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Abstract

This study investigates the effect of changing Bl Presidencies on the representation
of EU-Russia relations. Since the member statéseoEU are still largely sovereign, they do
not only take part in the CFSP of the EU, but tfaow their own national or bilateral
approaches to third countries. These approacheRussia within the EU may differ
substantially from each other. Therefore the assiempis justified that there are also
differences in the approaches of different CouRcédsidencies. The main research question
thus to be answered is ‘What kind of social reatityEU-Russia relations emerges from the
articulations of changing EU Council Presidencies?’

In order to be able to answer this question, | cahd discourse analysis based on the
works of Laclau & Mouffe (1985) and Thomas Diez@2D The discourse analysis is applied
mainly to speeches and statements of Council Ryesigs given at EU-Russia summits or
similar events. In particular, this study takesoimiccount all articulations relevant to EU-
Russia relations by the German, Portuguese, angedbn Presidencies between January
2007 and June 2008. With the help of the main aicalytool of Discursive Nodal Points, the
discourses that are hegemonic in the articulatainthese three Presidencies are identified.
The discourses are in turn subject to the thealetinalysis along the lines of the English
School theoretical framework. More precisely, thgcdurses are assessed along the lines of
the three key concepts of the English School: hagonal System, pluralist/solidarist
International Society, and World Society.

The result at first constitutes an illustrationtleé high complexity of the social reality
of EU-Russia relations. This study shows that éastincil Presidency puts an emphasis and
priority on different issues, themes, and ideag, ¥Weh the help of the three key concepts of
the English School, patterns in the articulatioh€b-Russia relations could be identified
explaining why and how the EU-Russia regional mi¢ional Society appears at times more

pluralist and at times more solidarist.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Treaties, summits, joint statements, declaratimsking lunches and dinners, family photos,

handshakes, possibly even a hug — these are tleziahiaations of EU-Russia relations that

are mediated to the broader public. Moreover, tetgia partnership’ is the key word which is

used by both sides, the EU and Russia, to desaribesummarize the character of their
relations (cf. European Commission, 2004; KremR909). EU representatives like to

emphasize that Russia is the biggest neighboureoEtiropean Union and a highly important
partner, for example, in security and energy qoast{European Commission, 2004; 2009a).
Furthermore, Russia is not part of the EU’s proggdhe European Neighbourhood Policy but
with the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement98f71and the four Common Spaces, EU-
Russia relations are formalized and institutiorelim an individual and unique manner. This
makes Russia stand out from all other Europeannmember states neighbouring the EU.
However, the ‘strategic partnership’ as a framewimk EU-Russia relations appears as a
satisfactory answer to the question about the clteraf the relations only as long as one
looks at formalities and rituals.

Thinking of the EU and Russia, one cannot overlisgues such as the Russian
import-ban on Polish meat in 2007, the unrestsexhby the moving of the bronze soldier in
Tallinn, the Litvinenko case, Kosovo, and Georghpparently, ‘partnership’ does not
necessarily mean smooth operation of affairs. $éhgezorov has already pointed out that the
‘strategic partnership’ bears difficulties and dmnt$ below its surface (Prozorov, 2006, p. 3).
Regarding the small list of issues at the beginwiitis paragraph, it also becomes clear that
a considerable amount of issues concerns bilatetations between Russia and an EU
member state. The member states thus obviouslyk&ty a crucial role in shaping the EU’s
relations with third countries including Russia,igrhis also taken into account in Leonard
and Popescu’s study and their approach to analyBidgRussia relations (Leonard &
Popescu, 2007). The reality of EU-Russia relatitns does not only depend on formalities
and rituals performed by the high representativeshe EU, i.e. the President of the
Commission, the High Representative of the CFSRl #me Council Presidency, that
biannually meet the President of the Russian F&daréor an EU-Russia summit. Rather,
given the multitude of actors in EU-Russia relasioone may assume that the reality of EU-
Russia relations is a joint construct by theseracto

The representatives of the EU contribute to theasaeality of EU-Russia relations
just as much as the representatives of the mentdtesssHere a particularly interesting group

of actors stands out: the Presidency of the Cowidhe European Union, i.e. the Council
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Presidency, an office which rotates among the gouents of the 27 member states in such a
way that it is held by another member state evexynsonths. They appear particularly
interesting as they may take a somewhat two-edgked ©n the one hand, they are at the
helm of the highest decision-making body of the dpean Union, i.e. the Council, and
represent the entireness of the European Union alitits member states. This office thus
also entails an important function in the EU’s fgrepolicy, as the Council Presidency is one
of the most significant bodies to represent the ikUWhe international arena. On the other
hand, the Council Presidency is at the same tirse thle government of one of the 27 still
sovereign member states. Given that the Councgidacy changes every six months, one
may assume that each Presidency brings along disidnal priorities and approaches to
policy-making on the highest level of the EU, bénternal or foreign policy, which may be
nuanced by national particularities. Therefore, ititerest of this study is to investigate the
character of the social reality of EU-Russia relasi created by the changing Council
Presidencies. Since social relations are widelgbdished by articulations, utterances, and the
use of language in general (cf. Laclau & Mouffe839p. 105), the general research question
can be formulated as follows: What kind of socidlity of EU-Russia relations emerges

from the articulations of changing EU Council Pdesicies?

1.1 Research Design
In order to assess the character of the sociaityezfl EU-Russia relations this study will

make use of the theoretical framework of the Ehgl&chool. The core asset of this
framework is its three key concepts of Internatidystem, International Society, and World
Society as well as its sub-concepts of pluralist solidarist International Society. Thanks to
the wide-range differentiations of these key coteegmd a strong relation to constructivist
theories and meta-theories, the English School mpkssible a profound characterization of
complex social and societal problems in internatiaelations. The English School will be

elaborated upon in detail in chapter 3.

Due to the constructivist character of the Engl&thool and the research question
about the social reality, this study requires ahoétthat complies with these theoretical and
meta-theoretical considerations. Discourse anaigséstheory on human interaction and the
construction of society initially on the basis @inuage. More specifically, the discourse
analysis will aim at identifying the meta-concepfsthe articulations taken into account in
this study, i.e. the discourses that take a hegenpmsition. In order to do so, the discourse

analysis will be based on methodological considenatof Laclau and Mouffe (1985) which
2



are further developed by Thomas Diez (2001). Thigr@ach will be further introduced in
chapter 4.

1.2  Scope and Sources of the Study
The research question asks for the character ofstiveal reality of EU-Russia relations

articulated by the rotating Council Presidenciest the sake of a profound and thorough
analysis, this study will not be able to take irdonsiderations the articulations of all
Presidencies concerning Russia since the estaldighnof the European Economic
Community in 1957. This is why | decided to focusaore recent Presidencies in order to
show the character of more recent and possiblyeoopbrary EU-Russia relations. The habit
of organising the Presidencies in so-called TriesRtencies facilitated the choice. Trio
Presidencies are three subsequent Presidencie$ atiempt to coordinate their agendas,
priorities, policies. In order to provide a certaiagree of continuity, the three Presidencies
draft a common 18-month program. Currently, theiklh the middle of a Trio Presidency
comprised of France, the Czech Republic, and Swé€Bemopean Council, 2008). Since
Sweden is only to take over the Presidency in 209, the choice fell on the previous trio
Presidency between January 2007 and June 2008 isechpof Germany, Portugal, and
Slovenia. In their 18-month programme, Germany,tl®@, and Slovenia point out that
“strengthening the strategic partnership with Rasgill constitute a priority for the three
Presidencies” (European Council, 2006, p. 15).Haunhore, Russia is mentioned with regard
to several fields of cooperation such as the EUskRusnergy dialogue (ibid., p. 32).

In order to be able to analyze the whole discoursggulated by these three
Presidencies individually, all files documentingsk articulations on EU-Russia relations by
the use of both oral and written language thatl=manetrieved from the official Presidencies’
websites is taken into account in the discoursdyaisa This approach thus treats each
Presidency as one entity and, for example, doetaketinto account how German Chancellor
Angela Merkel's approach towards Russia may diffem Foreign Minister Frank Walter
Steinmeier's approach. In other words, this studygsearch design is not built upon
individualist assumptions just as the theoreticalmfework of the English School is not an
individualist approach either. Consequently, thigdg does not seek to approach EU-Russia
relations from an individualist point of view, brgther treats EU-Russia relations as a social
phenomenon.

Since the primary sources and documents are with exception (Slovenian

Presidency, 2008r) all retrieved from the offiorbsites of the respective Presidencies one
3



may assume a certain coherence in the publicatlatsallows treating a Presidency as an
entity. The variety of primary sources ranges frasoally rather short CFSP statements by
the particular Presidency, over press releasdbetactual spoken word in press conferences.
Most of these sources are available in the formriten text either directly on the website in
html-format or they are provided as download-fitepdf-format. A considerable amount of

sources, however, are only available in audio- awn@o-formats such as mp3, mp4, and
wmv.



2. BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
This chapter will give an overview of the backgrdwf the research question and will shed
light on different relevant fields. Firstly, therfoal framework of EU-Russia relations as a
‘strategic partnership’ since the 1990s based enPrtnership and Cooperation Agreement
(PCA) as well as the four Common Spaces will beothiced. Secondly, in order to clarify
the particularity of the research problem, thispteawill look at the European Union as an
actor in international relations and at the relevastitutional setting of the European Union
for the social reality of EU-Russia relations begydhe ‘strategic partnership’, i.e. especially
the functioning of the rotating Council Presidesci€inally, connections to previous research
done by other scholars in the field will be madeoider to establish this study’s standpoint

and perspective on the issues at hand.

2.1EU-Russia Relations since the 1990s

2.1.1 The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Eurap&kion and the newly established Russian
Federation followed a policy of rapprochement and-called Westernization or
Europeanization of Russia which were enthusiasyicahbraced by both sides (Haukkala,
2003, p. 9; Prozorov, 2007, p. 310). The procedddehe consolidation and manifestation of
EU-Russia relations in the PCA of 1994 which erdardo force 1997. The PCA provides a
framework for interaction, cooperation, and “pali dialogue” between the EU and Russia
(PCA, Art. 6). Westernization and Europeanizaticayrbe equalled with liberalisation as the
PCA also includes liberal objectives such as tmengthening “of political and economic
freedoms”, “support Russian efforts to consolidegelemocracy and to develop its economy
and to complete the transition into a market ecofiprand “gradual integration between
Russia and a wider area of cooperation in Europ€A, Art. 2). The attempt of bringing
Russia closer to Europe and mediate European valdess, and standards into Russia’s
society and politics may be viewed as facilitatgdthe relative political weakness that has
portrayed Russia during the 1990s under Presidens Beltsin (cf. Prozorov, 2007, p. 309).
The PCA expired in 2007 and has not been renewedrfle reason for that may be
seen in Russia’s regained self-confidence, greaepalentity, and “reneweckaffirmation of
sovereignty (Prozorov, 2007, p. 311) which is attributed ke tterm of office of Vladimir
Putin between the years 2000 and 2008 (ibid., ®).3thstead of accepting anything
suggested by the EU as had been the practice dimen990, during the 2000s Russia has
5



tended to voice its own, individual interests agraat power. At times these interests
contradict the objectives of the PCA, which hasnbeentributing to the delay of re-
negotiations (cf. Aalto, 2007, pp. 461-462). In 20the Slovenian Presidency announced the
start of re-negotiations which were, however, snodpd again by the EU as a reaction to the
escalation of the Russian-Georgian conflict in sen@2008 (Slovenian Presidency, 2008u;
European Commission, 2009a).

Despite the delayed start of re-negotiations aed guspension, some practices called
for by the PCA of 1997 are still maintained by the sides. The formal conduct between the
EU and Russia is still followed according to thevsions of the PCA which states that
“meetings shall take place in principle twice arybatween the President of the Council of
the European Union and the President of the Conmonis¥ the European Communities on
one side and the President of Russia on the oA, Art. 7 (1)). These meetings are
generally known as EU-Russia summits which arerately hosted either by the President of
the Russian Federation or by the Council Presidefntlye EU. Other meetings take the form
of, for example, the Permanent Partnership Cowamadl Human Rights Consultations (PCA,
1997, Art. 6).

2.1.2 The Four Common Spaces

As a result of the practice of political dialogusdaegular EU-Russia meetings provided for
in the PCA, the 2003 EU-Russia summit saw the eemergy of the four Common Spaces
between Russia and the EU as a new basis for cataper(European Commission, 2008).
The four Common Spaces are the Common EconomieSiiecCommon Space of Freedom,
Security and Justice, the Common Space of Exte®ealrrity, and the Common Space of
Research and Education including Cultural Aspedigl.j. As these four titles indicate,
cooperation between the EU and Russia is highlgrdified and includes a wide range of
different fields, which will also become clear inet empirical analysis in chapter 5. The
Common Spaces aim at reinforcing cooperation betwbee EU and Russia within “the
framework of the Partnership and Cooperation Agexgrand on the basis of common values
and shared interests” (European Commission, 20081®. desired effect is supposed to be
Russia being “able to enjoy the benefits of thecpss of European integration without
participating in the political institutions of tHeU” (Prozorov, 2006, p. 3). The manner of
cooperation in each field covered by the Commonc&pavas specified in four road maps
agreed upon during the EU-Russia summit in Mosao2005 (ibid.; European Commission,
2005).



Shortly after the signing of the roadmaps, theseudents found themselves under
investigation by scholars such as Michael Emersba writicised them as “the Proliferation
of the Fuzzy” (Emerson, 2005, p. 1) and as “th@nate Euro-Russki diplomatiborsch
(ibid.). In 2006, Sergei Prozorov argued that tloerf Common Spaces remain rather
ineffective in materializing true rapprochement amdegration of the EU and Russia
(Prozorov, 2006, p. 3). It is questionable how mpebgress is to be expected within one
year. One might assume that until today, four yedisr the agreement on the road maps,
more progress has been made. It is nonethelessbieoss state that, for example, the
Permanent Partnership Council on Freedom, Secarity, Justice has had regular meetings at
least until 2008 (Slovenian Presidency, 2008;; Z)08ontrastingly, cooperation within other
fields provided for by the PCA and the Common Spaxgpears to have commenced rather
late: The first meeting of the Permanent Partnpr€louncil on Research only took place in
May 2008, five years after the initiation of thefmon Spaces and three years after the
agreement of the four road maps. This is very madme with the fuzziness pointed out by
Michael Emerson (cf. above). Correspondingly, SeRgezorov’s argument of “few of such
integrative designs have to date materialisedrrutually satisfying way” (Prozorov, 2006, p.
3) appears to be valid for more than one year dffterestablishment of the roadmaps. In
addition, scepticism about prompt effectivenesgdfRussia Common Spaces has also been
expressed by Michael W. Bauer et al. (2007, p. 48l again Michael Emerson (2005, p. 3)
who argues that “it will doubtless take a generatbotwo for Russia and the EU to genuinely
converge in terms of mindsets and political valpesceived across society as a whole”.
Despite the apparent divergence “in terms of mitsdsand political values” (ibid.), the
analysis along lines of the English School in cambon with the discourse analysis to be
conducted first, potentially shows in how far thg’& and the Russian mindsets converge
already today, which values are shared by whicloracinvolved, and which areas still
constitute backlog in that regard. The pessimisicidated by the scholars mentioned above
— though to some extent certainly justified — maystbe somewhat relativized.

2.2Institutional Settings of the EU and CFSP
The European Union defines itself as an area efifven, democracy and human rights (TEU,
Art. 6(1)). In practice, this definition has evolvénto the project of the common market,
partly a common currency and especially to fiveadies of peace among its Member States.
Representing approximately 450 million citizensatnprises one of the largest markets in the

world and is thus one of the leading economiesitiPaly, the EU does bear some
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characteristics of a homogeneous, state-like enkit are embodied by its institutions.
Simplifying, one could speak of something that nelsies the two-chamber legislative system
of a federal state (i.e. Council of Ministers ame tEuropean Parliament), a judiciary to
review and enforce legislation (i.e. European Coiittustice, Court of First Instance, and the
Civil Service Tribunal) and to some extend an ekeeuif one takes into account, for

example, the European Commission and its competeimc¢éhe enforcement of European
competition law.

When it comes to foreign affairs, however, the paan Union has been struggling
since its very beginnings in pursuing and implenmgna truly Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) which corresponds to conventionailomst of foreign policy with questionable,
but at times effective, instruments such as mylitatervention or at least the option for
military intervention. Attempts of the EU to funmti as a single, homogeneous actor in
international relations have often been limitedhair effectiveness by national interests and
unanimity voting in the Council. This is also reador the EU continuously not speaking
with one voice in foreign affairs. Formulated sorhetvmore drastically, the effectiveness of
the European Union’s foreign and security policynats trapped in the Westphalian
international order. If this is also the case weéhpect to the EU’s relations to Russia the lack
of a uniform position on certain conflictive issumsch as energy security and the promotion
of human rights and democracy (all issues thabhhegh importance to the European Union)
might lead to paradox situations in the conductooéign policy. The absence of such an
option has caused the notion of the European Umisrweak and ineffective actor in
international relations (Hix, 2005, p. 393).

These observations are further supported if oreflprexamines the characteristics of
the European Council and its Presidency: The Ew@mgeouncil is the highest policy- and
decision making organ in the European Union anchtha platform for the EU’s CFSP. It is
comprised of the heads of state and governmetmeofitenty-seven Member States as well as
the president of the European Commission. The Obisniceaded by the Council Presidency
held by a different Member State every six monifise different Presidencies are able to
influence the agenda of the European Council targel extent according to their national
interests and preferences (Hix, 2005, p. 80). @biss not only apply to the European Union’s
internal affairs, but also to its external relasorince one major task of the Council
Presidency is to represent the European Union ernntiernational stage, e.g. during General
Assembly meetings of the United Nations and dusammits with third countries. In other

words, the rotation of Council Presidencies, whebften criticized for causing discontinuity
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in manifold policy areas of the European Union, Imiglso cause a shift of priorities within
the EU’s external affairs every six months accaydim national preferences (ibid.; pp. 393-
394). The European Commission and the High Reptasen of the Common Foreign and
Security Policy might prevent Presidencies fronosdtempts in the CFSP since they provide
assistance and continuity in the EU’s foreign poli€et, individual approaches by Council
Presidency towards third countries have the paktdiinfluence the conduct of the CFSP of
the European Union and the character of the EUatioas with third countries.

2.3The Research Problem

Following from the previous considerations, the tlparconstant but ever changing
composition of the EU-Russia summit has the patértth redefine overall EU-Russia
relations according to the bilateral relations lestww Russia and the respective Member State
holding the Council Presidency. This would be boé @xample for the European Union’s
dateless problem of not speaking with one voicexternal affairs. The Common Foreign and
Security Policy introduced by the Maastricht Treaty1992 (Treaty on European Union) has
brought important steps towards solving that pnoblelowever, the CFSP has been an almost
purely intergovernmental project that has in somses enabled the different member states
of an increasing number to maintain their partidylaational interests and foreign policies.
This resulted in very different attitudes among thember states towards international
occurrences such as the American invasion of Ire@d03 (Hix, 2005, p. 394-395) and
possibly — as this study intends to investigatelse @aowards Russia as the EU’s highly
important but controversial neighbour and partnerarious respects.

Although the PCA expired in 2007 and has not bemarewed yet, the EU-Russia
summits have obviously become a tradition that kmlties wish to uphold. The Council
president is the only representative of the EU thaat the same time holding a highest
national office and also maintains relations wtik Russian Federation on a bilateral level,
the Presidency’s approach to Russia may differ ftloengeneral approach of the EU or other
member states. Therefore, the Council Presidentgnpally has an impact on overall EU-
Russia relations, or at least on the spirit donmgathe EU-Russia summits and the entire
duration of the Presidency. Generally speakingeifices between the various approaches
Russia may be explained by, for example, energgrdieppendencies, political and cultural
cooperation (e.g. Germany) or history in that Sb\eissia is often seen as the anti-
democratic occupier and suppressor (e.g. BaltiteStnd Poland).



Put differently, the Council Presidencies mightetak somewhat ambivalent role:
Given their double-function as representatives @thldthe EU and their own member states
with potentially an own approach towards Russigytloperate within two discursive
structures, which we may call the European strectand the domestic structure. The
European discursive structure is mostly charaadrihy notions such as ‘strategic
partnership’ formalized by the PCA and the four @mon Spaces. The domestic structure
includes the domestic approach to Russia and ckamijje every Presidency. Therefore, it is
justified to assume that each Presidency, evengthdumight formally stick to the general
EU jargon, potentially articulates EU-Russia relas in a different manner. The character of
these articulations are supposedly revealing athmitrue character of EU-Russia relations
beyond the ‘strategic partnership’, which some kulsohave branded as more a rhetoric
facade than a true characterization of EU-Rusdaioes (e.g. Prozorov, 2006, 2007, 2008;
cf. 2.4.2). Additionally, the paragraph dedicatedriussia in the 18-month programme of the
trio Presidency of Germany, Portugal, and Slovelnas not reveal anything more than the
surface of ‘strategic partnership’:

The Council will strengthen the strategic partngrskith Russia, based on common
values and mutual trust, in view of a genuinelyoperative partnership in foreign
policy and security matters as well as in the fiefdenergy. It will concentrate on
concluding and implementing a new Partnership andp€ration Agreement with
Russia, and continue working on the implementatérthe road maps of the four
Common Spaces (European Council, 2006, p. 65).
From the previous considerations, the researchlgmolof the social reality of EU-Russia
relations emerges. Having established that EU-Rustations are a social phenomenon, the
puzzle in the study is how the rotating Councildriencies contribute to this social reality
and how their contribution corresponds to or cafitts the formal and ceremonial

procedures of the CFSP and the strategic partpevath its formal frameworks.

2.4Relation to Previous Research
EU-Russia relations have previously been approatioed a variety of perspectives. In this
section, a few studies will be introduced that hheen relevant to approach the subject of
EU-Russian relations in a more general way or whigte delivered some inspiration for the
design of this study. By introducing these studmsnmonalities and contradictions to this

study will be pointed out, which will thereby cligrihis study’s standpoint and perspective.
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2.4.1 Approaches based on Multilateralism
In 2007, the rather young think tank European CoumcForeign Relations (ECFR) issued a

study in which the deviances of policies of EU memstates towards Russia are revealed
(Leonard & Popescu, 2007). With that study, the E@ns at pointing out the EU’s internal
divisions and disunity as its largest problem irefgn policy and external relations. In order
to do so, the authors Mark Leonard and Nico Popes@amine the bilateral relations and
policy approaches towards Russia of all 27 memia¢es

Following from the results of that examination, & member states are divided into
five categories representing their approaches tsvand relations with Russia and explicitly
do not take into account whether a state is anooldew member state: ‘Trojan horses’,
‘Strategic Partners’, ‘Friendly Pragmatists’, ‘Fip$ragmatists’, and ‘New Cold Warriors’
(ibid., p. 2). The three member states consideredhis study, Germany, Portugal, and

Slovenia, are categorized as follows: Germanytedras a ‘Strategic Partner’ “who enjoy[s]
a ‘special relationship’ with Russia which occasiltyn undermines common EU policies”
(ibid.). The authors highlight the historic relatsobetween Germany and Russia, as well as
their strong economic ties, especially in the fiedenergy (ibid., p. 32). Portugal and
Slovenia are both categorized as ‘Friendly Pragtgtiwho maintain a close relationship
with Russia and tend to put their business interakbve political goals” (ibid., p. 2). Russia
does not take an important rank on Portugal’s gpregiolicy agenda (ibid., p. 36); the aim is
mostly “to avoid disputes with Russia” (ibid., dl)4 Slovenia’s approach does not become
very clear as apparently an editing error hasadeitié confusion of ‘Slovenia’ with ‘Slovakia’
(ibid., p. 38). What can be said with more certaiist that the study attributes a “focus on
business relations” (ibid., p. 41) to Slovenia wiglgards to its policy towards Russia

Since the ECFR’®ower Audittakes into account the policies towards Russild7
member states, the study delivers a rather completeare of the different approaches within
the European Union. However, the categorizatioa the five groupings appears somewhat
superficial as it still disregards possible feasutieat may be unique to each member states.
With the focus of this study at hand on only thregbsequent council Presidencies
representing also three different member statespie in-depth analysis can be conducted
which may also reveal possibly unique motives anstcalirses shaping the different
approaches towards Russia, which are disregardekebsather narrow categorization in the
ECFR’sPower Audit This is not to say that the findings of tRewer Auditwill necessarily
be refuted, but this study will at least offer aremm-depth and more elaborated insight in the

approaches of Germany, Portugal, and Slovenia vgpésking on behalf of the European
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Union. What is shared with the ECFRRower Audit of EU-Russia Relations the
motivation to investigate the internal division ahdterogeneity of the European Union
especially in questions regarding external relatipbid., pp. 1-2).

Another study taking into account the internabisture of the EU comprised of 27
member states taking part in the CFSP was donerike ASchmidt-Felzmann (2008). She
starts out from almost identical assumptions arskolations as this study. Her aim is also to
assess how “how member states operate in extelasibns with third countries, and to what
extent the member states can shape EU policy” .(ipd 169). More specifically, she
investigates “if their bilateral relations with Ruis prevent a common policy from
developing” (ibid.). In her article, Schmidt-Felznmaillustrates how the priority given to
different principles by the member states resultdivergent approaches towards Russia. This
finding may be supported by the results of thislgtand possibly put more flesh around the

argument as this study sets out to characterizedtial reality of EU-Russia relations.

