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Abstract
The paper aims to develop a critical approach to one of the most important EU
policies of the last five decades, the energy policy. It will follow its development
over time and the repercussions which it had over European energy security. The
Russian Federation is the European Union’s top energy partner, which makes the
relationship with this state very difficult in terms of energy security maintenance.
The overall objective is to prove that oil or gas, two resources that should be
considered purely economic factors, have, on the contrary, become purely political
ones (e.g. Georgia, Ukraine). In order to achieve this objective I used: forecasts of
energy demand for global energy supply, forecasts of energetic recourses decline,
official statistics provided by the ministries or agencies and official treaties.

Keywords: EU, the Russian Federation, energy security, importer, exporter,
Ukraine, Georgia, Nabucco

Introduction
Currently we can identify, at international level, preferences for
functionalism and constructivism precisely because they promote
cooperation between states. However the EU's main energy partner, the
Russian Federation, seems to follow a distinct path, bringing back into
question the remainder of the Cold War (national and state interests).
Scholars of realism believe that states are the main elements of the
international system. Morgenthau’s opinion is that each state has its own
set of interests which is unilaterally, rationally and selfishly established.
These interests are defined in terms of power. The objective of each country
is, according to this narrative, to maximize its power and security (Miroiu,
Soare 2006, 99-100).
The premise of this analysis is that the Russian Federation’s actions are
understandable and even predictable if they are analysed within a realist
framework. Russia is using its energy resources, namely its natural gas, as a
political tool and not as an economical factor. Also it is appealing to the use

89

euroPOLIS vol. 5, no. 1/2011
of force in a system which is driven by the founding principles of the
United Nations. The 2006 Ukrainian gas crisis and the Georgian war were
not a couple of mistakes or accidents, but actions of a rational state trying
to regain its previous international status of a great power, which has
access in establishing/influencing other actors’ policies.
The paper relies on experts’ opinion regarding the development of these
events and official documents (public statements, strategies, directives)
analysis. On this basis, I present an analytical view over the four parties’
relationship (Russia, Ukraine, Georgia and EU - the producer\the exporter,
the transit country, the possible future transit country and the
consumer\the importer) in order to identify the causes and the effects of
certain actions.
As for the theoretical approach, I rely on realism. Some argue that the
realism is a war paradigm; students of realism want to limit this
perception. They accept, however, that sometimes war is seen by states as a
means for achieving goals, as an undesirable but necessary instrument of
foreign policy (Guzzini 2000, 52).
Raymond Aron, in Peace and War, differentiates between homogeneous
systems and heterogeneous systems. The first consists of states which are
likely to cooperate. The symmetry and the vision of each state are
important in these systems because they enable them to create a space of
cooperation. The second notion refers to a system of countries that adopt
different principles. They develop contradictory value systems. The members
of these systems are unable to create a common space because their
approaches are different. In this case, cooperation can occur, but in specific
areas, such as economy, agriculture, education (Guzzini 2000, 91).
Realists assume that states are rational actors in an anarchic system, which
constrains them to behave as such. They must be aware of themselves and
the environment surrounding them (Guzzini 2000, 87). But, given the
current system, can we say that a state, even if it is the Russian Federation,
has the capacities to follow a purely realistic policy? Is the EU ready to
accept such a policy in its own neighbourhood?
Energy resources are becoming increasingly important factors especially
against the backdrop of increasing energy dependence of most developed
countries in the world. EU’s dependence expected for the next 20-30 years
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will reach nearly 90% for oil, 76% for natural gas and 100% for coal. Europe
is the largest natural gas importer in the world and it seems that it will
remain so until 2030, according to forecasts made by experts from the
International Energy Agency. Today almost half of the required gas is
imported from Russia (23%), Norway (14%) and Algeria (10%). In the next
25 years, imports could increase by up to 80%. In 2030, Europe will have to
import 488 billions of cubic meters (bcm) (Umbach 2010, 1236).
Formal negotiations concerning gas between the European Union and the
Russian Federation are not recent. Although many agreements have been
signed, the different visions of the two have generated failures (Drăgan
2005, 23). It soon became clear to the EU that it was negotiating with a state
that has a different perspective over the international environment. This is
noticeable in the statement of Javier Solana: "To develop a partnership with
Russia [was] the most important, urgent and challenging task which the EU had to
face at the beginning of twenty-first century”(Abellan 2004, 227).
