initiatives that stand out in particular the “Governmental Action Plan for international
humanitarian cooperation and assistance for Russian Science and Culture”
(http://rs.gov.ru/sites/rs.gov.ru/files/plan_na_sayt 0.pdf) implemented by Rossotrudnichestvo (Federal Agency for the
Commonwealth of Independent States, Compatriots Living Abroad and International Humanitarian Cooperation) for
strengthening cultural and scientific events or the Russian Language Program for 2011-2015, focused specifically on
improving the image of Russia, thorough the promotion of the language (http://rs.gov.ru/taxonomy/term/184)
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the general idea is that current communication practices #R&ddian relations are

limited to a number of channels of communication anyways, while the information is
generally OfilteredO by press and public information units and arrives to the publ
through traditional media outlets, social media channels, international EU or Russia

funded broadcasting (Euronews and Russia Today).

Against this background, several E&kperts hypothesize that outsourcing
projects and involving independent actors, acknowledged as such by both sides mic
diversify communication channels and thus represent a key opportunity for enhancir
in a transparent way communication practices irHAildsian relations. In this sense,
the example of the EU Neighbouring Info Centre, a rporsal headquartered in
Brusselé' that focuses on ERussian relations as well might stand as a -well
balanced example, on which other joint initiatives might be buldena
Prokhorovd' the Enpi manager responsible for Russia and Eastern EU neighbour:
explains that the projecteeks to increase knowledge and raise awareness an(
understanding oEUOsooperationwith its Eastern Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia,Moldova, Ukraine, Russjaand Southern neighbour&l@eria, Egypt, Israel,
Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Palestine, Syria, Tunisigproduces a wide
range of communications mater{glublications, news items for the internet portal)
highlighting polcy issues and cooperatiam EU-Russia relations as wekunded by
the directorate Development and CooperatiduropeAid (which marages EU
external aid programmes), the initiative is managed by an independent Europe:
network thatcooperatesvith the Russian statéundednews agency ITARTASS as
well (through the Cyprus News Agency) on the news section focused-Rustlan

relations (bilinguat in Russian and English.

' The ENPI Information and Communication Support Project (http://www.enpi-info.eu/) is managed by the Cyprus-

based Action Global Communications, an independent Public Relations Agency Network (www.actionprgroup.com), in
a consortium with the Italian news agency ANSA, which also maintains ANSAmed a special portal dedicated to the
Mediterranean (www.ansamed.info/ansamed/it/), and the Cyprus News Agency, which is in a strategic partnership with
the Moscow-based news agency ITAR-TASS (http://itar-tass.com/).

312 mterview in Brussels with the author, June 2013

3 Source: Enpi-Russia section: www.enpi-info.eu/countryeast.php?country=61, www.enpi-info.eu/indexeast.php

134



¥ Context:

As shown previously, the contegtirrounding ELRussian interactions ithe
past decades has not facilitated communication in bilateral relanmhsonsequently
practiceson both sides have suffered as wélbwever, several contextual factors
might be considered potential opportunities in this specific case, provideddioth
become not only realistic but also rational in regard to their bilateral relationship, a
EU andRussian officialand expert®ften argue in their (in)formal meetings with the
press or during press conferenc&ébe Russian Ambassador to the EU, dithair
Chizhov, for example often argues thhoth sides need to H&ssessiot only their
expectations but also their goals, whilee Moscow basedexpet of Riac Ivan
Timofeevclaimsthat EU and Russia Oshoudsstart andfocus first on new targets
Oin hose areas that are underratéti@hese ideas are welcomed in Brussels, within
certain Oreasonable limits for the Uniom®fan FYle, the EU Commissioner
responsible for Enlargement and European Neighbouffibatgues for example
that several themes are not debatable sucsupporting democracy, human rights
and freedom of speechnd suggests that thEastern Partnershigountries in

particular should not become Othe currencyO iR&sia relatior’s®.

Against this backgroundhe Russian expeiftatiana Zonovauggesthat since
ORussHEU relations are subject to being politicizEdQhe gap could be bridgdxy
taking adwantage of the existing contextual opportunittespugh public and cultural
diplomacy tools and initiatives. While underlining thatedack of confidence should
be overcome on a mutual basi#®, Russian expert focuses in particulartios role
or parlamentary diplomacy, of public diplomacy initiatives Ocarried on by

governments and negovernmental organizations, groups and individualsO and of

' Source: Russian International Affairs Council (RIAC)-http://russiancouncil.ru/inner/?id_4=1477

1 Source: Interview woth the author for the editorial group Espresso-Italy, May 2013, Brussels

1% For more on the latter topic see a Commissioner’s Statement on the pressure exercised by Russia on countries of the
Eastern Partnership,delivered in front of the European Parliament in September 2013 - Source: European Commission,
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-13-687 en.htm

7 Source: ICD Papers in Cultural Diplomacy, Berlin, 2013 Online Archive -
www.culturaldiplomacy.org/academy/content/pdf/participant-papers/2013-06-iscd-italy/Dr. Tatiana Zonova.pdf
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other cultural and academic exchangEarthermore, Zonovelaims thathe creation

of epistemic communitiethroughout the EU could first Oimprove RussiaOs image
abroadO and eventually enhance-REi$sia communication as welDA significant

role in cultural cooperation belongs to the expert community. My teaching experienc
in Europe, as well as the experiergathered by many Russian colleagues, shows
that, despite the great interest which students usually show, their knowledge ¢
Russia is far from being complete. (E) The promotion of the Russian language is
important by itself, but that is not enough. The gmaf Russia is highly dependent
on how the Europeans, and above all, European youth are familiar with Russia
history, culture and politics. For accomplishing this task there should be more
dynamic presence of Russian scientists, teachers and experte iEutopean

educational spaceO.

Finally, on the basis of empirical evidence, this unit argues that new
opportunities for enhancing communication in -RUssian relations might stem
simply by building onthe very strengths detected in the communication peoce
(explored earlier), associated againptdblic diplomacy channelandtools on both
sides. In particular, several examplesgobd practices mentioned by diplomats on
both sides, that could develop even in key opportunities stand out, namely: th
organkation of regulareventsfor the general publicnot necessarily linked to the
political or economic agenda, such as for instacw&erences, festivals or keynote
addresses on relevant topics hosted by universities /theatres /public lecturesghalls
2013 lecture at the University of Sankt Petersburg’'®, delivered by the president of
the European Council Herman Van Rompuy the organization oihformal meeting
between officials like dinners, lunches, visien cultural sites e.g informal visit to
Strelna organized by the Russian President on the occasion of the 2012 EU-Russia
Summit, with the president of the European Commission, Jose Manuel Barroso and

with the president of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy *'*, onrsite visits in

1% Source: Euroepan Council, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/138657 pdf
1% Source: Russian Presidency-., http.//eng.kremlin.ru/news/3951
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Brussels/other Eltapitals and Moscow/other cities in Russia of EU and Russian
pools of journalists, NGOs experts and academics either for documentation/stuc
visits/independent reporting or for special events focused on the evolution of the EL
Russian relations or on otheelevant topicBe.g. series of workshops for EU and
Russian journalists and experts on the EU policy programs with its neighbours
organized in Brussels in 2012/2013 either at the European Parliament or at the
European Commission HO™’; regular interviews vth high level officials in various
media outlets from EU member states of from RdSsi& (joint/distinct) opeds
published by major media outlets in EU/Russia on the occasion of key events or c
specific topics, that give the possibility to both sidesxplain certain stands to the
public as wellEe.g. Joint op-ed by Presidents Van Rompuy and Barroso on Eastern
Partnership & Ukraine in Gazeta.Ru (in Russian language) published by a
prestigious Russian news portal on 27 November 2013, on the eve of EU’s Third

Eastern Partnership summit hosted in Vilnius (28-29 November 2013)*

5.1.3. THREATS

As mentioned previously, EU and Russian communication practices suffer fron
several weaknesses reflecting the widEnging shortcomings in ERussian
relations. Empirical evidence shows thagiven their chain reaction®”, many
weaknesses might eventually develop into real threats for bilateral communicatio

(and this for bilateral relations), thatay in turntakevariousforms, becoming a sort

320
3

the author of the present study participatae in several events for journalists in Brussels, in 2012,2013

le.g. Interview by Head of Delegation Ambassador Vygaudas Usackas to the Russian newspaper "Kommersant" -
28.11.13 (http://kommersant.ru/doc/2354438); Interview by the Russian Ambassador to the EU, V.Chizkov to the
Euractiv news portal — 07.10.13 (www.euractiv.com/europes-east/chizhov-russia-doubts-majority-u-interview-530887)
2 Source: Gazeta.Ru - KOMMEHTAPHUH—YVKPAUHA — EC: «Hawe npednocenue ocmaemcs 6 cunen- Inagu
Eepocosema u Eepoxomuccuu o mom, umo Ykpauna modcem ychems coeiams 00 Hauana cammuma 6 Buawhioc,
www.gazeta.ru/comments/2013/11/26_a_5771397.shtml

7 the lack of vision on both sides causes for instance weak commitments, the normative limits cause discursive
dissonances, the lack of a proper strategy causes lack of team spirit even in basic issues and failure to meet specific
needs or handle unpredictable situations, and so on
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of unpredictableticking time bombs that need to be defused before they blow EU

Russian communication out of the water.
¥ Messages:

While the chapter has previously revealed the existence of a sodiabegnt
vocabulary as a key weakness in EWBRussia communication praos, empirical
evidence shows thdahe way the EU and Russmake use of it in their discursive
strategies has increasingly producedtual frustration and distance betweentihe
partners resulting in parallelcompeting narratives. The thesis argues dh these
storylines have fostered constant competition in the public sphere, with both partie
increasingly slidingintentionally or unntentionally into aconflict b creatirg and
crisisprone inflammatory language®®* . Moreover, it appears thatif not
counerbalanced with narratives on common achievements as hetle tstorylines
can turn to be quite OriskyO and thus unpredictable for both parts as far
communication practices are concerned, wlitlergences gag to the fundamentals

of the selfidentification of Russia and the Ednd their views of each other.

Notions such aseighbourhood oOr exceptionality in particular, identified by
various experts as keywords in both sidesO political discoursesjrstrikdiately at
the heart of the two partiesOngtivities, deep divergencesind inconsistent
objectives Referring to discourses on EU@&hbourhood for instancethatde facto
overlaps with Russia@8sar abroad, a Russian expert working with Ceps Brussels,
Andrey Makarychev seefor instanceOthe Rssian version of neighbourhood as an
area predominantly marked by enmity and competitionO, whereas the EU sees
neighbourhood as being rdng of friends converging progressively oBuropean
values, which the EU naturally assumes to be its values. Mbdewaccording to
Makarychev, ORussia seems to perceive the bulk of its neighbours as sources

danger and irritationO.

! The assumption is, as mentioned earlier, that “the EU and Russia, in communicating with each other, use the same

words but nevertheless speak different languages thus playing with the multiple meanings embedded in them”
(Makarychev, 2008)
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Furthermore, the issue of theafde gapObetween the two actotands up as
well. Here, according to several experts and diploffiatshe risk is that this
weakness grows evemore and becomes the ultimate milestone in-Hildsian
communication, especially if owassociated with what Andrey Makarychev calls
growing divergent versions of normativity, that de facto stem from the vegnes
of the actorsQplir identities**®. For instance, there are supposedly significant
differences in the way Europe defines and operates its main values and how Rus:
utilizes them (Makarychev, 2008However,the reason is thaDRussia questions
neitherof the basic European normsotes Makarychevinstead it seeks to offen
alternative vision of each of the(&) as it seems to be seriously inclined to become
a subject of communication with Europe and, therefore, gets ready for &hgle for

interpretation@ 20

Michael Emersorirom Ceps, whaextracted fromvarious key EU documents, a
list of what the Uniorconsiders to be its valug% notes in turn that, while the:ues
gap is undoubtedly wid&° at the present timandthe Russian and the EU positions
are a bng way apart from each other, a risk is that of ending up fomenting conflicts
within the Union (hence through specific messages and communication practices
well) given thevarious interestghat divide EU membersFor Emerson, hese

interests hawe often trumped discourses @aluesanyways anccan take different

7 The Centre for European Policy Studies - Ceps (an independent policy research institute based in Brussels)- in

particular has regularly produced research studies and organized conferences and workshops focused on EU-Russian
relations. Experts from both EU member states and Russia participate in their research projects, highly appreciated for
their objectivity —www.ceps.be

2% Discussion in Brussels at the Residence Palace (EJC seminar, June 2012) with CEPS experts analysing the report
“The elephant and the bear try again” Brussels 2006

7 Ibid, 2006

8 These were formulated in the shape of 10 Commandments, as follows: 1. Thou shalt be truly democratic and
respectful of human rights and the rule of law; 2. Thou shalt guarantee the four freedoms of movement (goods, services,
capital, and labour); 3Thou shalt provide for social cohesion between people, regions and states; 4. Thou shalt ensure
sustainable economic development for the benefit of future generations; 5.Thou shalt reject nationalism and favour the
multiple identity of citizens; 6. Thou shalt assure federative multi-tier governance; 7. Thou shalt assure secular
governance and favour multi-cultural pluralism in society; 8.Thou shalt promote multilateral order in international
affairs; 9. Thou shalt abstain from threatening or using force against others without just cause, 10. Thou shalt be open,
inclusive and integrative towards neighbours that adhere to the above; For more on the topic check: What Values for
Europe?, CEPS Policy Brief No. 65, Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels, February 2005

2% although, on paper, the values shaping both EU and Russian policies take in consideration the same universally
applicable principles generally acknowledged within the UN system, as they focus on peace, democracy, freedom,
human rights, the rule of law, social solidarity, sustainable development and good governance
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forms: OThe first general interestrently is to secure ergr supplies. The second is
the interestof some EU member state leades promote politicadiplomatic

objectives in world déirs through close personal relations at head of statéi&vel
¥ Processes:

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, one of the key weaknesses of the EL
Russian communication practices on both sides stems from the faBtubaels and
Moscow have differentigws not only on the content of the messages dominating
their relations but also on théannels through which informatioms delivered to the
public (as a result, messages are often pursued on parallel tracks, through differe
channels). The idea thathder certain circumstances, these weaknesses can becom
threats as well has increasingly gained ground in the past years, especially on the [
side, where many officials openly speak about cases of media manipulation fc
instance and complain that, espégian tensed situations, communication channels
(especially public/stattunded) risk to be transformed into dangerous propaganda
machines and thus distort messages with the aim to influence different publics ar

eventually the course of events.

In this sense, various examples of official Omedia outletsO accused of bias
Brussels behindtke fasade of legitimate newsgatheri@re often quotece.g. RT,
previously known as Russia Todayan international multilingual Russian state-
funded TV network™', created in 2005 with the professional format of international
news channel like the CNN or the public funded BBC and Euronews, as part of a part
of a larger PR effort by the Russian government intended “to improve the image of

Russia abroad to "reflect Russia's opinion of the world" and present a "more

3% French President Chirac’s relation with President Putin, for example; The most extreme case, which became the

subject of intense criticism within the EU, was former Italian Prime Minister Berlusconi’s speech in defence of Russia’s
record in Chechnya when he was representing the EU Presidency at summit level in November 2003 (For more on this
summit see here: http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release IP-03-1496 en.htm)

PIRT (http://russian.rt.com) is registered as an autonomous nonprofit organization funded by the federal budget of
Russia through the Federal Agency on Press and Mass Communications of the Russian Federation (http://fapmc.ru/)
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balanced picture” of Russia®** or the editorial project ORussia beyond the lines

RBTLO,a branch ofthe Russian statewned newspapeRossiyskaya Gazeta which
publishes regular foreiglanguagé® newspaper sypgementson Russian newsn
numerousinternational newspapefas advertising supplement§)and maintains
news websiteseen apart of a wider effort by the Russian government to exert soft

power(thathad already includedeavy investment ithe RTnetwork).

For Anni Podimata, European Parliament \lieeesident responsible for
Communication and Information Polit¥j, along manipulation and here the themes
of freedom of speech and media freedom come specifically to the fore. Olndee
Europe faces prabmsas well with freedom of expression or the media in general
explains Podimatalake Hungaryfor instance, wher¢ghere were problemwith the
mechanism of the governmettntrol over the mediand theEuropean Commission
raised its voice on the issuer Italy, where the problems on media ownership and
between thdormer Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi andurnalists are known all
over the worldO. Howeverg@ording to Podimata)while here in the EU, we openly
speak about our problems and we try tal fgolutions, thesituation ismuch more
difficult in Russia and many former soviet countries (E) The regular reports of
Reporters sans Frontiers for instance are full of worrying cases of threatened or
imprisoned journalists or of censure. Or, a democratid civil society cannot

function under these circumstances. After all we speak abouthasin right$%0.

For authorities in Moscow though EU critics on media freedom, freedom of
speech or human rights should be sent back to the sender. While denaoaincing

Qussophobic nature ofmany clauses on Russiat the European ParliamentO,

332 For more on this topic see: RIA Novosti launches a TV channel, Russia Today, RIA Novosti, 07.06.05. -

http://en.ria.ru/russia/20050607/40484511.html ; FP commentary-01.12.05 -
www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2005/11/30/spinning russia

33 English, Italian, Spanish, French, German, Bulgarian, Macedonian, Serbian, Portuguese, Chinese, Japanese,
Korean, Hindi, Greek

3% Source: RBTH, http.//rbth.com

3 Discussion with the author on the occasion of the European Parliament seminar “The Situation of the News Media
in Russia and the Eastern Partnership Countries, 06.06.2012, Brussels

3% Speech delivered during an European Parliament seminar on media freedom in Russia, 06.02.2012, Brussels
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Alexander Bikanto,Russian Deputy MFA Spokesmdor instancerecommend
Brussels 1 thoroughly check facts before going into moralistic leetilke
assessmerf¥°’: moreover, O strongly recommend the European Parliament,
instead of needless politicisation and interference in internal affairs of othel
countries, to get concerned over establishment of trustworthy and effective
mechanisms of human rights protection withthe Eurgoean Union itself

(E)Situation in the EU in this field is far from universally recognised standatdsO

In turn, the RT Editor in clef, Margarita Simonyan, rejectee accusations
underlining that th&kussiargovernment would not dictate conterfitthe TV network
she coordinatesas eunsorship by government in this country is prohibited by the
constitution®*°. Simonyan claims that the RT objectivity has been testetieoyact
that the channel has worked with key international figures and journébists
instance: e.g.Julian Assange (editan-chief of the whistleblower website
WikiLeaks) or former CNN talk show host Larry King. For Simonyan, RT news are
OobjectiveO arfidr this reason might create controversigkile its blind spots in the
coverage are fadohn Feffer, calirector of Foreign Policy in Focus, similar to those
of any internationalnews organization, even in the Uf8nded Voice of America

and Radio Free Asia.