2.4.2 Approaches based on Discourse Analysis
EU-Russia relations have previously also been stibgestudies that like this study follow a

discourse analytical approach. One of the best knoentemporary scholars with that

approach is Sergei Prozorov. His work also cortsitan example of a discourse analysis for
the assessment of EU-Russia relations, yet witbcasf on the Russian side. In his book
Understanding Conflict between Russia and the Bug Dimits of Integratior{2006) as well

as in a number of articles (2007; 2008), he elaberan the discourses of Russia’s exclusion
and self-exclusion as two general patterns in EemopRussian relations and conflicts.

Briefly, the discourse of exclusion of Russia frenwrope becomes visible, for example, in the
strict visa and Schengen regime maintained by tbetdwvards Russia (Prozorov, 2007, p.

310). This rather technical exclusion, accordingPtezorov, led to a debate on Russia’s
Europeanness; the discourse of exclusion resutteatticulations of Russia being a “non-

European European country” (ibid., p. 311). Thecalisse of self-exclusion is related to

intentional non-participation in any integratiormbcesses in Europe (ibid., p. 309). These
integrational processes are the EU’s neighbourhmatties which to some make the EU

appear as an empire (cf. Zielonka, 2008). The diseoof self-exclusion has its roots in the
“renewedreaffirmation of sovereigntyProzorov, 2007, p. 311) that was a core charestie

of Putin’s reign between 2000 and 2008 (ibid., @0)3 Furthermore, the conceptualization of
Russia as a “non-European European country” (ibid.311) plays a role here. This

conceptualization denies the necessity of EU-megtiygeror some kind of association and
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integration as indispensable criterion for Europesss. It can additionally be argued that the
discourses of exclusion and — more visibly here el-exclusion together with the
reaffirmation of sovereignty remain relevant alsdMedvedev’s reign. The Georgian war in
2008 may be seen as a prime example for this lfnpobcy and patterns in EU-Russia
relations.

Furthermore, Sergei Prozorov points out that theamtation of a ‘strategic
partnership’ between the EU and Russia by bothssisenot more than an empty phrase
serving as rhetorical adornment. As Prozorov arginespatterns and processes that lay under
the surface of the ‘strategic partnership’ havehimgt in common with an actual strategic
partnership but are characterized by recurring lmnflisagreement, and incompatibilities
(2006, p. 3). The patterns at least on the Russdecan be summarized in the discourses of
exclusion and self-exclusion (Prozorov, 2006; 2&DQ8).

This study, in turn, will reveal the discourses @ndurface of ‘strategic partnership’
on the side of the European Union and the Coun@kiBencies. It will show how the
strategic partnership between the EU and Russdi®ilated, characterized, and legitimized
by the changing Council Presidencies. This way iit e possible to assess the actual
character and nature of EU-Russia relations beyondinder the surface of ‘strategic
partnership’ which appears, following Prozorov’'gwanentation, rather as a rhetoric facade.
The discourses characterizing EU-Russia relatienarticulated by the Council Presidencies
can again be contemplated with the discourses dfision and self-exclusion identified by
Prozorov (2006; 2007; 2008).

An approach similar to Prozorov’'s is employed byrPeratochvil (2008) who
examines the discourse upheld by the Russia forpaity elite with regard to possible
Europeanization of Russia promoted by the EU. Kiatd starts out from the observation
that Russia has shown itself largely resistant mucgsses of Europeanization (Kratochvil,
2008, p. 397). The analysis of discourses mentiaien/e reveals that the reasons for that
resistance are “state-centrism, Russia’s great petaéus, and the conviction that Russia has
frequently been treated unfairly” (ibid., p. 417hese findings appear quite similar to
Prozorov’s identification of the discourses of ewsitbn and self-exclusion (cf. above) and
serve, according to Kratochvil, as an explanation “hon-compliance of Russia with EU

policies and practices” (Kratchovil, 2008, p. 418).
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2.4.3 Approaches based on European Identity Formation
It is almost generally accepted that throughoutohys Europeans defined themselves in

contrast to non-European counterparts, for exa@pieman Turkey due to its Muslim faith,
or the colonized peoples on the African and SoutieAcan continents. One prominent
scholar to research the processes of Europearntidérmation is Iver B. Neumann (1999).
In his work he develops and examines the genealbtjye European attitude and perception
of a different other, Russia, and the question hdreRussia fits into the notion of Europe
predominant in the respective period. He deemsnibiessary in order to understand debates
on EU and NATO enlargement during the late 1990scofding to Neumann, Russia has
always been regarded by (Western) Europeans abaiingg exactly European. A constant
throughout the last five centuries was the peroeptif Russia, as Neumann puts it, “as a
pupil and a learner” (Neumann, 1999, p. 110) fraumolpe as well as Europe’s 'other'. During
the 1990s Russia as a country in transition wagptedominant notion of Europe’s Eastern
neighbour (ibid.). Generally speaking, Russia’® iol European identity formation, Neumann
argues, has not functioned as something purelyEwopean. It has rather functioned as an
internal “irregularity” (ibid.) against which theAestern) European identity consolidated
itself. In other words (Western) Europe was truhg gourely European, i.e. it constituted its
own prototype, and Russia was njist’ yet truly European (ibid.; cf. p. 111). The thewfe
transition elaborated upon by Neumann as well agpedine with this reasoning.

Although it would be possible to examine the CaluRcesidencies with regard to
identity politics and the question of ‘self’ andher’, this study’s approach differs from Iver
B. Neumann’s approach as it will not treat Europ¢he European Union as a homogeneous
whole. Taking this point of departure in the reatign that the EU fails to speak in one voice
in its relations with Russia, it will examine whicble differences among the Member States
still play in formulating an approach toward Rusg#hough European integration has gone
very deep already — its degree is actually unigué world — it can be said that the national
identity is usually still pre-dominant to a Europadentity that is supposed to be shared by
all the peoples in the European Union. To a lasderd, the Member States are still sovereign
and conduct their own foreign policies also acawggdio their national identities and
traditions. Russia might be an “other” to theirioaal “selves”, but this does not necessarily
mean that their European identity is defined eyaagiainst some Russian other. The Russian
other as such is not a historical and spatial emtstither (Neumann, 1999, p. 111). The

representation of Russia as an ‘other’ has chamlgedto shifts in, for example, religious
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contexts, i.e. Orthodox belief versus Roman Cathahd Protestant beliefs, and political
contexts, e.g. collapse of the Soviet Union (ibid.)

On the other hand, the European Union is arguhbsed on common values and
ideas, such as “liberty, democracy, respect fordmumghts and fundamental freedoms, and
the rule of law” (TEU, Art. 6(1)). By representiragnd promoting these values abroad, they
may become visible as commonalities to the Euroge@auntries, peoples or cultures that do
not share these values then do become the “othershe Europeans and Russia may
potentially to be among those “others”, alone singée not a member states. Is Europe then
united against Russia? Or is Europe divided by R@s®r is Europe united with Russia?
Depending on the results, this study will contradic complement Iver B. Neumann'’s
argument of Russia being Europe’s ‘other’.

The theoretical approach borrowed from the EngBshool will be of help to clarify
these questions as the English School approach talss into account actors’ values,
identities and the like, which may become eviddranks to the discourse analysis. The
discourses identified in this study can eventusdisted on compatibility and contradiction
with what might be called thaiscourse of Russia as a learndentified by Iver B. Neumann,
which, according to him, has taken a hegemonictiposin European debates about Russia
for five centuries (cf. above; Neumann, 1999, @)1The English School approach towards
the research question for the social reality i® dghly suitable to characterize the social
structure of EU-Russia relations. Therefore, itasiceivable that certain self-other-dynamics
will be identified which would consequently complemt Iver B. Neumann’s reasoning and
findings.

Similar approaches taking into account self-othgrasinics are employed also by
scholars such as Rikard Bengtsson (2008) and ARdrésygankov (2008). Bengtsson looks
at the EU’s Neighbourhood Policy in the light of UEself-image, images of the
neighbourhood and perceptions of the interactiogiclobetween the EU and the
neighbourhood” (Bengtsson, 2008, p. 597). Withautipg almost any attention towards the
self-other-dynamics between the EU and Russia @mparison to Neumann's study),
Bengtsson comes to the strongly angled and seeynumgdlifferentiated conclusion that
“Russia is a hostile and different rather than gcént kic] other” (ibid., p. 613) in
comparison to other countries in the EU’s neighboad.

Tsygankov elaborates upon self-other-dynamics withe discipline of International
Relations itself. He argues that due to “the “W&shegemony in international relations (IR)

theory” (Tsygankov, 2008, p. 762) with regard tcsBan models as the respective ‘other’ the
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discipline has struggled “to come to terms with pineblem of difference or the Self/ Other
dialectic” (ibid.). Yet, Tsygankov identifies ceinaendencies of rapprochement, recognition,
and acceptance between ‘Western’ and Russian ag@edo International Relations in the

more recent past (ibid., p. 773).

2.4.4 Approaches based on Worldviews and Values
EU-Russia relations have so far also been apprdathetudies with a special focus on
worldviews and values. One of these scholars emdogn approach like that is Hiski
Haukkala who notes that the formalization of EU-Ragselations particularly in the form of
the PCA and the four Common Spaces still appedreraineffective and problematic
(Haukkala, 2003; 2005).

In his articleA problematic ‘strategic partnershig2003), Hiski Haukkala examines
the EU’s security policy with regard to Russia adlvas EU-Russian cooperation in the field
of security. Haukkala points out that both the Eid &ussia share a wide range of priorities
and perceptions of the security situation (ibid.1'p). This applies especially to issues such as
terrorism, the non-proliferation of weapons of mdsstruction, drug and human trafficking,
and regional conflicts just to name a few (ibidp. @5-16). Cooperation has, however,
remained problematic due to “the similarities [lngitargely superficial, whereas the deeper
logics underlying them are not fully compatiblebifl., pp. 17-18). By these deeper logics
Haukkala means differences in the worldviews festdry the EU and Russia: He describes
the EU as an increasingly “post-modern and poseiagn political system” (ibid., p. 16)
characterized by integration, pooling of sovergigiibid.), and neo-functional approaches to
cooperation with the potential for spill-over effedibid., cf. p. 19). Contrastingly, Russia
appears more as a largely modern state with “rigfigte-centric interpretations of the
indivisibility of sovereignty still play[ing] a crial role” (ibid., p. 16).

In his article The Relevance of Norms and Values in the EU’s RuBsilicy
(Haukkala, 2005) Hiski Haukkala elaborates uponrtbems and values cropping up in the
EU’s Russia policy. Specifically, Haukkala investigs the role they play in the policy and in
how far they are shared by the EU and Russia. iergd, the EU can be regarded as a largely
normative actor in international relations and ‘merand values form what can be called the
normative core of EU’s Russia policy (ibid., p. The norms largely correspond to provisions
of the acquis communautairéibid., p. 6); and values “act as the very fourmatand
prerequisite on which the relationship rests in firg place but on the other they act, in

addition and above the norms just discussed, adénehmarks against which the future
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breadth and depth of interaction is measured (ilpd.7). In this respect, the EU’'s Russia
policy does not differ from the EU’s policy to otttéird countries in its direct neighbourhood
(ibid., p. 16). Yet, the promotion and communicataf norms and values towards Russia in
particular has proven to be no easy undertakinRussia tends to follow its own agenda
without being willing to accept external influenddsd., p. 13; p. 15; p. 17).

In both articles the core problem in EU-Russiatretes causing inconsistencies and
conflicts boils down to the divergence between jmostern EU and modern Russia with an
own agenda and great power aspirations. Be it catipa in security matters or the
compliance with supposedly shared values, bothstiHeukkala argues that the only effective
way to overcome the gaps in EU-Russia relation® ibe patient (Haukkala, 2003, p. 19;
2005). Concluding, Haukkala describes the EU amphi willing to wait out its recalcitrant
partner, relying on its immense and slow gravityptdl the laggard into line” (Haukkala,
2005, p. 19).

More recently, Hiski Haukkala's dissertation (20d&)ilds upon an approach that
takes into account both worldviews and values. Bleetbps a theoretical approach including
considerations of so-called new institutionalism drder to find out whether there are
differences in the EU’s and Russia’s worldviewshedetermining the normative basis for the
EU-Russia institutions (Haukkala, 2008, p. 83). Sehpossible differences in worldviews and
consequently differences in the set of norms andegainherent to each the EU and Russia
may eventually serve as a basis for an explandtiofthe recurring difficulties in the EU-
Russia relationship” (ibid.). To be note here iattAlaukkala’s conceptualization of the EU-
Russia institution is taken from the English Schoatonceptualization of secondary
institutions based on a set of primary institutigibgd., p.106; cf. Buzan, 2004, p. 187). This
feature of the English School also plays a sigaiftcrole in this study’s theoretical analysis
(cf. chapter 6). With regard to his research goes{Haukkala, 2008, p. 83), Haukkala
concludes “that the level of commonality betweea Huropean Union and Russia when it
comes to normative foundation of their institutibmed relationship is very low” (ibid., p.
236). This situation would account for a relatiapsiith a high potential for conflict since
there are many different understandings and paorep(ibid., p. 97). Due to the persistence
of the primary institution of sovereignty in EU-Rig relations, Haukkala characterizes the
EU-Russia International Society as rather stalic(j p. 247).

Hiski Haukkala’'s approach to the European Unionis studies under discussion
treats the EU as a rather homgeneous actor innatienal relations. In this respect, his

approach differs substantially from this study’'pigach as well as the one employed in the
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ECFR’s Power Audit (cf. below). Haukkala explairmfticts and inconsistencies largely by
pointing out differences in worldviews, perceptipasd the importance credited to certain
values. His argumentation is convincing, but heaagptly does not take into account possible
internal divisions within the EU that may contribub the course and development of EU-
Russia relations. This is a point that this studyset out to elaborate upon. In particular, this
study will look at the internal division of the Eldfluencing the character of EU-Russia
relations. Haukkala’s finding of a static Interatal Society may thus be confirmed or
relativized due to the difference in this studyjspeach towards the EU. Nevertheless,
differences in world views, perceptions, and noand values may also play an important
role as they may be articulated differently by ®@euncil Presidencies under investigation.
They will not necessarily provide a direct explaoatfor the ineffectiveness of the various
formalizations of EU-Russia relations. However ythall possibly reveal reasons for internal
inconsistencies which contribute to a too vague tandiexible approach by the EU towards
Russia. Finally, Hiski Haukkala recognizes his eltarization of “monolithic EU and

Russian worldviews” (ibid., p. 248) and puts fordiahe prospect of conducting further

research on the origin of these worldviews.
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3. THE ENGLISH SCHOOL AS THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

3.1Why the English School?
To remind, the main research question of this sisdyVhat kind of social reality of EU-
Russia relations emerges from the articulationthefchanging Council Presidencies?’ This
guestion requires a theoretical and analytical éaork that is able to capture such social
realities that are to be characterized in thisystlithe question about the character of a social
reality of international relations that emergesnfrarticulations, i.e. a form of social
interaction, may suggest the resort, for exammlmesconstructivist theory such as Alexander
Wendt's Social Theory of International Politicd999). Its portrayal of the three cultures of
anarchy, i.e. the Hobbesian, Lockean and Kantidtures corresponding respectively to
enmity, rivalry, and amity (Wendt, 1999, p. 246 $&e also Moisio, 2008), may appear as a
promising approach to the main research problethisfstudy. Still, even though this study is
on the construction of a social reality undertakgnstate representatives, the state-centric
ontology of Wendt'sSocial Theory of International Politickoes not render the three cultures
of anarchy a fully satisfactory conceptualizatidrsacial realities in international relations for
this study. Contrastingly, the English School, whforms a basis for Wendt's theory (e.qg.
Wendt, 1999, pp. 31-32), is such a theoretical &éaork that, thanks to its elaborate key
concepts International System, pluralist and sadbtlainternational Society, and World
Society, appears more suitable for the task ofattarizing a social reality in international
relations.

The reason for this is the circumstance that tllesse concepts are not exclusively
focused on states as possible actors in interrati@hations with the potential and ability to
influence the shaping of that social reality. Froms feature of the English School and
especially its three key concepts understood asna 6f Weberian ideal-types (Dunne, 2007,
p. 134; Linklater & Suganami, 2006, p. 53; p.123ults the English School’s core asset as
theoretical framework within the discipline of Imational Relations. It is in particular the
ability to approach and capture complex socialitiealshaped by a variety of different actors
in an accessible theoretical framework. In ordesitow how the characterization of the social
reality of EU-Russia relations shall be conductiis chapter will start out with a general
introduction of the English School. This generalewiew will be followed by further
specifications and detailing that will eventuakadtl to the version of the English School that

appears the most suitable for approaching the neaigarch question of this study.
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3.2Historical Overview

The English School as a theoretical framework endIscipline of International Relations has
its origins in the late 1950s when Herbert Buttddicalled the British Committee on the
Theory of International Relations into being (Dun2€07, p. 129). The members of that
Committee may be considered to be the foundingefatbf the so-called English School. The
list of English School representative includes thaut claim of completeness — names such
as Herbert Butterfield, Hedley Bull, Charles MamgitMartin Wight, and Adam Watson.
Charles Manning is widely recognized as the imtiadf the English School’s theoretical
considerations and therefore as the provider adiatf departure for further developments
of the theory (Linklater & Suganami, 2006, p. 15).

Although the British Committee on the Theory ofeimational Relations ceased to
exist in its original form, these scholars stilhra@n influential in today’s debate and are
continuously subject of revision and reconsideratiy scholars who today view themselves
as adherents of the English School. Concerningetludy years of the English School,
however, some argue that the English School isuskaly limited to those who are or were
members of the British Committee on the Theory mkinational Relations (ibid.). Tim
Dunne (2007) and especially Andrew Linklater andidtii Suganami (2006) give a more
detailed overview on this debate on the Englisho8ths theoretical framework among those
who feel affiliated with it. Not only for this reas, but also for that debate’s irrelevance on
the English School’s actual theoretical achievemamnid qualities, this will not be elaborated
upon in any further detail. Contrastingly, this ptea will focus on the substantial and integral
characteristics of the English School as a themktiramework within the discipline of
International Relations. Taking into consideratiiat scholars from around the world
nowadays participate in the debate and reconstructi the English School theory — as, for
example, the English School Bibliography initiateyl Barry Buzan (2008) indicates —, and
not just an exclusive club of a selected few, Indegjustified to undertake my own modest
considerations on the English School theory andhitse recent developments, i.e. during the
1990s and 2000s, which shall be relevant for ttedyars attempted in this study.

The key essence of the English School is its aicalytoncepts or methodology
including International Society, International Syst and World Society. These three major
concepts provide the main analytical framework leé English School and are generally
shared by all English School scholars. The mainestilof theoretical debates among English

School scholars are the precise definition of thbsee key concepts, their meta-theoretical
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and ontological features, as well as their intatezlness. These issues will be further

evaluated upon in the following sections.

3.3Meta-Theoretical Debate and Disunity
The meta-theoretical standing of the English Schad been subject to debate especially
since the early 1990s after Hollis and Smith’ boBkplaining and Understanding
International Relationg1990) which caused wide self-reflection in the disciplitnad been
published. On the one hand, with reference to #rty &nglish School, Jackson argues that
the English School of Carr and Butterfield is jaabther “version of classical realism” (1996;
guoted in Linklater & Suganami, 2006, p. 14). Or tither hand, Linklater and Suganami
identify early traces of social constructivism hetwork of Charles Manning who states that
“the sorry scheme of things [or the reality of mm&tional relations] was not the work of
Nature...It is artificial, man-developed, a ‘soci@ffan the jargon of some” (Manning, 1975;
guoted in Linklater & Suganami, 2006, p. 48).

Social constructivism emphasizes that humans agetstheir environment in a way
that it would never exist in nature. This very muchptures the ontological thesis of
constructivism stated by Barry Sandywell (20089¢). as “what appears to be “natural” is in
reality an effect of social processes and practicisce objects are created they do exist and
form an undeniable part of reality; yet their meanfor reality as perceived by humans is
given to them by human construction, interactiond @ventually by habitualization and
institutionalization (Berger & Luckmann, 2002, [2)4Habitualization suggests the potential
of an action to occur again and again in the fytuee performing the action becomes a habit
(ibid.). This habit then is institutionalized “wherer there is a reciprocal typification of
habitualized actions by types of actors” (ibid.heTtypifications are thus shared and are
therefore &vailable to all the members of the particular social grampguestion” (ibid.).
Consequently, meaning is only attributed to objeetiues, norms, as well as states and
institutions once they are habitualized and shdrgdall members of the social group in
guestion, “rather than being the product of puialyividual thought or meaning” (Fierke,
2007, p. 168). Similarly, Frank Schimmelfennig (20(. 58) reports the perception of
“international system as an institutional enviromtstructured by intersubjective cognitions

and norms”. In Fierke’s words

! Frank Schimmelfennig does not use the term “irtBonal system” according to the English School
terminology labelling a key concept. He rather nsiarinternational sphere in general in which in&ional
relations take place.
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explicitly social phenomena, such as states oaralks or international institutions,

that is the collective subjects of internationdtiens, may build on the basic material

of human nature, but they take specific historaedfural, and political forms that are a

product of human interaction in a social world (ke 2007, p. 168).

Despite Manning’s early employment of social camdivism, also more recent
representatives of the English School have notedrat one universal version of their theory
which is homogeneous already in its meta-theordetioa ontological foundation. Richard
Little (2000, p. 395), for example, argues “tha¢ thchool, from an early stage, has been
committed to developing a pluralistic approachhe subject, expressed in both ontological
and methodological terms”. Little places the Erglchool on three different ontologies, i.e.
realism, rationalism and revolutionism (ibid., @024, each represented by the three key
concepts, International System, International Sgciand World Society. This pluralist
ontology, according to Little, also requires epstéogical pluralism as well, with realism
demanding a positivist, rationalism demanding arterpretive methodology, and
revolutionism “drawing on critical theory” (ibidp, 395).

Adding to the theoretical variety of the Englishh8al, the debate also includes the
conceptualization of the three key concepts, egfigdnternational System and International
Society, which appear interchangeable to some.ekample, Robert H. Jackson (1995, p.
112), himself a representative of a more recentstrahgly normative strand of the English
School, argues that the

distinction between system and society should friybbe abandoned. Because all
relations between human beings — including peofiie speak and act in the name of
states — necessarily rest on mutual intelligibilijyd communication, however
minimal, they are social at least in a minimal gens
By arguing this way, Jackson automatically rejddtde’s reasoning, which does not allow
the interchangeability of International System amtkernational Society on ontological
grounds. Instead, Jackson appears to promote ar ratimstructivist strand of the English
School as he points to the social character of-imienan relations (cf. above).

Tim Dunne also follows a more pure constructivisick resembling the work of
Charles Manning (cf. above) and strongly contrgsto Little’s pluralist approach to the
English School’s ontology. For instance, he argoeghe distinction of the English School
from positivist US neo-institutionalism, which isery much based on rational-choice-
assumptions emphasizing “interest-based coopefafi®@95a, p. 141) instead of a “natural

law ‘theory of society or community™”, which appdi¢o his conception of the English School

(ibid.). Dunne therefore abandons possible linkisvben the English School and positivist
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rationalism as meta-theory which largely dominakeserican IR theory (cf. ibid., p. 146).
Instead, he places the English School “four-squarde constructivist camp” (ibid.). Since
the English School therefore appears hardly corblgatvith rationalism-based neo-realism
and neo-liberalism (ibid.; cf. p. 142), Dunne’s agarh contradicts the attempt of Barry
Buzan to combine the English School with those tRotheories (Buzan, 1993). With
international relations taking place in a consikst environment, as Dunne suggests, the
key concepts do not take an ontological role, baitrather presented as the outcome of social
interaction and reconstruction in internationaatielns.

In order to avoid ontological confusion as mighturcwith an approach suggested by
Little, the version of the English School to be éoypd in this study will orient itself strongly
towards constructivist approaches as suggested unné® By developing the theoretical
approach of this study it will also become clearywlackson’s proposal to abandon the
distinction between International System and IraBomal Society does not appear sensible
here. For those reasons, the three key concepgtbavidefined and elaborated in depth in the
following section.

What remains to be said about the English Schoajaneral is that there is no
commonly agreed-upon approach to it; there are asymrersions of the English School as
there are authors and scholars who feel affilitoeitl The differences between these versions
go as deep as core meta-theoretical assumptionc@miderations, which may at times
impede the perception of the English School as leemmt and homogeneous theoretical
orientation within the discipline of Internation&elations. What all the strands and
orientations of the English School share, howeigethe conceptualization of International
System, International Society, and World Societlgpge precise role and function may again
be subject to profound debate within the Englishddt Yet, what most scholars appear to
agree upon is that “the interplay of these threeepts is the primary theoretical contribution
of the English school” (Dunne, 2007, p. 127; ctilej 2000).

3.4The Key Concepts
3.4.1 International System

The notion of International System corresponds vanch to the structure of meaning of
realism and neo-realism in International Relati@ssthese theories are state-centric and
presume the international system to be anarchnahrge, 2007, p. 138; Buzan, 2004, p. 7; cf.
Morgenthau, 1967; Waltz, 1979). With the Englisth&u, the ontology of these theories

becomes merely a part of another theoretical fraonevihat does not fail to capture more
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complex situations that go beyond the realist agpl According to the concept of
International System as well as realism, the irsgonal sphere is comprised of anarchy in
which states are the only actors. Yet, a furthealpe of International System with realism is
the states’ highest and only priority in internatb politics said to be its own individual
interest, i.e. power. Following from this, in antdmational System states conduct mere
power politics among each other. That is, a states aat maintaining or increasing (if not
maximizing) their power in relation to other statddore often than never, the latter is
considered to be a necessity for the former, irondt to fall prey to an even stronger power.
The concept of International System suggests Haaetis a certain degree of contact between
the states which makes them have an effect on ether’'s behaviour on the international
stage (Diez, 2001, p. 47; see also Buzan, 2004). A state that does not maintain any kind
of contact to another state is therefore not paéraro international system. Turning the
argument around, one can state that an InterndtByséem is a group of states that are in any
(minimal) kind of contact with each other in orderconduct power politics. According to
Buzan, Tilly defines an international system asaup of states that “interact with each other
regularly and to the degree that their interactaffiects the behaviour of other states” (Tilly,
1990; quoted in Buzan, 2004, p. 7).