Although it would be desirable, Russia and EU member states are not parts
of a homogeneous system, but rather parts of a heterogeneous one (Guzzini
2000, 91). All the agreements that were made, instead of being based on
common values, were rather based on questions of common interests
(Schuette 2004). An example can be identified in the security of the region.
This issue is of concern for both players, but the question arises when we
talk about how it should be provided. EU promotes cooperation,
understood as an instrument of soft security (for example, the European
Neighbourhood Policy and the Eastern Partnership). By contrast, Russia
acts in a non-cooperative way, as part of a foreign policy usually based on
the principles of hard security. After the Georgian War, EU and Russia
signed a six-point plan which seemed to place the two in a system of
common values, but Russia did not fulfil the fifth point (troops’
withdrawal) (Ians 2008). It is more like the EU speaks about partnership
and Russia talks about its right to develop beyond its traditional role of
exporting energy resources power (Hadfield 2008, 237).
The European Union is an example of integrated regional organization, but
it seems that the energy policy does not rally to this course. Although at
European level, an Energy Strategy and a Directive to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and to increase the use of renewable resources with 20% by
2020 were developped, EU’s energy policy has not achieved internal
integration because, despite the efforts, there is a clear state monopoly in
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the field (Hadfield 2008, 233). Possible explanations? (1) The strategy and
the directive listed above are not part of the hard law segment, as
regulations and treaties. Such agreements immediately bound states, which
must act precisely according to them. The Directives are rather part of the
soft law segment (they are seen as standards or recommendations, which
states are not bound to follow immediately). This is the reason why they
are not given crucial importance by the Member States. Therefore, states
tried to ensure their access to resources unilaterally or bilaterally (Griffiths
2003, 62).
In 2006, the European message consisted of a continuous denial that the
energy aspect was an issue of national interest, thus rejecting the foreign
policy implications of energy security (Hadfield 2008, 241). This message
was neglecting the reality of the global energy market, which was
undoubtedly governed by national interest. Russia, especially, counts on it
in its divide and conquer policy (Guzzini 2000, 68)
The Russian Federation managed to create a division between EU member
states by using bilateral treaties and by making use of its historical link
with these states – the existing energy infrastructure, possible affinities etc.
Five different groups of states that adopt different attitudes towards
Kremlin can be identified. The first group is called the Trojan Horses (Greece
and Cyprus). These countries oftentimes stand in for Russia whenever the
EU shows the slightest disagreement with the former. The second group
goes for Strategic Partners (Germany, Italy, France and Spain). These
countries have a special bilateral relationship with Moscow. This fact
makes them not to be truly interested in developing a common energy
policy towards Moscow within the EU. The third group is called the
Friendly Pragmatics (Bulgaria, Austria, Belgium, Finland, Hungary,
Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal and Slovakia). Although they do not
promote policies which are favourable to Russia, they tend to prevent those
decisions that might irritate it, because most of these countries (Hungary,
Austria, Belgium and Bulgaria) hope to become hubs for Gazprom in
Europe (Leonard, Popescu 2007, 30, 36-37). In the absence of a truly
common European policy on energy, they are not willing to abandon their
bilateral agreements with Russia. The fourth group is named the Frozen
Pragmatics (Czech Republic, Denmark, Ireland, Latvia, Estonia,
Netherlands, Romania, Sweden, and United Kingdom). In their case the
economic interests prevail, but, if they have the chance, they are not afraid
to criticize the Kremlin administration on issues such as human rights. This
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group is mostly passive and therefore it cannot be said that they are
supporters of Russia in EU policies. The last group is called the New Cold
Warriors (Lithuania and its Baltic fellows). This group is known for leading
a hostile policy towards Moscow. These states are using their veto power in
order to block negotiations with Russia. Overall, there are two major
trends: the first consists of European countries which see in Russia a
potential partner, whereas the second includes member states which intend
to exclude Russia from all possible forums of energy negotiations,
including international bodies, such as the G8 (or G20 more recently)
(Leonard, Popescu 2007, 36-37).
Russia's strategy may be declared a success given that EU has proved to be
weak in solving the security crisis even within Europe (Georgia, Ukraine).
The main reasons rely on the differences that existed within the EU
regarding a common attitude towards the Russian Federation (Guzzini
2000, 68).