In this sense, several Russian correspondents based in Bfistsils thatthe
European TV networkEuronews, which gets funds from the EU as wéll
apparentlyavoidsdirectcritics in its reportsto theUnionO¢eadership, namely to the
president of the Euopean Council HammvVan Rompuy or to the president of the

European Commissionpge BarrosoFurthermore, the former RT correspondent in

337 Source: Russian Mission to the E U, www.russianmission.eu/ru/novosti/otvet-zamestitelya-direktora-departamenta-
informatsii-i-pechati-mid-rossii-ambikantova-na-vo

38 In this sense, Moscow has often criticized for instance Estonia and other Baltic States for their minority policies and
for the treatment of the Russian speaking minority

3% For more one the topic see: CBS Report -12.12.05; Exo Moscvi Report 04.03.2013-
http://echo.msk.ru/blog/echo_rating/1021396-echo/

0 discussions with the author, 2012,2013-Brussels

! Euronews is a European, multilingual news television channel, headquartered in Lyon-Ecully, France. Created in
1993, it claims to be covering world news from a pan-European perspective. Criticisms include an alleged bias towards
the interests of the European Commission (http://www.euronews.com/)
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Brussels, Tesa Arcilla, speaks about Odouble standardsO, as when it comes view:
Russia, Brussels expressissstrong and persistent intereshiman rightsasedike

that of Mikhail Khodorkovsk, Sergey Magnitsky (the lawyer who worked for
European companies and was found dead in jaiff &tussy Riot and calls for full
fledged and politically unbiasedvestigations of each of them, Owhile when it comes
to its own problems like racism or coption in many countries, the EU usually tones

down its voice®?>
¥ Context:

As mentioned previouslyhe general view among diplomats and international
relations experts is that the context surrounding communicgtiactices in EU
Russian relations has goteaker and weaker in the past decades. Moreover,
empirical evidence reveals that severahtextual factorsmight not only weaken
communication practices but they can actually change their evolution and thu

become authentic threats.

The assumption is thakhile in the past tth actorsresoredto tactics of either
slowing down or discontinuing bilateral communicatfGnnowadays th&U-Russia
relations have actually reached the point of no return, goingeyond the
disillusionment era that Medvedev hadcharaterized with a word fromthe late
Brezhnev era, namelyastoi, which means OsgaatiorO or Omuddling through

despiteritual invocation of a OstrategiartnershipO on both sides. (Medvedev, 2008).

The problem is that, while for RussiietEU looks mich less attractive than in
the 1990sasOan ovebureaucratized formation, pursuing socialist economic policies
that stifle economic growth,O in the wordsthe Russian political scienti§mitry
Trenin director of the Moscow Centerf the US think taniCarnegié* the EU has

become increasingly disappointed not necessarily |ospects for the

2 Source: RT report of T.Arcilla, http.//rt.com/tags/tesa-arcilla/

% One of the examples is the Polish veto on EU — Russia strategic partnership negotiations which was tacitly accepted
in both Moscow and Brussels as a decent excuse for taking a pause and delaying decisions on the future format of
cooperation.

3 Source: Carnegie Endowment — http://carnegieendowment.org/

143



OEuropeanizationO of Russia, but also by what many Brussels officials see as
emergence of a sesuthoritarian bureaucratic state in Russi¢h PutinOghird
return to the Kremlin. For many diplomats, this Ocontextual factorO explains de fac
the persisting feeble institutional framework as well, with the lackclefr
mechanisms gbpolicy implementation, timelines, benchmarks, denotingldok of a

strategicvision on the future of ELRussia relations in both Brussels and Moscow

Furthermore, that fact that, beyond the vague framework docutfiéntsstly
phrased in the langge of OcooperationO and Odialogth®Ojwo sides speak
somehowdifferent languages not only hinders the communication process, but can
actually become a real threat. As Michael Emerson from the Brussstsl think
tank notes, Ohere easy diplomatic language has to be sorted out from hai
realities@?®. Likewise, in line with this reasoninghe issue ofidentity appearsas
anotherkey driver of the EURussia incompatibility (discursive and political), with
both sides aatg and spealkg as a reflection of their perception thfemselvesand of

the other.

Finally, analysts argue thatloag other significant weaknesses that might
becomethreats in specific settings as they are intrinsically linked to critical issues in
bilateral relations from hydrocarbon flows or energy security to trade wars”, from
mistrust to mutual frustration, or broadly speaking, to an institutional stalemate
producing perpetual outbreaks of contention etc.-, a Osignificant thirdO, influencing
already EURussian relationship, mighaggravate the already existimgoblens
between Brussels and Moscow and thus commtiaic@ractices as well it is the
potentially explosive, sui generisangle EU Eastern Partnership / Euroasian Union

- Russia.Edward Lucas, amexpert on energy security and on Russian foreign and

% the paradox is that there has never been a shortage of framework documents in EU-Russia relations, from the afore-

mentioned Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) to the various strategies (EU “Common Strategy on Russia”
adopted in 1999 and Russia’s reciprocal “Mid- term Strategy for Relations with the EU”) or to the four Roadmaps
(corresponding to the four Common Spaces: the Common Economic Space, the Common Space of Freedom, Security
and Justice, the Common Space of External Security, and the Common Space of Research, Education and Culture),
called though by Michael Emerson from Ceps Brussels “the proliferation of the fuzzy” in EU-Russia relations. (Source:
CEPS Policy Brief No. 71/May 2005)

% Discussion with the author, EU supported seminars for journalists on ENPI- Brussels 2012. 2013
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security policy*’, claims for instance that the ERUssia ping pong over what the
EU calls Eastern Partnership countries and Russia Onear abroadO has actually bec
in the past yearan authentic teaching lesson especiallytfier EU showingthatde

facto Qvhether they like it or not they are irgaopoliticd clash with RussiaO.

In line with this reasoning, Nicu Popescu, a EUISS researcher, adds that, whil
Ohe latest spat between Russia and the EU is, once again, ovemiheil
neighbours®®, it should be kept in mind that Ukraine plays a crucial ralebayond
the unpredictable behaviour itd nonvisionary leades, Kye\Os inability to choose
2013 between the Russiated Customs Unioft’and the EUreflected de facto a
structural problen?®’. For Popescu, when it comes to HRussian relations, It
gane (great or not) between the two is indeecb-sum, at least in pdr but not
because of the EU: @FpostSoviet states, creating a free trade area with the EU is
wholly compatible with maintaining freeatle agreements with other p&siviet
states, inluding Russia, or with establishing new free trade areas with any othel
country in the worl®, while on the contraryay state joining the Russided
Customs Union renounces its right to enter into bilateral free trade arrangements wi

third countrie€®

In this sense, BrusselsOs concerns on what is seen as Russian bullying Ukra

and other former soviet countries that have expressed their interest in signing spec

7 Lucas is the International Editor for the weekly "The Economist" and author of the book "Deception: Spies, Lies,
and How Russia Dupes the West- www.theguardian.com/books/2013/feb/15/deception-russia-edward-lucas-review
I off-the-record brainstorming session in Brussels — 11.12.2013- (the meeting brought together representatives from
the EEAS, European Commission, Council of the EU, Permanent Representations of the EU member states and a few
selected experts to discuss the future of the Eastern Partnership)

 In 2011, the presidents of Kazakhstan and Belarus signed an agreement with Russia to launch the Eurasian Union
(EAU) and make it fully operational by 2015, exactly 10 years later after a controversial speech of the Russian
president -the annual state of the nation address to parliament- who was openly lamenting for the first time that "the
collapse of the Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the [20th] century." (Source:
http://archive.kremlin.ru/eng/text/speeches/2005/04/25/2031 type70029type82912 87086.shtml) Membership in the
EAU entails uniting economies, legal systems, and customs services - and military coordination with Russia.

3% In 2013, 33% of its total external trade (imports and ex- ports) in 2012 was with the EU, and 29% with the Customs
Union. When it comes to exports, 25% of Ukrainian exports go to the EU and 30% to the Customs Union (Source:
European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2013 Research Studies)

! off-the-record brainstorming session in Brussels — 11.12.2013
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agreements with the EUS{rategicEastern Partnership agreemetitsy regularly
voiced by the European Commissioner Stefan Eiilewhile Moscow regularly
rejects critics and on the contrary fights back. During tH8 BR-Russia summit,
president Putin openly argued for instance that the key issue in this case Eifat O
Eastern Partnerigh shouldnOt be at expense of RussiaOs ecOritamg that this
approach is understandable in any country that tries to defend its interests’at best
Meanwhile, many Russian experts note that UkraineOs desire in particular to ¢
closer to the E&°had creted a stir in Moscow from the very start, therefore the
EUOs surprised attitude appears somehow incompreheriBitde Kremlin has
repeatedly warned Ukraine against the moWe would somehow have to stand by
our market, introduce protectionist measuk&'e. are saying this openly in advance,"
Putin told a gathering of Russian experts and journati2913°’. Meanwhile, at the
end of 2013Kremlin adviser Sergei Glazyavas warning that Russia wpseparing

to introduce tougher customs adistration in cae Ukraine made what he called

Qhe suicidal move of signing the EU association agreenignt".

According to John Lougf’, a former NATO official who is now a fellow at
Chatham House's Russia and Eurasia Progthm,region becoméan area of
increased compditon” between Moscow and the WeSstthink the Russian appach

has become more coherentie argues in a 2013 Chatman publicatioBut at the

32 At the end of 2013, 2 former Soviet countries, Georgia and the Republic of Moldova, signed with the EU the
Strategic Eastern Partnership agreements during a high level in Vilnius, Lithuania. Ukraine had refused to sign it at the
last moment,; Source: Lithuanian Presidency of the Council of the EU- www.eu2013.1t/en/news/pressreleases/strategic-
eastern-partnership-agreements-signed-in-vilnius-

3 Source: European Commission, S.Fule speeches - http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-
2014/fule/headlines/speeches/index_en.htm

7% Source: RT report on the 32rd EU Russia summit-- http://rt.com/news/putin-eu-ukraine-summit-293/

333 pregs Conference — 32nd EU-Russia summit in Brussels, January 2014

7% In its 2013 version, the Agreement EU-Ukraine (not signed in 2013) included a Deep and Comprehensive Free
Trade Agreement

(www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/249123/Selling2theEU _eng.pdf), but it would
have not mean a sudden, massive influx of EU cash into various sectors in Ukraine. The EU’s commitment was to give
around 1 billion euros to Ukraine in grants in 2011-13 and to provide an additional 600 million euros if Kyiv striked a
deal on a $15 billion loan with the International Monetary Fund IMF. But these sums lied outside the agreement.
Furthermore, a treaty would have opened the EU market to Ukrainian companies

77 Source: http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/09/19/us-russia-ukraine-putin-idUSBRE9SIOWB20130919

% Source: Vedomosti newspaper- www.vedomosti.ru/politics/news/15330221/rossiya-ili-evropa;

7% Source: RFERL, http://www.rferl.org; Chatham House - http.//www.chathamhouse.org
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same time, those countries around it have become much strofgettiermore, the
analyst argues than particular Russia's deep historical ties to Ukraine often cause
Moscow to overpha its hand in dealing with Kyiv:Russia finds it terribly difficult

to deal with Ukraine because it is such an emotional i&uérhe heart seems to get
in the way of the head dninvariably they seem to adopt policies that are

counterproductive andind up driving Ukrainians awdy

5.2. COMMUNICATION STYLES

In order to adequately grasp the various nuances each actor brings in tt
communication process, this unit provides @verview of the distinctive features,
which typify the EU and Russian specific approaches to communication, their publi
diplomacy exercises and thus their Ocommunication styles@ondle/

communicators, key challenges).

5.2.1. EU APPROACH

Undoubtdly, despite all its weaknesses, the EU is one of the most ambitiou
and innovative international projects of thé"2@ntury. For Romano Prodi, former
president of the European CommissioBufope is a dream, and Europe is a design.
It is a dream of a wrld that is freer, fairer and more united. It is the design we want
to carry through in practice day by day. Conscious of our history, we can look at th

world in a spirit of openness, and aspire once again to take a leading role. For Euro
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the time to rake choices has coi®’. Criticized and hailed at the same time, the EU
has managed to develop a unique model from many points of view androltsisly

the most visible success story of very different nations coming together for commo
interests while #t preserving national cultural identitiesO (Puscas, 2810pne of

its Ocompetitive advantagesO of the Union is for example the fact that with the E
we can now speak about an OEU model of conducting negotiationsO. Vasile Pus
for instance notes that this sense, negotiations have become a method for building
Europe, as the EU has developed as Oan enormous negotiation processO, that pu
both internal and external track®.g. negotiations over the nature of the EU,

negotiations within the EU (iatnal) and external negotiations (Puscas, 2006)

However, exploring the EU communication as a whole with a special focus or
external communication (namely on public diplomacy) and through interdisciplinary
lenses is not a simple tasklike the UnionOgforeign) policy/ies in general, EU
communication appears aspeoduct of different processes, reflecting both internal
and external dynamscas well apressures on the Unii In this sense, one has to
always bear in mind that, &¢arianne Donynotes, tlie EU has a broad and complex
network of external relations developed both within the context of the Europear
Community (trade relations, development cooperation etc) (Dony, 2009). Not tc
mention the fact that theEQ's rhetoric envisaging (macro)-operaton policies in
order to overcomeolitical, economic and cultural borders, reflects the (enlarged)
Europe need for a concrete political stability and economic growth dialectically
linked to its internal and external regional part@e(Bel Bianco, 2006)IAn context

that sees globalization and the (need for) peace as Otwo extremes of a discoL

% Prodi R (2004). "Europe: the Dream and the Choices”,
http://europa.eu.int/comm/commissioners/prodi/pdf/europedream_en.pdf,
http://clubofamsterdam.com.srvi.shared.hosting-login.net/contentarticles/07%20Democacies/Europe%:20Dream.pdf
I Source: ICD speech, - Congress 2010, www.culturaldiplomacy.org/academy/index.php? CD-Statement-The-Role-of-
Cultural-Diplomacy-in-Todays-World

3% The Union’s general aims in its external relations are clearly defined in the Lisbon Treaty as follows: “In its
relations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promote its values and interests and contribute to the
protection of its citizens. It shall contribute to peace, security, the sustainable development of the Earth, solidarity and
mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of human rights, in
particular the rights of the child, as well as to the strict observance and the development of international law, including
respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter” - Article 3(5).
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which considers the problems and processes running between these two poin
linking them and in certain features identifying their capacity for reciprocal
caus#ionO (Gasparini, 2013)

Against this background, it seems thus understandable that several questio
arise regularly on both the EU varying communication framework and on its overal
(non)impact, as the union & onrgoing projectand hence it is constéy changing
as well - e.qg. Who is managing communication and public diplomacy within the
union? Who are the key communicators of the EU? Who is speaking on behalf of the
Union? Is it the European Council or the European Commission? Or both? What
about the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
and the European Parliament? How do the Brussels institutions coordinate their
strategies with the EU member states? What is the role of the EU delegations in the
EU member states and in other countries? Etc. One thing is certaints polymorphous
approach to communication delineates a singular, peculiaron the international

political scene.

¥ Rationale/Communicators:

When exploring how the EU communicates with the world, onehimggt
confused by the way it passes messages on a global scale, given the multitude
shapes this process might take, by its various loci, sources, tools, taxonomie
definitions and impact(s). Many EU officials uiee terms public diplomacy and
externd communication interchangeablthe issue is that various EU institutions and
EU member states have difficulties in employing the more recent tedic
diplomacy whenreferring to the EUGxternal communications activities, although the

two terms indiatede facto the same issues.

Officially, the CommissionOs understanding of public diplorhasappeared as
part of a booklet produced on the occasion of the B0thsanniversary celebrations:
“Public diplomacy deals with the influence of public attitudes. It seeks to promote EU

interests by understanding, informing and influencing. It means clearly explaining the
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EU’s goals, policies and activities and fostering understanding of these goals through
dialogue with individual citizens, groups, institutions and the media”*®® For several
analysts although it remains rather brqatis definition captures the very essence of
the EUOs public diplomacy, as it refers both to internal and external feature
delineated by two broad historical phases in its evalytemrresponding to the pre

Lisbon and to the aftdrisbon periods.

Wider scholarship seems to agree that before the entry into force ety of
Lisbor™®, the key characteristic of the EU public diplomacy was that it was highly
fragmented.For Simon ke from the European Institute of Public Administration
EIPA in Maastricht, OpilarisationO was a keyword when referring to the extern:
communication strategies of the Union, as its policies were divided into severa
distinct areas ("pillars"). Indeed, foee 2009, both the Council and the Commission
conducted public diplomacy for the B¥) but their efforts in the area appeared rather
disjointed, as there was a lack of horizontal devices to link them across the El

institutions, including the European Pantient.

