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1. INTRODUCTION
This paper employs a narratives/discursive analysis to the case of EU-Russia energy relations and it aims to understand what such a relation means for the construction of “Europe”. In order to understand the nature of EU-Russia energy governance it is necessary to address a number of problems, some are relatively technical in nature, while others are highly politicized. What this paper argues is that a deeper examination of EU-Russia energy relations needs to consider technical problems, political issues  and discursive structures as interrelated and ultimately dependent on the very nature of both the EU and Russia understood  as  actors pursuing different political projects on Europe. The EU-Europe of Brussels-centred integration is substantially different from the Russian Europe of sovereign states and spheres of influence. 
In this perspective emerges that the way in which questions related to the energy governance are handled might have relevant implications and meanings not only for the “energy security” of both parties, but also for the entire political structure of Europe.

In particular, the aim is to demonstrate that the disputes on policies  which are considered “technical” and “non-political,” -and therefore often removed from the sphere of public decision-making into the realm of technocratic politics- may have much wider consequences than usually thought.

In order to proceed along these lines the theoretical framework will be firstly discussed and the narrative/discoursive approach will be presented. Also, through the adaptation of the  Waeverian layered discursive structure  for defining  the case of energy, this paper ultimately aspires to build a  “three- tiered” framework  to grasp the  structure of meaning   of the EU-Russia energy relations. In addition, the case of European Treaty Charter, EU-Russia Energy Dialogue  and the Green Paper will be analysed as cases to test the validity of the theoretical framework and of the methodology proposed. 

The concluding part aspires to wider the analysis and to highlight the meaning of energy in the context of EU-Russia relations. It focuses on implications of studying the case of EU-Russia energy relations in the light of a narrative/discursive approach. In particular, it underlines the “Othering” process   and constitutive role of outsider that can be grasped from the EU-Russia energy relations. It finally examines how disputes over technical issues related to energy are ultimately due to the incompatibility between EU’s and Russia’s projects.  This clearly emerges if a layered narrative/discursive approach is adopted.
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY
As explained, the objective of this paper is to examine the EU-Russia energy relations through the narrative/discursive approach proper of postructuralism. 
According to Ringmar, the stories we tell ourselves about things are only one kind of narratives among many, and as such they have no privileged status. Social scientists  must similarly reject their conviction in the existence of a unified, coherent and transcendental truth.
 There is no underlying “essence” which guarantees our integrity and which makes it possible for us to rank our preferences consistently over time and between narrative contexts. In this perspective, narrative/discursive approach considers identity as emergent through and  dependent  on discourses and narrative. Therefore, in order to justify its argument, each discourse or narrative rely on a specific identity. The identity/discourse relations also include the category of the “interest”.  For the narrative/discursive approach interests cannot be presented by political actors outside of the discursive structure. Each discourse or narrative support a specific range of interests. An interested-based argument is always made on the basis of a particular distribution of layered identities. In other words, the relation between interests and identity is no fixed per se but it holds as long as identity and interest are framed in a specific discourse or narrative. Within two different discourses (narratives) is it possible to find the same identity related with different interests or vice-versa. 

Neither actions nor interests can exist outside of the context of a narrative (discourse). Moreover, since these narratives are likely to vary between different rhetorical settings, the way in which we define our interests will vary correspondingly. Hence, interests can never refer to something that we “really”or “objectively” , want , but only to what we may want our selves to want before a particular audience. Narratives give meaning to interests which, in turn, generate actions .Subject , object and concepts cannot be conceived as existing independent of discourse. Specific arguments and representations that are powerful in one period or at one place can sound non- sensible or absurd at others.

In short, an explanation phrased only in terms of interests can by itself never be enough. Instead, the triangular relation narrative-identity-interests is a wider analysis that better fit with the faded nature of social sciences. 
In this perspective, for the narrative/discursive approach, an interests- driven explanation holds only in the framework of a specific discourse or narrative. In fact, when a new identity is in process of being established (“formative moment”) old meanings are contested and new narratives are advanced with the help of all sorts of rethoric and propaganda (discourses). 
 New narratives put forward a different identity-interests relation. 
 The contestation is over identities rather than interests, and although interests also can be said to be undertaken “for reasons” (for interests), they are not the kind of reasons proper of an utility calculus since it is a  new utility calculus that the actions are designed to establish. 
.

By adopting the narrative/discursive approach, the paper aims to build a three tiered discursive framework to grasp the structure of meaning of the energy relations between the EU and Russia. In order to do so, this paper proposes to employ the layered discursive structure elaborated by Waever
 and to adapt it to the case of EU-Russia energy relations.