European Security Crisis– Ukraine
The main transit countries for the Russian gas towards Europe are Belarus
and Ukraine. Thus, these states can be used as tools of external policy by
Russia. This is the case of Ukraine, which, due to a rapprochement to the
EU, had to face a total cut of gas on various occasions (2009-2010). The 2006
crisis was a defining moment for the EU, whose countries have understood
that Moscow is not a partner that follows the principles of a fair play, nor
does it wish a common good.
Although it is a net importer, the EU has not shown a growing interest in
its energy policy. Indeed the energy market is one of the most regulated,
but until now this policy was made by companies, which sought an
immediate profit. Hence, energy resources were seen strictly as economic
resources (Umbach 2010, 1230). These interests have not been a major part
of the states’ agenda until 2005-2006, when Europe was affected by a major
crisis without being a directly involved player. The gas crisis arose
following the commercial conflict between the Russian Federation and
Ukraine (Umbach 2010, 1230). The gas crisis of January 2006 was the
wakeup call for the Europeans; on January 4th, 2006, the EU stated that it
needs a more cohesively and clearly defined energy policy, in terms of
security of energy supply. Although there have been several negotiations,
member states still have the monopoly over the energy market. Starting
with March 2010 the European Commission founded the Agency for the
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Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER). “ACER's mission is to assist
National Regulatory Authorities in exercising, at Community level, the regulatory
tasks that they perform in the Member States and, where necessary, to coordinate
their action”. As it can be seen, this EU institutional body has only advisory
attributions on a restricted field (only regarding the natural gas resources
and electricity), so we cannot talk about a truly cohesive and clearly
defined European energy policy.
In 2005, Gazprom started negotiations with the Ukrainian officials on an
increase of gas prices. Ukraine refused a settlement claiming the validity of
the former agreement until 2009. This agreement enabled them to purchase
gas with $ 50 for 1,000 cubic meters, whereas Gazprom demanded $ 160 for
the same amount of gas. Later that year, Gazprom claimed $ 230. In late
2005, Putin offered to credit the Ukrainian Government with the amount
needed to pay the imposed liabilities. Given the fact that the Ukrainian
officials have denied the proposal on 31 December, Putin announced that
the gas exports to Ukraine will be barred. Ukraine supposedly solved the
lack of gas by importing the volumes that had to take the European route,
which drew accusations that it would steal Gazprom’s gas and would not
be a reliable partner as expected for a transit country. Whether or not
Ukraine stole European gas is not clear. What is however certain is that the
Russian accusations made the European countries doubt the ability of
Ukraine to be a reliable partner.
Thus, Russia has achieved two goals: First, it pushed Ukraine away from
the EU, defending its area of influence. Second, it created the perfect
opportunity to launch negotiations on the development of two additional
Russian pipelines to Europe (namely, Nord Stream and South Stream). The
gas interruption had a major impact on the ultimate player, the importer.
Given the Europeans’ protests, Gazprom exports resumed on January 2nd.
On January 4th, the Ukrainians have reached an agreement with Russia
regarding the gas imports, which was valid until April 2006 (Nichol,
Woehrel, Gelb 2006, 1).
Direct implications:
For Russia, the interruption of gas supplies revealed that the Russian state
and Gazprom use their resources as an instrument of foreign policy and
that it is far from being a poor negotiator. Gazprom’s actions were rather
dictated by the strategic implications of Putin's government than by
economical reasons. The disagreement, which was announced to be a
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commercial one, did not keep strictly to the price level of the exported gas
to Ukraine (Nichol et al 2006, 3), but had a political connotation given the
recent elections (which translates into the interest of a state to maximize its
political power) (Griffiths 2003, 67). This reality overlaps with Kissinger's
theory, which is based on two assumptions: firstly we can speak about
raison d'Etat or reason/interest of the state for which any mean can be used
to obtain certain benefits, even if that could seem inconceivable in an
orderly internal political system. Regarding the second assumption,
Kissinger believes that one state has a duty to handle the "balance of power in
order to maintain an international order that no member should dominate the
other" (Griffiths 2003, 56-57).