On the one hand, The Council Secretariat was represented primarily by the Hig
Representative for the he Common Foreign and Security Policy CFSP (Javier Solal
from 1999 until 2009), whose work was supported by a spokesperson, a number
Special Rpresentatives appointed by the Council and a Direct@ateral for
Communication, Information Policy and Protocol. On the other hand, on the
Commission side, public diplomacy relied mainly on OinformationO activities
generated through the network ofdmation Centres (EUi§started off under the

aegis of the European CommissionOs Direct@ateeral (DG) on Communications

% European Commission, The EU’s 50th anniversary celebrations around the world, A glance at EU public diplomacy
at work (Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 2007), p.12- Source:
http://europa.eu/50/around world/images/2007 50th_anniv_broch_en.pdf

9% signed in December 2007 and effective since 01.12.2009

% many activities were based on the Commission’s 2006-2009 Communication Strategy

9 These centres currently number over 500 worldwide, with multiple centres in non-EU countries as well. The centres
provide information / documentation to both EU citizens as well as to a wider global public; Source: European
Commission, http://europa.eu/europedirect/meet_us/index_en.htm;
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/laos/more_info/eu_information_centres/index_en.htm
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and subsequently coordinated by another DG focused exclusively on Extern:
Relations (Relex)Relex was also coordinating public dipacy activities within the
Commission, through a special committee (the Relex Information Comnitey®’,
involving several DGs. Furthermore, the CommissionOs delegations were Oforefrc
officesO in the field but they had a limited representation rneusdatheir diplomacy
appeared tamany analysts rathetonsumer oriented. Finally, the role of the EU
Members states was also standing out during the Rotating presidencies of the EU,
many tended to introduce new priorities into external relatidependhg on their
preferences/national strategies. For many researchers, in this context, the key probls
was that the Unionlacked an ovearching strategic perspective on external
communication/public diplomacy that could have indicatesth thematic and
county/continental priorities€.g. sustainable developmerdtrategies imAsia, Arctic

or Africa) and this status quo not onllgd to confusionbut has also limited itself to
ratherpassive information disseminatioactivities Lynch, 2005).Duke argues thah

this context, e tendencywasQo stress the normative dialogue, emphasizingth€®s
values and principleswhich, in the case of much of Asia or Russia, chimed
awkwardly with the predominant trade or energy interests of the Member CBtates
(Duke, 20B).

After 2009,in the absence of the rotating Presidertg Lisbon Treaty changes
offered the potential fodelineating thecentral tlemes of EU public diplomacy and
consequently more consistent messadée idea was understandinigo@ to deal, as
Europe, with the rest of the wofi®®, as notedHerman van Rompuy, the first
President of the European @wil under the Lisbon Treaty.Indeedmajor objective
of the Treaty was to address concerns about the visibility, efficiency and coherence
the EU rde in the world. In this regard sond the changes introducad 2009

7 The monthly RIC meetings assembled the relevant personnel from other parts of the extended family, which included

DG Development, Trade, AIDCO (Europe Aid), ECHO (Humanitarian Aid), ELARG (Enlargement), PRESS, ECFIN
(Economic and Financial Affairs), as well as Relex itself. ~Among various tasks, the committee ensured that the
communications of the delegations to third parties reflected the views of the Commission as a whole (Duke, 2013)

9% Source: European Council- Address by Herman Van Rompuy, President to the College of Europe, PCE 34/10, Bruges,
25.02.2010- www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/113067.pdf
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notably the creation of a diplomatic servieppeared quite gromisingtransformation

in a number of wayspublic diplomacywas no longer conducted exclusively by the
Council Secretaat and the Commission, but also by ther&ean External Action
Service EEAS, headed by théligh Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy (HR), who is also a Vicéresident(VP) of the CommissionThe latterOs
activities centre on an integfed approachinking together strategic communication,

public diplomacy and stakeholder engagements

Moreover, he Council decision of 26 July 2010 establishing the organisation and
functioning of theEEAS by bringingtogether in an innovative manneffiofals from
the Commission, the Council General Secretariat aptbrdats from the Member
Statesnakes specific reference ¢ommunication and public diplomacy actions”>*. In
other wordsthis implies that most of thexternal communicatiorgublic diplomay
activities and programs which were conducted by the Council General Secretariat ai
by the Commission and its network @fer 130Delegdions canbe connected within
the ovearching structure of the EEASThis component iseflected in the EEAS
organigant’®, which incorporatessarious communicatiordivisions/units: strategic
planning, strategic communication, public diplomdapd electoral observation) unit,
the latter being placed under thereign Policy Instruments servid€PI), reporting
directly o the High Representatigo date,Catherine Ashton However, no other
EEAS unitshaveexplicit competence for public diplomaawhile the responsibilities

of the public diplomacy unit are not broadly delinedted

However, the widdist of actorsinvolved in public diplomacy activities requires
considerable coordination between those aspects of public diplomacy falling unde
Common Foreign and Security Poli©§FSP (involving the President of the European
Council, tre High Representative, the EEAS, the Helegationsthe EU Member

States) and those falling under the Commission (involving the President of the

9 Source: EEAS- European Council decision of 26.07.10, www.eeas.europa.eu/background/docs/eeas_decision_en.pdf
7% Source: EEAS organigram - http://eeas.europa.eu/background/docs/organisation_en.pdf
7! Source: EEAS- public diplomacy section- http://eeas.europa.eu/ici/publicdiplomacy/index_en.htm
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Commission andDGs which have an external mandats well, e.g. trade
Furthermore, he EU delegationswhich function as part of the EEAS, under the
authority of the HR/VP, represent now all of the EU’s interests overseas (not only
those of the Commission that they used to represent before 2009)°7°- have a key role as
well as far as EU public diplomacy /external communication is conceHwaever,
to date, very few of them have activated spegitiblic diplomacyand communication
units (to date, thenly EU delegation active in this sense is the UnionOs delegation in
the US™9).Finally, EUinstruments like the European Endowment for Demoéfaoy
the Civil Society Facility’®, both designed to suppdeep democracy”, were created
in the past years in order to contribute to klblic diplomacy, by raising the
understanding and visibility of the EWith the civil society (special focus amon
governmenthactorg in the neighbouring countrieend in otheregiors of interest to
the EU throughout the globe

As JosZ Manuel Barroséirst President of the European Commission under the
Lisbon Treaty the overall aim is to consolidate the role of the Union as a whole on the
international scene: AS the strategic partnerships of the 21st century emerge, Europe
shoud seize the chance to define its future. | am impatient to see the Union play th
role in global affairs that matches its economic weight. Our partners are watching ar
are expecting us to engage as Europe, not just as 27 individual countries. If we do
act together, Europe will not be a force in the world, and they will move on without us

without the European Union but also without its Member SEites

When it comes to thactual practice opublic diplomacyby the EU beyond the
somewhat special casesf enlargement and European Neighbourhood Policy

countres, a quick review reveals that, to date, activities on external communicatiol

72 Their role has been enlarged as they assume a number of duties previously associated with the rotating presidency,

notably those related to the representation and coordination of the EU positions in third countries and in international
for a; Spurce: Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, (OJ C 83, 30.3.2010), Articles 221, 34

73 URL: www.euintheus.org/press-media/

7 URL: www.democracyendowment.eu/

7 URL: http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/tenders/support-for-civil-society/civil-society-facility/index_en.htm

7Source: European Commission- speech JosZ Barroso, PresideState of the Union 2010, Speech/10/411, Strasbourg,
07.09.2010- http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-10-411 en.htm
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/public diplomacy haveoften been limited fragmented educational, exchange or
cultural programsandto communication anéhformation dissemination activiti&®s,
through various channels (from media to online communication on institutional
website or on other Elfunded portals on specific projects), that often duplicate
[triplicate information initiatives though and might etwadly confuse even more

public opinion.
¥ Key Challenges:

Among researchers, diplomats and communication professionalfdhemost
complicating factors whemxploring the distinctive features dhe EUOsxternal
communication/public diplomacy is thats closely linked to internal communication
throughout the EU member states (to date, 28 countries), where each has its own (m
or less legitimate) priorities that do not necessarily correspond to the one Omade
Brussels®®. This idea had alreadyebn captured in EU documents before the Lisbon
Treaty and in this sense, tBeropean CommsionOs 2005 action plan, set to improve
communicating Europt the citizenis a key example?Communication is more than
information: it establishes a relationship and initiates a dialogue with European
citizens, it listens carefully and it connects to people. It is not a neutral exercise devoid

of value, it is an essential part of the political process 379,

Furthermore, in 2006Benita FerreréNaldner the former Commissioner in
charge of External Relations, was talking about the need toehtwefold approach
of the EU communications strategwhere internal and external aspects of public
diplomacy are interdependent“Outside the EU (...) we need to better inform a

broader audience about the Union’s policies and its underpinning values and

377 I this sense, as Simon Duke notes, Brussels itself is at the centre of most initiatives, as it hosts not only the

headquarters of the EU institutions, but it is also one of the largest diplomatic communities globally (164 national
missions accredited to the EU and 36 international organizations and other representations), one of the biggest press
centers in the world (together with Washington DC, especially during key events, Brussels registers the highest number of
accredited journalists in the world) and a key “capital” for NGOs but also for the lobby groups.

7% The degree of autonomy from this point view often depends on the entry year and of the overall prestige and “weight”
within EU institutions of each member state; For more see:European Commission, http://europa.eu/about-
eu/countries/index_en.htm

7% Source: European Commission, 2005, http.//ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/pdf/communication_com_en.pdf

154



objectives as a global actor. Within the EU we need to maintain a more sustained,
open dialogue with the public on our external policy. The general public is already
largely favourable to the EU’s role in external policy and to development and
humanitarian aid in particular. But again, there is often little knowledge of our
concrete policies and activities””*’. In other words, internally, the EU needs to tell its
story within the EUby Qulking more about substance and less about institutionsQ
while externally, it needs t6communicate with publics across the world about what

the EU stands for and about the values we promoteG®",

However, many issugsose coordination challenges five internal and external
aspects of public diplomaf¥and on this specific point, misunderstandings and
frustrations have been increasingly Opouring downO between Brussels and the capi
of the member states in the past years. As fovies Presidenof the2007 European
CommissionMargot WallstrSm,was noting already in 2007 national governments
like to claim credit for EU decisions that prove popular and to blame Brussels for the
unpopular ones. All too often they fail to explain to their citizens why and how these
decisions were taken. The result is that too many people are ill-informed about
European issues and many have a negative image of the EU. That can lead to big
political problems’”*.Analysts note though that this internal more or less vigillg-
pong, with different ators sending contradictory messages to foreign audieiscest
really a positive business card for the rest of the world and for delineating a cohere
external communication /public diplomacy strat&égyAs Aurelie Courtier writeshe
internal legitimzing factoris vital to the external ggeal of the Union as an example in
different areas (Courtier, 2011 this context, dr manydiplomats the EEAS ha#
theorythe potential to develop itSmediatingO rglbut this is hampered by the lack of

% Source: European Commission - SPEECH/06/59 03/02/2006, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-06-
59 en.htm?locale=en

! Ibid, 2006

e, g. the sovereign debt crisis; the Euro crisis in the Eurozone, efc.

% Source: European Commission, Speech Margot Wallstrsm, SPEECH/07/602, 03.10.2007,
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-07-602 en.htm; Also, for more info, the author recommends a video
interview with the former EU Commissioner -www.youtube.com/watch?v=wJlcpaFjIRs

3 In this sense an example might the gap deplored by many NGOs between development objectives and trade policy/ies
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political vision or strategyby the lack of coordination with other EU institutions (e.g.
DGs of the European Commission),a€lear understanding of public diplomasyen
within the EU institutionsand by the lack of appropriate human and financial

resource¥®.

Furthermore, anoth@hallenge of the EU public diplomacgntres orits Qack of
consistenc§ caused e multitude of actors involgein it (Lynch,2005).It appears
that, in spite of official effortsthe rew leadership architecture has generatéut of
confusion and divisions among experts as well, with regardtite balance of
responsibilities and influence between the different pdats. Anna Michalski for
instance speakng with one voice is though an obvious requiremetite EU is tobe
abde to promote its values (Michalski, 2005). Meanwhile, for other observers this
status quo might be perceived as an advarftage certain points of view as in certain
circumstances, it might look better to coordinate statenwrdgferent actorsnstead
of gpeaking with one voice abroads the latter action migiather increase aversion
towards whatmight be perceived by foreign audiencas OmpositiorO of certain

principles by a foreign power for its own seiterest. (Rasmusser?009).

Against ths background, the issues idbntity and (soft/socialpower stand out
as well. As Simon Duke argues, while stitingplicated by the imprecise nature of the
EUOs overalictorness (or, to put more simply, by the type of actor theion wishes
to become orthe internabnal stage), th&U public diplomacy is essentially about
sel-image, or the image that a given actor ol to project to a third par{puke,
2013). Here, as many officials note, one should also take into account the fact tha
despite i¢ internal controversies, throughout the years the EU has been quit
successful in generatingoft power through its external communication/public
diplomacy®®. As the formelCommgsionerFerrereWaldnerwas noting in 2006: @

soft power promotes stability, prosperity, democracy and human rights, delivering

% Interviews and off the record discussions with EEAS and EC official, June 2013 , Brussels
% Discussion with Klaus Rudischhauser, director, DG Development and Cooperation Euroepan Commisision, May
2012, on the occassion of a series of off the record seminars for journalists on the state of ENP, Brussels

156



concrete results in the fight to eradicate poverty and in achieving sustainable
development. (...) We are a reliable partner over the long term, and as the world’s
biggest donor we help bring stability and prosperity to many parts of the world. And
we are a champion of multilateralism, standing at the forefront of a rule-based

) ) 387
international order’”’ .

5.2.2 THE RUSSIAN APPROACH

All countries are unique, but Russia, particularly contemporary &ussi
undoubtedly sui generis. The Osui generisO label, widely used among scholars fri
both Russian and western schools of thought, implies all sorts of references, froi
geographical to political, from historical to identitglated (Saunders & Strukov,
2010) The issue here is not ontgat theRussian Federation isé largest country in
the world, straddling between Europe and A&jdut also thatri less than aentury, it
has experienced some of the miigtmatic transformati@any modern state or nation
cad have taken up tdrom the Bolshevik revolution to the dissatri of the Soviet
Union in 1991, that came after other decades/centuries of authoritarian past, which h

inevitably affected its strategic culture and the foreign policy outlook.

Somehow uderscoring the abovpoint, former British prime minister Winston
Churchill has once described the country as a Oriddle wrappethystery inside an
enigmaGnd his words in 1939 spoke eloquently to the Western sense of Moscow &
the "other", that isaninscrutable land that plays by its own ruéesl often intimidates.

As ironic as it may soundf Churchill's description were to be recast for the present

day, then Russia would stibok for many Western observers likepuzzle and an

37 Source: European Commission - SPEECH/06/59 03/02/2006, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-06-

59 en.htm?locale=en

¥ Extending across northern Asia and Eastern Europe, Russia takes up about 40% of the European continent and it is
the largest country in the world, spanning nine time zones and covering more than one-eighth of the Earth's inhabited
land area; Source: Olfficial Russian estimates (www.gks.ru/bgd/free/B12 _00/IssWWW.exe/Stg/dk10/8-0.htm); Other
sources: EU &  Russian  official  statistics-  http://europa.eu/about-eu/facts-figures/living/index_en.htm,

www.gks.ru/bgd/free/B12_00/IssWWW.exe/Stg/dk10/8-0.htm
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enigma lodge, lRe the innermost core of aatryoshka nesting doll, in a diplomat's

pinstripe folded round a pugilist's muscle and an oil baron's dheak3®.

Against this background, MoscowOs response took the shape of numerous qu
assertive external communication/ppabdiplomacy campaigns, whose intensity has
increased progressively starting with the first mandate of Vladimir Putin at the
Kremlin (started in 2000).

¥ Rationale/Communicators

Before exploring the distinctive features that typify Russian public diplonasacy
a whole, it is useful to turn to the various Russian translatbtise term indicative
for its distinct interpretations and applicationgiblichnaya diplomatiya (focus on
official public diplomacy) often defined in terms of informational initiatives
undertaken byhe government (Dolingk 2011) obshestvennaya diplomatiya (focus
on the Gocial/societddaspecty involving private and civil society organizations, as
well as individuals (Govorov, 2010)eople’s diplomacy (narodnaya diplomatiya),
referring to private initiatives and direct peopie people contactsyith a special focus

on former Soviet countrié¥.

However, when referring to MoscowOs image and OprestigeO abroad, Russ
authorities stress that the role of governmental/institutiaméhbtives in the field
stands out as the vital one. For this reason, in the past years both the Presidency
the Government in Moscow have increasingly intensified their actions in the field,
starting toactively implement numeroysublic diplomacy / gternal commnication
initiatives all over the world: on the one hand, these are targeting various internation
public(s) with the aim of promoting positive messages about Russia, on the other han
the aim is to build up soft power capabilities in Mos@aswvell, as the key objective is

to both inform and influence opinions at various levels (Rogozin, 2010).

% NYTimes Op.Ed “Churchill's definition of Russia still rings true”, 2008/08/01 - www.nytimes.com (online archive)

3 Source: Russian Newspaper Kommersant, http.//www.kommersant.ru/doc/1262515
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With regard tosoft power in particular’’, while underlining that Russian public
diplomacyOs aim is indeed to enhance the countryOs ability tbaaitt@oopt rather
than coerce, use force or give money as a means of persuasion, a number of Rus:
analyst&®”emphasize the differences between Western (US) and MoscowOs views
this particular subject, that are Ofar from being stylisticO. In thée,séfexey
Dolinsky compares for instance Joseph NyeOs definition of the concept with the ol
coined in Moscow in 2012 by the Russian president Vladimir Putin, who argued tha
soft power is Oa matrix of tools and methods to reach foreign policy goalsitvitho
use of arms but by exerting information and other levers of influéiteOFor
Dolinsky, Othe American political scientist points @itactiveness as the key element
of the notion, while the Russian president is focused on the leverghaficeG**
Furthermore, for the Russian expert Othe aim of public diplomacy is both t
disseminate positive information (E) and to participate in foreign policy decision

making with due regard to its potential impact on the countryOs imageO.