3.4.2 International Society
The second key concept of the English School irivattional Society. A classical definition
of this concept that is often referred to also iorenrecent English School literature can be
found in The Expansion of International Socidty Hedley Bull and Adam Watson (1984).
According to these two prominent representatives tlid classical English School,
International Society is

a group of states (or, more generally, a groumndépendent political communities)
which not merely form a system, in the sense tmatehaviour of each is a necessary
factor in the calculations of the others, but asmwve established by dialogue and
consent common rules and institutions for the coehdtitheir relations, and recognise
their common interest in maintaining these arrareges (Bull &Watson, 1984, p. 1;
see also Buzan, 1993, p. 330; 1999, p. 4).

Thus, just as individuals form a society by theiieraction the same is true for states in the

international arena. An International Society isated, upheld, and developed, i.e.

constructed and reconstructed, by its members hei interaction with each other. The

group of members of an International Society, the. actors constructing and reconstructing

it, is considered to be mostly comprised of statst, also non-state actors may be —
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depending on the character of the particular Iatiéonal Society — influential in its formation
and development. Non-state actors here may be Wweergmental organizations, multi-
national companies, as well as civil societies wi#imsnational features and actions and will
be further elaborated upon below.

The aim of the classical English School in bothearly years as well as more recent
version was mainly to offer an analytical framewdok the global level. Thomas Diez and
Richard Whitman accordingly point out that the siasconception of International Society
nowadays appears applicable to the global systerastlwithout exceptions (2002, p. 48). At
the same time, Diez and Whitman suggest that theaglthe subject of their analysis and
theoretical considerations represents “a speadifics/stem of the current international system
in which the societal element is stronger thanvehase” (ibid.). This means that “within the
EU this [international] society is particularly wekveloped in that the set of common rules is
particularly dense” (ibid.). Following from thisndnternational Society may not only form
on the global level, but also on the sub-globa, regional, level as the European Union
“presents itself as an international society thed been formed within a particular regional
context” (ibid., p. 45). Therefore, the conceptrdkrnational Society, as well as International
System and World Society, appear also suitablafioanalysis of relations between actors in

a specific region without having to transfer thalgsis to the global level.

3.4.3 World Society
The concept of World Society in the English Schisdhe concept that has received the least
attention in the literature. The definitions andgeptions of that concept are thus the most
blurry ones and the concept is the hardest to cayua precise definition (Diez & Whitman,
2002, p. 48; see also Buzan, 2004, p. 7). Whenei@snktional System and International
Society are strongly state-centric conceptualiratioof international relations, the
conceptualization of World Society follows a diet orientation. If at all, states only play a
very subordinate role in the concept of World Stycidhe concept instead emphasizes the
importance of non-state actors such as non-gover@nerganisations, individuals, the
global or regional population, and furthermore $raational companies or corporations. They
interact with each other on a transnational levéhout states taking an active role and
“penetrate the shell of the sovereign states” ([2ur2007, p. 140). This means that the
interaction takes place beyond national boundaegsardless of nationality or any kind of
nationalism. Instead, the interaction and coopemnat motivated by a common set of largely
cosmopolitan ideas, values, possibly economic éster possibly a shared culture, and again
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especially a common identity. Not states’ interdsit rather interests of civil societies on a
global or regional level, i.e. humanity, are proat{Diez & Whitman, 2002, p. 48). Dunne,
moreover, emphasises the importance of human reghisrime indicator for World Society

(Dunne 2007, p. 140). Here, human rights are reghes a set of values that “traditionally
lay outside international society” (ibid.) and, fexample, is manifested in the UN Charter
(ibid.). Shortly, the concept of World Society covall kinds of non-state international or

transnational actions and interactions.

3.5The Function and Role of the Key Concepts

3.5.1 Meta-Theoretical and Ontological Considerations

As Dunne states, the English School functions withconstructivist meta-theory (cf. above).
For an analysis following Dunne’s reading of thegksh School, this means that before
applying the key concepts to the sources and oasens, a pre-interpretive step is taken:
Before the actual English School analysis, the rapsion predominates that international
politics and international relations take placeainsocial sphere and are shaped by the
interaction between the different actors (Dunn@®72®@. 132). In other words, the actors, be it
states or non-state actors, socially construct mubnstruct the reality of international
relations, which is the basic and most essentglraption of any social constructivist theory.
The reality of international relations is thus moinsidered as a natural fact, but is instead
socially constructed. The character of, for examiplé-Russia relations relevant to this study,
may thus be considered a social reality subjectetmnstruction and perceptions of the
participating actors.

The three key concepts outlined above thus do memselves create an ontology
whose function would be to explain the existentiader of things in international politics.
This approach cannot be confused with a mere pissitmethodology without theoretical
significance, inviting for analyses based on hypsth testing (cf. Dunne, 2007; p. 134).
However, this view may be challenged, as the thmalekey concepts are treated as
“contending” (Dunne, 2007, p. 134), a notion th#& Hriven by a search for defining
properties which mark the boundaries of differeistdrical and normative orders” (ibid.).
The key concepts serve as the English School’s amagytical equipment which functions on
the basis of the English School's constructivisiotogy. International System, International
Society, and World Society thus are concepts whielp to assess an actor's social

presumptions of international relations and therebgtribute to the understanding of the
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character and dynamics of international relati@iace they are contending (cf. above), it is
their interplay that bears the most analytical galGiven the constructivist ontology, the
English School does not claim to deliver precisscdptions of how the world ‘really’ is in
its mind-independent capacities, but how differaetors presume the world and international
relations to be and how these actors attempt tpeslaamd reconstruct it. It abstains from
making claims on the ‘givenness’ of certain stroesuand capabilities (Dunne, 1995, p. 146;
cf. above) as, for example, Waltz’' (1979) strudtueslism does with states, their material
attributes and capabilities, and the structureltiegufrom these. To be noted here, however,
is the English School’s primary assumption of thesg existence of actors, meaning that, for
example, states and transnational organisationscansidered as given in the arena of
international relations. The reality of internatimelations and possibly certain structures as
assumed by Waltzian realism are the result of s@oiastruction. This ontological feature is
thus shared with Alexander Wend8®cial Theory of International Politigd999), which is
widely considered a classic of constructivist tlygarinternational Relations.

Consequently, statements on, for example, an latiemal System being close to
classical and structural realism (cf. above) do mean that the concept of International
System as such establishes a realist or structagdist ontology. Identified elements of
International System rather hint at presumptionseafity as well as actions in line with the
classical or structural realist IR theories. Thesavay of reasoning can be transferred to the
other two key concepts accordingly. In this ser3anne concludes his articlehe Social
Construction of International Socielhy stating that

For Manning, Wight and Bull, international sociesynot ontologically prior to the
practices of states, and the practices of statesoaly given meanings by their
conscious participation in common institutions. fis reading, international society
IS a social construction; it is, to use Wendt'sgser, ‘what states make of it’ (1995b, p.
384).

In other words, any interpretative step taken alénglish School concepts is preceded by the

assuming the constructivist ontology in internagiorelations.

3.5.2 Purity versus Non-Purity
The conceptualization of three different analytioadels in the English School invites to
elaborate on questions requiring a clear eithearswer. The danger is to attempt a clear
categorization of a research problem into eithesrimational System, or International Society,
or World Society. This, however, would be a misustinding of the English School’s aims
and would not bear justice to the analytical po&married along by the English School as
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the result would in most cases be an oversimptiicaof the examined reality. One of the
core assets of the English School is its potettighpture complex problems in an accessible
theoretical framework. In order to be able to cartdiuch an analysis, one should not view
the three key concepts as pure, i.e. they do matifon exclusively from each other. Instead, a
core argument of the English School states thathtee concepts exist simultaneously, next
to each other. Despite his pluralist approach & Emglish School’'s ontology (cf. above),
Richard Little’s argument shall be helpful here. &tgues that a single key concept has no
ontological significance; instead they are all “@gimg within a common reality” (1995, p.
15). In the social reality in question — which Imstcase characterizes EU-Russia relations —
one key concept may, however, be dominant to tleedtiver ones. Yet, no matter which key
concept is the dominant one in the analysis in tipesit is usually and almost always
possible to trace elements of the other two, whietke a clear categorization impossible and
non-desirable. In Little’s words, “it must never fmegotten that this [dominant] element is
lodged in the context of the other two” (ibid.). ® English School scholars take the
argument even a step further by also pointing bat the concepts are interrelated; for
example, relating to Barry Buzan’s argument, thestaction or ‘thicker’, more solidarist,
reconstruction of International Society usuallynige along with a promotion of features of
World Society by the reconstructing actors (BuZ#93, p. 338), i.e. actors of World Society
receive a wider scope for the participation in rn&ional relations. Otherwise, the
articulation of a developed or ‘thicker’ Internatad Society just remains a discursive
occurrence without actual reconstructive, praciicgilications.

Following from this, it may be argued that Interaaal System, International Society,
and World Society do not exist in their absoluteityuThe concepts are seen as interrelated
and create more than just three possible categoe@esenting reality. In fact, taking into
account the complexity of reality, there may be nttess variations of different degrees
creating a seamless spectrum of possible perceptibmternational relations including both
materialist consideration on its realist end okinational System and ideational and value-
oriented consideration on its revolutionist end Wforld Society (cf. Little, 2000).
International System, International Society, andrM/&ociety provide the analyst with an
analytical framework and equipment enabling a mgraspable abstraction of reality’s
complexity. Although Robert H. Jackson acknowleddgest “all relations between human
beings” (1995, p. 112) are social at least in aimah sense, his suggestion to abandon the
distinction between International System and Iragéamal Society may be turned down in the

light of the above elaborations on purity and nonitg as the three key concepts all appear
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necessary in the version of the English School dite in this study. Precisely, the key
concepts function as a set of ideal types a la Megber constituting “analytical
distinction[s]” (Linklater & Suganami, 2006, p. )2&hich are unlikely to occur in empirical

reality in their pure form.

3.60rganising the Spectrum — Variations of Internatioral Society

Assessing international relations on the seamlesstisim mentioned above with the help of
the three key concepts alone may turn out to lesdme as difficulties might occur in
differentiating results on the spectrum. Being avaf severe oversimplification, it is
conceivable that the results of analyses alongtlinee rather crude key concepts might
resemble more a menu of an a-la-carte restaurant dfferentiated academic conclusions:
‘We mainly observe elements of International Sgcietermixed with some International
System. As completion there is a dash of World &gci This problem arises from the
arguably state-dominated spectrum of internatioakdtions with International System and
World Society at its ends. Theoretically, the entithe spectrum are thus pure International
System and pure World Society, or pure individuatescentrism and pure cosmopolitan
transnationalism. Everything else in between wailen take some form of International
System (cf. Dunne, 2007, p. 138). As argued abboeever, none of the key concepts can
ever be traced in its purity without elements & tlther key concepts next to it. The character
of the International Society situated somewheraveen International System and World
Society is thus determined by the strength andityuafl the elements of International System
and World Society relevant to the problem in questin order to express an International
Society’s tendency towards either one of the otiverkey concepts in a more differentiated
way, the English School offers two variations: tlaralist and the solidarist International
Society. In simple terms, a pluralist InternatioBalciety tends towards International System,
and a solidarist International Society tends towaWlorld Society. Yet, the theoretical
differentiation between the two variations has beaphisticated much further by the English
School and deserves closer attention as they lsdl lze relevant for the analysis conducted in
this study.

3.6.1 Pluralist International Society
Pluralist International Societies are characteribgda focus on common values and ideas

containing the preservation and promotion of indiislly national interests of the member

state. The membership in an international soceetiius rather regarded as a means to the end
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(Buzan, 2004, p. 47). The end here may be sedreimaintenance of a largely Westphalian
order including the principles of territorial soegnty and non-intervention (Linklater &
Suganami, 2006, p. 132; cf. Dunne, 2007, p. 138k $tates’ behaviour in a pluralist
International Society corresponds to rather reafigtrpretations of international politics.
Consequently, a pluralist International Societgiisated closer to International System on the
spectrum of international relations meaning tha tharacter of the pluralist International
Society tends to slightly resemble an anarchic@riational System (ibid., p. 46; cf. above).
According to Linklater and Suganami, the defininffedence between International System
and pluralist International Society is that “in arternational system, according to Bull’'s
definition, states accept the empirical reality edch other's existence; in a pluralist
international society they take the additional st#prespecting one another's right to
sovereign independence” (Linklater & Suganami, 2006 130). Furthermore, the states
forming a pluralist International Society agree mpoles and conventions which additionally
contribute to the preservation of individual stateth and sovereignty. In Timothy Dunne’s
words “the rules are complied with because, likeeguof the road, fidelity to them is
relatively cost free but the collective benefite @normous” (Dunne, 2007, p. 137). Thus, a
pluralist International Society may at times appedher static due to the promotion of the
status-quo characterizing relations between the lmeerstates of the particular International
Society (cf. Haukkala, 2008, p. 247). This may dothe case if the states are already
integrated to a deeper or thicker degree thargexXample, a purely Westphalian system would
allow. If, despite some integration, the preseorabf status-quo enjoys highest priority, the
International Society is static and therefore fdlstaas attempts to deepen integration are
discarded.

3.6.2 Solidarist International Society
As in a pluralist International Society, in a saligt International Society the states in
guestion share common ideas and values. Both wmargabf International Society therefore
still fulfil the more general definition of Intertianal Society based on Bull and Watson
(1984, p. 1, cf. above). The great difference ebkdarist International Society to a pluralist
International Society is the “content and charaofehe rules and institutions” (Dunne, 2007,
p. 137): In a solidarist International Society,\thargely revolve around a common identity
(Diez & Whitman, 2002, p. 47), humanitarianism, asasmopolitan ideas (Dunne, 2007,
137). Consequently, it is not the national inteddhe single state that is of highest priority,
but the common interest of the collective, i.e. thiernational Society, its populations and
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humanity. The rationale behind the solidarity isrfamism and the idea that by solidarity and
cooperation the overall benefit for humanity disneling nationalities (i.e. cosmopolitism)
will be greater than if single states manoeuvreugh the international sphere on their own
(Buzan, 2004, p. 47). Therefore, in a solidaristednational Society next to states as
important actors, there are also a number of prentinon-state actors, such as NGOs and the
civil society (ibid., p. 48). This characteristiatp the solidarist International Society — in
contrast to the pluralist International Society dnternational System — closer to World
Society. The extent to which non-state actors ate # influence the solidarist character of
an International Society still depends on the wfiess of states to permit or at least tolerate
transnational activity. This is because the finaipetence to regulate transnational activity
still lies to a large part within states’ spherefs sovereignty. Therefore, a solidarist
International Society cannot eventually be confusgti World Society, in which states are
marginalized. It is, however, conceivable thatestatot only tolerate transnational or cross-
border activities by non-state actors, but thay #tiso actively promote them as they may, for
example, be considered beneficial for humanitapiasocio-economic reasons.

The emphasis on humanitarian ideas and the promofidiuman rights also brings
along a justification for armed intervention in ethstates that act against those ideas and
principles (Dunne, 2007, pp. 137-138). This iseacldiversion from traditional Westphalian
principles such as sovereignty and non-interveniom therefore states another major
difference from a pluralist International Socierom this finding, a normative debate has
arisen within the English School and Linklater aBdganami (2006, p. 143) hold that
“solidarists who defend the breach of national sengmty have to recognize the risks
involved in relaxing prohibitions against the uséasce, and the dangerous precedents which
may be set by condoning intervention”. The prineigf non-intervention in pluralist
International Society is seen by some as a guarémtéhe preservation of peace and human
rights, as most human rights violations occurnmes of war (ibid., p. 142).

Nevertheless, the higher potential for humanitandervention may be considered an
extreme form of the “penetrat[ion] of the shelltbé sovereign states” (Dunne, 2007, p. 140),
which may also be undertaken by transnational natesctors in a more peaceful and non-
violent fashion. These transnational actions oftdated to cosmopolitan ideas are indicators
for solidarist International Society to be an gniit progress and permanent change towards
homogenity and integration (Linklater & Suganan@0@, p. 146). As opposed to the rather
static nature of pluralist International Societynaig at the preservation of the status quo,

solidarist International Society may appear morenaglyic and progressive towards an
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international order based on liberal principleshsas cosmopolitanism and humanitarianism.
This in turn still bears the risk of “stigmatiz[ihthose who fail to observe liberal principles of
legitimacy” (ibid., pp. 145-146).

3.7Logic of Inquiry

3.7.1 Constructivist Ontology
As indicated above, the inquiry through the lenshef theoretical framework of the English
School undertaken in this study is based on thengston of international relations taking
place in a social sphere which is constructed @aednstructed by the actors active in that
sphere (cf. above; Dunne, 2007, p. 132). This coastist ontology does not support a given
existence of a power structure in internationatiehs, but provides that the environment and
conditions of international relations are primardgcially constructed. Therefore, the three
key concepts of the English School, Internationait&m, pluralist and solidarist International
Society, and World Society, do not possess indeg@nantological significance. In
international relations, they are the product afiaoconstruction and interaction between
actors and serve the analyst as tools in analyedsstudies along the English School
theoretical framework. Following from these constitist assumptions, the subjects of
inquiry are not limited to state actors alone, #sep purely state-centric theories such as
structural realism or liberalism would suggest, theé subjects of inquiry may also include
“regions, institutions, NGOs, transnational andraitonal groups, individuals, and the wider
community of human kind” (ibid., p. 131).

The subjects of inquiry in this study are in parar the German, Portuguese, and
Slovenian Council Presidencies. The discourses mmiin their articulations will serve as
the basis for an analysis of EU-Russia relationy weuch in line with the tradition of the
classical or historical English School. The claakignglish School, and in particular, for
example, Adam Watson (1992) as one of the most ipeamh representatives of that strand,
focused on question about the kind of internatios@dial structures emerge from given
geographical and historical contexts. This studyloa seen as tying in with that tradition as it
aims at characterizing EU-Russia relations as mmagjoccurrence in the early 2tentury.

In addition, this study will also aim at showingwand why that particular social structure

emerges from the given context of EU-Russia refatio
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3.7.2 Theory and Research Problem
This particular study will examine how represemdi of state governments construct and

articulate EU-Russia relations while they act amacfion on behalf of the European Union.
This means that the state governments in theirtiomof EU Council Presidencies take an
exceptional role to their regular one as headsadé and government. The subjects of inquiry
are thus state actors who act on behalf of anahigty of which their states are part. By their
actions towards and social interactions with regmestives of the Russian Federation they
construct and re-construct the social reality ofRuksia relations. This is primarily done by
verbal articulation which will be subject to inviggition by discourse analysis in this study.
The discourse analysis here serves as the methadembify the overflowing discourses
according to which the council Presidencies aréitauland therefore reconstruct EU-Russia
relations. A detailed description of the methodgldgllows in the next chapter. The
relevance to this chapter, however, is the disebaralysis’ role to identify the social reality
on which EU-Russia relations are reconstructed. d$sumption of international relations
being socially constructed stands thus before tteah employment of the three English
School key concepts as analytical tools becomesildes The actual interpretation will only
be done after the discourse analysis; it will fooasthe discourses identified before through
discourse analysis and interpret them as carryitgpates for the three analytical key
concepts. This means that the outcomes of the ulise@nalysis will serve as the subjects of
analysis along the English School concepts in cmmleharacterise EU-Russia relations by an
attempt to place them on the spectrum of internaticelations. In other words, the discourse
analysis will reveal how EU-Russia relations argcalated and re-constructed by the actors
under investigation, and the English School wilh\pde the lenses and tools to characterize
these re-constructions of EU-Russia relations aliegrto a coherent theoretical framework.
The major research question of this study “Whatlkif social reality of EU-Russia
relations emerges from the articulations of thengivag council Presidencies?” as such leaves
enough scope for all kinds of social realities las tesearch result. Yet, since this study
focuses on the articulations undertaken by stgteesentatives the pre-assumption appears
justified that the EU-Russia relations will be daerized as some sort of International
Society, i.e. the dominant concept will be Inteimadl Society and not either International
System or World Society. A certain degree of instinalization of EU-Russia relations has
already become visible, for example, in the reglda+-Russia summits established by the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement of 1997 wischtill to be renewed: Following

Berger and Luckmann’s reasoning, regular meetirfgeejpresentatives of the EU and the
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Russian Federation are a habit which is likely ¢oup again in the future and thus uphold a
certain character of EU-Russian relations. With B@A of 1997, both sides agreed on a
reciprocal typification of that habit which thusdoenes an institution (cf. above; Berger &

Luckmann, 2002, p. 42). These examples of inteyacticcount for the existence of an
institutionalized social reality of EU-Russia redais as articulated by the German,
Portuguese and Slovenian Council Presidencies,clia@acterization of which along the

English School concepts is the ultimate aim of shigly.
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4. DISCOURSE ANALYSIS AS METHOD

4.1English School and Discourse analysis
As pointed out above, the English School is a ttoal framework within the constructivist
meta-theory: According to Diez and Whitman (200246), the English School perceives
international politics and international relatiomst only to be conducted within anarchy. It
additionally states that it does have societal itjgal which materialize in International
Societies as well as World Societies. Thereforeamalysis based on the English School
requires a method with such an ontological standiigce Discourse analysis is widely
regarded as a theory for social interaction withglaage and articulations as its main
instruments for the construction of societiesppears suitable to be employed as a method in
combination with the English School.

In particular, it is language that enables membérmsny society to communicate and
interact with each other. In fact, it is communigatand interaction by which a society is
primarily constructed, i.e. “any society is diséuedy created and upheld” (ibid.). With states
being the main actors at least in Internationali&gc it is their representatives or “the
diplomats and leaders who think and act on behilthe state and its institutions” and
therefore create International Societies by intamgcand communicating with each other
(Dunne, 2007, p. 133). Studying the language asdodrse employed by diplomats and
leaders will show how especially International ®tiels, but also International System and
World Societies, are the product of communication aiscursive interaction of different
state- and/or non-state actors respectively (ijpidr)example, Diez classifies the founding of
the European Economic Community as a result ofeedp act (Diez, 1999, p. 600). That is
why Discourse analysis suits to analyze how Sasefire articulated, i.e. constructed,
reconstructed and developed, by their respectiygesentatives and what hegemonic
discourses are shared by them. Taking the assumgited communication and interaction
create a society, Discourse analysis will also lbéakle to examine the result of
communication and interaction between represemstof the EU and Russia, which will

enable a characterization of EU-Russia relatiorcgdain points of time.

4.2 Approaches to Discourse analysis
This study will make use of discourse analysisroheo to identify the Discursive Nodal Points

(DNPs) stabilizing the EU discourse on EU-Russlati@ns and tying together various key

discourses into discursive formation. The idendiiicn of these key discourses will show how
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EU-Russia relations are articulated by the rotatitrgsidencies. Eventually, this allows
drawing conclusions on the character of socialityeaf EU-Russia relations to emerge from
the articulations.

There is not just one clear and ‘correct’ way ohdauwacting a discourse analysis; in
fact, there is a huge variety of approaches toodise analysis. The different strands and
branches all have in common the assumption thééxtgossesses a given meaning; meaning
only evolves from interplay between the text aredabntexts (Angermiuller, 2008, p. 189).
Two of the most common schools of Discourse analgse the French strand and the Anglo-
American strand. The following sections will give averview of the French strand, as
Laclau and Mouffe (1985), who form the major basishe method of this study, can be
considered belonging to that strand. Additionathye Anglo-American strand will also be
introduced due to Thomas Diez (2001), who develdpsdau and Mouffe’s method to the
form deployed in this study, also borrowing from Aithough there are still a considerable
number of other categories of discourse analysigédmuller, 2008; Jasinski, 2001, pp. 169-
172) presenting all categories here would be beybadcope of this chapter. This overview

is therefore limited to the two categories relevarthis study.

4.2.1 The French Strand

The core characteristic of the French discourséysisas the focus on the linguistic analysis
of articulations, statements, or utterances (Angden 2008, p. 191). The main questions
posed by the French strand are of philosophicalsaatblogical nature about power-relations
created by the use of language or, put more géynebal articulations (Torfing, 2005, p. 3).
Although the French strand is sometimes preserdetirather unitary approach to discourse
analysis — due to a common neo- or post-Marxisbrittecal heritage —, there are also
differences within the strand itself as a clos@klat some of its representatives will reveal.
Three of the most prominent representatives oftleach strand are Michel Pécheux, Michel
Foucault, and Jacques Lacan. Pécheux’s major metii@pproach to discourse analysis, the
so-calledanalyse automatique du discoyutomatic analysis of discourse, AAD), aims at
“analysing the linguistic form in which ideology @gars” (Wallis, 2007, p. 253). Pécheux’s
theory of discourse is based on the assumptionsdratintic processes, i.e. the articulation of
meaningful words, phrases and the like, are hrsaflyi determined by and depend on the
social and ideological formations in which the artator performs (ibid., p. 257). These
theoretical assumptions about discourses creatinth® other representatives of the French

strand of Discourse analysis.
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In The Order of Discours€1974, pp. 35-37), Michel Foucault formulates &mi
assumptions in four methodical principles: reverdecontinuity, specificityandexteriority.
Here, especially the principle of reversafjuests the analyst to examine in what way the
author of the articulations is limited by his pasit in the already existing discourse.
Moreover, in his more prominent worldrchaeology of Knowledgdg-oucault calls into
guestion the meaningfulness of single works oflsiagithors. Instead, he argues that there is
a systematic relationship between discursive ewehish thus create discursive formations
(Jasinski, 2001, p. 173). The unifying element istdrsive formations is thus not a certain
coherence created by a common point of referencelsa. Instead, it is dispersion and
regularity of dispersion — an idea that also Lacdad Mouffe draw upon in their theoretical
constructions (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, pp. 105-106).