Ukraine is one of the least efficient countries in the world with respect to
energy consumption. Key elements of Ukrainian industry, metal and steel
production, are dependent on the purchase of cheap energy. The control
this state is holding over the gas pipelines that are linking Europe with
Russia was often counterbalanced by the country's energy dependence on
the Russian Federation. The bilateral relationship between these two
players is interdependent: if the Russians demand a higher price on the gas
which is purchased by Ukrainians, Ukraine may require a higher price for
the gas that is passing through its territory. The gas crisis, from the
perspective of the upcoming elections in March 2006, was particularly
important in terms of future reforms. Gas supply interruption was a direct
hit to the government led by Yushchenko. He was accused by the
Ukrainian press that he did not negotiate the gas agreement signed with
Gazprom on January 4th in Ukraine’s benefit. That contract did not provide
clear information regarding the price level of gas imported by the
Ukrainian state. It was not clearly stipulated that the price for a 1000 cubic
metres of natural gas will remain at the level of $ 95 for five years (Nichol et
al 2006, 4).
The changes that occurred at international level between EU and Ukraine,
given the energy significance of Russia for the member states, have pushed
Kiev’s administration to return to a friendly policy toward Moscow. This
resulted in changing Russia’s position regarding Ukraine in terms of
cheaper imported gas (Iorga 2010).
This episode attracted criticism from the U.S. Sean Macormack, spokesman
for the U.S. State Department, accused Russia of using its energy for
political purposesSecretary of State Condoleezza Rice said on January 5th,
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2006 that "Russia is a responsible actor in the international economy”, but it tried
through "politically motivated effort to constrain energy supply to Ukraine” (The
State Department, January 3 2006).
Hence the energy policy has become a major issue on the agenda of EU
officials. This episode has questioned some assumptions that Europeans
had adopted previously: Firstly, oil and gas are economic goods rather than
strategic ones, so these resources are not tools of foreign policy. Secondly,
security of supply is not an important factor and it can be left under the
guardianship of private companies. Thirdly, gas supply interruptions can
be replaced all the time. Fourthly, Russia under Putin's leadership give
clear signs of orientation towards free market principles. Additionally,
Russia will always prove to be a reliable partner and, lastly, Russia needs to
export its energy resources to Europe, so their relationship is based on a
mutually acceptable interdependence. All these assumptions have led
European officials to ignore that Russia used its energy resources (as it
holds a monopoly on the transport system of resources -pipelines) available
as a strategic tool (Umbach 2010, 1230). Member states ignored Russia’s
actions and perceptions over the international system, although they were
clearly announced through its National Security Concept (adopted in 2000).
Here, threats are seen as “attempts by other states to counteract [Russia’s]
strengthening as one of the centres of influence in a multipolar world, to hinder
realization of its national interests and to weaken its positions in Europe, the
Middle East, Transcaucasia, Central Asia and the Asia-Pacific Region”.
(Presidential Decree 10 January 2000, No. 24) In this light, the
rapprochement of Ukraine to Europe was perceived by the Russian part as
a threat to its near abroad territory, therefore to its national interest.
Additionally, energy is a very important sector in the Russian national
economy, hence it is natural for this country to try to protect and to ensure
its existing monopoly over certain markets. This increased level of interest
can also be seen in the National Security Strategy of the Russian Federation
until 2020. One of the main objectives announced here is the transformation
of Russia into ‘one of the five leading countries in terms of GDP’ until 2015. The
energy sector is an important part of Russian GDP. It accounts for as much
as 20-25 percent of its GDP. “In recent years the share of the federation’s oil and
gas revenues has come as high as 50 percent of GDP. Of this figure, 37 percent was
drawn from specific oil and gas taxes and 13 percent from corporate income tax
drawn from the oil and gas industry” (Kurlyandskaya, Pokatovich, Subbotin
2010).
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The Europeans had too much confidence in the EU's capacity to guarantee
peace at least at a regional level. The outbreak of the crisis threatened the
security of Europe in terms of supply and it established the political power
that Russians have through their gas resources (Miroiu, Soare 2006, 86)
European Security Crisis - Georgia
The war in Georgia (August 2008) was another warning given to
Europeans, who until then believed that the EU is able to ensure security in
its neighbourhood (Hafkin 2010, 221). This war revealed the boundaries of
the international principle of neutrality in international relations, which led
to the collapse of the peacemaking process in South Ossetia and Abkhazia.
The effectiveness of UN structures, policies and capabilities (which
supposed to be the guarantee of the collective security principle) were put
into question (Nitu 2010, 11).