In this sense, th®Foreign Policy Concept of Russian Federat{&ROConcept
RF), adopted in 2000 (revised in 2008; subsequently several addendums were adds
is a key document analysts refer to when exploring RussiaOs public diplomac
/external communication. While includy provisions that highlight the role of strong
relationships with foreign nations, the document generally emphasizes the important
of international goodwill for the achievement of RussiaOs key foreign policy objective
and mentions specificallypublic diplomacy in a provision that focuses on the
Qnformation support for foreign policy activitiesO included in the list of the top
priorities of the country for addressing Oglobal problemsO (FP Concept RFP?2008

3! Riac experts note that the term was translated into Russian in different ways at different times — as «mszkas moujby,

«eubxas cunay etc. Today the most widely used translation is «maexas cunay, however, the term «enacmoy» — as an ability
to make others do what one wants — seems to be closer to the original meaning than «cunax- Source: Riac,
www.russiancouncil.ru

2 The Russian International Affairs Council RIAC, a non-profit academic and diplomatic think tank founded and funded
by the Russian Government, organizes for instance regular roundtables on the topic - http://russiancouncil.ru

% Source: V.Putin , 2012- “Russia and the Changing World”” (Poccus u mensiowuiics mup, Cmamus Bradumupa
Ilymuna 6 «Mockosckux Hogocmsxy, http://www.mn.ru/politics/20120227/312306749.html

3% Source: Riac, http://russiancouncil.ru/inner/index.php?id_4=791#top
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111.Point6)>%°. Furthermore, ti definessoft power as a @ comprehensive toolkit for
achieving foreign policy objectives building on civil society potential, information,
cultural and other methods and technologies alternative to traditional diplomacy, is
becoming an indispensable component of modern international relationsO (Concept,
par.20, 2013)°. At the same time, the same Concept warns thatd@sing global
competition and the growing crisis potential sometimes creates a risk of destructive
and unlawful use of “soft power” and human rights concepts to exert political
pressure on Ssovereign Sstates, interfere in their internal affairs, destabilize their
political situation, manipulate public opinion, including under the pretext of financing

cultural and human rights projects abroad’””’.

In this corext, in order to counterbalance Odistorted images about 844
ne with pussiaOs aspiration(te)emerge as global power on the international political
scene, Moscow has started investing massively in public diplomacy programs
channels andnitiatives, that focuson positive messages promoting images of a
moderncountry that is economically strongglitically stableandhome to a panoply

of religious and ethnic groupwhose rights are respected

For this reasoni 2007 theRussiangovermment createdior instancethe Russian
Mir Foundation (Russkiy Mit%), with the aim @ promote understanding and peace
in the world by supporting, enhancing and encouraging the appreciation of Russian

language, heritage and culture”*”. A joint project by theMinistry of Foreign Affairs

% The Provision states: “An important part of the foreign policy activities of the Russian Federation is communicating

to the broad world public full and accurate information about its stand on the main international problems, foreign
policy initiatives and actions by the Russian Federation, its domestic social and economic development processes and
plans, as well as on the accomplishments of Russian culture and science. In public diplomacy, Russia will seek its
objective perception in the world, develop its own effective means of information influence on public opinion abroad,
strengthen the role of the Russian mass media in the international information environment providing them with essential
state support, as well as actively participate in international information cooperation, and take necessary measures to
repel information threats to its sovereignty and security”; Source: Russian Mission to the EU-
www.russianmission.eu/userfiles/file/foreign_policy concept_english.pdf

% the latest version of the Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation was approved by the President V.
Putin on 12 February 2013 and is available on the site of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs- hitp://www.mid.ru

7 Ibid, 2013

% Source: Ria Novosti article 09.07.2012, ITymun npussiéaem OunioMamos akmugree oceaueams HOGble MexHOI0UlL
pabomut hitp://ria.ru/politics/20120709/695256662. html?id=

% Mir in Russian means. Peace. World

"% Source: Russian Mir Foundation (Russkiy Mir), www.russkiymir.ru/russkiymir
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and the Ministry of Education and Scienaed supported by both public and private
funds, Russkiy Mir is primarily tasked with supporting tr@interculturalO network of
Russian Centers which provide informational resources, uedtional programs,
organize culturevents, manages cooperation projects with universities and promote
RussiaOs image abr§adFurthermore, asther major organizatioaofficially involved

in public diplomacy programs ithe Federal Agency for the Commonalth of
Independent States, Compatriots Living Abroad and International Humanitariar
Cooperation Rossotrudnichestvo®®, established in 2008, thatoordinatesa large
network of Russian Science and Culture Centers abroad operatmgrenthan 70
countries organizes arts and cultural prograesy. music and film festivals), paying
special to programs fdRussiansaand former Soviet citizens (Russian native speakers)
living outside the Russian Federati@ther organizations, like th@ivic Chamber of

the Rusian Federatianthe Russian Council or other think tanks that get funds from
the state for specific projeétdare involved irpublic diplomacyprograms as well and
they even set special committees tasked to focus specifically on the area, produ
researchpapers, organize rounthbles, formulate proposals and in general stimulate

the debate on the theme of public diplomacy, international cooperation and soft powe

Apart the above initiatives, the Russian authorities have also activated numerot
mediated pblic diplomacy channels. In this sense, an importance back up came from
New York based public relations firaKezchum®™, that, ever since 2006, has been
advising authorities in Moscow on specific projects aimed at improving RussiaO:

image in the West, Ke supporting economic development and investment in the

1 Source: Russian Centers of the Russkiy Mir Foundation, http.//www.russkiymir.ru/russkiymir/en/rucenter/

%2 Source: Rossotrudnichestvo - Poccompyonuuecmeo- http://rs.gov.ru/node/33009 , http://rs.gov.ru/

9 URL: http://www.oprf.ru/en, www.oprf.ru/en/about/structure/internationalcouncils/internationalcouncils2012/,
http://russiancouncil.ru/

% Ketchum (www.ketchum.com/work) is responsible of various projects/initiatives- among these placing an editorial on
Syria signed by the Russian President Viadimir Putin’s in the New York Times in September 2013
(www.nytimes.com/2013/09/12/opinion/putin-plea-for-caution-from-russia-on-syria.html? r=I1&). It also operates a
website about Russia called “Thinkrussia.” (www.thinkrussia.com/about). In 2010, Ketchum announced it took a
majority position in Maslov PR, the Moscow-based, full-service Russian public relations company (since then, the
company has operated as Ketchum Maslov-)
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country and facilitating the relationship between representatives of the Russia

Federation and the Western media

The RT TV network (formerly called Russia Todayis perhapsthe most
prominent pubk diplomacy project. Launched in 2005, it currently broadctsts
around 100 countries from its studios in Mosdowt also from22 field bureaus in 19
countries and territories, with a presence in Washington, New York, London, Berlin
Gaza, Cairo, Baghdadind other key cities and employs over 1000 media
professionals, many of whom are not Russian spefkéte networkwas designed
on the model of other international news TV channels (France 24, BBC, ON&fs
24/7 programming ilRussian, ArabicEnglishandSpanishovers the major issues of
our time for viewers wishing to question more and delivers stories often missed by th
mainstream media to create news with an effge. RT provides an alternative
perspective on major global events, and acquairteynational audience with the
Russian viewpoir@®. Its reports have been often criticized as Kremlin propaganda in
the US and throughout EU countf®sbut for the Kremlin, RT was simply designed
as @player thatvould provide an unbiased coverage of éwents in Russiandbreak
the AngloSaxon monopoly on the global information stre@mislowever, the Russian
president V.Putin admits that, while the chanredrot help but reflect the Russian
governmentOs official position on the events in our couwmtdyin the rest of the
worldOas Oits funded by the governmétt has never beenir@ended(E) as any
kind of apologetics for the Russian political line, whether domestic or fd@&fgfihe
channel rejects the critics as well claiming that its Oobjgaiias been recognized as
such by several leading personalities and international journidlétsave previously

worked for US channels as wéfland by thevarious internationalpfessional awards

% Source: RT Corporate Profile, 2013

% Ibid 2013

%7 ¢.g. CNN, http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/1403/05/pmt.01.html

08 Source: Russian Presidency- Transcript- Visit of President Putin to RT TV channel, Kremlin.ru website, 11.06.2013 ,
http://eng.kremlin.ru/news/5571

7 RT frequently interviews progressive and libertarian academics, intellectuals and writers from organisations like
Center for American Progress (http://www.americanprogress.org/ ) or the Cato Institute (http://www.cato.org/ ) who are
often critical of US policies and features little known commentators, including anti-globalists and left-wing activists.
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rewarding several key reports covering specific evéats such as the Occupy Wall
Street Movement in the US, in 2012).

Another ambitious public diplomacy project Omade in RussiaO is the medi
project RBTH - Russia Beyond the Headlines, a branch ofthe Russian statewned
newspaperRossiyskaya Gazeta®® which publishesevery monthpaid multilingual
advertising insertsn the form ofnewspaper supplements, in several prestigious media
outlets in Europe, US, Asia and South Ametitarhe publication, that alsmantains
a multilingual news websit@dvertisestself as "an internationally recognized source
of political, business and cultural news and analyssoffers original, orthe-ground
coverage of Russia from professional, independent journalists who are passionate &
knowledgeable about the countgnd opinion pieces from commentators who hold a
wide range of views about Russia's leadership and diréttforOften diticized
outside Russia as Kremlin propaganda, RBTH rejected critics invoking the fact that |
works with independent authoras well, including Newsweekournalists, writers,

BBC commentat®, etc.
¥ Key Challenges:

Despite Moscow§ystematicpublic diplomacyefforts to improveRussiaOisnage
abroadand invest in itsoft power ambition both Western and Russian experts and
practitioners dmit the clamorous failures in the field and identify both internal or

external scapegoats.

Furthermore, it hosted a programme of the J. Assange founder and editor in chief WikiLeaks, an online organisation
which publishes secret information, news leaks and classified media from anonymous sources. (to date, Assange is under
investigation in the US, a refugee in the Ecuadorian embassy in London -since 2012)

"% The Russian Gazette provides the official publication of all laws, decrees, and official statements of state bodies; URL:
http:/fwww.rg.ru/

“'I RBTH first starting publishing monthly supplements in 2007, and now has arrangements with the following
international newspapers.: The Washington Post (US), The New York Times (US), The Daily Telegraph (UK), Le Figaro
(France), European Voice (Belgium), Le Soir (Belgium), Siiddeutsche Zeitung (Germany), The Economic Times (India),
Navbharat Times (India), busoaw (Bulgaria), Folha de S.Paulo (Brazil), La Repubblica (Italy), El Pais (Spain), La
Nacion (Argentina), El Observador (Uruguay), Geopolitika (Serbia), Politika (Serbia), Mainichi (Japan), UDN
(Taiwan), Today (Singapore), JoongAng Ilbo (South Korea), South China Morning Post (China, SAR Hong Kong), China
Business News (China), The Wall Street Journal (US), The Age (Australia), The Sydney Morning Herald (Australia),
Eleutheros Typos (Greece), Gulf News (UAE)

2 Source: RBTH corporate profile; The website and print editions also offer republished articles from Russian
independent and state media, including other Russian media outlets, e.g. Russky Reporter, Gazeta.ru, Slon.ru,
Kommersant, Izvestia, Itogi, Vzyglad and RIA Novosti; URL: http://rbth.com/
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For several Russiascholars the key problemand challenge lie outside Russia,
given the fact that the country is constamiérceived through stereotyped lendasts
book Russophobia published in New York in 2009, Andrdisygankov for instance
explores what the author callse activities ofthe antiRussian lobby in the US and
criticizes both the institutionalized ORussophobiaO stemming from hegemonic
tendencie and the American mainstream media tiegresent what the majority of
media consumers are likely to encour{iesygankov, 2009)According to the Russian
expert, biased media outlets in the US are constantly manipulagogrly informed

public, perpetating antiRussian sentimen{3 sygankov, 2009).

Furthermore, Tatiana Zonova, a leading Riac expRBuisgia International
Affairs Council) deplores the fact that the country is still depicted as a Omap c
stereotypesO, withw@tern public opinion polls showing a very cautious attitude of a
large number of Europeans to their giant neighbour”**> While acknowledging that
there is nadoubton the fact tha@he image of Russia heavily depends orinitsrnal
and external politics@onovaunderlines thaEuropeans for instancéare scared by
the imaginary Russian Bear who might stop fuel supplies in the midst of winter”. FoOr
the Russian expertithe European imagination is also excited by media allegations
about Russian mafia and corruption in the Russian ruling mafia-like elite” and this
status qudhasa direct effecton the Russian public opinioss “in their turn, many
people in Russia are more than sceptical about Western political correctness and

distrust European multicultural tolerance3*

For this reaso, for Alexey Dolinsky Moscow should concentrate more on
building Ga system of twavay dialogue with foreign societie§€) through educational

exchanges or othdongterm instrumentsthat would complement itgformative

3 Zonova T.V. (2013) — paper delivered at the Institute for Cultural Diplomacy, Berlin

www.culturaldiplomacy.org/academy/content/pdf/participant-papers/2013-06-iscd-italy/Dr. Tatiana Zonova.pdf

" Ibid, 2013

I Referring to US programs targeting in particular Muslim publics, the scholar claims that “the US experience proved
that one-sided proliferation of information (in an already different international political and information-communication
context yields no results. The Russian attempt to replicate what the US has done earlier in the 2000s, and with a smaller
budget, would hardly be more effective”’; Source: Riac-Russian Council Analysis, 16.10.2012, Moscow,
http://russiancouncil.ru/inner/index.php?id _4=791#top.
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programme, already facilitated lifie Orevival obld andthe establisiment of new
instruments of external communication (Russia Today, Russky Mir Foundation, RIA
Novosti, Voice of Russia)QDPoliferation of information without comprehensive
long-term efforts in building up credibilitysi futile: Russia is often kept in distrust

even when it is rigl@ Dolinsky, 2012)

Against this background, other Western and even Russian éxpamgsie that
the current public diplomacy problems are caused in reality from wkhissia
mainly by is centralized and toglown political culture, the origins of which can be
traced baclcenturies agowhile the systematic effort® integrate Wstern concepts
and terminologyin Russian official statemerg and literaturedenonstrate little

flexibility and opennesqOsipova, 2012)

For Joseph Nye, the scholar tipgdneered the theory of soft powas means of
success in world politics, Moscow@istakeis that Of thinking that government is the
main instrument of soft powdE) Or, i n today's world, informatio is not scarce but
attention is, and &ntion depends on credibility (E)ayernment propaganda is rarely
credibled'’. The perception is hence that, despite its denials and attemgigage
civil society actorstheKremlin is the ultimate Ocontrolles@dhasthe monopoly over
RussiaOs external communicatiaithout fully grasping the specific attributes of
conceps like soft power or public diplomac®r, for Nye, @r Russia to succeedt,
will need to match words and deeds(l) policies, be seltritical, and unleash the

full talents of their civil societies. Unfortunatelfat is not about to happen sodi?O

An example often referred to in Brussels and EU capitals is the fact that man
images and messages stemming from-oificial sources, thatocus on the countryOs

weaknesses or on other not particularly positive issues (NGOs, members of tt

Y Orlov is the laureate of the “For Freedom of Thought” award of the European Parliament URL:
hwww.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+IM-
PRESS+20091020STO62805+0+DOC+XML+VO//EN, http://europarltv.europa.eu/en/player.aspx?pid=77d70ce5-024a-
4f14-bel3-b3521b3a80c5

7 Nye J. (2013), What China and Russia don’t get about soft power, Foreign Policy, 29.04.13,
www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2013/04/29/what_china_and russia_don t get about soft power

"% Ibid, 2013
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academic community, political opponents of the present political leadership) ar
vigorously discharged by the authorities and often labelled as, lacktbtisan,
OrussophobiaO oloDble standardsO especially when referring to human rights. Ir
turn, a Russian laureate of EU prize for human rights for instaeg Orlov,
chairman of the Board of the Russiluman Rights Center OMemo@aind former
Presdent of the Russian Federation's council for the development of civil society ant
human rights institutionsargues that the situation has increasingly worsemedis
sense and claims that he, along with other journalists or NGO representatitéd)e
considered Otraitors@y the RussiangovernmentOjustbecause he consults with
international organisatiof”. Orlov invokes in particular daw from 2012 that
obliges all Russiamon-government organizationgngaged in political activity with
foreign financingto register agoreign agents**°. In response, while rejecting critical
remarks, Russian authorities often prefereactive type of communication: for
example on the specific topic bfiman rights, while denyingvarious allegations from
Brussels foinstance, Moscow also gets in the spotlight human rights violations in EU

countrieé?,

According to Elena Klitsounovffom the Brusselbased think tank Cepshis
trend towards usingoft power tools through public diplomacy instruments such as
media outlés, websites and think tanks to challentetern perception®f democracy
and human rightappears to have extended into the civil society sector in Rassia
well. For Klitsounovaithe creation of statbacked NGOdor instanceOappears to

have been desed by Russian officials to tackle criticism at international forums and

"% Source: NT Times,” As ‘Foreign Agent’ Law Takes Effect in Russia, Human Rights Groups Vow to Defy It”, 22.11.12;
http://’www.nytimes.com/2012/11/22/world/europe/rights-groups-in-russia-reject-foreign-agent-label. html

“% For the Russian President V. Putin, this law obliging non-governmental organizations funded from abroad is designed
to protect the country’s domestic policies from foreign influence; Source: RIA Novosti, 25.06.13,.
http://en.ria.ru/russia/20130625/181872089/NGO-Law-to-Protect-Russia-from-Foreign-Interference--Putin. html

“! For the Russian Commissioner for Human Rights, Democracy and the Supremacy of Law Konstantin Dolgov, “We
studied the human rights situation in the EU countries in 2013. We hoped that any improvements would happen.
Unfortunately, we couldn’t watch any improvement in this sphere (...)The situation changed for the worse in certain
important positions”; Source: Itar tasshttp://en.itar-tass.com/russia/716398
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to demonstrate the existence of Russian societal norms, including norms concernil

human rightst.