Lacan, as the third representative of the Frencandt of discourse analysis, is
originally situated in the discipline of psychoaysa$. Yet his works are considered to be
highly influential for discourse analysis. A workat the two fields, psychoanalysis and
discourse analysis, draw uporSpeech and Language in Psychoanalys#81) This double
influence also becomes visible in the fact the &a@nd Mouffe relate their conceptualization
of nodal pointso Lacan’s concept gioints de capitons,e. “privileged signifiers that fix the
meaning of a signifying chain” (Laclau & Mouffe, 89, p. 105). The concept of nodal points
will be further elaborated upon below.

4.2.2 The Anglo-American Strand

Whereas the major analytical focus of the Frenamsitof discourse analysis is very much on
philosophical and sociological questions about pengkations created by the use of language
(Torfing, 2005, p. 3), the Anglo-American strand di§course analysis represents a rather
pragmatic approach to discourse analysis withotsi$ on more technical analyses of the use
of language (Angermduller, 2008, p. 189; p. 193;inkks, 2001, p. 170). Consequently,
Jasinski (2001, p. 171) situates the Anglo-Amerisaiand close to rhetoric. The analytical
focus is on the everyday use of language and ot@daction and the list of labels compiled by
Jasinski for the Anglo-American strand also inckitigpeech act analysigibid., p. 170), i.e.
speech act theory. However, this study will noteroactual speech situations; rather the
relevance of the Anglo-American strand in this gtusl the performative dimension of
language, as pointed out by speech act theory

The ‘father’ of speech act theory is the Americanhatar John Austin who thus is also

one of the main representatives of the Anglo-Anaristrand (Angermdller, 2008, p. 193;
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Torfing, 2005, p. 6; Diez, 1999). Austin’s speechtheory points out that language possesses
next to its ‘constative’, i.e. descriptive or stafi dimension also a ‘performative’ dimension
(Diez, 1999, p. 600). This means that it is posstbl actually do something with language.
Austin coined the term “performative sentence” ides to capture this finding (ibid.; Potter,
1996, p. 11) which also constitutes the essenokusfin’s speech act theory. This idea is,
furthermore, implied by the title of Austin’s bodlow to Do Things with Wordsublished in
1975 (see Torfing, 2005, p. 30; Diez, 1999).

William Connolly can be seen as another represgetaf the Anglo-American strand
of Discourse analysis (Torfing, 2005, p. 3). Acéogdto Torfing, Connolly is very much
influenced by French post-structuralists and diss@analysts (ibid.). Therefore, his approach
seems less pragmatic than other approaches of igeo-American strands. Drawing upon
Gallie (1956), Connolly characterizes ‘essentialbyntested concepts’ as concepts and terms
whose pre-conditions for them to be applicable t®®ain situation is subject to debate and
dispute among various actors (Connolly, 1993, p.0i@z, 2001, p. 16). There might be a
common idea among the debating actors about what cibntested concept is; but
“[clommonly accepted criteria of its applicatioreareighted differently by opposing parties,
and certain criteria viewed as central by one par¢yrejected as inappropriate or marginal by
others” (ibid.). This logic possesses clear pasl® Laclau and Mouffe’'s notion of
discursive struggles determining various hegemoentres onodal pointg(cf. below; Laclau
& Mouffe, 1985).

4.3The Discourse analysis of this Study
The method in this study has its basis in the woykLaclau and Mouffe (1985) and

developed by Thomas Diez (2001). The major metladisstrument of this study will be
Thomas Diez’ concept of Discursive Nodal Points 3N DNPs are a further development
of Laclau and Mouffe’s concept ofodal points In the following sections, first Laclau and
Mouffe’s theoretical contributions to Discourse lgs& will be presented, then Thomas Diez’
DNPs will be elaborated upon in the context of gtigly. Finally, inspired by Torfing (2005),
the formulation of this study’s own method will alsake into account Laclau and Mouffe’s

ideas of hegemony.
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4.3.1 Laclau and Mouffe and Hegemonic Nodal Points
Due to the major influence of Foucault and Lacarwali as their post-Marxist colouring,
Laclau and Mouffe can be considered to belong ratbhethe French strand of discourse
analysis. Nonetheless, Torfing states that Laclal Mouffe attempted to combine various
discourse theories in order to create “a cohemaméwork that can serve as a starting point
of social and political analysis” (Torfing, 2005,9).

When Laclau and Mouffe first wrote their bodtkegemony and Socialist Strategy
(1985) it was not their prime intention to make @thodical contribution to discourse
analysis. Instead, they designed a neo-Marxistaticeory or ontology drawing upon a re-
reading and critique of various Marxist theoretisiaespecially Gramsci (Laclau & Mouffe,
1985). The essence of Laclau and Mouffe’s theotlias social order is shaped by hegemonic
relations created by discursive struggles and wdaiions that determine a hegemonic
‘winner’. On the way to showing how hegemony evelveaclau and Mouffe make their
major contribution to Discourse analysis which vd employed in this study. The notion of
socialist strategy, in contrast, will not be follesvhere.

Laclau and Mouffe start off from some very basisumsptions: They state that
articulationsare any sort of practice that creates a relatetwéen elements (1985, p. 105).
The entirety of articulations in turn creates aerall structure which Laclau and Mouffe call
discourse (ibid.). Due to the participation in interaction dardebate of different actors
comprising a societydiscourseis never stable and is subject to re-articulation @e-
construction. This means that the meaning of aodise can never be ultimately determined
or located at one fixed point (ibid., p. 111-112®t, discourse always tends “to construct a
centre” (ibid., p. 112) around which meaning isabBshed and consolidated. This is because
otherwise “the very flow of differences would bepassible” (ibid.), i.e. articulations would
never have a meaning or ‘make sense’ which wouldkemeommunication and social
interaction impossible. The centres around whictamreg partially fixes itself are named
“nodal point$ by Laclau and Mouffe, who base the idea on Lasaoints de capitorfibid.;
cf. above). These nodal points do not contain nrmgahy themselves or give meaning to the
discourse as such. Rather, they are ‘empty sigsifiwhich only contain meaning due to
discursive struggle, i.e. the content they aredilwith other overflowing and hegemonic
discourses determining the discourse in questlad.fi

According to Laclau and Mouffe’'s theory, the nogaints are privileged to other
points which might have potentially served as nogaints as points of fixation in the

discourse (ibid). In other words, these nodal Eoimive become hegemonic in relation to
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other points in the process of articulation anéunteculation, i.e. the discursive struggle that
fills the DNPs with content. Re-articulation islie mentioned here next to articulation as one
nodal pointmight be hegemonic just for a certain time. Duehe flow and overflow of
discourses and the openness of discourse (ibid13). eventually another nodal pomight

be hegemonic instead, i.e. takes its place in tliese of discursive struggle next to a variety
of other nodal points. Hegemony is thus, in thedsasf Laclau and Mouffe, “quite simply, a
political type of relationaform, if one so wishes, of politics; but not a deterrbiedocation
within a topography of the social. In a given sbd@mation, there can be a variety of
hegemonic nodal points” (ibid., p. 139). It is ethachis variety of hegemonic nodal points
that needs to be found as the first major step@fanalysis in this study. In addition, Torfing
(2005, p. 13) summarizes the function of nodal {soas follows:

Discourse theory aims to draw out the consequentegving up the idea of one
transcendental centre. The result is not total sleaml flux, but playful determination
of social meanings and identities within a relatiosystem which is provisionally
anchored in nodal points that are capable of plrtiaxing a series of floating
signifiers.

With the help of these nodal points, | will aimfalfilling the main task of this study, i.e. the
characterization of the relational system or disimar formation. | further presume that this
formation is shaped by hegemonic struggles in toment of articulation.

The elaboration on the function of nodal point®alkrifies that Laclau and Mouffe’s
theory is a framework purely for discourse analysighe analysis for the use of language.
The ontological dimension of Laclau and Mouffe’sahy as a social theory is revealed.
However, taking Laclau and Mouffe’s conceptuali@aatof hegemonic nodal points as a more
pragmatic approach appears suitable for the assalysithe linguistic articulation and re-
articulation of social and political relations -nsething which this study aims to conduct.

4.3.2 Thomas Diez and Discursive Nodal Points
Diez situates his conceptualization of discourselyasis close to Laclau and Mouffe, yet,
removes it from the abstract ontological problema#ind puts it into a more pragmatic
framework as he concentrates on questions congefumopean integration and European
politics. One might think that this approach issmot exactly suitable for analysing the EU’s
relations with third countries. However, from a m@eneral English School perspective, the

study of European integration can be regarded esahstruction, deepening, and widening
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of an International Society, just as this studgims to investigate what kind of International
Society emerges from the articulations of the Cduhresidencies.

The notion of discourse put forward by Diez alreeglveals in its very foundation the
close relation to Laclau and Mouffe (cf. above)yAmactices establishing a relation between
elements are calleatticulations(Diez, 2001, p. 16; Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 10Butting
this into the context of this study, the elements some items or themes within EU-Russia
relations as they are articulated by the repreteasaof the EU, e.g. Council Presidencies,
and Russia. These discursive elements define theacter of EU-Russia relations. The
entirety of articulations in turn create and oviesailucture which is called discour¢biez,
2001, p. 16; Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 105). Follag from this, any articulation of EU-
Russia relations is automatically part of the mgeeeral EU-Russia relations discourse (cf.
Diez, 2001, p. 16).

Since, however, EU-Russia relations can be adiedl differently by different actors
under different circumstances, the characteristtsEU-Russia relations are subject to
change. Therefore, Diez agrees with Laclau and kaiiiat the meaning of a discourse can
never be ultimately determined or located at oredipoint (ibid.; Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p.
111-112). Instead, discourse always tends to cssateral “central concepts” (Diez, 2001, p.
16) around which meaning is established and caheteld. These centres and central concepts
are thenodal pointsalready presented above. In Diez terminology (2qG0115) they are
called “Discursive Nodal Points” (DNPs). DNPs ta&e“central function in [a] political
debate” (ibid., p. 16) and thereby they provide sa@tability of meaning in a discourse (ibid.;
Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 112). However, the DNRs aot stable themselves. They are
subject to constant reconstruction by the actost @ the actors themselves are subject to
constant reconstruction by the discourse or stradtiey perform within (Diez, 1999, p. 607,
2001, p. 17). This also corresponds to Foucaultiacjple of reversal inThe Order of
Discoursewhich emphasizes the limitation and denies thestrandence of single actors (cf.
above.; Foucault, 1974, pp. 35-37).

The PCA can be considered as containing one sucbfseNPs. Thus, the PCA
represents the stabilization of hegemonic strugglethe EU-Russia discourse at a certain
moment in time. In other words, it is one possibilestration of momentary stabilization of
meaning. Since the EU-Russia discourse has beeticutated several times over the last
decade, the hegemonic discourse in 1997 is madyliko longer currently hegemonic. This
is why the re-articulation and re-negotiation s€aewal of the PCA have not been completed

yet.
41



4.3.3 DNPs and Hegemony
Similar to Laclau and Mouffe, Thomas Diez does m@w a discourseas one unitary,
homogeneous closed system. Instead, various dsepowverlap and overflow each other and
are connected by the nodal points which are “ctuteti within an intertextuality that
overflows it” (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 113). Diestates that DNPs stabilize the meaning of
a discourse or fill a political debate with meaning the “tying together of a number of
discourses on other, more general concepts” (4601, p. 16). Where several discourses
come together, it is inevitable that some articale are incompatible with each other and
form antagonisms. The result is a struggle in whapposing concepts compete for
hegemony, i.e. the domination and consequentlydkarticulation of the discourse. In other
words, the struggle will “lead to the articulatioh a new hegemonic discourse” (Torfing,
2005, p. 16). As already outlined above, the nearticulated discourse may be characterized
by a new array of hegemonic nodal points or DNBisl ).

Relating this to the context of this study, DiscuwsNodal Points would refer to
something that is shared by the actors. To illtsirdne PCA as the fixation of struggles at a
given moment contains references to the respediuioran rights, democracy, and the rule of
law as well as the liberalization of trade (just mame a few significant examples).
Supposedly, these were the hegemonic DNPs at riiee df the signing of the PCA and it
would be interesting to analyse what kinds of disses they bind together. In this work, |
examine the way in which EU-Russia relations arekep about at present state of affairs
with only provisional formalization of EU-Russidatons. In ongoing discursive interaction
the hegemonic DNPs are filled with different megsirand contents and may therefore tie
together partly incompatible discourses. This rendée key concepts occupying DNPs
“essentially contested concepts” (Connolly, 199%pater 1; cf. Diez, 2001, p. 16). This is
partly because the actors adapt their articulateesording to factors that emerge out of
actuality, e.g. certain events or political disputehich determine the ‘atmosphere’ of EU-
Russia summits. The meaning and content given ¢o DNPs thus depends on which

discourses are hegemonic in the EU-Russia discatitbe time of articulation.

4.4Methodical Application
Designing the method for this study, | startedfodfn the abstract social and political theory

by Laclau and Mouffe. The highly abstract natutteilaited to Laclau and Mouffe’'s theory
shall not be considered a weakness. On the contitacan well be considered one of the

strongest and even most fascinating characterisfitise theory. It is due to the abstractions
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that the theory turns out to be applicable to aewmhge of problems and questions and gives
justice to the complexity of relations between anttin the social and political spheres. It is
necessary to point out here that the present chalies not aim at capturing the whole
complexity of Laclau and Mouffe’s theory, but thajor features most relevant for this study.
Having transformed that theory into a more pratlieanethod suitable discourse analysis in
the field of EU-Russia relations with the help dfomas Diez’ DNPs, the following sections
will set out how the method will be applied to tesearch material for the research to be

fruitful in results.

4.4.1 Identification of DNPs
The first step of the analysis will be to identihe DNPs in the sources at hand. The sources
are the press conferences and statements delidemgay the EU-Russia summits taking
place once during each Council Presidency and attimulations concerning Russia issued
during the Presidencies. The DNPs are the cemradapts of the political debate articulated
by the Council Presidencies in interaction with agcf. above; Diez, 2001). However, the
DNPs are initially ‘empty signifiers’ that are onfijled with meaning by discursive struggle
in a political debate. Due to the DNPs initiallyifge ‘empty signifiers’, identifying them and,
consequently, the discourses tied together in thdibe necessary in order to identify the
discursive formation of each Presidency. The ddieans of different actors, i.e.
representatives of Presidencies, may be dominatetifterent discourses which potentially
results in giving the DNPs different meanings.

For example, some of the discourses of a Presidenglt be fixed around the DNP
of human rights. Since, however, the content of BNBn be seen as ‘essentially contested
concepts’, the concept of human rights may betbedifferent discourses. Human rights, for
example, may have a high priority in the articdat of one Presidency and should be
promoted by any means. Another Presidency mayHimdan rights ‘important’ as well, but
this Presidency’s human rights-DNP is overflowed doynething called the “Westphalian
sovereignty-discourse” which suggests that the BOukl not meddle into other states’
internal affairs, even if it is for the sake of hamrights. This corresponds very much to the
notions of sovereignty and non-intervention beihgracteristics of a pluralist International
Society introduced in chapter 3 (p. 30). In terrhthe discourse theory introduced above, this
means that a discourse hegemonic in one Presideadytulations might not be hegemonic
in the articulations of another Presidency. Conogrthe same issue in EU-Russia relations

two different discourses are hegemonic and drowreaah other in the articulations of either
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one Presidency: A possible discourse of liberalisativating criticism on the human rights
situation by Presidency A is drowned out by a disse of sovereignty by Presidency B
promoting non-intervention (cf. Dunne, 2007).

4.4.2 Logic of Analysis
Identifying the DNPs, analysing the ways in whibtleyt are filled with meaning and, on this
basis, identifying the overflowing, hegemonic dsses according to the procedure set out
above will be the first three steps of the analyBisferring to the research question of this
study, the discourses as such will not yet tell Imaloout the character of the social reality of
EU-Russia relations emerging from those articuteic&since similar DNPs can be filled with
different meaning (cf. example of human rights a)pthe character of the social reality can
only be determined by assessing the quality andactex of the discourses. The role of the
DNPs themselves will now only be of secondary jiyoas they merely served as a tool in
identifying the discourses and wider discursiverfations underpinning the Presidencies’
statements. As there are most likely several DNfeainal which the EU’s EU-Russia
discourse establishes itself, and consequentlyvgbru of different discourses tied together in
the DNPs, a statement of whether the social reafigU-Russia relations as it emerges from
these articulations will clearly constitute a plistaor clearly solidarist International Society
will most likely not be possible. Yet, by determmgithe solidarist and pluralist elements in
the Presidencies’ discourses, it will be possiblstate a tendency towards either one as well
as drawing conclusions about how and why the soedity bears its distinct characteristics.
These solidarist and pluralist elements will beedwined by the quality of the discourses
hegemonic in the Presidencies’ articulations. Deteing the quality or character of the
discourses will be a rather interpretative undengkNonetheless, quality or character will be
informative about priorities, understandings, pectives, and possibly underlying ideological
convictions of the different Presidencies, whichymar not be shared by the other
Presidencies. At the very end of this work, thengets hinting at the three English School
key concepts characterizing EU-Russia relationkbeilidentified.

The results of the discourse analysis in this ysteldould thus be the hegemonic
discourses during the Presidencies of Germany,u@alit and Slovenia. The quality or
character of those discourses will then revealedacfeatures among the EU member states
while interacting with Russia. Russia may in thaspect be regarded as some sort of catalyst
for the disclosure of societal patterns within tbheeign policy and among the member states

of the European Union. These societal elements-willue to the English School’s ontology
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of social construction — enable us to draw conolsifrom the discourses and articulations

what kind of International Society emerges fromstho
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5. THE DISCOURSES OF THE COUNCIL PRESIDENCIES
In the following section, the primary sources via# combed for relevant articulations by the
three Council Presidencies in question that des@ilcharacterize the EU-Russia relations at
the given time. For this reason, the key eventsUhRussia relations during each Presidency
will be introduced and the primary sources relevanthem discussed. The entirety of all
concepts in each Presidency’s articulations walntenable the identification and distinction
of hegemonic DNPs. After that, the actual discoarsaysis will be conducted.

5.1The German Presidency: January — June 2007

5.1.1 Atrticulations and Concepts
This section will introduce each key event relefanteU-Russia relations and having caused
articulations by the German Presidency in chronoldgrder. The key concepts dominating
the discourse will be emphasized. They will forre tiasis for the actual discourse analysis
which will be conducted afterwards. The discounsalysis will not as such be initiated right
away since the knowledge of all sources relevamedggired to conduct a fruitful discourse
analysis. This is justified by the Foucauldian dioesng of the transcendence of single works
by single authors (cf. above) or the argument bgldiaand Mouffe stating that there is not
just one transcendental centre around which meagstaplishes itself (cf. above; Torfing,
2005, p. 13). Therefore, this section will be dhea descriptive nature. Moreover, the sources

by the Portuguese and Slovenian Presidency wiirbeessed in a similar way.

1. EU-Troika meeting with the Russian Federation

The German Presidency’s first occasion for offigialrticulating EU-Russia relations was the
European Union Troika meeting with the Russian Faitsn in Moscow on February"s
2007, with the German Foreign Minister Frank-Waféginmeier and his Russian counterpart
Mr. Lavrov. Due to the PCA being about to expitee tontent of the discussions during the
meeting was characterized by the idea of initiateagenegotiation of the PCA, or a
negotiation of a new PCA respectively. The Germessidency was not the first Presidency
to discuss the renegotiations of the PCA. Alreadyind) the Finnish Presidency in 2006
hopes had arisen about a possibly soon start aftia¢éign rounds on a new PCA. Yet, the
issue had been passed on to the German PresiderZ808 as the two sides, the EU and
Russia, had not been able to find common ground tier initiation of a round of

renegotiation.
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The press release on the meeting issued on theitevedisthe German Presidency
explicitly took up the problematic character of Russia relations. It stated that EU-Russian
cooperation was characterized by “deficits”, whibbbwever, had been “openly discussed”.
What is particularly interesting about the predsase is that in addition to the usual mentions
of “partnership” and “cooperation”, it makes refece to a “common future” between the EU

and Russia (German Presidency, 2007a).

2. Signing of the border treaty between Latvia andsRus

The second occasion for the German Presidencyticulate the character of EU-Russia
relations was given by the signing of the bordeatly between the Republic of Latvia and the
Russian Federation on March™22007. The treaty finally defines the Latvian-Rassorder
which had been an issue since Latvia’'s independinoe the Soviet Union in 1991. In this
occasion, the German Presidency issued a declaratio behalf of the EU as a CFSP
statement on the following day (German PresideB@9/b):

On behalf of the European Union the Presidencyeveé&s the signing of this treaty. It

Is a sign of the increasing confidence betweenidawd Russia and a contribution to

the deepening of partnershipbetween the EU and the Russian Federation based on

trust The European Union looks forward to early raéifion of the treaty.
Besides the concept of confideAd®tween Latvia and Russia, EU-Russia relationdare
characterized by partnership and trust. Unlikepress release of the Troika meeting, which
turns on the problematic character of EU-Russiatias, the declaration obviously paints a
rosier picture of the relations between Russia lasidia or Russia and the EU. The DNPs
confidence/rapprochement, partnership and trusinagekey role in accomplishing this. The
rapprochement of Latvia and Russia may be regaadedignificant as relations between
Latvia and Russia have been problematic since &atundependence. Not only in Latvia but
also in the other Baltic states, Russia, or thee®dynion respectively, had been regarded as
the aggressive occupier in the post-WWII periodrtit@rmore, the significant Russian
minority in Latvia and Russia’s influence have eaalisiebate and tensions between the two

countries.

3. Trilateral meeting on internal security between Russia, and USA
On April 4", 2007, the German Presidency held a trilateraltimgen internal security with

Russia and the USA on behalf of the EU. Although tias a trilateral meeting, articulations

2 The term used in the German version of the CF&fmsent isAnnaherungwhose most suitable English
translation igapprochementlt thus has a different meaning thaonfidence
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of the character of the EU-Russia relationship lyy German Presidency can be regarded
meaningful for the relations between the EU andsRusThe press release on the meeting
guotes the German Minister of the Interior WolfgaBghauble and takes up the DNP of
“cooperation” between the EU, Russia and the Ughéncontext of terrorism and organised

crime the tackling of which is characterised aslaated responsibility” (German Presidency,
2007c). According to Schauble the EU, Russia aedUB should “serve as an engine for
international cooperation in the field of home affgoolicy” (ibid.) Furthermore, the press

release states that “participants stressed thaaspexportance of close cooperation and the

strategically significant dialogue” (ibid.).

4. Demonstrations in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Namajo

During March and April 2007, the Russian oppositimovemeniThe Other Russiwith chess
world champion Gary Kasparov as leading figure oizgd severaMarches of Those who
Disagreein Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Novgor@&ince the marches were dissolved
violently by the authorities and hundreds of demi@tsrs and journalists were detained, the
marches raised especially international media @abterand criticism towards the Russian
authorities (Sager, 2008, pp. 156-158). On Apfll 2007 the German Presidency issued a
CFSP statement on the treatment of Russian au#®otd demonstrators. The statement was
critical in tone with regard to the actions of Rasssecurity forces which, according to the
statement, “raise questions about the proportignali these actions” (German Presidency,
2007d). The statement turns on the DNP of “humgintsiincluding freedom of speech and of
assembly” and the German Presidency emphasisefadhéhat it is “concerned” about the
events and that human rights issues are “addressgdlarly within the context of

consultations between the European Union and tlssiBu Federation” (ibid.).

5. EU-Troika meeting with the Russian Federation onisterial level
Before the EU-Troika meeting with Russia in Luxemitgpon April 231 2007, the German
Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier delivegedtatement to the journalists. Steinmeier
pointed out that a major issue to be discussechguhat meeting would be the Russian
import ban on Polish meat. The Russian Federatamh rhaintained that import ban since
2005 for food-hygienic reasons. The import ban beran issue in EU-Russia relations when
Poland vetoed the initiation of negotiations fateav EU-Russia agreement (BPB, 2008a). In

relation to the CFSP statement of Aprif1@f. above), further dominating concepts or DNPs
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in this statement are concern about human righdsrale of law in Russia, dialogue, and the
concept of inter-relianced(ifeinander-Angewiesen-S8iGerman Presidency, 2007e).

During the press conference, Minister Steinmeiaisiculations on EU-Russia
relations are dominated by the concepts of openpestership, shared responsibility (in the
solution of international conflicts), common pathsed dialogue. Steinmeier also emphasises
that issues such as import bans are rather “tealinfiGerman Presidency, 2007f). What is
particularly interesting is that Minister Steinmeigpeaks of a “fateful significance” of
European-Russian relations for both Europe and iRwgging rise to destiny/fate as one of

the uniqgue DNPs of the German Presidency (ibid.).