In May 2004, Georgian president Mikheil Saakashvili, tried, without
success, to restore a high level of control on South Ossetia after several
violent demonstrations. Regarding the events of August 2008, we cannot
say precisely who started the first attack. The fact is that both players blame
the opposing party (the Georgians argue that Russia sent its army in
Georgia before August 7th offering to the separatist troops military aid,
including tanks, from North Ossetia to South Ossetia (Chicky 2009, 3),
while Russia says it acted under the “responsibility to protect” (adopted by
UN in 2005 when situations like genocide or crime against humanity
appear) (Nitu 2010, 13). They also claim that the Russian troops belonged to
the peacekeeping forces which were present in the region and that these
units entered South Ossetia only after President Saakashvili ordered the
attack over the capital of this region. Given the speed of the Russian
response (hours) they “were expecting the Georgian attack and were themselves
at their jumping-off points. The counterattack was carefully planned and
competently executed, and over the next 48 hours, the Russians succeeded in
defeating the main Georgian force and forcing a retreat“ (Friedman 2008).
As aforementioned, the realists believe that there is no perpetual state of
conflict, but there can be states that want to change the balance of power
towards their national interest (Guzzini 2000, 90-91). The Russian
Federation still sees the international relations in terms of power. After the
collapse of USSR, Russia lost the privilege of being part of ‘the great
powers’ group. In present terms, Russia is the state that holds the largest
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natural gas reserves in the world and many hard security elements (Nichol
et al 2006, 1), so it is naturally for it to try to regain its previous status. At a
press conference, he announced: “Russia is a country with a history that
stretches for over 1000 years and practically always used the privilege of having an
independent foreign policy. We have no intention in changing that” (Rasizade
2008, 17). Therefore we can hardly say that Russia tried to change the
balance of power by attacking Georgia, the balance had already been
changed; the Russians simply used this war as an announcement. It was an
official shift to which Europe and United States failed to answer properly.
USA reaction:
Immediately after the outburst of the conflict, Russia confronted a lack of
response. Taking into consideration that the US were Georgia’s ally
(civilian advisers, 130 military advisers in Georgia) (Chicky 2009, 4), it is
hard to believe that Washington did not know about the events in South
Ossetia. This leads us to two assumptions: they did not know how Russia
would answer or, more likely, they did not expect Russia to answer for two
reasons, in fact the same reasons that made Russia react.
The first once concerns Ukraine. NATO expansions in Poland, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Romania and especially in the Baltic States did not
cause any response from Russia, but when Ukraine began to develop
special relations with the West, Russia perceived this as a threat to its own
security. This behaviour can be explained by the realist view - Russia felt
threatened by America’s growing power in near abroad territory (one’s
security in term of power can generate another’s insecurity) (Friedman
2008).
The second reason regards Kosovo. After World War II, the general
principle followed by all states was that national borders cannot be
changed. This was a possible solution for ethnical conflicts. Kosovo has
been seen as a precedent. Russia felt its borders threatened by such
conflicts. Hence, Russia refuses to acknowledge Kosovo as an independent
state (Friedman 2008).
Thus, the Americans were not prepared for an answer. Their perception
was that Russia would not risk the outcome of an invasion. But being a
rational state, Russia made a cost-benefit analysis. The benefit was the
balance of power shift recognized by all states, while the costs or the
consequences of the invasion would be rather minor. Russia did not expect
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a reaction from the West and it anticipated correctly. Additionally, the US
were involved in Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran. Therefore we can assume that
the Caucasus region was not the most important region in geostrategic
terms (Friedman 2008).
The European reaction:
This event did not affect only the parties directly involved, but
reverberated worldwide, attracting various reactions, especially by
Westerners, whose ability to ensure their regional security was damaged
(9am 2008, International). This conflict appeared to take by surprise
European states. But Russia’s previous actions suggested that a conflict
with Georgia was inevitable. Starting with the first half of 2008, Russia
started to develop closer official relations with the two separatist regions;
on March 21, 2008. the State Duma recommended Kremlin to recognise the
independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia; Russia also increased the
number of its troops in these regions (e.g. in Abkhazia from 458 soldiers to
3000, the maximum limit) and it kept its troops very close to South Ossetia
(Kavkaz 2008; Nitu 2010, 15-17).
Only France, which at that time held the presidency of the European
Council, negotiated with Russia on a six point plan immediately after the
conflict. The six points are the following:
1. Force must not be used;
2. All military actions will stop;
3. There will be free access for humanitarian aid;
4. Georgian Armed Forces should return to their bases;
5. Russian armed forces should withdraw to positions occupied
before the crisis;
6. International discussions will begin on the future status of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia and on ways to ensure their safety (Ians 2008).