Finally, against this background, the problenidefitity comes to the forefront as
yet another key public diplomacy challenge. As Rhoddharnanotes, at the end of
the day Oall communicationis inherently aboutidentityO since the selection,
organization, and presentation of any communication indicates how one party set
itself, the oher, and the relationship between them (Zaharna, 204M. in the
specific case of Russiaccording to several scholarsOits fundamental idegtitgns
il defined (Mankoff, 2009, while its foreign policycontinues to exhibit strong,

undeniable underlgg traits of an ongoing identity crisis (Marshall, 2011

#2 Klitsounova, E (2008) Promoting Human Rights in Russia by Supporting NGOs: How to Improve EU Strategies,

CEPS Working Document 287/April 2008
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CHAPTER 6: THE CASE OF PRESIDENTIAL SUMMITS

1t is not easy to see how matters could be worsened by a parley at the summit 423
Winston ChurchilDs 1950quote appears very timely to mention here is
surprisingly lays the ground for any inquiry on the significance of summits in
international relations even in the2tentury Although the international political
scene has definitely changed ever since former British Prime Ministerolnaet the
term summit during some of the darkest days of the Cold Wae central idea that
comes out of it appears quite applicable to todayOs world asviiédl:until the last
century leaderswere often andleliberatey avoiding faceto-face meetings, in the
pag decadessummit meetingshave gradually beene a central element of
international diplomacy*and bday they are in the headlines all the timevhen
referring to meetings at the level of heads of state/prime mirifStershile the word

Is often used in odr walks of life, especially in business.

The case of the ERussian summits might be considered one of the finest
examples in this sens®ut there is relatively little reflection about whtiese
summit meetings are supposed to achieve or ataut significance, aboutheir
costs as well as benefitsncluding as far as communication/public diplomacy
processes are concerndgor this reasothis inquiryhopes tdill someblanks inthe

literature.

The dissertation argues that the -BUssian presidgial summits are an
indicative example of the thesi$@pothesis that centres on the overall fragile

Junstableequilibriuni'*® between théwo actors. The claim is thatkey reason for the

%3 Speech of W. Churchill in Edinburgh, on February 14, 1950; Source: Reynolds D., “Summits: Six Meetings That
Shaped the Twentieth Century”, Basic Books — Perseus Book Group, US, 2007

“* Historians often give the example of several dramatic encounters such as Kennedy and Khrushchev at Vienna in
1961 or Reagan and Gorbachev in Reykjavik in 1986

3 Summit meetings are defined as ad hoc meetings where heads of state and/or heads of government and/or foreign
ministers from at least two of the big powers are present; Source: Galtung J, Journal of Peace Research, 1964 Sage
Publications

% The assumption is that the unstable equilibria notion from economics and physics might be used as reference in
international relations and communications as well when referring to specific circumstances like for instance the state
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shallow communications format EU-Russian relationand for both sles@ailure to
establish a commonly agreedommunication roadmap (the deficit) stems
paradoxically from a certairacit strategy choice in both Brussels and Moscowhe
dissertation argueghat, instead of deepening their strategic partnership by
estdlishing a so called Opartnership of choid@© accordance with affial
commitments on both sideshe EU and Russia have deliberately maintainedain
competing narratives When addressing key common issues and concesns

hypothesis confirmed by tlease of summits.

Due to the limited scope of this research study, the unit limits though to
exploring the key distinctive features that typifie actorsO performance in managing
bilateral communications/ public diplomacy on these specific occasiomghile

providing a historical contexhatcovers a 15ear time span (1998anuary 2014).

6.1. GENERAL OVERVIEW & CONTROVERSIES

For both Brussels and Moscow, Hssian pesidential summits arehe
flagship event$®’in bilateral relations, tasked treview key achievements and
challenges in bilateral relatiomasid reunite the leaders of both sidéshe same tahle
Both actors perceive them dgfining manents in bilateral cooperatiomhereby
they (can)setthe tone for the EURussia relationship as a who For this reason,
throughout the yearsgdespite the ups and downsof their overall cooperatign
presidential summits havemained a majorapprochement tool between Brussels

and Moscow.

of precarious equilibrium between two international actors ad odds. Consequently, the claim is that, given their
intricate relationship (described in the second Part of the dissertation), the EU-Russian relations best illustrate the
essence of this idea, denoting a state of equilibrium in which a small disturbance could produce a large change.

*7 These events are organized usually in Russia in the first half of the year and in Brussels in the second half (practice
established after the Lisbon treaty signed in 2007 and effective since 2009)
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In 2012, on the occasion of the"™3§ummit for instance,peakingahead of the
meeting organized in Brussetbe president of the European Courtlddrman Van
Rompuy emphasized in fact thdtthe hosting of our 30th summit is tribute to the
indispensable nature of our partnership and is once again an important opportunity
to take stock of progress and to discuss open issues and concerns across the broad
span of EU-Russia relations&®. For Brussels, the EU and Russia haw@o@
prospects for enhancing (..) solid political cooperation — from domestic judicial
reform and the fight against corruption to the situation in the Middle East or the
issues of Afghanistan or Iran — alongside concerns over developments affecting civil
society and fundamental rights”**°. Noteworthy is also thglobal significance given
both to the EU Russan relationship and to these specific meetingge @ant to
deepen our cooperation at a global level: on challenges such as global economic
governance, climate change or cooperation at the UN, together the EU and Russia
can make a decisive contribution to global governance and regional conflict

. 430
resolution )

Interestingly enough, earlier, the same year, tH& B29-Russia summit irSt.
Petersburdnad marked, in MoscowOs view, one of the OlivelississiosObetween
the two parton a number of topicsyhich according to the Russian ambassador at
the EU Vladimir Chizhoy had proved the great utility of these meetings. For the
Russian official, ELRussian summits at presidential level are always useful, even in
Ovolatile times®, despite the difficultieand the lack of flexibility that might often
come up during discussions, like for instance what Chizkov calls EUOs inability to
move backwardsn its own decisionsVell, some peopleompare the EU with a
crocodileb he adds Not because of its teeth, bbecause of its inability to move
backwads{®,

8 Source: European Commission, press release on the 30th EU-Russia Summit IP/12/1423; 19/12/12 -
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release IP-12-1423 en.htm

**? Ibid, 2012

“* Ibid, 2012

1 Remarks of Viadimir Chizhov at a press briefing in preparation of the 3-4 June EU-Russia summit, 29.05.2012,
Brussels- note of the author

432 Source: Euractiv article, G.Gotev-“Russian Ambassador: 'EU is like a crocodile”, 30.05.2012
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On a general level,of the EuropeanUnion, the EURussia summits at
presidential leveldd significant value tdilateral cooperation, as thesre tasked
both to monitor progress in bilateral relations aodmove bilateral dialogue from
one stage to anothdvloreover, these high level summit meetings are included in an
ambitious and broader foreign policy strategy of the Union, that ethail
organization of international summits on a regular basis, edhdilateral or at
multilateral level§*® At bilateral level, EUsummits are held on a regular basigy
with the UnionOs strategic parti&rand he location for the summits alternates
between Brussels and the country conceridek meetingswith Russia,the only
neighbouring Ostrategic partnerO of the union, are the only ones regularly organize

twice a yedt® (among EUOs international summits)

Since 1998, these high level events arganized usually in Russia in the first
half of the year and in Brudsein the second half (practice established after the
Lisbon treaty signed in 2007 and effective since 2009). During the meetings, the
Union is represented by thBresident of European Councihe President of
European Commission and the High Represesgaif the Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security PolicyOccasionally, other ElWlong with European Commissioners
participate in specific sessions as wW@lg. commissioners fomergy or trade).In
turn, Russia is represented by the President and Mmistsponsible for specific

areas of cooperation with the EU.

For the authorities in Moscow, the ERUssia summits at presidential lepédy
a key role in the institutional structurelwfateralcooperation and define the strategic
direction of developmnt of RussiaEU relations. They are presented as a significant

part of the high level political dialogue with Brussels that also involves regular

33 At multilateral level, summits include both international meetings (where the EU is either a member or invited to
take part as a key international player, such as the G8, G20 and the United Nations General Assembly UNGA) and
summits at EU level (including summits include the Eastern Partnership, EU-Africa, EU-ASEM and EU-CELAC, with
the participation of heads of state or government from all EU member states, plus the European Council President, the
European Commission President and the relevant heads of state or government from the participating countries);
Source: EU Council, www.european-council.europa.eu

%4 To date, the EU has activated “strategic partnerships” with Brazil, Canada, China, India, Japan, Mexico, Russia,
South Africa, South Korea and the United States; Source: EEAS- http://www.eeas.europa.eu

3 unless either sides decides to postpone or cancel one or both for a valid reason
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meetingghroughout the whole year between ministers, senior officials and experts
e.g. meetings betweenettRussian Governmenand the EuropeaCommission,
consultations between the members of Beemanent Partnership Coudtiht the

level of foreign ministers (at timesith the participation of other ministers as well,
responsible for Justice and Home Affairs, Energy, Transport, Agriculture,
Environment, Culture, Science and Education), briefings between the Russian
Permanent Representative to the EU and the leadership of the Fdlitical and
Security Committee PSC*’ (monthly), meetings of the Russian #gn minister

with the EU High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and with
EU memberstatesO foreign ministers in New York within the frameworkefuN
General Assembly sessions or finally regular reunions between x@edse These

last consultations are held all throughout the year¢nthan 20 meetingd this kind

are held annually) and focus @opical international issu€s likeEU enlargement,
Western Balkans, Human Rights, Conventional Arms Exports, Global Disarmament
and Ams and on NoProliferation, OSCE and the Council of Europe, fight against
terrorism, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, Middle East/Gulf, Middle East Peace
Process, Maghreb, tHdN, AsiaOceania, Latin America and the Caribbedhey
involve representativelsom the RussiaMinistry of Foreign Affais in the one hand

and on the other hand public servants and experts representing Bredttiency, the

General Secretariat of tfiiropearCouncil and the Commissitti

To date, EU and Russia have held a totaBdfsummits, since the entry into

force on 1 December 1997 of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement

%% permanent Partnership Council PPC meetings (which replaced Cooperation Council in 2003) are held in the format

of Foreign Ministers as well as other Ministers. Regular consultations allow Ministers responsible for various policy
areas to meet as often as necessary and to discuss specific issues.

7 s a preparatory body for the Council of the EU, the PSC meets at the ambassadorial level. Its main functions are
keeping track of the international situation, and helping to define policies within CFSP (the Common Foreign and
Security Policy) including the CSDP. It prepares a coherent EU response to a crisis and exercises its political control
and strategic direction; Source: EEAS, http://eeas.europa.eu

% Source: Russian Mission to the EU- Overview of the EU-RUSSIA relations, http://russianmission.eu
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EU RUSSIA SUMMITS 1998Jan20143°

Chronology & Protagonists

No | Date/ Venue Key Protagonists (heads of delegations)

1 15.05.1998 |- EU: UK Prime Minister Tony BlairPresidenin-office of
Birmingham, | the European Counéif: European CommissioRresident
UK Jacques Santer

- Russia President Boris Yeltsin

2 27.10.1998 | - EU: Viktor Klima, federal chancellor of Austri&resident
Vienna in-office of the European CoungBEuropean Commission
Austia President J. Santer

- Russia Evgheny Primakov, Prime Minister (in
representation of President B. Yeltsin who cancelled at thg
moment)

3 09.031999- |- EU: German Chancellor G.8wmder,Presidenin-office of
Moscow the European CounciEuropean Commissioaresident J.
Russia Santer

- Russia President B. Yeltsin

4 22.10.199% |- EU: FinlandOPR.LipponenPresidenin-office of the
Helsinki European CounciEuropean Commissidaresdent, Romano
Einland Prodi; Secretary General of the Council, High Representat

J.Solana
- Russia Prime Minister V.Putin representing

B.Yeltsin, President of the Russian Federation

439

this 32nd summit, initially programmed for December 2013, was postponed to January 2014 at EU’s request

(officially for logistical reasons)
“ according to the former principle of the rotating Presidency among EU member states
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29.05.2000 | -EU: Prime minister of Portug#l. GuterresPresidenin-
Moscow, office of the European CounciSecretaryGeneral of the
Russia Council/High Representative for Foreign and SecwRilicy
of the EU J. Solan&resident of the Commission of the
European Communities Rrdli
-Russia V.Putin, President of the RisianFederation
30.10.2000 |- EU: FrenchPresidentJ. ChiracPresidenin-office of the

Paris,France

European Coungill. Solana, Secretafgeneral of the
Council/High Representative f&U Common Foreign and
Security PolicyPresident of the Eopean Commission

Romano Prodi

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

17.05.2001 |- EU G.PerssonPresidenin-office of the European Coungil
MOSCow, J.SolanaSecretaryGeneral of the EU Council/High
RusSia Representativeor Common Foreig and Security Policy of

the EU;R.Prodi, President of the Commission of the

European Communities

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration
03.10.2001 |- EU: G. Verhofstadt, BelgiumOs Prime Ministeresiderin-
Brussels office of theEuropean CoungiR. Prodi, President of the
Belgium Commisson of the European Communitiels;Solana,

SecretaryGeneral of the Council/High RepresentativeEaf

Common Foreign and Security Policy

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration
29.052M2 - EU: Spanish Prime Minister JosZ Mar’'a Azrfaresidenin-
Moscow, office of the European CouncPresident of the Eopean
Russia Commission, Romano Prodi
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-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

10 |8.112002 - EU: Danish Prime Minister Fogh Rasmussen, Presigent
Brussels, office of the European Coungflresident of the Eopean
Belgium Commission Romano Prodi

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

11 |31.05.2003 |- EU: GreekPrime Minister Coms SimitisPresidenin-office
Sankt of the European CounciPresident of the Europa
Petersburg Commission, RProdiSecretary General/High Representatiy

_ for Common Foreigi& Security Policy JSolana
Russia
-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

12 |6.112003 - EU: Italian Prime Minister, Silvio BerluscorfPresidernin-

Rome, Italy office of the European CoungifCommission Resident
Romano Prodi and Commissioner tbtternal Relations Chri
Patten;SecretaryGeneral/High Representatif@ the EU
Common Foreigrand Security Policyd. Solana
-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

13 | 21.052004 - EU: Irish Prime Minister Bertie AhernPresidenin-office
MOSCow, of the European CounciEuropean Commission President
Russi4*! Romano Prodi

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®ederation

14 |25.11.2004 |- EU: Prime Minister of the Netherland¥an Peter
TheHague, | BalkenendePresidenin-office of the European Council
The President of the European CommissidriBarrosq Secretary
Netherlands General/High Representatif@ the EU Cormon Foreign ant

Security PolicyJ. Solana

441

first Summit between the enlarged European Union of 25 Member States and Russia
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-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

15 | 11.05.2005 |- EU: Prime Ministerof LuxembourgJeanClaude dincket
Russia, Presidenin-office of theEuropean CounciPresident of the
Moscow European Commissiod, Barrosq SecretaryGeneral/High

Representativéor the EU Common Foreign and Security
Policy, J. Solana
-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

16 |4.102005 - EU: Tony Blair, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom,

London,UK | Presidenin-office of the European CoungiPresident of the
Europen Commission, Barrosq SecretaryGeneral/High
Representative,Solana
-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

17 | 25.05.2006 |- EU: Austrian Chancellor, Wolfgang SchY s$tiesidenin-
Sochi. Russia office of the European CounglbecretaryGeneralbf the

CouncifHigh Representative, Javier Solagaropean
Commission President Job&anuel Barrosp
-Russia V.Putin, President bthe Russiarrederation

18 |24.11.2006 |- EU: Finnish Prime Minister Matti VanhangRresiderin-
Helsinki, office of the European Coungilavier Solana High
Finland Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Pol

SecretaryGeneral of the Couail of the European Unign
CommissiorPresident JosZ Manuel Barroso
-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

19 | 18.052007 -EU: GermanyOseieral Chancellor Angela Merkel,
Samara Presidenin-office of the Europea@ouncit European
Volzhsky Commission President Job&anuel BarrospJavier Solana

High Representative for the Common Foreign and Securit
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Utyos, Russial

Policy, SecretanGeneral of the Council of tHeU

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

20 |26.10.2007 |-EU: Portuguese Prime Minister & head of the Portuguese
Mafra, EU-Presidency JosZ SocratBsesidenin-office of the
Portugal European CounciEuropean @mmission President

JBarrosq JSolana High Representative for the Common
Foreign and Security PolicecretaryGeneral of the Counci
of theEU

-Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

21 | 27.0608 -EU: Slovenian Prime Minister Janez JarReesidenin-
Khanti office of the European CounglEuropean Gmmission
Mansiisk President JseManuel BarrospJavier Solana High
RusSia Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Pol

SecretaryGeneral of the Council of tHeU
-Russia Dimitry Medvedev, President of the Russian
Federation

22 |14.11.2008 |-EU: French President Nolas SarkozyPresidenin-office of

Nice, France | the European CounciEuropean Gmmission President J.
Barrosq Javier Solana High Representative for the Comm
Foreign and Security Policy, Secret&gneral of the Counci
of theEU
-Russia D.Medvedev, President tifie Russiafrederation

23 | 21- -EU: President of the Czech Republic Vaclav Klaus
22.052009 Presidenin-office of the European CoungclEuropean
Khabarovsk. | Commission President JosManuel Barrosp, Javier Solana

High Representative for the @onon Foreign and Security
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Russia Policy, SecretanGGeneral of the Council of tHeu
-Russia D.Medvedev, President of the Russkaderation
24 | 1711 .2009 |-EU: Swedish Prime Minister Fredrik Reinfel@tresidenin-
Stockholm, | office of the European CoumhcEuropean @Gmmission
Sweden President Barrosg;JSolana High Representative for the
Common Foreign and Security Policy, Secret@sneral of
the Council of thecU
-Russia D.Medvedev, President of the Russkaderation
25 |31.05 -EU: European Courl President Herman Van Rompuy,
01.062010 European Gmmission President Job&anuel Barroso
Rostovon -Russia D. Medvedev, President of the Russkatderation
Don, Russia
26 |07.122010 -EU: European Courl President Herman Van Rompuy,
Brussels EuropearCommission President Jos#anuel Barroso
/ EU HQ -Russia D.Medvedev, President of the Russkaderation
27 | 9-10.062011 | -EU: European Couwil President Herman Van Rompuy,
Nizhy European Gmmission President Job&anuel Barroso
Novgorod, | _Ryssia D. Medvedev, President of the Russideration
Russia
28 |15.122011 -EU: European Courl President Herman Van Rompuy,
Brussels European Gmmission President Job&anuel Barroso
/ EU HQ -Russia D. Medvedev, President of the Russkaderation
29 | 3-4.06 2012 |-EU: European Couwil President Herman Van Rompuy,
Sarkt European @mmission President Jos#anuel Barroso
Petersburg | -Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration
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Russia

30 |20 -EU: European Courl President Herman VarRompuy,

21.122012 European Gmmission President Job&anuel Barroso
Brussels -Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

/ EU HQ

31 |3-4.062013 |-EU: European Couril President Herman Van Rompuy,

Yekaterinburg European Gmmission President Josanuel Barroso

Russia -Russga: V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

32 |28.012014 -EU: European Courl President Herman Van Rompuy,

Brussels European Gmmission President Job&anuel Barroso

/ EU HQ -Russia V.Putin, President of the Russi&®deration

The official agenda of eachsummitis shaped on theasis of proposals of both
sides, depending orbilateral priorities and on thaternationalcontext. The key
themestouch in primis political and economic bilateralooperation with a special

attention to pending engrgssues.