6. EU-Troika meeting on Justice and Home Affairs

The EU-Troika meeting with Russia in Moscow on A@3° and 24' was held under the
themes of Justice and Home Affairs. The press seleavolves around the idea that the EU
and Russia share problems such as “fight agaitestiational terrorism, organized crime and
trafficking in human beings and narcotics...[andegihl migration” (German Presidency,
2007g). Cooperation in criminal and civil matterasiemphasised on this basis. Furthermore,
the press release also takes up the possibilitjooit border management”, “possibilities of
legal and temporary migration between Russia aadEth” and “facilitating passenger traffic
by simplifying visa provisions” (ibid.). Such coapéion is supposed to be beneficial to
freedom, security, and justice, relating to thepeesive Common Space (ibid.; European

Commission, 2009a).

7. The Estonian Embassy in Moscow
On May 29 the German Presidency issued a CFSP-statememeating on the situation in
front of the Estonian Embassy in Moscow and Estoiassian relations in general. Similar
to Latvian-Russian relations outlined above, EstorRRussian relations have been strongly
characterized by tensions stemming from divergimigrpretations of the common Soviet
history (cf. above). Given the relatively big mirgrof Russians among the Estonian
population, internal and external tensions mayleadfect each other. This was the case
when the years-old dispute about the Soviet montimenallinn’s city centre escalated. The

removal of the statute of the Soviet soldier iniIRPO07 caused anger and unrest among the

% The notion ofAufeinander-Angewiesen-Seilas a positive connotation in the German langutgefact of
being inter-reliant is regarded as beneficial aglas both sides are aware of their mutual respitinsiand act
accordingly. Another possible English translatisrthie terminterdependencehowever, it does not carry the
same positive connotation asifeinander-Angewiesen-Seirherefore, the author chose the teémer-reliance
which captures the meaning Afifeinander-Angewiesen-Sémnthe most appropriate manner possible.
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Russian minority in Estonia as well as in Russvweatals Estonia. The results were attacks by
Russian youth organizations on the Estonian embassoscow which took several days.
(BPB, 2008b).

The statement issued by the German Presidencyitis gutical in tone instead of
emphasising cooperation: “The Presidency of theogeein Union is gravelgoncernedabout
current developments irelations between Estonia, a Member State of the EuropeannyUn
and the Russian Federation. At the present timesito@tion of the Estonian Embassy in
Moscow gives cause for concern” (German Presider@®07h; emphasis added). By
emphasising Estonia’s position within the EU ther@an Presidency expresses the EU’s and
the member states’ solidarity with other membetestaAn initially bilateral issue between a
member state and a third country thus also bec@nessue on the level of the European
Union. The statement continues by stating thatRbhssian Federation should “comply with
its international obligationsunder the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relaticand
protect the staff and premises of the Estonianiomsand ensure unimpeded access to it”
(ibid.). The German Presidency represented itseltha voice of reason attempting to “de-
escalate” the heated situation. Indeed, one clarsiit DNP in this statement is the
distinction between reasons and passions. Thenstaterefers to “the emotionally charged
atmosphere surrounding the Soviet war graves iorizst and mentions the need for a
“dispassionate dialogue”, “understanding” and “extp (German Presidency, 2007h).

8. Fifth Round of Human Rights Consultations
On May 37, the EU and Russia held the fifth consultations human rights (German
Presidency, 2007i). The press release on the ex@mhins states that “the EU raised a
number of specific concerns about the human rigitisation in Russia, in particular
regarding freedom of opinion and assembly, abolvi dhe run-up to the parliamentary and
presidential elections”. Furthermore, the pressas revolves around the concept of concern
on the freedom of the press, the situation of Rissiivil society, and the rule of law. In
order to improve the situation of human rights amthated issues, cooperation within

international institutions such as the Council af@pe were discussed (ibid.).

9. EU-Russia Summit in Samara, Russia
On May 18, the 19' EU-Russia Summit took place in Samara. Federah@Hr Angela
Merkel represented the European Union as the CbBnesident. The transcripts of the press

conference are only available in German languagen(@n Presidency, 2007j). Therefore, it
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will be abstained from extensive quotations herenétheless, the chancellor articulates EU-
Russia relations on the basis of the conceptsaoletrpartnership, concern on human rights
situation (demonstrations during the summit), djak openness, honesty (also on
controversial issues), and cooperation in energypol, borders, and the Galileo project
(ibid., pp. 3-4). In the question-answer round bé tpress conference, the chancellor's
articulations on EU-Russia relations next to thecepts already mentioned are coined by the
concepts of inter-reliancé(feinander-Angewiesen-S8imnd strategic partnership (ibid., pp.
7-8; pp. 10-11). Concerning the question of thedrusimport ban of Polish meat, Angela
Merkel speaks of responsibility of the Council Riteacy for the other member states (ibid.;
p. 8). The press release on the event is structareand the same concepts as have been
employed by Angela Merkel during the press confege(German Presidency, 2007k; cf.
above). The predominant concepts are, howeveraheern about the human rights situation,

trade, dialogue, and cooperation in various fi¢ibisl.).

10.Investigations into the Murder of Alexander Litvirk®
On the occasion of the unexplained background ef death of the former FSB-agent
Alexander Litvinenko in London in November 2006 tBerman EU Presidency issued a
CFSP statement on Jung 2007. Alexander Litvinenko had been living inlexin London
where he published a book unfolding dubious anepiimate processes within the FSB
(Sager, 2008, p. 69). In 2006, Litvinenko fell pr@yintoxication by polonium, a rare but
highly radioactive substance. Investigations by tldod Yard led to FSB-agent Andrei
Lugovoij as the main suspect. The Russian Federagfused Lugovoij's extradition under
constitutional law (BPB, 2008a). The CFSP statensnthe German Presidency reads as
follows:

In the light of the extradition request made to tBevernment of the Russian
Federation by the British Government on 28 May 208& EU Presidency expresses
its hope that all necessary steps will be takemetwmlvethe murder of Alexander
Litvinenko. It expects the Russian judicial systencooperateconstructively with the
British authorities. It stresses the European Usiearnest desire to see the case fully
resolvedand the culpritpunished German Presidency, 2007I).

* See footnote no. 4; the spelling of the term ire thranscript of the press conference is

Aufeinanderangewiesensdi@erman Presidency, 2007i, p. 7), which must appsamnonstrous excrescence of

German compound words to non-native speakers ofGdenan language. In order to make the term more
understandable and its components more recognjzilelespelling here i8ufeinander-Angewiesen-Sgimhich

is also a possible correct spelling.
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The following list includes the identified DNPs thaill serve for unfolding the discourses
underlying the articulations introduced above. lphabetical order, the dominating concepts
and DNPs of the German Presidency’s articulatioas a

- Civil society - Proportionality

- Common future - Respect

- Common paths - Rule of law

- Cooperation - Russian-British relations
- Deficits - Russian-Estonian relations
- Destiny/fate - Russian-Latvian relations
- Dialogue - Russian-Polish relations
- Dispassion - Security

- Honesty - Shared responsibility

- Human rights - Strategic partnership

- International institutions - Trade

- Inter-reliance - Trust

- Openness - Understanding

5.1.2 From DNPs to Discourses
Having identified the major concepts occurring e tofficial articulations of the German
Council Presidency related to Russia and EU-Rusdaions, it is now possible to identify
discourses and meta-narratives making up the diseuformation of EU-Russia relations as
articulated by the German Presidency. The congepitsted out above may be regarded as
signal words for the discourses which are hegemintbese articulations, i.e. they are the

‘empty signifiers’ that also take the position diBs.

a) The Cooperation-DNP and Its Companions
A concept that comes into sight in most articulasiof the German Presidency is the concept
of cooperation in a wide array of forms and fielagnly with the intention to tackle specific
issues, deficits, and problems (German PresideB09,/a; 2007c; 2007g; 2007i; 2007j;
2007k; 20071). The interest here is to inquire imtoich kinds of discourses the cooperation
DNP ties together in the articulations of Germaeskiency.

Along with the cooperation-DNP, there are a numbkiother concepts that may
facilitate the identification of the discoursestbé German Presidency. These concepts are
openness, common future, dialogue, strategic paiiie shared responsibility, honesty,
trade, common paths, and inter-reliance (2007a;7€0Q007j; 2007k). In an attempt to
identify how they organise themselves into discesirst is interesting to take a note of the

fact that some of these concepts — especially-neteance and shared responsibility — are
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strongly linked to the idea of a common destinyfate by Foreign Minister Steinmeier
(2007e; 2007f):

Let me say something besides the dispute on meporis) perhaps somewhat
emphatically but with much greater seriousnessop®is relation to Russia definitely
bearsfateful significancefor us as for Russia and for this stands not st tlae life
work of Boris Yeltsin. And before that task we mumit — neither Europeans nor
Russians — before that task we must not fail, no matter Hlifficult this may be in
detail (German Presidency, 2007f; translation bthad).

Here, Steinmeier values EU-Russia relations ashhighportant for both sides. He bases the
relations not on some material interests such adefreconomy, and military security and
stability, but gives them an idealistic foundatmymprised of a common destiny and fate. He
makes reference to Boris Yelt§invho is viewed as a key figure in the rapprochemen
between Europe and post-Soviet Russia during ti#slqibid.). In this light he also
articulates the already mentioned idea of inteenele: “For the rest, nothing will change the
situation in which we, Europe and Russia, will leiant on each other in order to help
solving conflicts further on in our proximity butsa globally” (German Presidency, 2007e;
translation by auth8y. | have designated the discourse which conndictsese DNPs as the
discourse of inter-reliancelnter-reliance is the closest translation possibl the idea of
Aufeinander-Angewiesen-Sdrf. above) which crops up in the speeches by Bitancellor
Merkel (German Presidency, 2007j; 2007k) and ForeMinister Steinmeier (German
Presidency, 2007e). The term describes a rathetiygosariation of interdependence as it
emerges from concepts such as common future or, faienmon paths, and shared
responsibility (cf. German Presidency, 2007a; 200Z@07f). Inter-reliance is a form
relationship which brings benefits to all the pestimaintaining this kind of relationship is

wished by all of them as not doing so would alseddirect disadvantages and problems.

®> Apparently, Frank-Walter Steinmeier does not coRnossia to Europe as he clearly distinguishes ttwe
Russia and Europe here. In a study on the ideaundffe and Europeanness maintained by EU policy-make
and their implications the relations between thed#ld third countries this would be an interestimglihg as it
suggests that Frank-Walter Steinmeier views EU-ne¥siilp as necessary criterion for Europeanness (cf.
Prozorov, 2008, p. 187; Prozorov, 2007).

® Frank-Walter Steinmeier;Lassen Sie mich mal etwas abseits von dem StreitFleischimporte sagen,
vielleicht etwas emphatisch aber mit umso gréReEenst. Europas Beziehung zu Russland ist durchauns v
schicksalhafter Bedeutung fur uns wie fiir Russlamd] dafiir steht nicht zuletzt das Lebenswerk vorisB
Jelzin. Und vor dieser Aufgabe durfen wir nichteder Européer noch Russen — vor dieser Aufgabedtwfr
nicht versagen, egal wie schwierig dies im Einzelaech sein mag{German Presidency, 2007f).

" Boris Yeltsin passed away on April 23rd, 2007 tlem day of the EU-troika meeting. Apparently, thessage
of Yeltsin's death reached Foreign Minister Steirenehortly before the press conference, which kg e
expresses his grief at the beginning of his statéif@erman Presidency, 2007f).

8 Frank-Walter Steinmeier:im Ubrigen verandert sich nichts an einer Situatiom der wir, Europa und
Russland, aufeinander angewiesen sein werden, umflikée in unserem Nahraum aber auch global weiterh
I6sen zu helfen{German Presidency, 2007e).
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The fact of being inter-reliant as such is thusnsas beneficial and as worthy and even
necessary to be maintained and exploited.

In other words, inter-reliance may be seen as #sesldor the EU-Russia relationship
as articulated by the German Presidency. The Rmesydarticulates inter-reliance as the point
of origin for the strategic partnership as artitedbnot only by the Presidency, but also by the
Commission and the High Representative (2007a; [20Q@07f; 2007j; 2007k). The term
‘strategic partnership’ thus appears to be thecialfiabelling for EU-Russia relations among
the EU’s foreign policy actors that. In order fdretstrategic partnership based on inter-
reliance to be beneficial and long-lasting, it rieggi cooperation (German Presidency, 2007a,;
2007c; 2007g; 2007i; 2007); 2007k; 20071), openn@)7a, 2007f; 2007j; 2007k), trust
(2007b), and honesty (2007j). The motive behindehrequirements can be traced back to the
fact that — according to the German Presidencye-Bbl and Russia are inter-reliant and
interdependent. This way of filling the DNP of ceoation with content creates the discourse

of inter-reliance.

b) Bilateral relations and Problem Solving as DNPs
An inter-reliant relationship as described abovey reasily bear the potential of emotional
discussions and irrational argumentation — sintbaarguments or romances that may arise
between siblings or spouses who usually maintdiatiomship that are strongly based on
emotions. Yet, this does not seem to be the cate tive European Union and Russia as
characterised by the German Presidency. Despite alelations, fateful connectedness, and
inter-reliance articulated by the German Preside(sge especially German Presidency,
2007f; 2007)), the interaction between the EU angda during the German Presidency is
never emotional. Instead, when it comes to confleziring issues such as Polish meat (2007¢;
2007f), Estonian-Russian relations and attacksherEistonian embassy in Moscow (2007h),
and investigations by British authority in the litenko case (20071), the German Presidency
resorts to concepts such as “dispassionate didlodopenness”, “understanding” and
‘respect”.

It is quite obvious that these concepts are signsfnot for an emotional approach to
problem-solving, but for an approach characteribgdationality and pragmatism. Let me
take up the concept of respect in the way in witiclhops in connection to Estonian-Russian
relations and the situation in front of the Estoneambassy in Moscow (2007h). It does not
call for a cordial, possibly affectionate contadthsRussia, but for an appropriate distance

between conflicting parties so as to allow a soluriented approach to problems at stake.
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This finding is supported and strengthened by thmpleyment of the concept of
“dispassion” by the German Presidency in the issu&stonian-Russian relations (ibid.):
“Given the emotionally charged atmosphere surraumdne Soviet war graves in Estonia, it
would be advisable to havedsspassionate dialoguen the matter” (ibid.) The concepts and
DNPs can thus be said to organize themselves arthendiscourse of pragmatisnwith
pragmatism being the rational, non-emotional apghrda problem solving. It is an attitude or
philosophical perspective that has its foundatiorthe belief that the truthfulness of ideas —
in the case of EU-Russian relations it is the gsmh of issues and problems between the two
sides — is verified by their practicability and ability. The merit of proposed problem
solutions is not their ideological or idealisticckground but, in fact, their potential to
function well and bring results. (Encyclopaedia &mitica, 2008).

The discourse of pragmatisoecomes not only visible in the articulations conoey
bilateral issues between EU member states and &usst also in the solution-oriented
approach to issues on the level of EU-Russianioelst The discourse of pragmatism
intersects with thediscourse of inter-reliancegiven that the both share the DNPs of
cooperation, openness, and dialogue. As a rebglfiscourse of inter-reliancéurns out to
be of pragmatic nature as well. Put differently,igt the solution-oriented concepts of
cooperation, openness, and dialogue that shapdlifoeurse of inter-relianceand not
possibly concepts such as monologue, offendedaasisnon-cooperation or non-interaction,
which might crop up if the circumstance of inteliaece is not recognized by one side or not
acted upon accordingly. This de-emotionalizing efigf the discourse of pragmatison the
overall discursive formation of the German EU Riescy has significant influence on the
articulations of the character of EU-Russian relai by it. As the European Union and
Russia are said to be inter-reliant, the two sidggeed on the establishment and
institutionalization of a partnership in 1997. Altigh the attempts to renegotiate this PCA
fail in 2007, the German Presidency still articetaEU-Russia relations as a partnership, even
though there is only some provisional interim agrest (2007a; 2007b; 2007j; 2007k).

The discourse of pragmatism also influences the iwayhich “strategic partnership”
between the EU and Russia is represented by thedbePresidency. In the words of Angela
Merkel, “[d]espite considerable differences of apim particularly on the subject of human
rights, the EU is firmly committed to a strategiarimership with Russia” (2007k). Put
differently, Angela Merkel believes “that we do rastly need a strategic partnership, but that

we are living amid a strategic partnership, which ave developing step by step” (2007, p.
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10; translation by authd}r The term ‘strategic partnership’ qualifies theamacter of the
partnership and denies the possibility of it bebrged on common ideas or ideologies,
morals, values, trust, and possibly some emotitvads as might be the case with friendships,
marriages and other unions. Instead, the use ofteime ‘strategic’ here implies that the
partnership is based on calculation, rational ayand long-term planning.

According to Charles Kupchan (2001) “the testnategyrefers to the means that
policymakers choose to attain desired ends. Styasedn effect, a course of action, a plan for
achieving specified goals” (emphasis original).l&wing from this, a strategic partnership is
a means to the end in order to effectively tackimmon issues (cf. ibid). It rather resembles a
business partnership between two enterprises waitier materialistic aspirations. In short, as
the European Union and Russia are inter-relidigcourse of inter-reliange some sort of
partnership is deemed to be the most practicablatiso for various problems; the
partnership is not articulated for idealistic bot fational or materialistic reasons which
render the partnership strategdistourse of pragmatismSince the German Presidency’s
articulations follow the discourse of inter-reli@mand discourse of pragmatism, the term
‘strategic partnership’ does carry the connotatiba means to some ends. This might also be
the case with some other EU member states who dopthwmld as close and possibly friendly
relations to Russia as Germany does, but insteadtama aversion and tension towards
Russia.

c) The Human Rights-DNP and its companions

The only issues that cause direct criticism by@@eman Presidency directed towards Russia
are those concerned with human rights and theafulew: On several occasions, the German
Presidency clearly stated its “concerns about thadn rights situation in Russia” (German
Presidency, 2007i; see also 2007d; 2007e; 2007;7j2@007k). The human rights in
qguestion here are further specified to freedom p#fesh, freedom of opinion, freedom of
assembly, and freedom of the press (2007d; 20Cdhcern on these rights as well as the
human rights in general is the most dominant canespecially in the articulations on the
demonstration in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Nadj¢2007d), on the general situation of
human rights in Russia (2007i), and the demonstiatin the run-up and during the EU-
Russia summit in Samara (2007j; 2007k). When Russithe topic in writings from a
Western perspective, the issue of human rightsyaweops up and has become a customary

° Angela Merkel,...ich glaube, dass wir nicht nur eine strategiséPartnerschaft brauchen, sondern dass wir
mitten in einer strategischen Partnerschaft letdia,wir Schritt fir Schritt weiterentwickeln(German
Presidency, 2007j, p. 10).
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element of any work about Russia. The aim of taughipon human rights issues in Russia is
not to point them out once more. Rather, with tak lof DNPs as analytical tool looking at
how the issue is dealt with here seems promisinigj @spresses the character of EU-Russia
relations as such.

Presenting the existence of a discourse of hungirtsrias a research result would,
however, be premature and non-satisfactory as taerefurther concepts that appear in
connection with and next to the human rights-DNReSe are in particular the concepts of
civil society and NGOs and the rule of law:

Other concerns raised related to freedom of thesprihe position of Russian non-

governmental organizationslGO9 and civil society following the entry into forcd

the law on NGO activities and the counter-extremiam, as well as respect for the

rule of lawand the situation in Chechnya” (2007i).

Further hints to the concept of the rule of law barfound also in the CFSP statement on the
demonstrations in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Nomehq2007d) when the German
Presidency questions the proportionality of polcdons, as well as in the CFSP statement on
the Litvinenko case (2007I) when the German Presiglé'stresses the European Union's
earnest desire to see the case fully resolvedrenduiprits punished” (ibid.).

Human rights, the rule of law, and an open civdisty are generally seen as universal
values that represent core features of liberali@nsacio-political ideology. Liberalism
“allow[s] the greatest scope for individual liberby combining the rule of law, limited
government, constitutionalism..., and respect foiviadial rights” (Calhoun, 2002). Given
these aspects, it is justified to argue that ther@e Presidency’s articulations on issues such
as human rights, the rule of law, and civil societye governed by discourse of liberalism
In other words, the concept of human rights anccasipanions function as a nodal point
which fixes a liberal discourse. By promoting thasa@versal values of the ideology of
liberalism, the German Presidency’s behaviour atidudations are in line with Barnett’s and
Duvall’s definition of liberalism (2005, p. 5) agibg

revolved around the belief: in the possibility,haligh not inevitability, of progress;
that modernization processes and interdependence n@v, globalization) are
transforming the character of global politics; thmetitutions can be established to help
manage these changes; that democracy is a pridaplective, as well as an issue of
peace and security; and that states and inter@dtiwganisations have an obligation to
protect individuals, promote universal values, amelate conditions that encourage
political and economic freedom.

Further articulations that hint at a discourseiloéralism as supported by this definition are,

for example, the Presidency’s suggestion of codjperawithin the Council of Europe as
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international institution to promote human rightedao foster progress in the civil society
(German Presidency, 2007i).

A connection of the discourse of liberalism to thecourse of inter-reliance and the
discourse of pragmatism might not appear too gtesrfirst glance. However, the link can be
traced by identifying possible reasons for thecatétion of concern about the situation of
human rights, civil society, and the rule of lawRussia. Emphasis on human rights and
related concepts might not appear too surprisingrgthat liberalism and liberal democracy
officially are the core ideology of the Europeanidmand most of its member states;
promoting the values and features characterizivgydl democracy could thus be regarded as
“natural” behaviour of a responsible Council Presicly. This assumption seems justified
since the EU defines itself “as an area of freedsaeurity and justice” (TEU, Art. 2) based
on the values and principles of “liberty, democraegpect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms, and the rule of law” (TEU, Art. 6(1)).

Moreover, the interpretation may be enhanced bingathediscourse of inter-reliance
into considerationDue to the situation of the EU and Russia beirtgrireliant, tackling
issues openly and not ignoring them is regardeldetthe most suitable solution. Therefore,
also the concepts of openness, dialogue, and catopeare articulated in connection with the
concepts of human rights and other issues betweeEW®# and Russia (2007e; 2007i; 2007j;
2007k). Furthermore, inter-reliance does not prevere side from articulating concern or
criticism because it might fear to insult the othigle. It is precisely inter-reliance that enables
and even requires the open articulation of criticend dialogue, because in an inter-reliant
relationship both sides theoretically have an ggeto maintain and develop that relationship
and not to disturb it as doing so would createsadirantageous situation. This also requires
that both sides perceive the relationship as irgkance. Therefore, the German Presidency
deems it important that both sides, “despite suffltdlties, are able to interact pragmatically

with each other” (2007f; translation by autfocf. discourse of pragmatism

5.1.3 Summary of the German Presidency’s Discourses
The discourse analysis has revealed that the GeRresmidency'’s articulations on EU-Russia
relations in 2007 were primarily dominated by thederlying discourses of inter-reliance,

pragmatism, and liberalism. Inter-reliance is tbeesccharacteristic of EU-Russia relations as

1 Frank-Walter Steinmeier: Dass wir dennoch, auch bei solchen Schwierigkeiiender Lage sind,
pragmatisch miteinander umzugehen, zu Verstandgungy kommen, das zeigt die Unterzeichnung des
Protokolls Uber die Erweiterung des bestehendentreaschafts- und KooperationsabkommehgGerman
Presidency, 2007f).
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articulated by the German Presidency. Pragmatistheidashion of interaction between the
EU and Russia deemed necessary by the German éhegioh order to stay focused on the
common interest and common good. Given the sitnatib inter-reliance, non-pragmatic
interaction might turn out emotional, irrationalnda thus non-beneficial and possibly
dangerous for both sides. Liberalism may be reghrite underlying ideology of the
European Union itself and possibly of the Germavegament while holding the office of the
Council Presidency. In case of apparent incompyibof the ideology of the German
Presidency with the ideology Russian governmerdr-ekample, in human rights issues and
the rule of law (e.g. German Presidency, 2007d;7B08 the discourse of liberalism is
allowed to take a hegemonic position, because-mete&ance requires openness and dialogue.
These are also prime features of a strategic paftipethat is articulated by the German
Presidency, again motivated by the discoursestef-meliance and pragmatism. Summing up,
EU-Russia relations emerge from the articulatiorth®® German Presidency as a strategic
partnership, whose motivation is rooted in theringédiance of the EU and Russia, and whose
core feature is pragmatic interaction. Both in®rance and pragmatism in turn allow and
require open expressions of disagreements, whidhigncase are part of the discourse of
liberalism. To be noted here is that the term tefyer partnership’ is not an invention by the
German Presidency; it rather appears to be pattteofyeneral official jargon employed not
only by the Presidencies, the Commission, and tlga Representative of the CFSP, but also
by the representatives of the Russian Federatibarefore, the term ‘strategic partnership’
does not bear too much significance as it doeshamdld a new era of cooperation between
the EU and Russia. Instead, as Sergei Prozorowtputs

the mutual declaration of the ever-greater ‘stiatggprtnership’ became a staple
phrase of the official discourse of EU-Russiantiahes, forcefully reiterated in the
mutual ‘strategies’ of the two parties towards eatter in 1999 and reaffirmed in
2004 in the context of the EU enlargement (2008) p.

5.2The Portuguese Presidency: July — December 2007

5.2.1 Articulations and Concepts
Similar to the respective section concerning than@@ Presidency, this section will
introduce the sources and events stemming fronPtreuguese Presidency in chronological
order. The relevant concepts will be highlightedd amill form the basis for the actual

discourse analysis.