The 27 EU member states have decided to suspend talks on the re-entry
into force of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) which
expired in September 2007 (9am 2008, International) and expressed their
complaint regarding Russia’s unilateral decision to recognise the
independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, but no compulsory actions
regarding Russia were taken. The EU announced the suspension of the
agreement until Russian troops would withdraw to the position held prior
to August 7th, 2008, which did not happen (currently Russian troops are
stationed in Akhalgori, Georgia). In 2011 the negotiation regarding a new
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PCA restarted, although the fifth point was not accomplished by Moscow.
(EU Council 2008, PFUE)
From the standpoint of the Europeans, this conflict was a violation of the
principles of independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity recognized
by international law and UN Security Council. Even in this particular case,
the Europeans have been unable to give a common response: Countries of
the former soviet space, which now are members of EU, the so-called ‘New
Cold Warriors’ (Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia) took an extreme stance,
accusing Russia of imperialism. The ‘Strategic Partners’ (Germany and
Italy) adopted a more tempered tone: Angela Merkel stated that "it has
never been questioned that Russia will suffer sanctions, the freeze of discussions for
a new partnership was bound only by Section 5 of the agreement made by Sarkozy,
that requires complete withdrawal of Russian troops". Additionally, Silvio
Berlusconi declared that EU must respect Russian sensitivity on certain
issues and emphasized that Kremlin offered more guarantees that would
withdraw its troops (Euractiv 2008, Enlargement). The ‘Frozen Pragmatics’
(namely, the Czech Republic, Sweden, United Kingdom) had a negative
reaction, accusing Russia that it did not comply with international
principles (Euractiv 2008, Enlargement). The ‘Trojan Horses’, namely,
Greece, through its Foreign Minister, Dora Bakoyannis, claimed the
accomplishment of four objectives: confirmation of operations’ ending;
returning to the previous status-quo; observance of the ceasefire and
beginning of substantive dialogue. She noted that Greece would not side
with any party of the conflict (Papers of FM Bakoyannis 2011). As for a
member of the ‘Friendly Pragmatics’ group of states, Slovakia's Prime
Minister, Robert Fico, declared that all parties must stop and lay down their
weapons. He declared: “I do not see the situation as all black or white as some
do, because one side provoked (Georgia). Then a reaction came, therefore we
must….. sit down at the negotiation table and solve things”(Slovakia's Prime
Minister Robert Fico, 2011).
The lack of unity at European level is a success example of the “divide and
conquer” method in influencing the balance of power. Russia has managed
to divide the EU economic unit block in a number of states that adopt
different political positions as individual parts (Guzzini 2000, 63).
The conflict confirmed Russia's military strength and complicated EU’s
efforts to diversify its sources of supply, given the monopoly that Kremlin
has over Europe with the help of state-controlled energy giant Gazprom.
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This conflict can be seen as an obstacle created by the Russians in order to
stop or delay the implementation of the European project, Nabucco, which
passes close to the two separatist provinces of Georgia. Nabucco’s
advocates are counting on the natural gas from the region of Caucasus and
Central Asia. It is also possible for Gazprom to supply the necessary gas
through the Blue Stream pipeline (White 2008).
Russia's actions can be identified as the national interests of a state that will
resort even to violence to achieve its goals. War is not desirable, but it is a
necessary tool of foreign policy (Guzzini 2000, 52, 91)
The fact that Russia wants to be a player not to be ignored (and not the
largest or the most powerful country) shows it is not a revolutionary power
that wants to change the system as a whole, but rather a state that wants
adjust the current international system to its advantage.
This war was a very well played card, used by Russia for the areas of
Central Eurasia and Eastern Europe. The Kremlin administration made
things perfectly clear: the Russian Federation is prepared to use force in
order to meet its goals and ensured the EU that it cannot ensure Europe’s
energy security alone (Tsereteli 2008, 6).
EU as a Net Importer:
A study made in January 2009 by a group of European experts showed that
the quantities of Russian gas that were transported to European consumer
countries are about 300 billion cubic meters (34% of EU imports of gas),
with 80% used Ukraine as a country of transit. Of this amount: Germany
uses 96 million cubic meters, Italy - 60.5 million, France - 27.4 million,
Hungary - 38 million, United Kingdom - 23.8 million, Poland - 21 million,
Czech Republic - 18 million, Austria – 11 million, Romania - 15 million,
Greece - 7.4 million, Bulgaria - 9.7 million, Serbia - 10 million, Macedonia 0.3 million, Croatia - 3 million, Belgium - 8.8 million, Sweden - 1.1 million ,
Finland - 13.4 million, Slovenia - 1.9 million, Slovakia - 19 million, Moldova
- 3.8 million etc (RT 2009).