Some of the recurrent top topics of the meeting agendas include updates on: th
expert negotiations dealing with new EU-Russia Agreement that shouldprovide a
more comprehensive framework fdwilateral relations reflecting the growth in
coopeation since the early 1990while including substantive, legally binding
commitments in all areas of the partnershii@ mobility issues /visas; th€&nmon
spaces”’ cooperation, covering fourpolicy areas(economy & environment freedom,
security & justice external security - research & education, including cultural
aspecty the Partnership for Modernisation, consideredthe foal point of mutual
cooperation, as tleals with all aspects ofiodernisation (e.g.economic, technical
including standards andgelations, rule of law and functioning of the judicigry

trade relations, given the fact that, to date (January 20R4)ssia is the third trading
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partner of the EUwhile EU is the first trading partner of Russiénd the most
important investor in Russl&; Kaliningrad, the Russia enclave in theEU
neighbouring Poland and Lithuanigge Northern Dimension Policy (ND),the joint
cooperation frameworkbetween EU, Russia, Norway and Icelarfdcused on
Northern Europe; other projects fitancial co-operation (that supports already the
Partnership for Modernisatiéff) and top issues ofbiateral and international
conceri including climate change, drug and human trafficking, organized crime,
counterterrorism, norproliferation, humanitarian @ programs***, seurity
cooperation(special focus on Ofrozen conflictsO) or Foreign Policy issuestle.g.

Middle East peace processan).

Despite such a rich agenda, the number of bilateral agreements or joint
statements on specific common positions that come adiliese meetings tend to be
rather scarce. The past years have actually marked by a standstill from this point o
view. As a result, summits often emithout an agreement on howrnegotiate closer
economic linksor evenwith atraditional jointpressstatenent Leaders on both sides
tend to avoid all kind of commitments, plans or concrete timetables and stick to broad
joint statements (usually on foreign policy topics) or to general resolutions /
recommendations tacceleratdilateral expert negotiationsdnsultationn specific

areas

“2 It is estimated that up to 75% of Foreign Direct Investment stocks in Russia come from EU Member States

(including Cyprus); Source: European Commission Trade DG Data- http://ec.europa.eu/trade

7 as mentioned previously in the dissertation, these projects are channelled through the European Neighbourhood and
Partnership Instrument ENPI and are targeted on objectives for the EU-Russia common spaces focusing on bilateral
cooperation programmes covering: institution building, technical assistance for transport investment, support for
minorities, support for the EU-Russia common spaces, funding for the European Studies Institute, establishment of EU
centres, financing of the "Partnership for Modernisation" programme (€40m allocated by the EU since 2007). Initially,
this was done through the TACIS programme of the EU that was focusing on Russia’s transition to democracy and
market economy. As Russia’s financial position has improved, the need for broad-ranging assistance has disappeared.
“ reference to the EU projects in support of the support the victims of the Chechen conflict since its beginning in 1999
until the end of 2011; Source: European Commission —Directorate-General for Humanitarian Aid,
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/aid/europe caucasus/russia_en.htm

18C



Year

Selection of Key Joint Statemen($>

2013/
Jan
2014

Joint Statemerin combatting terrorisreigned at the Brussels summit

2012

Joint Statemeran the Middle East Peace (Brussels summit)

2011

Progress report aifie Partnership for Modernizati¢Brussels)

2010

2 Joint Statementsn the Partnership for ModernizatigRostovon-Don) &

on thelsraeli military operation against the Flotilla sailing to Gaza.

2009

Launch of cros®order ceoperation programmegStockhdm); Progress

Report on ELRussia Energy DialoguéStockholm)

2008

2 joint statements focusing éme launch of negotiations for a new EU

Russia agreemeandon cross border cooperation

2007

Progress Report on ERussia Energy DialogueCommon SpaProgres;

Report

2006

2 agreement on the facilitation of the issuance of visas to the citizens

Russian Fderation and the EU &n readmissiojSochi)

2005

Adoption of theRoad Mapdor the Common Economic Space (Mosco

Progress Report on ERussia Energy Dialogud_¢ndon

2004

Joint Press Release on the conclusions of the Hague sUitmRiussian
Ministry for Foreign Affairs contested though the discrepancies between the
text agreed by the two sides for the common Press Release on the Outcome
of the Summit and the “imprecise and incorrect” version published on the
Internet site of the Netherlands' EU Presidency; Joint Statement on the E
Enlargement and ERussia relations (Moscow); Protocol to 1

Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (Moscow)

*“BSource: The European Council, EEAS, Russian Mission to the EU, Russian Ministry for Foreign Affairs (online
archives, EU archives in Brussels
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2003

Joint Press Release on the conclusions of the St. Petersburg $ronitt
Statemenbn the conclusions of the Rome Summigreement to reinforce
EU-Russian cooperation by creating in the long term 4 ‘common spaces’ in
the framework of the Partnership & Cooperation Agreement; Joint
Declaration on strengthening dialogue andoperation onpolitical and
security matters (Rome); Agreement Goncept Papeon the Commor
European Econom Space CEES (Rome); Final report of the high I¢
group of theCommon European Economic SpdB®me); Progress Rep(g

on EU-Russia Energy Dialogu&ome)

2002

Joint Statement on the Fight against Terrorism (Brussels summit);
Statement on transit between the Kaliningrad Region and the rest
Russian Fedetn (Brussels)Joint Statement on Middle Ead@russels);
Second Progress Report BJ-Russia Energy Dialogu@russels); Repol
of the HighLevel group on the Common European Economic S
(Brussels); Joint press Statement on the Moscow Summit (M@sdoimt
Declaration on further practical steps in developing political dialogug
cooperation on crisis management and security matkoscow); Joint
Statement on energy dialog@®loscow); Progress Report diU-Russia
Energy Dialogug Joint Statementon Middle East(Moscow); Joint

Statement on the Developments in Iffélakistani Relation@loscow)

2001

General joint press statements on the conclusions of the Moscow and

Brussels Summits

2000

General joint press statements on the conclusions of tie & Moscow

Summits

1999

General joint press statements on the conclusions of the Helsink

446

7 broad themes, 300th anniversary of St.-Petersburg -celebrating three centuries of common European history and

culture; Renewed mechanisms of co-operation and dialogue for EU-Russia partnership in the 21st century; Towards
the Common Economic Space; Peoples of Russia and the EU - neighbours and partners; A united Europe for all
Europeans; Common Response to the Threat of Drugs and Terrorism; Partners in the field of international relations,
security and crisis management
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Moscow Summits

1998 | Joint press statement (Vienna); Informal agreement to stren

environmental measures related to spent nucledf fgtmingham

While some summits have officially appeared moteenstructive” than others
and produced concrete results, the two parts have always emphasized the important
of Qrank exchangesO during these high level meetings, which hence represent, in

principle, a stp forward anyways in EARussian relations.

Moscow claims thatalthough thessummits mighnot alwaysproduce ground
breaking results, theyepregnt anyhow authentic OlestonesQin bilateral relations,
with a significant role in the institutional sttuce of cooperation, defining many
development strategies in Rus&b relationd®®. Furthermore, for the Russian
president, during summitsw® always pay attention to important issues that come up
and that, regrettably, we have indeed not yet manémeesolve for a long time
now®®. However, for V,Putin, each summit represents an advancement in its own

way as @e are making progress on even the most diffisstiés®®

In turn, the President of the EU Council notes that summits are normally the
occasion m which the two parties are abléoarvest the results df.) years of
constructive work®'. In this sense for instance, for Van Rompilne £8th EW
Russia Summjtheld in Brussels, marked a milestone for instance, with the launch of
the first steps onhe road to visdree travel and initiatives for improving citizens
mobility, with the ®reakthrough achievesh RussiaOs WTO accession or in the light

of the resumption of formal 5+2 talks @mansnistriaa new momentum in enhancing

47 Source:,Krupnick C., ”Decommissioned Russian Nuclear Submarines and International Cooperatio ’n, McFarland,
05 Mar 2001 North Carolina
% notes of the author on a press briefing of the Russian Ambassador to the EU Vladimir Chizhov journalists in
Brussels on the eve of the 30th EU-Russia summit (December 2012) - Residence Palace in Brussels
“ author’s notes - Press Conference following the EU-Russian summit in Brussels, 28.01.2014
450 17 -
1bid, 2014
Bl Source: European Commission, 28th EU-Russia Summit, 14.12.11-EUCO 160/11 PRESSE 496 PR PCE 119
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the stability ofthe shared neighbourhood and improving the conditions for progress

on other protractedonflicts.

However, the persistent lack of joint statements agreements in the past years
indicative of a certain stalemate in bilateral relations, has also fosteredtfoumst on
both sides, with an increasing numbempekding issues of the agenda OtransferredO
from one summit to another, along with numerous controversies surrounding delicate

subjects of common concern.

For the EU, along the recurrent topics regulatigcdssed on the occasion of
these summits, the issue éfiman rights in particular has stirred in particular
numerous disagreements and, according to numerous dipfdinatsen palpable
tensions during the meetings. Tensions often stem from the fact ghadytaofEU-
Russiabilateral dialogueBrussels regularlyrécals RussiaOs commitmentdosure

free and fair elections and to fully respect thyhtiof free assembly and spe&éh

On this specific issue of human rights for instance, Moscow answer®fiaok
irritated, stating that Brussels Owants to lecture other countriesO and pointing specif
human rights related problems within the EU, like for instance the difficulties of the
Russian speaking minority in the Baltic states. Furthermore, in 20&2Ruksian
authorities have started presenting its own Omonitoring reports on the human right
situationO with a focus on EU member states and the USRiissian Foreign
Ministry's Commissioner for Human Rights, Democracy and the Rule of Law
presents regally it to the press in Brussels, arguing: i®ivery alarming and not
understandable that certain EU countries, though verbally supporting the internationa
human rights norms and standards, decide not to assume responsibilities even und

basic multibteral treaties on human right50.

Other controversies surrounding the summits centre ondhgional sensitive

topics of the ELRussian relations as a whole, like energy, the shared neighbourhood,

“2 off the record discussions with the author, Brussels, Dec.2012, Jan 2014- EU-Russian summits organized at EU HQ

3 Source: European Commission, 28th EU-Russia Summit, 14.12.11-EUCO 160/11 PRESSE 496 PR PCE 119
#* Source: Statement by K. Dolgov, Russian Foreign Ministry's Special Representative for Human Rights, Democracy
and the Rule of Law, at PACE International Conference “Human Rights and Foreign Policy” (Turin, 13.12.2012)

184



aviation or trade, especially afiRussia's WTQaccessin, with Brussels complaining
that Moscow does not abide to its WTO commitments {eegz or reducdts export
dutie and with Russia lamenting Othe EdpPlication of antdumping procedures

to a number oRussiarsectors: the chemicals industry and thetals sectcf*.

Furthermore, in the past years, diplomats have noted that, while for the EU, the
overall disappointment with reference to the-Russian Ostrategic partnershipO often
remains Oat the surfaceO during its public communication precedingtsuthe
Russian side channels it frustration with the EU on punctual issues, by
commissioning articles or interviews of its officials in Western nfétliMoscow is
for instance disappointed particularlywi insufficient progreson thevisafree
travel negotiationsO not even during presidential sumifds the Russian minister
for foreign affairs, Sergey Lavrov,@tvisa regime has long beenamachronism in
our relations (..)rom the technical point of view, Russia and EU Member States
have been @y to waive visas for each other. This issue is symbolic; it exemplifies
all the differences between Russia and the EU. It is ironic that our western partners
who were so adamant about freedom of movement when negotiating the Helsinki
Final Act, are nowreluctant to create conditions for free human communication on
the European contine@t’. For the EU leaders thougtpdiaps the one area where
most progress has been made is the facilitating of travel between Russia and the

EU’58

3 Trade between the two economies has in fact showed steep growth rates until mid-2008 when the trend was

interrupted by the economic crisis and unilateral measures adopted by Russia, which had a negative impact on EU-
Russia trade. Since 2010 mutual trade has resumed its growth reaching record levels in 2012.; Source: European
Commission, DG Trade- http://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/russia/

“ Discussion of the author with EU officials DG Trade, off the record, September 2013

#7 Source: Article by Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov “State of the Union Russia—EU: Prospects for
Partnership in the Changing World” in Journal of Common Market Studies, 14.08.2013

“% Russia submits more applications for EU visas than any other country, and the number of Schengen visas issued
annually in Russia almost doubled between 2009 and 2012, from 3.2 million to 6 million.; Source: EUISS Policy Brief-
Report, December 2013
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6.2. MEDIATED PuBLIC DIPLOMACY TOOLS & SELECTED FRAMES

This unit exploregshe EURussian communication/public diplomacy processes
during 32 presidential summit$498January 2014 )with a focus on mediated public
diplomacy, while the aim is to identify the key frames arnkm@ent messages
distributed by the two actors through spedaifiediated public diplomacy instruments

and products

The focus of the inquiry is thus on EU and Russian official press releases,
statements, transcripts, press Kkits, statistics, speechesunaenwents, released
/distributed through different channels, on the occasion of these events by the EU an
Russian authorities through each sideOs press/public information/public diplomac

offices towards media outlets in EU and Russia.

As a rule, these doments are supposed to be available to the public for long
periods, as they had already been channelled to specific media outlets. However
although regularly published online on various EU and Russian institutional websites,
these documents are oftenpbssed /duplicated on various portals and it is not easy

to retrieve relevant information.

In the past years, both the EU, through EEAS /Delegation of the European
Union to Russia, and Russia, through its Permanent Mission to the EU, have indee:
put in plce specific webpages dedicated to their relations that includes information
on presidential summits as well, but, to date, they are incomplete artthtedt
Moreover, both sides have enhanced thaiia/ media presence, with the EEAS in
particular usingnstruments likeTwitter, Facebook, Instagram, Storify on a regular
basis for dissemination short information items to the media and more generally to

the public opinion.

However, social media activities do not compensate the gaps and weaknesse
visible on both sidesO institutional websites that disseminate information on EU

Russia summits and more generally onBussian relations. More specifically, these
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web-portals do not contain an appropriate database of press releases and statemen
organized ctonologically**® or a structured online photibrary. Moreover, the
transcripts of press conferences organized in occasion eéRUSdian summits for
instance are partly available only on Russian online resources, while on the EU
portals they are not retriebke. A limited number of video excerpts are available on
through EbS (Audiovisual Service of the European Commission), but they are not
hyperlinked on other EU websites (for instance EEAS special webpage on EU

Russian relatiori€).

Likewise, the layouts ggear rather static to the user and not necessarily user
friendly, as they rarely contain references /hypertexts and hyperlinks to background
information or to the other partnersO website/ specific documents on the same even
so thatthat thereadercan drectly follow either by clicking or by hovering
Additionally, reports and chronologies are not always as rigorous as one could expec
from institutional internet portals and this lack of precision might lead to confusion

and additional misinterpretatians

According to the website of the EU Delegation in Moscow for instange 30
EU-Russia summit took place in 1998 in Birmingham@®'. This information is
incorrect (in realityBirmingham hosted the %1 EU-Russia Summit in 1998) and
might denote a certailack of attention, strategic approach and appropriate-bpck
for communication activities (including information dissemination through

specialized websites).

The research process for the present inquiry focused on presidential summits
has thus resultedather complex but was facilitated by the authorOs linguistic
advantage (good knowledge of Russian, apart from fluent English and French). The

review is thus limited to the availability of dataupportinginformation retrievet}?