59



1. EU-Russia Summit in Mafra, Portugal
The EU-Russia summit on October"™262007 was the first occasion for the Portuguese
Presidency to issue an articulation concerning Russ EU-Russia relations. The welcome
address of the Portuguese Prime Minister José t&ci@ortuguese Presidency, 2007a)
appears rather declaratory, but makes clear referenPortugal’s history as the setting of the
summit is the Palacio Nacional de Mafra which “re@f our most important monuments, a
grandiose religious and architectonic project friwa XVIII century” (ibid.) Furthermore, the
welcome address revolves around the ideas of cabperand strategic partnership which are
essential parts of the overall EU jargon when mhee to EU-Russia relations (ibid.).

During the press conference (2007b) the PortugBessidency emphasizes especially
the strong trade relations between the EU and Rus3iher dominant concepts in these
articulations are history, strategic partnershgmperation, interdependence, and constructive
dialogue in questions concerning investment anch@wics. Furthermore, José Socrates
welcomes President Putin’s proposal for a mutuahdmu rights monitoring system as an
instrument for trust building (ibid.). José Soécegatdoes not deny issues or disagreements
between the participants of the summit. Yet, thesees are not specified any further, but the
Prime Minister stresses the importance of polittialogue and consultation (ibid.).

The press release issued in connection to the su(@6@7c) repeats largely the same
key concepts that cropped up at the press conferdncalludes to openness, strategic
partnership, investment dialogue, mutual coopematimderstanding between parties, trade,

visa dialogue (Common Space), consultations, aiedtefe multilateralism.

2. Meeting of the EU-Russia Permanent Partnership €ibun
In the run-up of the meeting of the EU-Russia Pe&enaPartnership Council the Portuguese
Presidency issued two press releases, one annguth@rtroika meeting on home affairs on
November 22 and 2%, 2007 (2007d), and another announcing a troikaimgen justice on
the same dates (2007e). Besides the announcemehné aheetings, the press releases are
rather short in content. The relevant concepts ratouhich the press releases revolve are
dialogue (2007d; 2007e), as well as partnershig caoperation (2007e).

During the press conference of the meeting witthlitbe Portuguese Minister of
Home Affairs Rui Pereira and Minster of Justice é&tb Costa (2007f) especially the
importance of cooperation in a wide range of fiatdacerning justice and home affairs was
stressed. Other concepts characterizing EU-Rusdaians articulated by the Portuguese

Presidency were partnership, dialogue on a prddteal, as well as frankness and openness
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that are needed for trust building (ibid.): “On skine issues associated with legal cases, legal
investigations trust depends on frank dialogue lo problems themselves. Now, at this
meeting we have started that resit] frank dialogue..and that's what we need” (ibid.; direct

guote from English simultaneous translation).

3. EU-Russia meeting at margins of GAERC

On December 1f) 2007, the EU held another Partnership Councilhwvitte Russian
Federation. It took place in the environment of @auncil for General Affairs and External
Relations (GAERC). During the press conferencehefRartnership Council, the Portuguese
Presidency was represented by the Portuguese Rdwiigster Luis Amado (2007g). In his
opening statement, Mr. Amado illustrated the irtBom between the EU and Russia at the
meeting as “frank, sincere discussion” (ibid.) whigints to the concepts of openness and
dialogue. In the light of the issue of the indepamzk of Kosovo, he pointed out that the EU
is not a federal state with easy and fast decisiaking procedures in external affairs (ibid.).
He also suggested that “[the EU member states] fumdl common ground for a common
position independently of the flexibility that weeed to assume for the action of sovereign

states, members of the European Union” (ibid.).

4. Suspension of the CFE Treaty

On December 1% 2007, the Portuguese Presidency issued a CF&nstat on the occasion

of Russia suspending the CFE Treaty (Treaty on €ational Arms in Europe of 1992). The
Portuguese Presidency on behalf of the EU views @E Treaty as the cornerstone of
security and stability in Europe” (2007h). For thagason, the Presidency deems it
indispensable that Russia “continue[s] to engagi WFE partners” (ibid.). In order to

resolve issues and disagreements, “constructivpogeds” are promoted to be followed
(ibid.).

5. Closure of regional offices of the British CounailRussia
On the occasion of the closure of regional offioésthe British Councif* in Russia the
Portuguese Presidency issued a CFSP statementoember 21, 2007. The CFSP statement
emphasises the EU’s efforts “to develop a solidtucal relationship with the Russian
Federation, as a key part of the EU-Russia patin@rg2007i). Furthermore, cultural

™ The British Council is “the UK's international @mjsation for educational opportunities and culttetations.
As well as education, we run programmes in the adignce, sport, governance and English langué@yish
Council, 2008).
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institutions are seen playing an “important rolgastering cooperation between the Russian
Federation and EU Member States”. A key aim ofuwalt cooperation between the EU and
Russia is to create “mutual knowledge of peoples@uitures” (ibid.).

The concepts and DNPs identified in the Portugirssidency’s articulations that will serve
for the unfolding of the overflowing discourses andta-narratives are briefly listed here to

give a short overview:

- Constructive, practical dialogue - Security

- Consultation - Sovereignty of EU member states
- Cooperation - Stability

- Effective multilateralism - Strategic partnership

- Frankness - The nation of Portugal

- Human rights - Trade

- Interrelation - Trust

- Openness - Understanding

- Portugal’s national history

5.2.2 From DNPs to Discourses
With the concepts identified above it will now bespible to identify the discourses in the
Portuguese Presidency’s articulations towards amterning Russia. The procedure will be
similar to the one followed in the respective smtibn the German Presidency’s articulations

(cf. above).

a) The Portugal-DNP and National Sovereignty
In various articulations of the Portuguese Pregigen the context of EU-Russian relations
and EU-Russian interaction, a direct referenceciwugal as a state and nation can be noticed
quite clearly: In the welcome address of the EUdrusummit in October 2007, Prime
Minister Socrates refers to Portugal’s nationakdms (2007a). Furthermore, he opens the
press conference by saying that “it was an honouife and an honour for my country to
host this summit between Russia and the EuropeaonUall the more so because we have
chosen a historic building, one of the most impargalaces in Portugal, for this meeting”
(2007b; direct quote from the simultaneous trai@siqt In his articulations, José Socrates

refers to the Portuguese national history and mamisn i.e. thé*alacio Nacional de Mafra
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which still today play an important role in the Rmuese national identity formatitn By
doing so, Socrates distinguishes Portugal as amatate from other countries including the
other EU member states. It is therefore justifiecspeak about discourse of national self-
distinctionwhich underpins the articulations of the Portuguesme MinisterThe theme and
discourse of national self-distinction also becomisgble in the headline of the press release
on the EU troika meeting with Russia on justice ddne affairs (2007e): Although the
meeting took place on EU level with the PortuguBsesidency representing the European
Council and the 27 member states, the press reieasgitled “Portugal and Russia together
in the fight against terrorism and human traffickin(ibid.) and thus creates at first the
impression of a bilateral meeting between two masitates.

Communicating the nation-statehood of Portugal tas apparently an important
concern for the Portuguese government while holdegPresidency of the Council of the
European Union. An important feature of (natiora)shood as well as the non-federal
character of the European Union is the sovereightyation states including the EU member
states. In reference to the dispute over the st#dté®sovo, the Portuguese Foreign Minister
Luis Amado announces that “[the EU member statdkfimd common ground for a common
position independently of the flexibility that weeed to assume for the action of sovereign
states, members of the European Union” (2007gkait thus be argued that next to the
discourse of national self-distinction there isliscourse of sovereigntaking a hegemonic
position.

The discourse of sovereignty is connected to teeadirse of national self-distinction
in that they both stress a nation state’s indiviitp@nd right of self-determination without
external influences. Whereas the discourse of natigelf-distinction covers rather Portugal’s
individuality as a distinct national state whiclafipens’ to be a member state of the EU — the
self-distinction is thus rather an intra-EU mattethe discourse of sovereignty is part of the
Portuguese Presidency’s articulations towards tloodintries external from the EU’s
supranational context, but part of the traditioh&stphalian order.

The discourse of sovereignty may thus also senanasxplanation for the apparently
low importance of human rights issues in comparidonthe German Presidency’s
articulations (cf. above). Human rights issues t@meched upon once during the press
conference of the EU-Russia summit: “We discusseddn rights” (2007b; direct quote from

the simultaneous translation). Apart from this estaent, Prime Minister Socrates introduces

12 The Palacio Nacional de Mafras a religious convent and palace built by ordeiag Jodo V between 1717
and 1730 (Anderson, 2000, pp. 120-121). The Poesglgovernment has granted the palace the statas of
National MonumentNMonumento NacionalPPAR, 2006).

63



new ideas for further cooperation in the field afran rights between the EU and Russia that
were raised during the meeting. The few mentionimigsuman rights in comparison to the
previous summit in Samara (German Presidency, 2@00i7j) motivate a journalist to make
the following statement during the question-andasaisround of the press conference: “The
Portuguese Presidency has attempted to minimizditfeeences between the EU and Russia
on the human rights and democracy front” (Portuguesesidency, 2007b). Prime Minister
Sdcrates reacts to this by stating that “there m@sleliberate minimization strategy on the
part of the Portuguese Presidency when it cameautoah rights. | told you in my opening
statement that we had raised this” (ibid.). Follegvirom the equality of states among each
other as suggested by the concept of sovereigwtyintervention in internal politics is a
logical consequence. Non-articulation of concerauabin this case, the situation of human
rights (as opposed to articulations of the GermagsiBency; cf. above) is thus natural
behaviour of an international actor, who streskesimportance of concept and principle of
sovereignty, and not a “deliberate minimizationatgy” (ibid.; cf. Dunne, 2007). The
discourse of sovereigntiakes a strongly hegemonic positions here with résailt that a
possibly existingdiscourse of liberalism{cf. German Presidency) causing articulations on
concern and criticism is drowned out and becomessible and thus ineffective in the
discourse of the Portuguese Presidency. Thesewaltiegrs are supported by the fact that the
Portuguese Presidency in contrast to the Germaf7{(R@nd the Slovenian Presidency
(2008h) did not issue a press release on the sixthd of human rights consultations, but
only mentioned these during the press conferencéh®fsummit in Mafra (Portuguese
Presidency, 2007b). The non-issuing of a pressaselanay be regarded a form of non-
articulation which in this case equals non-intetiemin terms of Westphalian principles such

as sovereignty. Articulation may thus in turn bewed as a first step of intervention.

b) Interrelation and Strategic Partnership

The major part of the articulations of EU-Russiéatiens by Portuguese Presidency are
dominated by the concepts of trade, cooperation imide array of fields, trust, practical

dialogue, consultation, understanding, opennestsfrankness (2007a; 2007b; 2007c; 2007d;
2007e; 2007f; 2007g). These concepts all descnibelaracter of interaction between the EU
and Russia. The kind of relation that exists betwtl® EU and Russia is named “strategic
partnership” (2007a; 2007b; 2007c) by the Portuguagsidency and is again in line with the
general EU jargon when it comes to EU-Russia watati(cf. above; Prozorov, 2006, p. 3).

That strategic partnership, according to the Pogg Presidency, requires the kind of
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interaction that is outlined by the concepts of pmration, trust, open dialogues, mutual
understanding, and frankness in order to be abéxii and to be successful. In the words of
Minister of Justice Rui Pereira “trust depends @mk dialogue on the problems themselves.
Now, at this meeting we have started that reig] frank dialogue...and that's what we need”

(2007f; direct quote from English simultaneous $tation).

The close similarities to the articulations of tBerman Presidency are obvious (cf.
above); yet, the idea of inter-reliance, which sgilg connection at a deeper, more ideational,
and possibly emotional level (cf. above; footnofedbes not show up in the articulations of
the Portuguese Presidency. What is unique to thieigReese Presidency is that the place of
inter-reliance is taken by the rather vague conoépaterrelation especially in the fields of
economy and trade (2007b), i.e. a relationship lniclv the parties form some sort of cause
and effect of or to each other. Therefore, onedaunfjue for the existence ofdescourse of
interrelation The concept of interrelation with references tacgical matters such as
economy and trade suggests a shallower kind ofioekhip articulated by the Portuguese
Presidency which needs to be framed into a stratpgrtnership for beneficial outcomes.
‘Strategic’ in this case means again calculatiatipnal choice, and long-term planning, i.e. a
means to the end (cf. above; Kupchan, 2001). Dueth® shallower nature of an
interrelationship (as opposed to inter-reliandeg, drticulations do not need to be modified by
a discourse of pragmatism in order to enable dgpaate solution-oriented interaction, as
interrelation and strategic partnership as sudakadly suggest a higher degree of pragmatism.
Also thediscourse of sovereignfglays into this as the high importance of the segaty
prohibits far-ranging intervention, comments, arasgonate debates on certain issues (cf.
above).

5.2.3 Summary of the Portuguese Presidency’s Discourses
The discourse analysis has revealed that the RmsegPresidency’s articulations on EU-
Russia relations in 2007 were primarily dominatgdhe discourses of interrelation, national
self-distinction, and sovereignty. The core featafeEU-Russia relations is interrelation,
meaning that the EU and Russia affect each otharcertain way, which is not specified any
further by the Portuguese Presidency. The disceurse national self-distinction and
sovereignty do not allow too deep interaction amervention. This is why the Portuguese
Presidency also maintains the articulation of El$$Ra relations as a strategic partnership
based on interrelation. It is a means to the enordler to follow interests that the two sides

appear to have in common. Due to the hegemonidiposif the discourse of sovereignty,
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there is also hardly any commentary on situatiorRussia that are in fact in conflict with the
EU’s values and objectives. The non-articulationcaficism also contributes to the EU-
Russia relations’ appearance as good, honest, tabtesThis in turn is in line with the
Portuguese government’s apparent objective to @digh profile and good reputation during
its term as EU Council Presidency. As Simon Hixsptitthe EU member states “like to be
seen as having held ‘good’ Presidencies” (Hix, 2@0®81). This intention becomes visible in
its discourse of national self-distinction, whiclitp an emphasis on the nation state of

Portugal standing out from the supranational Eusiagégnion.

5.3The Slovenian Presidency: January — June 2008

5.3.1 Atrticulations and Concepts
This section will again, similar to the respectsection on the two previous Presidencies,

introduce and present the sources from the SlomdPiasidency to be examined in this study.

1. Closure of regional offices of the British CounailRussia
With reference to a previous statement of the Bodgse Presidency (2007i), the Slovenian
Presidency issued a CFSP statement on the clotuegional offices of the British Council
in Russia January 172008 (2008a). The Slovenian Presidency expreésembncern with
regard to the processes in Russia and points iatcihrgtradiction “to the spirit of the cultural
cooperation Russia agreed to pursue”. Furtherntbeestatement stresses the importance of
cultural institutes for the formation of “mutual éwledge of peoples and cultures” which are
a “key to developing EU-Russia cultural relationsder the EU-Russia Partnership and

Cooperation Agreement” (ibid.).

2. OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission to the §tas Presidential elections
On February %, 2008, the Slovenian Presidency issued a CFSeénstat on the cancelation
of the OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission he tRussian Presidential elections.
According to the OSCE, Russia, introduced harshtdinons to the ODIHR mission although,
as a member state of the OSCE, it had committe¢otomon standards on election
observation (OSCE, 2008). As a reaction to the @aton of the mission, the Slovenian
Presidency expresses its regret about the unsdigcegssion of the ODIHR in the run-up of

the presidential elections in Russia as well as fitl support to the election observation
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activities of the ODIHR and to the existing stam$arand commitments under the

Copenhagen document” (2008b).

3. EU Troika-Russian Federation meeting
On February 11, 2008, the Slovenian Presidency announced the k& meeting with the
Russian Federation in a press release (2008c)tdpies to be discussed were cooperation
between the EU and Russia in general, and morefisp#lg cooperation in external security
matters.

During the press conference of the troika meet{2@08d) the Slovenian Foreign
Minister Dimitrij Rupel characterized EU-Russianeraction and relations with the help of
the concepts of partnership, formalization of iela, friendly and sincere dialogue, and
frequent meetings. Minister Rupel also emphasibadl the participants of the meeting have
openly discussed issues concerning external sgcamil external relations, especially the
guestion of Kosovo and Serbia. Furthermore, hesstick that the meeting’s purpose was not
to discuss the bilateral relations between Slovean@ Russia, but the relations between the
EU and Russia.

The respective press release (2008e) refers tastdinRupel stressing long tradition
of cooperation between the EU and Russia. The Minaso “pointed out that Slovenia is the
first Slavic country to have assumed the Presidaicthe EU Council”. Additionally, the
press release emphasizes the importance of Russitn@ EU for “the consolidation of peace
and stability in a region sharing a common histand civilization”. Concerning the
presidential elections in Russia in March 2008, ister Rupel is reported to have “expressed
his regret that no agreement had been made toydapl® SCE/ODIHR election observation
mission”. Also the closure of regional offices dfet British Council was an issue of
discussion as “this institution can play an impottaole in establishing intercultural

dialogue”.

4. Presidential elections in Russia on Maréfy 2008
After the presidential elections in Russia on Ma2th 2008, with Dmitry Medvedev as the
new, designated President of the Russian federatienSlovenian Presidency issued a press
release on March'3(2008f) and a CFSP statement on Marh(2008g). The press release
informs the public about a phone call between tloge®ian Prime Minister Janez JanSa and
the winner of the elections Dmitry Medvedev (200&gcording to the press release, “the

Slovenian Prime Minister and the Russian Presid@tt agreed that, given the strategic
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importance of partnership between the EuropeanrJaia Russia, a stable legal framework
for cooperation was essential’. Given that Slovesithe first Slavic member state of the EU

to hold the Council Presidency, the term of thev8hvwan Presidency is regarded as bearing
promising opportunities “to further strengthen telas between the European Union and

Russia”.

The CFSP statement on the presidential electia@88g) reports the Presidency’s
regret on the failure of the OSCE/ODIHR mission @ifove). The statement also points out
“that the electoral process did not allow for trdgmpetitive elections. The lack of equal
media access for the opposition candidates is dfcptar concern”. The election of a new
president has, however, raised the “hope that ghisnership with Russia will be further
strengthened and developed constructively durirgytémure of Mr Dmitry Medvedev as
President of the Russian Federation”. The Sloverfaasidency also emphasizes its
anticipation “of political and social reforms, te&engthening of rule of law and individual

freedoms as well as the economic modernisatiofRussia

5. Seventh Round of Human Rights Consultations

The Slovenian Presidency issued a press releagheonccasion of the seventh round of
human rights consultations between the EU and Russi April 17", 2008, (2008h). The

press release points out the frank and constructieeacter of the meeting during which the
Slovenian Presidency as well as the Russian remegsees brought up “a number of
concerns related to specific human rights and foreddal freedoms in the Russian
Federation” and the European Union. The two siddisctissed cooperation concerning
human rights within different international orgaatinns, including United Nations human

rights fora”, the Council of Europe, and the OSCE.

6. Georgia
Concerning the developments in the conflict arebkh&zia and South Ossetia in Georgia the
Slovenian Presidency issued CFSP statement of A@jl2008. Abkhazia and South Ossetia
are Georgian provinces which in the past had cldinmelependence from the Georgian
government in Thilisi. Russia was said to exemiigant influence in these two provinces; at
least South Ossetia is considered to completelgdomomically dependent on Russia (BPB,
2008c; 2008d). The CFSP statement also touches Rpssian involvement in the conflict
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(2008i)"* and emphasizes the EU’s concern especially “rémgrthe latest decision of the
Russian Federation, announced by the Russian MirostForeign Affairs on 16 April 2008,
to establish official ties with institutions of thae facto authorities in South Ossetia and
Abkhazia without the consent of the Government afofgia”. The CFSP statement
particularly revolves around the principles of “teevereignty and territorial integrity of
Georgia” as well as international law, and promdbes peaceful settlement of the issues at
stake.

7. EU-Russia Permanent Partnership Council Meetingreedom, Security, and Justice
The EU and Russia held their eighth Permanent &atiip Council meeting on April 25
2008. Already on April 2%, the Slovenian Presidency issued a press relessriacing the
meeting (2008j) which stresses the importance apemation in a wide range of fields
concerning security and justice. The press relessed on April 28, 2008 after the meeting
informing the public about the results of the magt{(2008k) is also strongly based on the
idea of cooperation which is accompanied by satigfa on developments in certain fields
and anticipation of a renewed formalization of EUsBia relations and cooperation. The
participants of the meeting also adopted a jostieshent after the meeting (2008l). It revolves

around the same ideas and concepts as the preasad¢tf. above; 2008k).

8. EU Troika-Russia meeting

On April 29", 2008, the EU Troika held a meeting with Russigreparation for the EU-
Russia summit in June 2008. The press release 1f20@&presses the wish “to intensify
mutual cooperation” on the basis of a new EU-Ruagi@ement to be negotiated. The press
release also mentions the prospect of a free teagteement next to a new EU-Russia
agreement and gives “particular importance” to iggmie of human rights to be discussed
during the summit. According to the press rele&®seeign Minister Rupel “emphasised that
the European Union and Russia share a respongiflit global stability and security”.

Furthermore, the “frozen conflicts’ in Abkhazia cartfouth Ossetia” were also part of the

discussion during the troika meeting.

'3 The violent escalation of the conflict in Augu$i08 led to the temporary occupation of parts of IGieoby
the Russian army. To that time the Council Presigemas already held by France. The articulationghef
French Presidency on EU-Russia relations are, hemeot subject to this study.
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9. Tensions between Georgia and Russia
The risen tensions between Georgia and Russiagused the Slovenian Presidency to issues
a CFSP statement on Maj,52008 (2008n) in which the Presidency expressesdhcern
about relations between Georgia and the Russia.stdtement revolves around the EU’s
“firm commitment to the sovereignty, independenaad territorial integrity of Georgia”
based on international law, and promotes a “ pe&settlement of the Abkhazian and South
Ossetian conflicts” as suggested by the Unitedddatand the OSCE.

10. EU-Russia Permanent Partnership Council on Rdsearc
On May 28", 2008, the first EU-Russia Permanent Council ose@ech was held Ljubljana,
Slovenia. The respective press release of the BiavePresidency (20080) expresses
satisfaction on cooperation in research between Hble and Russia and points at the
importance of their partnership. After the meetthg EU and Russia also adopted a Joint
Statement (2008p). The press release (20080) antbiht Statement (2008p) are very similar
even in their formulation and both evolve aroun@& ttame concepts, i.e. cooperation,

satisfaction, and partnership (cf. above).

11.EU-Russia summit in Khanty-Mansiysk, Russia
The 2f' EU-Russia summit took place in Russia on Jun8 2p08. On June 6 the
Slovenian Presidency already announced its agmiiatior the meeting in a press release
(2008q). The press release claims that “the 21sRHksia Summit...will be a historic one”
as the start of negotiations for a new EU-Russiegent was expected. The Russian
President’s proposals regarding the future of EAftantic security structures were also
discussed. A major issue to be discussed were Igtbtzdlenges in security, economy, and
climate change during the 2tentury, which “will depend on how the Europeariddgnand
the Russian Federation handle their partnershifnendecades to come”. The press release
also announces bilateral talks between the SlomeRame Minister and the Russian
President.

During the press conference (2008r) — whose trgoiss not published by the
Slovenian Presidency but by the Kremlin — the opgrstatement of Prime Minister Janez
JanSa emphasizes “the symbolism of this summihath for the first time Slavic languages
have been heard on both sides”, which he regartisrasficial for EU-Russia relations which
he characterizes as friendship. Furthermore, hsiders the common Slavic languages and

culture as a promising point of departure for in&tional cooperation. As response to a
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guestion on “general European security” (ibid.) eabkoy a journalist during the press
conference the Prime Minster also makes referemce&ommon European values and
European civilisation and culture inherited by #ld, North America, and Russia, which he
deems worth to be protected.

The press release issued after the summit by tbgefin Presidency (2008s)
emphasizes the “friendly atmosphere” in which @ilks were held and presents the summit as
the starting point “of the new phase in the procefssleepening the strategic partnership
introduced by the negotiations on a new fundamexgedement between the European Union
and the Russian Federation”. The “spirit of a n@gibning” was also fed by the fact “the EU
Presidency is for the first time being held by aighe countries that joined the EU in May
2004” which “is also the first Slavic country aethelm of the EU Council”. Issues discussed
during the summit were common “fundamental chakengf the twenty-first century”, which
are to be tackled by “EU-Russian cooperation” ewvalhy leading to the establishment of “an
open and integrated market”. Among the discussesues was also the “strategically
important area of energy” which requires “open afigle on energy and strengthening
cooperation”. Furthermore, the participants of themmit consider human rights “an
important value basis underpinning [their] parth@%and “welcomed the progress made by
Russia on the way towards membership in the Waorddl@ Organisation” (ibid.).

Due to the newly reintroduced habit of issuing jatatements during the EU-Russia
summits, the participants have agreed on a joiatestent on cross-border cooperation
(2008t) and a joint statement on the launch of tiajons for a new EU-Russia agreement
(2008u). The joint statement on cross-border cadmar (2008t) revolves around the idea of
strategic partnership based on equality and munitedests. The joint statement on the launch
of negotiations for a new EU-Russia agreement pomtt the future requiring a new

formalization of EU-Russia relations (2008u).
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The concepts and DNPs identified in the Portugirssidency’s articulations that will serve

for the unfolding of the overflowing discourses argefly listed here to give a short

overview.