In 2009, EU import dependency reached a level of 64,2% for natural gas.
For example, Italy is dependent in proportion of 80%, importing 32% from
Russia (Market Observatory for Energy 2010, Italy). Germany is dependent
in proportion of 60% (Annexe 1), importing 46% of Russian natural gas
(Market Observatory for Energy 2010, Germany). This explains the
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behaviour of these states, all trying to protect their own interests and only
after the common ones, in this case the EU’s or the entire region’s (if we
talk about the energy security of Europe).
In the coming years, Norway is expected to increase its gas exports to the
EU, given the augmentation of imports in major centres such as Germany
and Britain, while the southern market (Italy, Spain and Portugal) will be
supplied by the African countries. But after 2020 there will remain just two
large exporters for the European market, namely Middle East countries and
Russia. On the short term, Russia is unlikely to increase its exports to the
EU, for several reasons:
a)
The rapid decline of the production process in areas as:
Urengoi, Yamburg and Medvezh'e;
b)
The need for major investments to open new production
areas, such as Yamal;
c)
The investments needed for the implementation of new
pipelines, increasing the already high costs of Gazprom (e.g. it
bought, in 2005, the fifth Russian oil company at a price of $ 13
billion);
d)
The high costs necessary to restore the existing
infrastructure;
e)
Insufficient incentives for independent gas producers
(Kjarstad, Johnsson 2007, 881).
Global demand for gas and oil is rising. This causes instability which leads
to large disequilibrium in the balance of power between producing states
and consuming ones.
During Putin's official visit to Austria in May 2007, Gazprom signed a long
term contract with the Austrian OMV gas importer (Cohen 2007, 3). This
agreement virtually integrated the Austrian transit and storage networks,
both existing as well as those scheduled, in Gazprom's network. Given the
geographical position of Austria, Russia intends to build a corridor to enter
the EU market. The second step is followed by assuring the European
energy dependence by providing control over the critical infrastructure,
namely the pipelines in Europe and Eurasia. Thus, the Russian Federation
wants to control the source (energy, gas that already belongs to it),
distribution (pipelines that are owned by Gazprom) and the market,
buying refineries, ports, gas from other countries (Cohen 2007, 4).
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As for 2004, Gazprom has invested in 23 multinational companies - $ 2.6
billion buying 50% of Slovrusgaz in Slovakia, 48% of Europol Gaz in
Poland, 30.6% of Estonia's Eesti Gaas. Also it bought strategic infrastructure
companies in Georgia, Hungary and Ukraine. Gazprom holds 51% in North
European Pipeline, which was selected to build the underwater part of the
Nord Stream pipeline (Cohen 2007, 5).
All of Gazprom’s actions should be seen by EU as three lessons to be kept
in mind: Kremlin will have control over any major energy project; Russia
will achieve its purpose by absolutely all means, be they political, legal,
etc.; Russia can play very aggressively in relationship with Europe
(Umbach 2010, 1239).
It is obvious that the EU needs to diversify its gas supply locations. In this
direction, the discussions with Norway, Algeria, but also with other
countries in the Middle East, could be resumed. Russia tried to prevent
European access to all potential exporters that could have reduced the
energy dependence. Thus, it did not only seek to maintain its monopoly on
gas pipelines from Central Asia (Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan),
but it offered to buy gas of Iran, Qatar and several North African countries.
The Russian Federation is acting as any other rational state that tries to
maximize its own benefits. It buys gas from other countries in order to
resell it at a higher price and to ensure itself that it will not have future
competitors over the European market. The real problem lies in the fact
that EU is still responding very slowly to this active dynamism of Russia
(Umbach 2010, 1237).
Given the recent events that took place in 2010 (the most recent Ukrainian
gas crisis), Russia’s realism can be put into perspective if we analyze the
political line of the incumbent president, Dimitri Medvedev. One example
is the agreement signed with Poland in November 2010. Even if it is a
bilateral deal, according to Guenther Oettinger, the Energy Commissioner:
“We managed to ensure that the intergovernmental agreement between Russia and
Poland was brought into line with EU law” (UPI, 2010, Science News).