© See: http://www.eeas.europa.eu/russia/summit_en.htm, http://russianmission.eu/en/russia-eu-summits
0 http://www.eeas.europa.eu/russia/

! Information last uodated in Januray 2014 (http://www.eeas.europa.eu/delegations/russia/index_en.htm)
“2Useful URL: http://www.european-council.europa.eu/the-president/summits-with-third-countries.aspx;
www.eeas.europa.eu/russia; http://kremlin.ru/, www.mid.ru, http://www.russianmission.eu/, www.gov.ru



¥ Russian data:. the documemttion retrieved from institutional and academic

resources covers 30 meetings (online, literature/libragyy. Russian Presidency,
Russian Government, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Russian Permanent Mission to

the EU, MGU. Russian Foreign Affairs Council (official reports, press releases,
speeches, transcripts of press conferences, analysis, statistics); they do not cover tl
first summit meetings (1998, 199%mited availability of data)

EU data: the documentation retrieved from institutional and acadeesources
covers 32 summit meetings (online, literature/library and direct access) e.g.
European Council, European Commission, European External Action Service
EEAS, EU archives, DORIE — European Commission database of documents;
ARCHISplus (Historical Archives of EU institutions), OpenData Portal - EU,
European Parliament, think tanks, archives of the Belgium Ministry for Foreign
Affairs, academic literature, etc. (Official reports, press releases, speeches,
transcripts of press conferences, analysatjssics,booklety; the key difficulty is
retrieving especiallyld statementsParadoxically, even EU public servants often
encounter the same difficulties, although these documents gmenciple public
andthey shoulchencebeavailable. See belovof instance a negativesponse from
EEAS to one of myfficial requests for access to EU documents (using the standard

procedure).
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EUROPEAN EXTERNAL ACTION SERVICE

Corporate Board Secretariat

Brussels, 05 MARS 2013

EEAS/CBS D(2013) 345060

Ms Gabriela Preda

LI W SR PP V.Y

Address not disclosed

Dear Ms Preda,
Subject: Your request for access to documents 2013/7

Thank you for your request dated 11 January 2013, which was registered in the EEAS access to
documents registry under reference 2013/7, for access to the following document under
Regulation 1049/2001 regarding public access to European Parliament, Council and
Commission documents (“the Regulation™):

e EU-Russia Summit in Birmingham - Final Declaration of May 15, 1998
We have examined your request and asked the responsible division to identify the document

you are looking for. They have not identified any document matching your request.

We have also consulted the General Secretariat of the Council but they have not identified any
document either that would match your request.

In light of the above, we regret to inform you that the EEAS cannot answer positively to your
request.

All correspondence should be sent to the following address:

The European External Action Service
EEAS, Office PARC 01/278
B- 1046 Brussels

access-to-documents(@eeas.europa.eu

Yours sincerely

0 JAMATTTICCAA

Cesare Onestini
Head of Division
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On a general basis, the praxis on both sides is that press materials illustrating
the results of specific EARussian preidential summits are distributed to the media in

two phase one proceeding the event (1), another one following it (2):

¥ (1): These are regularlinformative press releases and/or genes@tements on
the significance of specificevent, publishe@nline anddistributed (afew days

before the summitleither during press briefingsr by email*®

to specific
international media rosters (professional media outlets from EU members states
Russia, US). The EU often distributes two statements, one on béhbdé &U
Council, focusing on the position of the President of the Council and another one
from the European Commission, presenting the viewpoint of the president of the
Commission. Furthermore, the EU releases anshfet with updated statistical
data {rade), an announcement including logistical info (date, venue, delegations,
contacts for media accreditations) a short factsheet on the history-Bluksian
relations (OBackground info@phd at times other relevant information (e.g.
brochures, leaflets)In the meantime, the Russian authorities distribute their own
press infes as wel| but as a rule, before the summits, they regularly stick to one
short announcement (in English and Russian), containing useful information on

the organization of the event

¥ (2): The events end with a common press conference, during which both sides
address the press and answer to questions from the accredited journalists
Furthermore, both sidgsublish and distributalistinct press releases or written
statementof the leaers participating in the discussions, that summattize
results of thesummits and additionally present distinct viewpoints on specific
topics. Joint press releases are raeer since 2004 Hague summit, when the
Russian Ministry for Foreign Affairs coggteda document summarizing its
results that was published jamt press releasey the Dutch Presidency of the EU
on their website Moscow argued there were various discrepancies between the

Dutch version and the version of the text on which the Russian part had initially

%3 or by fax before 2000/2002; Source: author’s direct experience as a journalist
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agreed at the end of the summit). However, when they do come up, common
statementsare generally focused on concrete agreementen foreign policy
topics. All these documents can normally be retrieved online on the relevant
institutional EU and Russian websites. They are limited to their own releases and
do not even mention the statements of the other side, with the exception of the
website of the Russian f@sidency which publishes onlingranscripts of key
excerpts ofthe postsummitpress conferencdabkat contain statements / answers

from EU leaders as well

As both sides use distinct public diplomacy tools, products and channels, the
end result is that, depending on the context;Rildsian presidential summits often
end up with twocompeting stories about the evolution/results of these events.
Consequently, their divergent messagenes offer key insights on the general
ambiance in EU-Russia relations at a certain moment in time and might even set the

tone for future developments.

The twostorylines (EU versus Russian versionsgre often quite different, they
cast what's happening in different lightgiile diplomats and expertgurnalists on
both sideoften argue about which omas got theéight versionOSome even argue

thatup to a certain extenty¢y can both be simultaneously true.

Below | try to identify some of the key features of th&se narratives, by
focusing on some of the recurrgitimes retrieved after going through a selection of
more than 150 documents (psereleases, transcript of press conferences, press
statements before/after summits)y inquiry starts from the assumption thaimes
are Oinformatiorprocessing schemataO that are operating by Oselecting anc

highlighting some featured oceality while omtting others(Entman, 1993)

In order to explore the differences fruming between EU and Russian press
releases, various types of frames are identified thraughal analysis. For the

selection of framesnductive and qualitative research methodsused as the ains
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to substantiate evidence that the two parts constantly uphold differents and
images created bydifferent public diplomacy effortsEU / Russiathrough the press
releases) when they constrisgecific Orealities@or the sameevent (in this case
summits).In order to achieve this objective quantitative methods walls be

irrelevant®*,

Furthermore,the sample questions that guide this inquigflect both the
relevant theories, models and concepts discussed in Pafkattifg) and the
subordinate questions mentioned in Part |, that support the main research questio
and OcrossO all the chapters of the dissertadienre are somef the keyquerieskept
in mind during the textual analyste.g. Who are the key communicators during
summits? What kind of format do they prefer for addressing the media/public opinion
(e.g. informative, assessments)? What words are included in the lead paragraph/
headlines? What descriptive (key)words are used by EU/Russia in their press
materials for characterizing their partnership /the “other side” / their own
viewpoint?; What (kind of) information is emphasized or understated in EU/Russian
press releases?; What are the sources used in the press releases?; What public
diplomacy models/tools do they prefer? Where / When do the two parts team up,
support, ignore each other, contradict or go against each other? How do they handle
impasses or unpleasant situations? When do message frames change and in what
way? How has the image of EU - Russia partnership changed over time in both EU

and Russian press releases?

For the selection oframes, | partly draw on EntmanOs concepts (1993, 2003,
2004), introduced in Part Il of the dissertation, that identifidection and highlight
as key concepts gtaming (along otherse.g. magnitude, congrueneegentring on
the basic assumption thatmes indicate problems, diagnosecauses, evaluate and

465

prescribesolutions”. | start from theassumption thain framing their narratives,

each side highlights specific facetfsthe summits or of specific issues, while making

% In this sense, this specific analysis could serve as a pilot study. The findings could therefore constitute a basis for a

future more in-depth study that could focus on media coverage of both “versions” and on the impact on public opinion.
9 “causes” refer to the identification of forces creating the problem; “evaluation” to the expression of opinions
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connections among them so as to promote a particular interpretation, evaluation
and/or solutioff®. Furthermore, the different frames employed by both parts prove

the extent of competing narratives fostedeiring presidential summits.

Furthermore, agraming a problem implies both causes and effects, special
attention is also paid to the conceptiaining responsibility defined earlier in Part I
of the dissertation. Likewis¢he frames are categorizbdaring in mind in particular
the classification of generic frames offered by de Vreese, Peter, and Semetko (2001
thatfocus on eitheurtribution issues (the cause /solution of a problem is attributed to
either the government, a person, or a groupdnofpotential)clashes, on the @uman
sideO of a problemefnotionalangles) on its economic consequences or finally on
moral connotations (e.g. religiou®}dditionally, issue specific frames are identified
as theyare more focused on details and thuenngig to specific aspects of broader

events or topicsAn overview of the selected frames is presented B&iow

First, as far ageneric frames are concerned, thesponsibility one appears as
prevalent in both EU and Russian press releases/statemeittsn(wr on the spot
during briefings/press conferences all throughout the years). Furthermore, other
genericframes are regularly identifiable in both EU and Russian materials, while
their presence appears rather fluctuant and subject to constant chantgey

generally depend on historical contexts / settings surrounding the summits.

Working with a broad brush, | have tried to draw up general boundaries between
different frames identified in both sides® materials distributed on the occasion of this
events, aghe aim is to substantiate evidence that the two parts constantly uphold
different frames and images created by different public diplomacy efforts (EU /
Russia through the press releases) when they construct specific OrealitiesO for th
same even(in this casesummits). The inquiry is thus strictly limited to the narrow

object of the research.

An overview of the selected framesresponsibility, conflict, human interest,

466
467

Entman’s concepts (explored in Part II of the dissertation) appear particularly useful here
the assumption is that press releases/statements generally contain one generic frame (that sets the general tone)
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morality, economic consequence- supported by several key examples, is @nésd

below:
¥ Responsibility Frames:

According to this frame, both sides present key issues/problems in such way tha
causes/solutions are attributed either to one side or to another (when dealing witt
delicate subjects, often Othe otherO is the causeswfiderstandings). The January
2014 summit (the shortest one in histbmo-hours), might be considered for
instance a key example in this sensethBn press releases and during the final press
conference, although no tangible progress was reachedndBw@ssian protagonists
appearedis Oassuming responsibility@ conciliatory moogddespite their longime
divergences. Nqoolitical accusations on the shareeighbourhod were openly
formulated on either sides, as participants agreed to lslaterd consultations
(expert levelaimed at reassuring Russia on the economic consequences of the EUC
Eastern Partnership initiative.V.Putin statedthat the summit marked progress
between the two sideBor his part, Commission President JosZ Manuel Bagaiso
that over the lastiO years, he had seen those summits andRiEkia relations
expanding Oin a spectacular waySked if human rights had been discussed,
Council President Herman van Rompuy said that this issue was always part of the
summit agendaput admitted that this time it had not been discussed in déthé.
previous summitheld on 4 June 2013 EU and Russian leaders appeared sharply

divided over civil liberties in Russia and ways to resolve the Syrian crisis.
¥ Conflict Frames:

These framesra often understated and invoke (potential) clashes mainly at
political level Rhetoric related to the competition is also presented (e.g. texts with
these frame focus on topics like energy divergences, frozen conflicts, shared
neighbourhood).Furthermore,both sides haveoften associated these frames to
Omoderate optimisme&Specially orcontroversial topicéike human rights, on which

theyhavealternated more or less assertive tamh@sng summits.
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These frames have gradually gained ground ever sinc®, 188 year that
marked theDdZbut®f V.Putinon the internional scene, since at the time, as Prime
Minister of Russia, he wa®presenting the former president Boris Yef§im the
discussions of which later on he becameQdrabituZO of these discmssiover the
years fee the table of key protagonists above). On that occasion, the final summit
communiquZ noted that Othe EU and the Russian Federation exchanged views on t
situation on the Northern Caucasu$Qt during the press conference the first
potentially OconflictingO message frames appeared from in the staterherfiofsh
Prime Minister Paavo Liponnethe president in charge of the council of the EU. He
stated that the EU as a whole had expressed deep concern about deterioratir
situationin Chechnya, including worrying reports of recent attacks on civilian targets
and urgent descalation of the conflit’. In response, V.Putin thanked Europe for

the firm condemnation of terrorism and shared EU concerns over Chechnya.

Furthermore, throughut the years conflict frames have regularly emerged in
press releases /statements on both sides, espediaiy2@04,the year that marked
the unofficial OhaltO of joint press releadisributedat the end of each summithat
year, following a meetm in the Hague, the Russidinistry of Foreign Affairshad
vehementlycriticized Odiscrepancies in the texts for the press release antd¢bme
of the 14th EURussiaSummit in The Haguen November 25, 2008°. For the
Russian authoritiestli@ text ofthe Joint Press Release appearing on the Internet site
of the Netherlands' EU Presidency is imprecise and does not correspond to the
accords reached between President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin
Netherlands Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkeneadée President of the European
Commission (CEC) Jose Manuel Durao Barr¢&d In diplomatic practice much

attention is always paid to removal of this kind of inaccur&tiés

¥ Human interest Frames:

408 the first leader of Russia after the dissolution on the Soviet Union in 1991

%% Source: EU Library Archives, Brussels— Info sheets from the Finish Presidency of the EU, Media Reports, Reports
of the CFSP High Representative and Segretary General of the European Council
7% Source: Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Russia- online archives- www.mid.ru
471 pp
1bid
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The focusis in this case on secalled Oemotional anglestd order to
OpersonalizeO somehpress statements /releagesy. focus on topics like human
rights, freedom of speech, mobility/visas). Friendsmpiity quotes from famous
writers for instanceccentuate the affective dimensionseveratexts.In this sense,
noteworthy is the fact that EU leaders often quote Russian writers in their statement:
or press releases, which is not the case of Russian leaders, that donOt necessarily I
for specific EU OculturalO references, but emphasize rather the mRlessi& in
Oshaping European reality in its political, economic, cultural dimensions, through
history®,

With various variations, this frame has always been a constant presence on botl
sides, ever since 2000, the year during which Moscow hosted theufinstis with
V. Putin as new president of a new Russia. On that occasion, the than head of th
European Commission Romano Prodi was emphasizing that Orarely in the course ¢
history does an opportunity like this present occur: for the first time in many
cenuries we have the opportunity to unite Europe not by force of arms but on the
basis of shared ideals and agreed common riffésProdi added on the same
occasion that an enlarged Union for instance Othat offers a greatly expanded zone
stability and seaity in Europe (E ) has important implications for Russia, Ukraine
and the other countries along our new borders (E)In this context the partnership
between the EU and Russia is there to stay and grow. Together we are in the busine:
of building a new Eurap for the 21 century. But we are also global partners and in
this new century we have to work together with the other major actors to find just and
sustainable solutions to global probleff§OWith ProdiOs speech in Moscow,
keywords like OtogetherO, Owe® the idea otohesion in EU-Russian relations

have entered de facto in thecabulary of the EURussian summits

72 This theme is a recurrent one in official discourses, speeches of Russian official; Useful URL. Russian Minister for

Foreign Affairs - online archives- www.mid.ru
73 Source: European Commission, Speech of R. Prodi in Moscow, EU-Russia Summit, 29 May 2000
7% Ibid, 2000
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Subsequently, more or less all summits employed this specific frame especially
in association with specifigriorities andexpectations on e&h sidebe.g. the Russian
side emphasized for instance the difficulties of the Russian normal tourists in Europe
because of the visa problems, while, in turn on the EU side, used it in connection for
instance with the stories on the significance of thedoen of speech. In this sense,
noteworthy is for instance a remark from the president of the EU Commission
Herman van Rompuy that in 2013, speaking about the significance of high level
events like the EWRussian summits, was noting that generally speakwvith
Europeans and Russians, expectations can be highedisaqgbointments deeper
Qyrecisely because Europeans and Russians know each other so well83™ “That is
why it is important to set aside the many caricatures which hamper our relationship.
Preachy hypocrites, nostalgic cynics... Powerless values, values-less power... Oh yes,
we know the clichZs. Those who give in to these false mirrors misjudge the
relationship. They arise precisely because we hold each other to high standards,
which is in itself the highest sign of respect. Clear-headed, realistic respect, between

two of the world's most important players, Russia and Europe today ",

Interestingly enough, the frame was also identified in several materials when
defining their strategic partnership, with keywords and phrases like Olack/need of
respectO, O(mis)stO, ObondsO, O(un)common valuesO associated with it.