- Civilization

- Common challenges

- Common history

- Concern

- Constructive engagement

- Cooperation

- Cultural cooperation

- Democracy

- Economic modernization

- Equality

- European civilization including
Russia

- European values

- External security

- Formalization of relations

- Free trade

- Frequent meetings

- Friendliness

- Friendly/sincere dialogue

- Friendship

- Future

- Georgia’s independence

- Georgia’s sovereignty

- Georgia’s territorial integrity

5.3.2 From DNPs to Discourses

Human rights

Individual freedoms
Integration in world economy
Intercultural dialogue
Mutual interests

Mutual knowledge
Negotiations

Openness

Peacefulness
Political/social reforms
Regret

Rule of law

Satisfaction on cooperation
Security

Shared responsibility
Slavism
Slovenian-Russian relations
Spirit of new beginning
Stability

Strategic partnership
Support

Symbolism

Transparency

a) The DNPs of Cooperation, Dialogue, and Partnership

Similar to the two previous Presidencies, the masd and most dominant concepts are
cooperation, dialogue, and (strategic) partnerq@ip08a; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e; 2008f;
2008h; 2008j; 2008k; 2008l; 2008m; 20080; 2008p)&P 2008s; 2008t). The Slovenian
Presidency articulates EU-Russia relations alststegtegic partnership’ and is this in line
with a general EU jargon which is also employedh®yGerman and Portuguese Presidencies
(cf. above) as well as the European CommissiontlaadHigh Representative of the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (e.g. German Preside®@97j; Portuguese Presidency, 2007hb):
“Leaders from both sides welcomed the start ofnéw phase in the process of deepening the
strategic partnership introduced by the negotiatiom a new fundamental agreement between
the European Union and the Russian Federation”8@200The major difference between
especially the three Presidencies in question esftundation that they base the strategic

partnership upon. While the German Presidencyfiestthe strategic partnership by inter-
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reliance, and the Portuguese Presidency by in&ioal the Slovenian Presidency articulates
the basis of the strategic partnership as sharsdomsibilities (2008m; 2008r; 2008s),
common challenges (2008r; 2008s), stability (20Q8s®curity (2008m; 2008q; 2008r),
interdependence especially in energy matters (30@8siality, and mutual interests (2008t).
These concepts, which appear strongly connectedoaadapping, represent the DNPs of
what | label as discourse of equality and interdependence
Given the circumstances of mutual interests, esharesponsibilities, and

interdependence, the Slovenian Presidency stresesimportance of dialogue and
cooperation as the core features of a successaikgic partnership (2008a; 2008c; 2008d;
2008e; 2008f; 2008h; 2008j; 2008k; 2008I; 2008nH &Y 2008p; 2008r; 2008s; 2008t). The
concept of equality shows that the Slovenian Pessig views the EU and Russia as equal
players who form a partnership with the partneiaden the same level. At the time of the
Slovenian Presidency the strategic partnershipappe be successful indeed and worth to be
maintained as the Slovenian Presidency expressesatisfaction on the developments
especially in the fields of judicial cooperationO(Bk; 2008I) and the Common Space of
Research and Education (20080; 2008p). For thisoreaf success and fruitfulness, the
Slovenian Presidency wants to maintain and stremgtthe strategic partnership by a
renegotiation of a new EU-Russia agreement and ghuew formalization of EU-Russia
relations (2008d; 2008k; 2008I; 2008m; 2008u). Adawg to the press release on the EU-
Troika meeting with the Russian Federation on Apgif, 2008

The EU is looking forward to this meeting becausss$®a is an important partner with
which the EU wishes to intensify mutual cooperatibmthis context, the Slovenian
Foreign Minister assured his counterparts thanthadate for negotiations on the new
partnership agreement and cooperation between tHe aBd Russia received
overwhelming consent at today’s EU Council debai#) just a few aspects that still
need clarification, so he expects this work to twectuded in the near future (2008m).
A new EU-Russia agreement is thus regarded as tisé saitable framework for a successful
and beneficial utilization and pursue of sharegoesibilities, mutual interests, equality, and
interdependence, which, according to the SloveRiasidency, form the basis of EU-Russia

relations.

b) The DNPs of Language, Culture, and Civilisation
On several occasions, the Slovenian Presidencygoomt the common Slavic heritage of
both Slovenia and the Russian Federation (200888f2@2008r; 2008s). During the EU-

Russia summit in June 2008, the Slovenian Primeidtén Janez JanSa emphasized
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“symbolism of this summit, at which for the firsine Slavic languages have been heard on
both sides” (2008r) as “the ancestors of Slovemesk Russians spoke the same language”
(ibid.). Following from this, the identification o& discourse of Slavism may appear
justifiable. Yet, a discourse of Slavism would amphasize the bilateral dimension between
Slovenia and Russia and ignore the European ori-tatétal dimension that the Slovenian
Presidency connects to their articulation of Slawvigccording to the press release of March
3 2008, “Mr Jansa and Mr Medvedev concurred inrthogiinion that the current EU
Presidency, being held as it is for the first tilne a Slavic Member State, constitutes an
opportunity to further strengthen relations betwdenEuropean Union and Russia” (2008f).
Here, Slavism is articulated as an important liekneen Russia and the European Union who
“together contribute to the consolidation of peand stability in a region sharing a common
history and civilization” (2008e). The link is thusxplicitly on a level of culture and
civilisation based on common values (2008r) which shared by the “three inheritors of
European civilisation and culture — the EuropeamblnNorth America and Russia” (ibid.).
With Slavism representing a cultural link betweba EU and Russia (and North America) it
is thus also based on the common values shardieliftee representatives of “our European
civilisation” (ibid.). Therefore, instead of a dmase of Slavism one may rather speak of a
discourse of Euro-Slavism

Euro-Slavism may be considered an ideological teiean emphasizing the common
culture and language of all Slavic peoples with aaientation to European values and
civilisation. In other words, Euro-Slavism is a walyarticulating the Slavic peoples as being
united within Europe and a pan-European civilisa{jcf. above) and therefore also including
Russia in Europe but also refusing Russia its heggnin the region as would be the case
with some conceptions of Pan-Slavi§mThis political dimension of Euro-Slavismlso
becomes evident in the Slovenian Presidency’s egprkintention “to accelerate Serbia's
drawing nearer to the EU” (2008e). According to Basnian Institute (2005), especially this
feature of Euro-Slavism has already been promotgdhle Slovenian intellectual Taras
Kermauner, yet apparently rather unsuccessfullyhicnbookLetters to a Serbian Friend
“Much fun was made, in particular, of my Euro-Skmi i.e. my proposal that we should
leave behind Stalinism and ethnic nationalism amdogward together into Europe” (ibid.).

The concept of Euro-Slavism has also been partuibdiral and political debates in Slovenia

% David MacKenzie (2008) defines Pan-Slavism gehees “international organization and cooperatiamag
Europe's Slav peoples. It combined nationalist el@s with imperialism following intellectuals' pidial
awakening in eastersif] Europe after the French Revolution. Pan-Slavisseeted the Slavs' affinity, based on
related languages despite major differences i #igzenship, historical background, and religiqi8ee also
Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2009).
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and other Slavic countries especially in the runtapheir accession to the European Union
(STA, 2002; see also STA, 2003). In a news piectherSlavic Forum in 2002, the Slovenian
Press Agency makes a clear distinction of EuroiSta¥rom Pan-Slavism:

What first springs to mind after the meeting is oulotedly Pan-Slavism. But no

matter how obvious the connection seems, it islpunefair. Pan-Slavism is a time

from mostly sad historic memory - the Catholic &ne Orthodox Slavs never walked

through the same door (STA, 2002).
The cultural inclusion of Russia into Europe by tliecourse of Euro-Slavism may also serve
to explain the motivation behind the Slovenian Flierscy’s expression of regret and concern
on the occasion of the closure of regional offisethe British Council (2008a; cf. Portuguese
Presidency, 2007i). In addition, the Slovenian Blezscy states that “Cultural institutes form
an essential element for the mutual knowledge opfes and cultures, and should be strongly
supported. They are also key to developing EU-Rwussitural relations under the EU-Russia
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement” (ibid.).cd=8Blavism as the major link for EU-
Russia cultural relations can thus also be seea @sannel for intercultural dialogue; the
initiation of the Year of Intercultural Dialogue wane of the main priorities of the Slovenian
Presidency (2008e).

The discourse of Euro-Slavism also becomes visibies hegemonic position by the
emphasis of the spirit of new beginning and comrubare during the EU-Russia summit in
June 2008:

The spirit of a new beginning was heightened byf#éloe that, on the Russian side, the
EU-Russia Summit was chaired for the first time thg new Russian President,
Dmitry Medvedev, while on the EU side, the EU Rdescy is for the first time being
held by one of the countries that joined the EWiay 2004. Slovenia is also the first
Slavic country at the helm of the EU Council (2008s
The Slovenian Presidency justifies the spirit olvri@eginning with the announced start of
renegotiations for a new EU-Russia agreement wisidlocumented in the respective Joint
Statement issued during the summit (2008u; cf. 8008 he Slovenian Presidency’s
articulations of concern about the crisis in Ru€d@orgian relations, which had taken a
hegemonic position before June 2008 (2008i; 2003308n), are completely overflowed by
the Euro-Slavic enthusiasm caused by the advandbenre-formalization of EU-Russia
relations in June 2008. The Georgian crisis is foaet neither by the Slovenian Prime
Minister during the press conference of the EU-Russmmit (2008r) nor in the press release
on the summit (2008s). Only the High Representaiiilbe CFSP Javier Solana briefly refers
to that issue: “Concerning the frozen conflicts: talked about Georgia and we will continue

to cooperate” (2008r).
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¢) The Human Rights-DNP and its companions
An issue that is talked about by the SlovenianiBeegy as well is the issue of human rights.
Besides the expression of concern about developmerRussia-Georgian relations on some
occasions (2008i; 2008m; 2008n), the situationwhéan rights in Russia is the major issue
that causes the Slovenian Presidency to articuldtestt criticism and concern (2008b;
2008h; 2008m; 2008r; 2008s). For example, concgriie presidential elections and the
election campaigns, the Slovenian Presidency omlbeli the EU articulates regret about
unequal conditions for the candidates: “The EU etgrhowever, that the OSCE/ODIHR had
to conclude that a meaningful election observatidasion was not feasible. The EU also
regrets that the electoral process did not allowtfioly competitive elections. The lack of
equal media access for the opposition candidates$ particular concern” (2008m). Related
concepts to theses articulations are the concéptarsparency (2008g) and the rule of law
(2008e; 2008g). The reference to individual freeddmare also hints to the concept of human
right. Following from these findings, it is posshio identify adiscourse of liberalisnthat
takes a hegemonic position in the articulationstre Slovenian Presidency (cf. German
Presidency). This discourse of liberalism shapihg tarticulations of the Slovenian
Presidency is again in line with the definitionsliberalism by Calhoun (2002) and Barnett
and Duvall (2005, p. 5; cf. above). Especially sketement on the occasion of the presidential
election in Russia that “the EU is looking forwaia the implementation of political and
social reforms, the strengthening of rule of lawd andividual freedoms as well as the
economic modernisation announced by him during élsction campaign (2008g)”
corresponds to Barnett and Duvall's (2005, p. S)nden which mentions “progress” and
“modernization processes” as features of liberaliforthermore, the prospect of Russia’s
integration into the world economy by joining theo Trade Organization as significant
economic international institution is also welconigtthe Slovenian Presidency (2008s).

The discourse of liberalism may here be again ledaty the articulated equality and
interdependence (discourse of equality and intendégnce). As pointed out above, a
successful partnership based on equality and eperdence requires openness between the
involved parties. Due to this required opennessSloenian Presidency is encouraged to
promote human rights as part of the EU’s and pos#ile Slovenian Republic’s ideology (cf.
German Presidency). Thus, in addition to the pripatrategic characteristics of the EU-
Russia partnership articulated by the three Prasids in this study, the Slovenian
Presidency, just like the German Presidency, attergp extent EU-Russia relations by an

ideological dimension, with the ideology being liékksm in both cases.
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5.3.3 Summary of the Slovenian Presidency’s Discourses
The articulations of the Slovenian Presidency onHildsia relations are mostly dominated
by the discourses of equality and interdependelaep-Slavism, and liberalism. The
framework for EU-Russia relations is ‘strategictparship’ which is in line with the overall
EU terminology on EU-Russia relations; in so fae thrticulations of the Slovenian
Presidency do not differ significantly from the ieutations of the other Presidencies or
representatives of other EU institutions. The bdsisthe strategic partnership given by
Slovenian Presidency is, however, formed by equaliid interdependence as well as related
concepts such as shared responsibility, secuntycammon challenges. The circumstance of
interdependence is again treated rather rationailyh the strategic partnership to be
considered the most suitable means to common €hws. discourse of Euro-Slavism,
however, stresses the potential that EU-Russidioetahave in possibly moving beyond a
merely rational and materialistic strategic parshg based on interdependence towards a
more idealistic partnership based on a common i@lnd civilisation. Liberalism here takes
the same position as in the articulations of thenta& Presidency: It is the ideology of the
European Union and of the Slovenian Presidency, priomotes this ideology also towards
Russia. The discourse of liberalism is not cushddmg a possible discourse of sovereignty as
it is the case with the Portuguese Presidencyeaalstit is enabled and deemed necessary due
to interdependence, equality, mutual interestsyeshaesponsibility and the like, which
constitutes a process similar to the correlationlibéralism and inter-reliance in the

articulations of the German Presidency.
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6. FROM DISCOURSES TO SOCIAL REALITY
The results of the discourse analysis conductdtarmrevious chapter will now be assessed
by a theoretical application. The theoretical framaegk of the English School as outlined in
chapter 3 will help to guide the analysis of disses discovered in chapter 5. In particular,
this chapter will aim at answering the researchstjoe. It will point out what kind of social
reality of EU-Russia relations emerges from thecalisses which are hegemonic in the
articulations of the recent German, Portuguese,Sladenian Presidencies as they speak on
behalf of the EU. By doing so, this chapter wik@lattempt a contribution to the solution of
an issue that the English School as IR theoretiaatework has been criticised of: According
to Linklater and Suganami (2006, chapter 3), socalstructivist Martha Finnemore has
pointed out several shortcomings of the Englisho8thncluding “only giving definitions for
analytic categories and almost never giving systienaiscussions about rules of evidence”
(Linklater & Suganami, 2006, p. 103). This atterwgt be conducted following Linklater and
Suganami’s suggestions building on Bull, i.e. tkg koncepts will be employed as “idea[s] in
lights of which we can make sense of an aspectoatetnporary international relations”
(ibid.). In other words, this chapter will produes analysis conducted according to an
“interpretive mode of inquiry” (Dunne, 2007, pp.Qt333).

The articulations of the three EU council Presidemappear not to shape one singular
homogeneous social reality of EU-Russia relatidi actors in question are representatives
of states and state-like entities. Furthermore,dieenent of International Society seems to
cover the lion’s share of the analysed internatisoaial structure. Due to this, the elements
of and hints towards International Society will Bescussed first. In turn, the notions of
International System and World Society will helpmiamut the pluralist and solidarist features
in the social structure of EU-Russia relations.

6.1EU-Russia relations and Pluralist International Soeety

6.1.1 Bases for Relations: Inter-reliance, Interrelatiand Interdependence
The German Presidencydsscourse of inter-reliances mostly motivated by articulations that
presuppose a pluralist International Society. [irezses the basis for EU-Russia relations as
the situation of being inter-reliant, makes refeeeto a common destiny or fate, and argues
that shared responsibilities bring along the nete&sr interaction and cooperation. Since,

however, inter-reliance is not further defined Ilne tGerman Presidency (2007e; 2007j;
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2007k) we can only trace the meaning from the tetios of and elaboration upon the term
Aufeinander-Angewiesen-S€m 53).

The discourse of inter-reliance corresponds tadgfanition of a pluralist International
Society. The strategic partnership is discussetkims which correspond to Tim Dunne’s
definition of a pluralist International Society asituation where compliance with commonly
agreed rules for interaction “is relatively costdrbut the collective benefits are enormous”
(Dunne, 2007, p. 137; cf. above). Interaction andperation between the EU and Russia can
be regarded as a mere means to an end which entditially exploit the given circumstance
of inter-reliance. To illustrate, Angela Merkel pts at economic benefits (2007j) and Frank-
Walter Steinmeier mentions the joint solution ohftiets in their common neighbourhood
(2007e). This shows how the seemingly emotionalnotations of ‘inter-reliance’ are
weakened by the calculation on the price of codpmrand benefits brought to all members
of the pluralist International Society.

The argument for the discourse of inter-reliancendpecloser to the pluralist
International Society end of the spectrum than diiat solidarist International Society is also
supported by the fact that it does not initiallyglve around humanitarian or transnational
ideas and values. The discourse of inter-reliaagagemised upon cooperation in a wide array
of fields that not only concern statehood and saigety, such as border security and fight
against terrorism (2007c; 2007g) but also touchnufields with a more humanitarian
connotation, such as human rights (2007i). The domehtal character of the discourse of
inter-reliance is thus its emphasis on benefitd thath sides gain from corresponding
behaviour. Cooperation in any field may thus evalhuoe regarded as a form of utilization
of inter-reliance, i.e. it is a means to an end.

More specifically, the members of that pluralistehmational Society in the discourse
of inter-reliance are the European Union and thessikRun Federation. The discourse
emphasises that they are equal members with eguneffils and equal obligations stemming
from inter-reliance. Nevertheless, inter-reliansethe feature which makes the EU-Russia
regional International Society distinct from a pbksglobal International Society: According
to the German Presidency’s articulations, the EtJ Rassia recognize their unique situation
of being inter-reliant. This leads to the articidat and establishment of an exceptional
International Society comprised only of the EU d&bsia. Due to this inter-reliance as the
basis of the pluralist International Society, adoog to the German Presidency, also carries a
nonmaterial and spiritual connotation of being awiad by a common destiny and fate. In

other words, the particular pluralist Internatiof@ciety comprised of the EU and Russia
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revolves around théelief that close cooperation between the EU and Russithée only
possibility for both sides to benefit. Inter-rel@ntherefore almost functions as some kind of
‘religion’ that gives a group of actors a commosibdor the formation of a society.

Similar presumptions about the character of EU-Rusdations are embedded in the
discourse of interrelatiorof the Portuguese Presidency and dmxourse of equality and
interdependencef the Slovenian Presidency: The discourse ofriekation forms the basis
for EU-Russia relations as articulated by the Rpréise Presidency. However, it does not
suggest the same spirituality as the discoursatef-reliance, the approach towards Russia
by the Portuguese Presidency is much more pragnidtec maintenance of ‘good’ and close
relations between the EU and Russia in form of teatsgic partnership’ is regarded as
beneficial, especially in the field of trade an@memics (2007b). This can be taken to reflect
the fact that the emergence of the market as airitution in EU-Russia relations has
challenged many core pluralist values (Aalto, 2087463). Due to these strongly solidarist
features of the discourse of interrelation, its egpnce remains ambiguous, as the
institutionalized relations between the EU and Russe referred to as a means to some
economic ends which may also aim at power condabidan the international arena (cf.
ibid.). Despite the more pragmatic nature of trszdiirse of interrelation in comparison to the
discourse of inter-reliance (cf. German Presidenityg discourse of interrelation labels EU-
Russia relations as unique. This again motivatesatticulation of a regional International
Society of its own with the EU and Russia as itsniers.

The Slovenian Presidency’s articulations are shdypethediscourse of equalitgand
interdependencén such a way that the EU and Russia are portrage@qual players in
international relations. They depend on each othethe solution of certain, also shared,
problems and issues. This means that in orderdoessfully tackle these issues, the EU and
Russia need to coordinate their actions and cotgpevaere possible. The most suitable
framework for cooperation for the two sides is agjuo be the ‘strategic partnership’.
Although the idea of interdependence is slightlifedent from the notions of inter-reliance
articulated by the German Presidency, and the modibinterrelation by the Portuguese
Presidency, the meaning of interdependence for HESR relations remains largely the
same: The Slovenian Presidency actualises withiguourse of equality and interdependence
a kind of social structure of EU-Russia relationsick comes close to the pluralist
International Society end in the spectrum of EiglSchool concepts. ‘Equality’ here
indicates that, from the point of view of the Sloian Presidency, the EU and Russia

recognize each other as equally important actorgtgrnational relations which are also
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assumed to hold an equal kind of sovereignty. Tdomes close to the discourse of
sovereignty identified in the articulations of tR@rtuguese Presidency. ‘Interdependence’
here indicates the reason for the partnership legtwiee EU and Russia which is not only
articulated by the council Presidencies, but alsthe President of the Commission as well as
the President of the Russian Federation (Portuglessidency, 2007b; cf. German

Presidency, 2007i; Slovenian Presidency, 2008izé¢tay, 2006, p. 3).

Moreover, interdependence, just as inter-reliancé mterrelation, highlights EU-
Russia relations as a special case. The pluralistrrational Society emerging from the
discourse of equality and interdependence is thatsan ‘ordinary’, global International
Society. Instead, the ‘special’ circumstance ohbenterdependent forms the basis for an
International Society on its own which is comprisedthe EU and Russia. It is most
adequately characterized as pluralist since itstut to be generally a means to some ends.
Moreover, as the numerous press releases on vaiaasership Councils indicate (pp. 69-
70) cooperation between the EU and Russia remairfarsan elite project as it is largely
initiated and coordinated by official or ‘state’tharities. Due to this emphasis on authorities
and political elites the discourse of equality anterdependence articulates the pluralist
International Society as rather thin as no intéoacon a ‘deeper’ level involving non-state

actors is mentioned. This in turn would speak fdrieker kind of International Society.

6.1.2 Conduct and Recognition: Pragmatism and Nationdf- Bestinction

The interpretation of EU-Russia relations beinglpaarticulated as a pluralist International
Society is also extended to the assessment ofdifeurse of pragmatismit was in a
hegemonic position during the German Presidencythusd regulated the conduct between
the EU and Russia to some extent. In particul@ fuhction of the discourse of pragmatism is
to influence the behaviour of the EU and its mendiates in such a way that it does not
become overly emotional which would mean that tleeemmportant benefits of inter-reliance
are lost out of sight (cf. above). The discoursep@Egmatism prevents the sovereign EU
member states from leaving the established framesvand rules of interaction between the
EU and Russia aside. The discourse of pragmatisrefttre presupposes that bilateral
relations between the member states and Russiathakéorm of an International System
which is comprised by sovereign nation-states ngum an environment of anarchy. In
addition to this, however, the discourse of pragsnatupholds a pluralist International
Society comprised of the EU, its member states tlh@dRussian Federation, i.e. the discourse

of pragmatism prevents elements of Internationak&y to become hegemonic in EU-Russia
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relations. It is thus presupposed that on thisoregjilevel there exists a group of states that all
— in a spirit of pragmatic problem solving — “haestablished by dialogue and consent
common rules and institutions for the conduct @irtinelations, and recognise their common
interest in maintaining these arrangements” (BulVatson, 1984, p. 1; cf. above).

The conduct between the EU and Russia is alsdateguby thaliscourse of national
self-distinctionand thediscourse of sovereigntyThese discourses are hegemonic in the
articulations of the Portuguese Presidency. Theodise of national self-distinction is not
directly relevant for the articulation of EU-Russ&ations. It is rather that the occasion of
representing the European Union towards an impbttard country was welcomed by the
Portuguese government as an opportunity to preseimtcountry in an advantageous manner.
Interestingly, the Portuguese Presidency emphbtieaticulates just the EU mostly as a
pluralist International Society comprised of a graaf sovereign nation-states. Challenging
interpretations of the EU as a solidarist Inteioval Society (e.g. Dunne, 2008, p. 22), these
nation-states are argued to form an Internationaiedy merely for facilitated conduct with
each other and the safeguarding of the individdion-statehood and sovereignty which
ensures the “flexibility that we need to assumetlier action of sovereigstates, members of
the European Union” (Portuguese Presidency, 20@fgrdly, this corresponds to Linklater
and Suganami’s (2006, p. 130) definition of a piatdnternational Society in which states
“take the..step of respecting one another's right to sovereiggependence.” In the
articulations of the Portuguese Presidency theodise of national self-distinction presents
Portugal as a nation-state with a rich nationaloinysand a strong national identity that make
Portugal distinct and individual from the other nEnstates of the European Union. This is
not to say the Portuguese Presidency views theimgmgamember states of the European
Union as some homogeneous, grey entity. Ratherentphasises particularly the
representation of Portugal as a nation state, arnldeasame time grants the other member
states their nation-statehood as they are all equahbers of that group of states called
European Union, which is not to be confused witederation of political entities. This view
is in line with Barry Buzan’s interpretation of th®) as a ‘convergence international society’,
i.e. a group of states taking “similar politicaéghl and economic forms” (Buzan, 2004, p.
160). The characterization of the EU as a ‘confativ® international society’ which implies
the “creation of a single political entity” is thuscarded (ibid.; cf. Dunne, 2008, p. 22).
Membership in the European Union or compliance wiishvalues is, furthermore, not a
strictly binding requirement to be a member of thleralist International Society as

articulated by the Portuguese Presidency.
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Here, the link to the discourse of sovereignty Ibees visible which is eventually
relevant for an articulation of EU-Russia relatiam$erms of a pluralist International Society.
The discourse of sovereigntyhich again emphasises the sovereignty of Portagal
includes the recognition of other states’ sovergigrso includes Russia in that pluralist
International Society. Due to this recognition, Batuguese Presidency does not work on the
basis of the assumption of a mere power politicaistellation (i.e. an anarchic International
System). Since the EU, i.e. the group of states Bmatugal finds itself a member of, is
interrelated with Russia, maintaining close, coapee relations named ‘strategic
partnership’ is considered to be beneficial in @roit terms.