Apparently this is not a big achievement, but from a diplomatic point of
view, EU has succeeded in partially breaking the divide and conquer method.
It cannot stop the bilateral agreements from implementation, so it tries to
negotiate using its own rules (Guzzini 2000, 68).
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Further examples in this regard are the International Summits from
November 21-22 and May 2009. Following these, the energy sector became
a focal point in the European political agenda. EU and Russia have
succeeded in establishing an Early Warning Mechanism that was proposed
by the European Commission. It was adopted on May 15th and Russia
ratified it on November 16, 2009 (Progress Report 2010, Common Spaces).
This agreement includes very important provisions, such as a clear
definition of the situation in which this Mechanism will come into force: a
significant gas cut-off that may occur due to commercial disputes,
infrastructure problems or accidents. In such cases the agreement allows a
third party to interfere in trying to solve the dispute by peaceful means
(Europa.eu 2009). This document was a very much needed European
instrument that could allow them to avoid difficult situations as the one
from 2006. It remains to be seen how effectively this instrument is used
under similar future circumstances. Additionally, it must be said that this
summit was a turning point for Russia’s realism. Until then it usually
negotiated concrete energy agreements with states that are part of the
European Union and not with the international organisation as a whole
(Drăgan 2005, 23) This can be interpreted as an European success over the
Russian realism until proven otherwise. The simple fact that Russia has
signed such an agreement is very different from the behaviour of this state
until nowadays. Russia was playing the role of a difficult partner to deal
with especially in its relation with EU. But we cannot neglect the fact that
the Early Warning Mechanism is just an instrument through which the
relationship between the two parties might advance to an unique
homogenous system of values (Guzzini 2000, 91).
The second International Summit between Russia and EU took place on
November 18, 2009. A central point of the negotiating process was energy
security. Before the December 11-12, 2009 Summit, the International Energy
Agency has published an analysis regarding the possible increase of energy
consumption at European level until 2020. The analysts elaborated a
possible energy scenario: if the new post-Kyoto Protocol was to be signed
in Copenhagen, Russia would have to limit its gas export, due to the
Protocol’s demand, and it would stimulate the development of alternative
technology in European states, reducing the energy imports from Russia.
The downturn of the Protocol (Zahariu 2009) involved the increase of the
gas demand with 67%, hence the supplies would reach 240 bcm (Rian 2009,
Business). In the recent years, EU member states have shown great interest
in developing alternative ways in order to meet their energy demand and
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to protect the environment (renewable energy- see EU Strategy 2020). Even
though such behaviour can be observed at European level, the level of
technology development is not sufficient to support the industries of these
developed states. A perfect example can be Germany, which occupies the
first place worldwide regarding wind energy (20.000 turbine engines),
assuring 6.4% from its national consumption (Hitechpedia 2009).
These two International Summits had numerous positive results. On
December 28, 2009, a member of the European Commission declared that
the Russian Federation has informed the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Slovakia about a possible energy cut-off during that winter (RT 2009).
Regardless if the situation was solved without having to cut down the gas
supplies, Russia made that announcement in accordance with the Early
Warning Mechanism and this behaviour shows that it is not necessarily a
difficult partner to deal with. Also, it seems to show that realism cannot be
used in an international system where organisations such as the EU gain
more and more capabilities. The current system is allowing its players to
build a trustworthy relationship between them; it is not always about a
zero sum game (Griffiths 2003, 33-36). Therefore, an effective response to
Russia’s realism is represented by a deeper international cooperation based
on a common vision, leading to a common decision, that will break the
“divide and conquer” strategy. This vision will allow each state to promote
its national interest within a larger international organism, hence gaining a
better position at the negotiating table with Russia and creating a win-win
situation.
Conclusion:
"The energy relations in the last 10 years lead us to consider Russia as a single
state” (Finona, Locatelli 2008, 441) which does not comply with current
trends of liberalization. Instead it seems to choose to return to the past and
to use part of the Cold War logic: that of messenger – Ukraine. Thus,
relations between EU and Russia should be viewed in terms of
"Realpolitik", where compromise solutions must be found. A plausible
compromise that must be achieved within EU is cooperation between
member states instead of numerous bilateral relations. Only then EU would
be a credible regional actor, which will have the capabilities to be a political
giant and not only an economical one.
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