The final communiquZ of the Rome summit of 2003 employed it for instance for
emphasizing the commitment of both Moscow and Brusseisreinforce the
strategic partnership between the EU and Russia, on the basis of common values,
with the aim of consolidating stability, security and prosperity on the European
continent”””’. In particular, this specific summit can actually be considered a Oturning
pointO as far as exacerbated use of such Opersoniéigt fs concerned. On the

same occasion, during the final press conference, when referring -Ruglia

7 Source: The European Council, H. Van Rompuy Lecture at the European University at Saint Petersburg- Saint
Petersburg, 5.09.2013 EUCO 181/13 PRESSE 366 PR PCE 159

7% Ibid, 2013

477 Source: Online Archive- Italian Government, www.gov.it



OfriendshipO lItalian Prime Minis®ilvio Berlusconi, in his capacity as president of
the EU, framed EU messages using a personal touch, namelymdifto OjokesO,
subsequently criticized by the heads of EU institutions and from other EU member
states, that labelled it as guffe: he has de factappointed himself as Russian
President Vladimir Putin's Ounrequested attorney' to defend his client atjaiist

in the media over Chechnyar Mikhail Khodorkovsky, the former boss of oil
company Yukos held on fraud charges, whioh accused had denied dabelled as

politically motivated?’®

¥ Economic Consequences Frames:

The focus of this frame isn theeconomic consequences of specific decisios
(e.g. focus on topics like energy divergences, trade issues). Often used to underlin
achievements as far as economic collaborations are concerned, it might also b
associated with OconflictingO framies2012 br instancewhile the Brusselssummit
(Decembergended with no major decisiomduring thefinal press conference Russian
Presidentused both OframesO in his messages, suggesting that the Europe:
Commission President J. Barroso was Onot rightO in bipritation of energy
liberalisation rules.v.Putin argued that the EUOs Third energy package was
discriminatory against Russia, suggesting Oopen article 34 of our basic treaty with th
EU and read for yourselv€8OBarroso denied accusation and prefercetbhe down
the discussion in front of journalists, recalling that the-HEu$sian relations Ohave
been constantly developing in the past years, with economic ties growing
substantially in all sectorsOO. According to EU diplomats, this somehow OsoftO b
OpagmaticO approach in using these kind of message frames has become someh

for Brussels Othe rule of the gameO during summits with Russia, when confronted t

8 “Joking” in front of journalists, S.Berlusconi has also warned V.Putin that he would bill him for his services, at the

rate of one euro. V.Putin said that he was willing to pay, Source: European Voice, The painful EU-Russia summit in
Rome, 13.11.2003

7% Article 34 of the EU-Russia Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, in force since December 1997, reads: “The
Parties shall use their best endeavours to avoid taking any measures or actions which render the conditions for the
establishment and operation of each other's companies more restrictive than the situation existing on the day preceding
the date of signature of the Agreement.”
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possible deadlocks, in order to avoid what several Brussels officials have labelled, oft

the reced, the Otraditional unpredictabilityO of the Russian lead&fship

In this sense, an indicative example are especially th&k&dsian summits of
2009, that followed a dramatic experience of a gas di&jutevolving a three fold
OtriangleO (ERussiaUkraine). The first of two EURussia Summits held in
Khabarovsk, Russi@m May) toned down polemical trends of the previous year, while
official press materials on these evefdsused orstatistics, while emphasizing the
role EU- Russian cooperation againstet backdrop of the global financial and
economic crisis, the energy partnership, progress under tHeuskla four common
spacesFurthermore, e second EURussia Summit in November 2009 focused on
general themes, likdhe financial and economic crisidingate change, including the
increased role of the G20, and fRussia bilateral coperation under the four
common spacesBoth sides preferred OinformativeO economic consequence frames
for their public messages and for reporting the results of thesenggetmphasizing
the adoption of an enhanced Early Warning Mechanism, which aims to prevent or to
rapidly react to an emergency situation threatening enengplies to the EU; the
support for RussiaOs accession to the W{RD09) or the fact that th&ummi
reviewed the progress in ERussia negotiations on a New Agreement which started

in 2008(to replacewill replace the Partnership and Cooperation Agreejment

The OeconomicO frame is actually the OoldestO one identified in press materie
distributed diring summits. It was the first issue emphasized for instance on the
occasion of thdirst Eu Russissummit, held on 15 May 1998 in Birmingham, where
the participants welcomed the progress made on economic and commercia
cooperation (for instance, an agment on the liberalisation of trade in textile
products had been signed between the EU and Russia on 28 March 1998) and calle

for a steppingup of bilateral cooperation to combat the trafficking of drugs and

780 off the record discussions with the author, June 2013, Brussles

! After a deal was struck between Ukraine and the EU on 23 March 2009 to upgrade Ukraine's gas pipelines, Russian
Prime Minister Vladimir Putin threatened to review Russia's relations with the EU. "If Russia’s interests are ignored,
we will also have to start reviewing the fundamentals of our relations", Putin stated; Source: RT,
http://rt.com/top_news/putin_threatens_to_review relations with_eu.html



money laundering as well as to ensure the gafeéinuclear power stations and the

destruction of chemical weapdffs
¥ Morality Frames:.

The emphasiof this specific frame is othe role ofvalues often used indirectly
by citing third sources as wellincluding religious (e.g. focus on topics like topi

like human rights).

In this sense, the EBussia summit held in May 2007 (during the German
Presidency of the EU) appears somehow as key example, a turning point, as i
marked the first public occasion in whitlie EU and RussiaOs divergent frames have
literally OclashedO in the public eye, withtthe sidesalmost tradingoarbs during
what The International Herald Tribune described as an Ounusually long and
acrimonious press conferencd&@n that specific occasionEuropean Commission
President JosBarroso warned for instance Russia that any action taken against an
individual EU state would be considered action against the whole: Olt is very
important if you want to have close-operation to understand that the EU is based
on principles of solidagtO Furthermore, the conference quickly degenerated into a
guarrel over human rights, which apparently irritadideaders, an®/ladimir Putin
in particular, questioned by journalists on his approach towdedsonstratorsFor
the Russian president, IOhose who want to stage demonstrations in accordance
with thelaw have such an opportunity (E) some provoke law enforcement to use
force,and they respond accordingly®he EU Commission presidergplied in turn
by stressing @he importance of demoacy, freedom of the press, freedom of
association, freedom of demonstration. These are values IOm sure unite, not divid
us. ItOs very important for all European courltri@sd Russia is a European

countryN to ensure the full respect of those principled aalues.®*

“? The meeting also addressed the issue of Rusgiaaking minorities in the Baltic States; Source: European
Parliament Russsia and the EU, No-1lBuxembourg, 25 October 1999, Task Force OEnlargementO, PE 167.734/rZv.2
83 IHT, “Russian, EU leaders trade barbs at fractious summit -18.05.07,

www.nytimes.com/2007/05/18/world/europe/1 8iht-18summit.5772296.html? r=0

¥ Source: T ranscript of the Press Conference with President of the European Commission J. Barroso and German

Chancellor Angela Merkel following the EU-Russia- Summit Meeting 18.05.07, Samara
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This generic frame can be additionally broken in otipetific “framesO aimed
at ObroadeningO its span, whiatringon the cooperation/competition dichotomy
(that typifies anyway&U-Russiarrelations as a whole)e.qg. theransparency frame
(pressreleases generallpssure the media th&U /Russianleaderships remain
available for the other side for Oenhancing cooperationO and that they regularly
inform the public); thecommitment frame (the EU and Russiarofficials astaking
responsibiliy for OmakingO relations work more smogttiéspite controversieshe
disagreement frame - potentially conflicting(EU and Russia as problematic partners
or as potential competitors, facing potential crisis situatjdhg)cooperation frame
(e.g. EU ad Russia as strategic, cooperative or conciliatory partners). Thaulast
frame is present at different OintensitiesO throughout all press releases/statements
both sidesand associated with words/phrases hkietrust, lack of confidence of lack
of enthusiasm. The first summits (1998early 2000s) were definitely more upbeat

from this point of view.

Finally, the inquiry takes note of the fact that different generic frames might
often coeexist in the same documents (press releases /statementedetenthe
occasion of ELRussian summits), while, discrepancies arther immediately
visible in the text of press materials or remasnlledin the background, depending
on the contextFurthermorein another inquiry (not addressed here because of the
limited object of the dissertatiomne way ofcategorizing specifidiscrepanciesn
EU and Russian narratives might e breakingthese generic /speciffgames into
underlyingthemes®®, with a speciafocus on those that have marked peculiar turning
points in the use of language on both sides and have thus perpetuated various formr

of doublespeak™’:

* due to the limited object of research, the unit does not take into consideration themes for his particular study.

% The term, blending two Orwellian concepts newspeak and doublethink, signifies an evasive type of verbal behaviour
with the aim aim is to divert attention from or conceal the truth, making the bad seem good, the aggressive - noble, the
inhumane - humane etc. (McArthur 1996)
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PART IV. CONCLUSIONS
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CHAPTER 7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

¥ Discussion

Following the line of reasoning of thgertinentinquiries presented in Part |
and Part Ill, the m&t appropriateanswer to the main research question of the
dissertation-WHY do EU and Russia (still) lackhe setup to map out a joint
strategy for managing bilateral communicationsdespite their mutually
acknowledged need to strengthen their comprehensive strategic partnership and
enhance-pragmatic cooperatior?- appears to be stemming indeed from a certain
tacit strategy choice (independent variable) in both Brussels and Moscow to
constantly uphold a shalloyormar in EU-Russian communications that would de
facto maintain a certain distance between the two aatutsperpetuate competitive
narratives,as it would not facilitate exchanges the establishment of a commonly
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agreed communicatiomoadmap™"’ (deficit- dependent variable), as one might

expect from Otwo strategic partnersO

The overall claim is thus that instead of deepening their strategic partnership
by establishing a so calledpddtnership of choiceO, in accordance with official
commitments on botkides, EU and Russia have deliberately maintained competing
narratives when addressing key common issues and concewthermore these
narratives, grounded in a certain type @ivergent vocabularies and resulting in
increasedintagonism, appear to havencouraged constant competition in the public
sphere as well, with EU and Russia often OstrugglingO for the greatest possibl
domination of the international political communication arena (perceived as one
central strategic activity opublic diplomacy processes), in the quest for media
attention and eventually public recognitiokurthermore, the assumption is that EU
and Russian decision makers have systematidailyed different meanings to the

same terms they regularly appeal to for interacting witke another, despite the

8’ These roadmaps are generally ddaeed a useful tool not only for enhancing specific communication processes but
also for monitoring communication flows, anticipating communication crisis, identifying possible solutions aimed at
overcoming more efficiently potential deadlocks or everbfadging communication gaps (in ideal circumstances).
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official (mutually) acknowledged need to overcomiscursive asymmetriesand
dissonances and to eventually build common approaathlesist on specific issues,
while somehow overcoming theautual lack of trust that the two sides ament

The issue here is not only about discursive asymmetries and divergent understandin
of major issues, but also about theck of joint public messageven when
addressing OneutralO subjects, that might in theory counterbalance the partnershiy

limitations, weaknesses or concerns on other questions.

Furthermore, the thesis argues that, despite formal commitments to enhance
teamwork, the constant presence of different message frames in the public sphere ar
the continuous competition/antagonism betwt® two actors (as revealed by Part Il
and Part Ill) provide substantive evidence that both EU and Russia prefer to
somehow stick to this disjoinnodus operandiof bilateral communication (on
parallel tracks) in EU-Russian relations. Thisatus quo appears to have had a two

fold effect onbilateral relations as a whole

¥ On the one hand, it has obviously widened communication gaps by delaying
(in)formal consultative processes on bilateral communication (like the
development of goint (in)formal communication roadmap), by bringing (more)
discord and yet a new element of confusion in-Rlssia relations, along with

increased competition and antagonism.

¥ On the other hand, this state of affairs has allowed though both Brussels and
Moscow to developpolitically expedient /convenient solutionsand to draw
some advantages from their constant antagonism as well. The idea is that eac
side transforms their bilateral weaknesses or gaps in key messages for justifying
other themes (in this cases public diplomacys@entre on opposing their images
on specific topics) e.g. during controversies on various human rigelsted
topics, the trope for Brussels is ofteBlQus human rights defender vs. Russia as
perpetrator of human rights violations”, while for Moscow,QRussia, as a country

that respects all international obligations on human rights vs. EU, as an expert in
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human rights double standards, that has difficulties in dealing with its own
problems in this field” .

In this sense, presidential summits appedratee become a perfect example of
diplomatic doublespeakas on this occasions both EU and Russia often make use of
a particular type of language which pretends to communicate but in reality it doesn't
and may often take the form of euphemisms, unsuppayesteralizations, or
deliberate ambiguity: it is in fact during these events that discords and some of the
most strikingcompetitive narratives in ELRussian relationsgrounded in divergent
vocabularies, have been endorsed at the Ohighest levelO. Thacterfyjuxtaposing
the EU and Russian narratives developed on these occasions highlights the two side

deep dispatrities.

In line with this reasoning, the dissertation has actually drawn attention on the
case of EWRussiapresidential summits an indicatve example for the thesisO
hypothesis and a key indicator of a particularly complex relationship between two
partners gradually drifting aparfhe objective was to explore the distinctive features
that typify the actorsO performance in managifgeral communications on these

specific occasions.

The summit OnarrativesO that come out on both sides and the conseque
storylines depicting the general evolution of EHRussian bilateral relations appear
quite different and even divergentsame general formabut different frames /
contents somehow applying the principleds) miller draws water to his own mill”,

although Oon the surfaceO they stick tostrat€yic partnershipO label.

In other words, the different message frames reveal that insteacusfrig on
bridging the existing EtRussia communication gap (in line with their Ostrategic
partnershipO requirements), their distinct, competitive public diplomacy strategies
have further widened it. Naturally, these approaches come to theperé:/ly when
it comes to attempts of leveraging media coverflg@ugh press releases, briefings,

statements(with both actors realizing that sympathetic media coverage / attention or
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simply access to the media are often key prerequisites for political influearce
eventually ensuring public support and for finally refining their soft/social power

capabilities on a global scale).

In other words, through their flawed communications, summits tell the story of
a relationship that has gradually returned to theests#fgunstable equilibrium.The
overall claim is these events are thus one of the finest examples of the EU anc
Russianpreferencesto stick to their disjoint approaches for managing bilateral
communications. These tendencies on both sides, that | labstiate@y choicesO,
favour the development of competing storylines, a constant use of divergent
vocabularies and the growing competition in the public sphere, when addressing key

common issues and concerns.

¥ Concluding Remarks:

As mentioned previously,hé present study seeks to participate in the
discussion about new trends in the evolution of diplomatic practice and public
diplomacy in general. For this reason, it singled out the particular role played by two
sui-generis protagonists on the internatiopalitical scene EU and Russia-"% for the
evolution of the diplomatic practice and presents the particular case of their bilateral
presidential summits to illustrate the importance of theRtldsian communications.
Furthermore, it explored some of thetmhistive traits that typify EU and Russian
communication in general, with a special focus on presidential summits and on the
framings of these events, by analysing public diplomacy practices, coveringearl5
time span (1992013/January 2014).

There areseveral reasons for having chosen to focus on these two major

international actorsunder construction and on their relationship and they were

488 . . . . . . . ..
an international organization with supranational traits and one of its key partners, a non-member state
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largely described throughout the thesis. For this reason, the thesis claims that the wa
EU and Russia handle thedivergent logics of communication and deal with
recurrent deadlocks may eventually set forth loestvorstpractices (across a wide
range of settings) on the international sceé® far EURussian relations have been
little investigated through the lem$ communication and to date there is no specific
study on public diplomacy approaches in-RuUssian relations, despite the key role

of framing and messages for monitoring impact and in evaluating public perception

of this intricate but strategic partnhbig.

By examining EURussian intricacies through the lens of communication and
public diplomacy, the objective of the present research projectinsato arrive at a
better understanding of how these two actors communicate with one another anc
publicize their relation/Ostrategic partnershipO and furthermore of why/when they
team up, ignore or go against each other on the international political communication
scene, by regularly reshuf'ing public discourses describing the evolution of their

relations.

Ona general level, in order to test theearch hypothesis and thus answer the
research question the dissertation explored several key distinctive features of EU
Russian communication processes, with a special focus on the congruence and on tt
magnitude @ which EU and Russia communicate publicly about the evolution of
their relations and convey information on the occasion of their flagship events
(presidential summits), while touching upon specific forms of power derived from

these processes on both si¢eg. soft power, social power.

By questioning the level of desirability of communication arrangements in
bilateral relations, another objective was to also advance an interdisciplinary
explanation of the actorsO low performance in mandgiagral communications
that often results in public diplomacy crisis. Furthermore, its specific purpose was to
substantiate evidence that the two parts constantly uphold different frames anc

iImages created by different public diplomacy efforts (EU / Rus$isiaugh tle press



releases) when they construct specific OrealitiesO for the same event (special focus

presidential summits).

My investigation required an interdisciplinary approactvhile employing
various theories and conceptsyith emphasis on international elations,
communications and studies of public diplomaéyen the linguistic advantages of
the author, the thesis has drawn on both Western and Russian sources and located 1

present dissertation in a broader context

First, the thesisooked into thehistorical and the institutional dimension of the
EU-Russianstrategic partnership and provided key elements of a specific historical
context within which relevant events took place. It argues that, throughout history,
this relationship has generally begriven by realpolitik considerations that, in turn,
have often risen above institutional goals, that in theory aim to enhance bilateral
cooperation between EU and Russia. Furthermore, the thesis focuses on several ke
shortcomingsrepresentinghe underlying cause of mutual discontent in EU-Russian
relations, and on various forms of deadlocks, identified through a proposed Deadlock

Scorecard Template

Secondly, the thesis connected the main themes of the thesis to different
strands of the existing litetae, while underlining how various contributions from
international relations and other social sciences have contributed to the developmer
of the alternative and broad conceptual framework of this dissertation, which allowed
for a simultaneous engagemeot different interpretative approaches. After an
overview of prior research studies on fRussia relations, it identified several
research gaps in the literature (linked mainlyd@amunications and to the nature and
workings of power in general) while dnaing attention to three specific concepts

identified as majomissing links.

Thirdly, the dissertatiorexplored some of the distinctive features that typify
the practice otommunication in EU-Russian relations, with a special focus on public

diplomacy t@ls and methods. dditionally, in order to put these data into context, it
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provided a brief overview on the different communication OstylesO in Brussels anc
Moscow, namely on the distinct EU and Russian approaches on public diplomacy
and communication pdalies in general. Finally, the thesis focused on the case -of EU
Russia presidential summits, flagship events in bilateral relatamtk explored the
actorsO performance in managhitteral communications/ public diplomacy on
these specific occasion$enporally, the period between 1998 and 2013 /January
2014 is essential to empirically map fRiissia interactions at this level and to derive

the relevant conclusions.

As mentioned earlietto date,this is the first study that explores ERussian
relations,from the lenses of communication / public diplomacy, with a special focus
on topics such as: image construction, competition in the public sphere, frame
building (control of the selected version of reality presented to/by the media), the last
as one centtastrategic activity of public diplomacy. Therefore, it hopes to offer
general insights on the peculiar interplay between public diplomacyeaiyeblitik
dynamics on the international political communication scene. It will hopefully
provide a useful balee for future research and debates on-Blssian relations,

international communication, public diplomacy and diplomatic methods.

CHAPTER 8. LIMITATIONS

Despite the margins of error that every analysis may face, | hope this study will
constitutea useful basis for future research on-RUssian communications and,
more broadly, on new trends in the contemporary diplomatic landscape. In order to
avoid subjectivity | present my findings in as a transparent way as possible, providing

the sources in gyport of my position.
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There are of course limits to be taken in consideration, starting with the
gathered empirical material and with the limited availability of official public data
both in EU and Russia. However, every effort was made to minimize [@&sis
and for this reason | have collected a bulk of scholarly work and primary texts from a
broad variety of sources (EU, US and Russian experts), in order to avoid hat many
Russian academics have called stamps of generalization inherent in teechppr
(Bakalova, 2013) as they have been developed Oin the West, by the West and for t
WestO (Tsygankov 200However, the findings and conclusions of the dissertation
cannot be generalized, as they are limited to the specifiestadge. Further evidee
would be needed to build up follow up models /theories, as the explanations offerec

in the dissertation are limited to the particular content and context under observation
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