Overall, however, the European Union as such doésake a prominent position in
international relations as the key players are mge nation-states. Following a
conceptualization set up by Barry Buzan, the EU tbasis be characterized as a coexistence
international society, which corresponds very mieckhe “Westphalian system in which the
core institutions...are the balance of power, sogetgi territoriality, diplomacy, great power
management, war, and international law” (Buzan42@0 160; cf. Little, 2007, p. 145). As to
the character of the EU-Russia international sp@tucture, the Portuguese Presidency does
not articulate any ideological or humanitarian mesi for the partnership with Russia, which
is a clear differentiation from a solidarist Intational Society. The few mentionings of
human rights issues, which are not further defimedy be seen as hints towards a solidarist
International Society of some form. Neverthelelss,way in which this discursive nodal point
is filled with meaning does not change the overlaliracterization of EU-Russia relations as a
pluralist International Society since the Portuguaegvernment or Presidency respects
Russia’s sovereignty over internal affairs. EU-Raigglations are thus to a certain degree

also non-articulated as pluralist Internationali8ycby the Portuguese Presidency.

6.2EU-Russia Relations and Solidarist International Soiety

6.2.1 Liberalism
The discourse of liberalismdentified in the articulations of the German a8bbvenian
Presidencies presupposes a solidarist InternatiSonalety as it comprises articulations of
humanitarian values and ideas such as the promofitruman rights, the rule of law, and
civil society. Yet, unlike the elements of pluréliaternational Society in which Russia is
included the discourse of liberalism rather treRisssia as an outsider of the solidarist

International Society. As the definition of a salit International Society indicates, the
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emphasis on humanitarian issues brings along afigasbn for intervention into third
countries’ internal affairs. The articulation ofno@rn about the situation of human rights and
democracy in Russia (p. 48; pp. 50-51; pp. 66-68)aiticism of apparently disproportionate
police operations (p. 48) may be regarded as a @rimtervention in Russian internal affairs
by the German and Slovenian Presidencies on behtlé European Union.

The solidarist International Society emerging frima discourse of liberalism is thus
comprised by the EU and its member states whichifdetthemselves of the values and
principles that they have based the EU on, i.eeflly, democracy, respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law” (TRltt. 6(1)). The promotion of these
ideas and values thus leads to the creation ofxalugve solidarist International Society
whose membership criteria are quite narrowly defiaed from which Russia is excluded.
Compliance with these values and ideas is a regeiné for the inclusion in the solidarist
International Society. Non-compliance leads to esidn from the International Society and
justifies intervention by the solidarist Internatad Society, which is here done by the
representative organ of the German council Presiddn short, Russia does not comply with
the criteria and is therefore excluded which becowisible by the intervention in form of
criticism and the articulation of concern. Furthers the exclusion of Russia from the
solidarist International Society along with the eirvention for higher moral reasons
constitutes what may be labelled a delusion of dvgadlitics according to Robert Jackson
(2005, p. 129). The delusion occurs by the con&tort of pluralist institutions such as state
sovereignty with solidarist institutions as in tlgase liberalism and human rights which
results in a normative dilemma “in which the riglourse of action is not self-evident” (ibid.).
According to Jackson, opting for the promotion a@feainstitution will always be on the
expense of the other institution while both of thamne considered as indispensable for the
preservation of order and peace by actors in iateynal relations (see also Buzan, 2004, p.
185).

Yet, the articulated hope for “political and socraform” (2008g) as well as the
prospect of Russia joining the WTO (2008s), i.edé& liberalisation as an element of
solidarist International Society (Aalto, 2007, ®3J, signify the Slovenian Presidency’s
readiness for including Russia in that solidamgéetnational Society if certain pre-conditions
are met. The prospect of Russia’s accession teVih@ is another indicator for the increasing
importance of the market as a key institution in-Euksia relations “which challenges many
core pluralist, most distinctively sovereignty,ririality and the balance of power” (Aalto,
2007, p. 463).
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6.2.2 Civilisation
The discourse of Euro-Slavisrs interesting for the reason that it uniquely eagises
cultural, historical, and linguistic features tlaa¢ shared by the “civilisations” of the EU and
Russia (p. 67; pp. 70-71), and in a broader cordksa by the civilisations of North America
(p. 71). The emphasis here is thus not on statersaeind cooperation between political
entities that shape international relations, btthaaon societies that share certain cultural
characteristics and narratives on Europeannes€anmapean civilisation, as pointed out by
the Slovenian Presidency. Since the emphasis hereoni the civilisations of the
aforementioned regions, i.e. the populations thgii@ly share a common culture, one may
argue that the discourse of Euro-Slavism can bardegl as articulating features of World
Society or as what Barry Buzan calls the interhum@amain (Buzan, 2004, p. 138; p. 200).
This interhuman domain or society is comprisedndividuals and is “mainly manifested as
large-scale patterns of shared identity” (ibid.,xpii). Following the discourse of Euro-
Slavism, the large-scale patterns of shared idewtithin the World Society at hand are the
perception of the Slavic civilisation as being irdrgly European. It therefore forms a
manifest part of a grand European interhuman dorthah includes the peoples of Europe,
North America, and consequently also Russia (ppp770-71).

The discourse of Euro-Slavism is a construct wilgchnique to state representatives
of the Republic of Slovenia. Therefore, the aréatioin of a World Society comprised of some
sort of European civilisation is simultaneouslyoatslevant for relations between the political
entities of the EU and Russia. Correspondingly,hiséorical English School of Butterfield,
Wight, and Watson is reported to view World Socibysed on a shared culture “as a
prerequisitefor international society” (Buzan, 2004, p. 28, prasis original). The more
recent English School as represented by Barry Bumenrelativized the status of shared
culture as indispensable for solidarist InternaldBociety and stresses the importance of the
“Institutionalization of shared interests and valu@bid., p. 61). Yet, the approach by the
Slovenian Presidency to Slavic and European catib® can be regarded as an attempt to
articulate an International Society on the basis diVorld Society. Thus, the discourse of
Euro-Slavism reveals the Slovenian Presidency'ws/via the shared European civilisation as
“an underlying cultural pattern [which] would fatiite the development of an interstate
society” (ibid., p. 200). In other words, the discge of Euro-Slavism simultaneously
suggests a solidarist International Society wheslolves around a common European identity
and whose highest priority is the common interéshe European and Euro-Slavic collective

and humanity (pp. 70-71). The members of the spsitlinternational Society articulated by
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the Slovenian Presidency under the discourse ob-Blavism are thus the EU, Russia, all
other Slavic countries, as well as the countrieslafth America. The World Society pointed
out above can be regarded as an exact parallaktedlidarist International Society, with its
member being the corresponding societies and pgople

The Slovenian Prime Minister Janez JanSa presbat$Morld Society comprised of
the ‘European civilisation’ as worthy of protectiday the EU and Russia who “together
contribute to the consolidation of peace and stghih a region sharing a common history
and civilization” (2008e; cf. above). Civilisatioimus emerges as a value shared by the
members of the International Society. It may thadreated in a similar way as human rights
being the classical example for a value framewarknstitution of a solidarist International
Society in English School literature (Buzan, 2064, 6; Dunne, 2007, pp. 141-144). In this
context, it appears somewhat puzzling that Buzgnes that “the debate about solidarism in
[sic] not primarily (or even at all) about shared identitycommon culture” (Buzan, 2004, p.
61) and simultaneously makes a strong case foomaism as a primary institution of
international society (ibid., pp. 184-185). In Bozmreasoning, nationalism implies self-
determination, people’s sovereignty and hints tloeeeto the pluralist end of the spectrum of
International Society (ibid.; cf. Portuguese Presit).

Yet, since nationalism also implies a strong sesfsehared identity and common
culture, it shares some features with the themeiwlisation articulated by the Slovenian
Presidency and the discourse of Euro-Slavism. Timeepdifference between nationalism and
‘civilisationalism’ is that nationalism is limitetb individual countries and ‘civilisationalism’
overarches countries and stresses commonalitisgebetdifferent societies and peoples in a
certain region disregarding their nationality. W&ees nationalism is regarded as a possible
primary institution of a pluralist International Gety, ‘civilisationalism’ can thus be regarded
as a possible primary institution of a solidarisiernational Society backed up by a parallel
World Society. The Slovenian Presidency’s articdate and the discourse of Euro-Slavism
constitute a practical example for an attempt ®at@ such a constellation. Moreover, the
Slovenian Presidency also opens a door to the wagfa dilemma that Russia is said to find
itself in. According to Buzan with reference to SehP. Huntington, Russia belongs to a
group of ‘torn states’ which are “unsure of whidtilcsation they belong to” (Buzan, 2004, p.
221): Since the discourse of Euro-Slavism includésSlavic peoples in the European
civilisation, the Russians could foster their Staidentity which appears fully compatible

with any promotion of Europeanness. However, tkigethds on how open Russia shows itself
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to the theme of Euro-Slavism as it is just one agpn to identity formation suggested by the

Slovenian Presidency.

6.3Primary Institutions: Spheres of Inclusion and Exclision
All three Presidencies articulate EU-Russia retetion some form of International Society
from which Russia is at times included and at timeduded: On the one hand the discourses
of inter-reliance, pragmatism, national self-distian, sovereignty, and equality and
interdependence bring into existence a pluraligtrirational Society of which Russia is a
member equal to the EU. On the other hand, theodise of liberalism is an element of a
solidarist International Society which largely elgushe European Union. When defined
against the background of this discourse, Russiarges as an outsider and morally and
ethically on a lower rank than the EU which justficriticism of internal affairs in Russia.
When the EU is characterized as a solidarist laténal Society, Russia is simultaneously
condemned to the role as a non-member. Consequentlymight even go as far as to claim
that the discourse of liberalism hints towardsraernational social structure with features of
an International System: The discourse of libenaleecounts for the existence of a solidarist
International Society that justifies interventiog s morally higher liberal ideology. This
form of interventionism corresponds very much to deaelonka’s conception of the European
Union as empire which exerts its influence beydsdfficial territory defined by the borders
of its member states (Zielonka, 2008, p. 475). iftervention implied by the discourse of
liberalism does not make use of hard power instnimdnstead, the EU attempts to exert
normative power which in Zielonka’s terminology calso be called a “power model” (ibid.,
p. 480), which would “imply showing other actorathEuropean norms can also work for
them, and providing economic incentives for adaptthese norms” (ibid.; cf. Haukkala,
2005). In addition, following a somewhat Waltziaagic of anarchy included in the
conceptualization of International System, the alisse of liberalism — when applied outside
the EU — envisages the EU and Russia as independistthat oppose and intervene in each
other’s internal affairs for whatever motives.

Another interpretation of this situation that wogldint a way out of the contradictions
and tensions created by the features of solidaristnational Society is that inclusion and
exclusion happen with regard to different primanrgtitutions in play in the social reality of
EU-Russia relations. Barry Buzan defines primastiiations as “relatively fundamental and
durable practices that are evolved more than dedigand as “constitutive of actors and their
patterns of legitimate activity in relation to eaatimer” (Buzan, 2004, p. 167). For example,
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inclusion in the pluralist international societycacs thanks to the somewhat ‘spiritual’
institutions of inter-reliance, interrelation, amterdependence being the grand ideational
reasons for maintaining EU-Russia relations. Inédience, interrelation, and interdependence
are articulated by the respective Council Presigsnas legitimizing interaction with Russia.
Contrastingly, institutions concerning more of dayday politics such as human rights, the
market, and democracy provide the context for tiseadirse of liberalism to unfold. Instead
of carrying a ‘spiritual’ connotation, it ratherrdas an ideological connotation of socio-
politics which appears only inherent to the EU. Tesult is that the EU emerges as a
solidarist sub-International Society within thenalist EU-Russia International Society. Some
of the primary institutions of that solidarist Imational Society are, for example, human
rights and democracy. These institutions form thsi$ of a self-perception of being on
another moral or ethical level. Consequently, thesstitutions legitimize the EU’s
interventionist behaviour towards Russia as anideit®f the solidarist International Society
(cf. Buzan, 2004, p. 167). This solidarist Interoiaél Society criticises the other member of
the pluralist International Society as it deemsdsty and openness necessary for EU-Russia
relations to become fully beneficial for all sidésf. above). Yet, since the solidarist
International Society forms a part of a larger in&ional Society, any interventionism
implied by solidarism is relativized by the ordéttloe pluralist International Society.

To complete the picture of the EU-Russia IntermatioSociety and to add to its
complexity, the themes Euro-Slavism and Europeanlis@tion hint to the solidarist
International Society and World Society end of #pectrum. This, however, takes place
within yet another institution than the discourgdilzeralism points at: On the one hand, the
discourse of liberalism shapes verbal interveniioRussia’s internal affairs by the EU as a
solidarist International Society promoting and poting human rights, i.e. Russia is excluded
from that solidarist International Society conggtiliby the primary institution of international
law on fundamental rights (cf. Little, 2007, p. 14&. 150-151). The circumstances of
exclusion are, however, weakened as there is tlsppct of inclusion under certain
conditions. On the other hand, the discourse ofoflavism represents a solidarist
International Society which includes Russia nextthe EU and North America with the
European civilisation constituting a primary ingtibn. With regards to civilisation, culture,
history, and the like, Russia is drawn into thedsolist International Society defined by Euro-

Slavism and civilisation and does not emerge asuésider.
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6.4The Social Reality of EU-Russia relations from Janary 2007 — June 2008

The finding of the patterns of inclusion and exmuasoccurring in different institutions may
account for an argument against the contradictrorrging from simultaneous inclusion and
exclusion of Russia. In addition, the various iiton relevant for EU-Russia relations also
account for the existence of a certain order in Fl$sia relations, and not contradictory
chaos of simultaneous inclusion and exclusion.|,Stit the English School terms
contradictory articulations of EU-Russia relatioreflect ambivalent approaches towards
Russia within the single Presidencies. The PortsguBresidency with its rather clear
articulations of pluralist International Society ynde an exception here. Nevertheless,
although all three Presidencies under investigahahis study uphold the general EU jargon
of EU-Russia relations taking the form of a ‘stgatepartnership’, each Presidency gives that
‘strategic partnership’ a different meaning, foutmal® justification, and priority. These
different approaches by the rotating Presidentiesetore reveal the complex and ambivalent
character of the international social structureEbf-Russia relations; different Presidencies
offer different and contradictory discourses theapunity to become hegemonic at different
times.

More precisely, the articulations of each Presigieare at times dominated by a
discourse that is unique to that particular Presigleand not shared by the other ones. In
particular, this accounts to the discourse of indiance of the German Presidency, the
discourse of national self-distinction revolvingpand the DNP of the nation in the case of
Portugal, and the discourse of Euro-Slavism of $f@venian Presidency. As indicated in
chapter 3 on the theoretical framework, it is neégble to clearly categorize the social reality
of EU-Russia relations according to the three kegycepts of the English School. Rather,
several elements of each key concept and theicsobepts have been identified. It is their
interplay that most adequately describes the ctarauf the social reality of EU-Russia
relations.

Unsurprisingly, perhaps, the social reality of EuUsRia relation emerging from the
articulations of the changing council Presideneiegely corresponds to the conceptualization
of an International Society. This, however, is ayMd@road concept and the articulations of the
three council Presidencies presented here, on ieehand, only confirm this theoretical
assumption as they all articulate the EU-Russiarhattional Society in different ways with
emphasis and priority on different topics, issux®] ideas. On the other hand, the presented
analysis has added some flesh around the bonéssadlistract presumption. It has specified

why and how the international social reality of Russia relations sometimes appears closer

89



to the solidarist end and sometimes closer to thelst end of the spectrum of international
relations. It has also illustrated what bringsfésgture of an international system —i.e. a social
reality that revolves around power politics — oluthe analysed social reality.

Furthermore, what can be read from the analysthefliscourses of EU Presidencies
is that the rotation of Presidencies also resulta rotation of the articulation of EU-Russia
relations. The social reality of EU-Russia relati@merges from the articulations of the three
Presidencies as a highly complex formation and d&m@sidency only reproduces only a
fracture. The conducted analysis, however, hadasisd some institutional patterns in this
complexity.

It should be kept in mind here that only three Fletcies have been considered in
this study. Consequently, it would have been istang to analyse what kinds of patterns
emerge from the complexity if more Presidencies Ibeeh investigated. However, the scope
of this study does not allow any further investigas. Yet, it can be maintained that already
the snapshot of three Presidencies provides almegeaasight in the complexity of the social

reality of EU-Russia relations.
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7. CONCLUSIONS
This study set out to answer the main researchtigne®Vhat kind of social reality of EU-

Russia relations emerges from the articulationghafnging EU Council Presidencies?’ In
order to determine what this social reality entaslsdiscourse analysis according to Laclau
and Mouffe (1985) and Thomas Diez (2001) has be&wdlucted. The research material was
provided by the articulations relevant to EU-Russiations by the German, Portuguese, and
Slovenian Presidencies between January 2007 amd2D@8. The discourses identified in this
analysis where then taken as character traitseoktitial reality of EU-Russia relations and
examined through the lens of the IR theoreticahfavork of the English School. The English
School was opted for in the theoretical analysie tuits distinct ability to capture a wide
range of different and complex problems in inteoral relations in a coherent and
comprehensible theoretical framework.

The theoretical analysis in the previous chaptandbthat the various discourses that
are hegemonic in the articulations of the threer€ddPresidencies hint not just at one area or
end of the spectrum on international relation2§). The discourses instead cover almost the
whole spectrum of international relations with eéents of different kinds of pluralist and
solidarist International Society, elements of Intgional System, and elements of World
Society. Although the most common elements quitgeetedly hint towards some kind of
International Society, sometimes tending to theghist end and sometimes tending to the
solidarist end, the variety of discourses revehlghly complex social reality of EU-Russia
relations. In particular, this means that the da@ality appears as a multi-layered structure
with a multitude of actors holding a wide rangeabftimes contradictory perceptions and
priorities. Observing the social reality of EU-Riaseelations selectively therefore resembles
a roulette gambling game of which the outcome euain and incalculable. Still, this study
has shown how the practice of rotating Council EEleexies brings varying social patterns
(e.g. of inclusion and exclusion) to the surfacay Attempt to interpret EU-Russia relations
as a predominantly bilateral formation betweentti@ homogeneous entities of the EU and
Russia would mean neglecting the internal compfexitthe EU itself. In the assessment of
the social reality of EU-Russia relations, it woalthsequently be fatal to regard the EU as
one single, homogeneous actor; this is especialg/td the practice of the rotating Council
Presidencies. As this study has shown, each Presidgives the EU-Russia ‘strategic
partnership’ a different meaning, foundation, jlistition, and priority, which becomes clear

through the variety of discourses identified initlzticulations.
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With regard to studies with looking at member statifferent approaches towards
Russia (cf. 2.4.3) this study confirms the ambiguolaracter of the EU’s approach to Russia
which can be strongly influenced by the membelestaBermany’s ‘special relationship’ with
Russia may be seen as closely related to the dseamf inter-reliance and its somewhat
spiritual connotation (pp. 79-80). Yet, the undammg of EU policies by Germany cannot be
confirmed with regard to the German Presidencytugal’s characterization as a ‘Friendly
Pragmatist’ with strong business interests appgaite accurate thanks to its quite consistent
articulation of an EU-Russian pluralist InternaibnSociety mostly based on trade
interrelation (pp. 80-81). In contrast, Slovenialsaracterization of a ‘Friendly Pragmatist’
may appear somewhat too careful especially if aked into account the discourse of Euro-
Slavism and its emphasis on shared culture andisatron. In addition to possible business
interests indicated in tHeower Audit the discourse of Euro-Slavism introduces a watee
of non-materialistic or idealistic consideratiomsoi the social reality of EU-Russia relations
(pp. 74-75; pp. 85-87). In this light, one mighteavconsider to categorize Slovenia as a
‘Trojan Horse’ or ‘Strategic Partner’ if one choss® hold on to Leonard and Popescu’s
terminology.

Furthermore, this finding is also in line with angents that the strategic partnership
only bears superficial value which is supportedh®ypatterns of exclusion and self-exclusion
on the Russian side (pp. 6-7). On part of the Big, argument is supported by the patterns of
inclusion and exclusion of Russia from certain fations and institutions of International
Society. The ‘strategic partnership’ articulateddmth the EU and Russia is thus not much
more than a rhetoric creation as the EU’s appraaatodified by each Council Presidency on
its own terms. However, the spheres of inclusioly swaygest some stronger effort by the EU
create a meaningful and positive relationship betwine EU and Russia. In particular, the
discourse of Euro-Slavism and the institution efldation may serve as a point of departure
for further rapprochement between the EU and Ruasiahey open up areas where a
deepening of EU-Russia relations could occur.

In relation to previous research examining EU-Raussiations from the point of view
of identity formation (pp. 14-16), this researctitimer clearly confirms nor denies Neumann’s
findings on Russia as Europe’s ‘other’. The elabonaupon primary institutions (pp.87-88)
may, however, constitute the closest relation & B. Neumann’s study: Especially by the
process of exclusion within certain institution€lswas liberalism in general or human rights
in particular areas are pointed out within whickoah process of ‘othering’ may occur. This is

made possible through the emphasis on differenetgelen the EU and Russia such as, for
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example, compliance and non-compliance with libgrahciples. In contrast, since the
English School is interested in kinds of socialgesses other than self-other-dynamics (i.e.
the sharing of values, ideas, understandings dsawehe institutionalization of relations) the
results of this study are in parts also differenf\ieumann’s finding: The analysis has also
identified some areas of inclusion which speaktiier existence of certain commonalities and
a variety of shared features between the EU, itsibee states, and Russia.

The patterns of inclusion and exclusion identifiedhis study may also account for a
link to Hiski Haukkala’s work. In line with Haukkalls argument, especially the pattern of
exclusion within certain institutions occur on tesis of divergence of the value sets fostered
by the EU and Russia. This applies especially &itistitutions accounting for a solidarist
International Society. However, the patterns oflusion which occur in both pluralist and
solidarist institutions speak for a higher degréeammmonality in worldviews. It has to be
noted here, that these worldviews are not necégsatine with the EU’s world view as such
— taking the EU as a member state-independent actoternational relations. Rather, these
worldviews are the member states or Council Presids’ worldviews coming to the surface
due to the practice of rotation. In this light, sthstudy may thus be regarded a modest
contribution to Haukkala’'s intended “disaggregai]io (Haukkala, 2008, p. 248) of a
seemingly homogeneous worldview of the EU — a fmefurther research that Haukkala
suggests to follow in the future (ibid., pp. 247824

This study has, however, not only opened up pdasbifor the assessment of EU-
Russia relations in connection with previous redgabut it points also at opportunities to
extend the research on its own terms into diffedBrections. Firstly, the analytical part of
this study focuses on three Council Presidencies @sse study. The research design is thus
not just applicable to these three Presidenciess ltherefore conceivable to apply this
research design to the articulations of other Beggiies in the past and to the ones that are
still to come as long as the institutional refonwhich the EU has been struggling with for
some years now, does not end the practice of ttagimg Council Presidencies. It may in
contrast appear even more interesting and possibhg sensible to include the articulations
of the representatives of the Russian Federatidheéranalysis. This way, both sides of the
relationship would be taken into consideration anchore complete picture could emerge
from the analysis. It might in addition also be sibke to identify diverging approaches by
Russia towards the different Council Presidenciesha bilateral relations between Russia

and the particular member state may play a roleedis
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In any case, the study at hand has revealed thelegrand at times ambiguous and
contradictory nature of the social reality of EUSRian relations. Even if institutional reform
ends the practice of rotating Presidencies, itaglly conceivable that this will bring about
major changes in the complexity of the social tgaf EU-Russia relations since the member
states as such will remain as they are. Coheremade@ EU’s approach to Russia will,
however, require further and deeper reform. Yet,likelihood of this prospect to be realised
remains disputable: For example, of the three Beasies under investigation in this study,
Portugal arguably follows the most coherent apgraecit consistently articulates EU-Russia
relations as a pluralist International Society. @supranational level, the Portuguese Foreign
Minister accordingly prefers to equip the CFSP witaxibility that we need to assume for
the action of sovereign states, members of the gaam Union” (Portuguese Presidency,
2007g). Flexibility on the individual state levehrc only lead to incoherence on the
supranational level, or to “the Proliferation oetRuzzy” as Emerson (2005, p. 1) might put
it, here obviously caused by the adherence toiogptaralist primary institutions.

Nonetheless, in order to create a more promisingageh towards Russia with
regards to both coherence and rapprochement, tiidy $as identified several areas within
which this undertaking could be pursued. This esfigcapplies to the solidarist institution
discussed above as they suggest a more dynamiomslap between the participants (pp.
30-32). Pluralist primary institutions account fmrmore static relationship (pp. 29-30). As
already indicated above, the discourse of EuroiStawopens up possibilities to promote
contents emphasising cultural and civilizationamoaonalities. Before this background, it
will in the long run become increasingly difficufgr example, to uphold the discourses of
exclusion and self-exclusion on the Russian sidez@ov, 2007) as well as to justify the
strict visa-regime on parts of the EU (ibid.). Tdiscourse of liberalism, which so far strongly
accounts for patterns of exclusion, also bearsilpitisss for inclusion by the promotion of
the market as primary institution. The prospecinafusion by compliance with other liberal
institutions such as democracy and human rightsad@ppear as promising. This is because
the prospect puts Russia again into the role eaenker — something that Russia has recently
endeavoured to avoid. Currently, the only sensyaleant might be a process of getting to
know each other and learning from each other. Tibeodrses of inter-reliance, interrelation,
and interdependence as hinting towards a plutalistnational Society are important here as
well since thanks to them interaction, exchangelodue have found their regular basis.
Without these, no matter how many generations hay®ass, learning and convergence are

impossible.
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