Waever elaborated a discursive structure of meaning made up of three levels (layers). The most basic layer of discourse- level 1-is considered to be extremely resilient to change . It is the result of a  historical trajectory which tends to confer to this layer of discourse a “taken for granted”, sedimented quality
. In layer-1 of the discursive structure it is possible to include the political project on Europe held respectively by the EU and Russia.  In particular the EU aims to build Europe through a representation of itself as “civilian empire”. This leads the EU to conceive its relations with Russia according to the formula “transformation through integration” in  the EU political space. Russia, for its part, aspires to pursues its political project on Europe through a representation of itself as “Great Power Russia” that wants to establish its relations with the EU  on an equal base in order to preserve its sovereignty and contend with the EU the role of  agenda setter of Europe. However, it is worthy noting that even though this layer is conceived as the most deeply structured level, changes can occur anyway. The second layer -level 2- concerns the relational position of EU and Russia  vis- a- vis  their energy relations.
 The issue at this level regards the way in which the two narratives of level 1 are reflected in the energy field. This article formulated two paradigms –“Market and Institutions” for the EU and “Empire and Regions” for Russia - that indicate EU’s and Russia’s project (vision) on energy in Europe and through which is possible to understand, as a consequence, how the EU and Russia interpret their mutual relations on energy. 

The third layer –level 3-regards specific European policies. This layer is made up of the relevant  policies on energy that constitute the energy partnership between the EU- Russia. Therefore, this paper includes the  ECT, Energy Dialogue and EU’s Green Paper  in level 3. 
The importance and the reliance upon the layered structure lies in the conviction that any attempt to pursue a specific European policy will not be successful  as long as this discursive structure is neglected.
 In other words, a policy on energy that ignores the structure of meaning will not be recognized as part of the EU- Russia energy debate. Therefore, the specific contribution of this layered framework – and of this paper-  is that  it makes  possible to understand  what kind of policies are likely to be successful  and thus convenient to pursue (energy policies that take into account the structure of meaning) and what are those doomed to failure (energy policies that neglect the structure of meaning).

2.1 Layer 1

As said, this level includes narratives attributed to the EU and Russia through which is possible to understand their political project on Europe.
As for the EU, the facts that the it is historically a peace project designed to tame the age-old Franco-German rivalry and that it is a non-Westphalian entity by its nature may led to the perception that the EU is far behind traditional geopolitical powers or “hard power” such as the ( US )and Russia.

However, some recent studies started to challenge the conventional textbook wisdom about the EU’s international representation (image). These studies  have argued that the EU is best understood as an “civilian empire” extending from Brussels in the form of concentric circles towards the CEE, post-Soviet space and the southern Mediterranean, with its power weakening gradually towards the outer circles. Aalto  elaborated an open-ended perspective that treats the ‘EU  empire’ as one possible form of geopolitical subjectivity that competes for example with Westphalian-federal and regionalising forms.

Specifically, the “EU civilian empire” narrative is particularly evident in the EU’s external relations with its European partners. According to this narrative,   EU’ s the project on “Europe” leads the EU to relate with European partners considering  itself as “superior” or as the embodiment of the “true” Europe. Therefore, as Prozorov put it,  EU’s vision of Europe embeds a hierarchical inclusion, which by definition aims to deprive the partners of its autonomous subjectivity. In short, contrary to what can be thought, EU’s project on Europe tends to draw lines of exclusion at the heart of its own integrationist programmes.

For Aalto the “EU empire” is rather hesitant to order non-applicants such as Russia and Kaliningrad. The EU wants them to embrace its own order, but it is ill prepared to supply the necessary resource base that would facilitate their inclusion inside the EU’s symbolic, if not material boundaries.

As for Russia,  the narrative imposed by Putin was different from Yeltsin’s one in many respects. Putin was the promoter of the reconstruction of Russia and this could also be possible if a narrative of “Great Power Russia” was not imposed. Within this narrative,  Russia’s project on Europe is that of sovereign states and spheres of influence. Hence, this explains why Putin cannot accept the idea of aligning its legislation with the rules advocated by the EU and, thus, acknowledging the EU  as the agenda-setter of Europe. Instead,  Russia’s relations with the EU needs to be set  on an equal basis. 
2.2  Layer 2

As for the second layer, this contains EU’s and Russia’s vision (paradigm) on energy in Europe. This layer make possible to understand the way in which EU and Russia interpret energy governance in Europe. In her analysis Finon and Locatelli refer to  two opposite narrative (paradigm) –“Market and Institutions” and “Regions and Empires”- of international energy relations that can be extrapolated beginning from IR theory and can be considered as pursued by the EU and Russia. 

Two theories of international relations, the neo-liberal paradigm (see in particular Keohane and Nye) and the neo-realist paradigm (see in particular Waltz), offer opposite interpretations of the evolution of international relations. In the first perspective, after the collapse of communism in the Soviet Block, general market-based rules in the international and regional regimes were the order of the day in the midst of optimistic prophecies about the triumph of globalisation and the ‘‘end of the history’’. The prospect of mutual gains from trade provides the rationale for market-based arrangements. At the EU level, this provided the backdrop for the single market and, at the national level, programmes of liberalisation and privatisation under the aegis of the EU. This was the height of what Correlje´ and van der Linde (2006), in their scenarios of international energy relations, call the ‘‘Markets and Institutions’’ approach to international economic and political cooperation: an integrated, multilateral world with effective institutions and competitive markets. 
The neo-realist perspective points to an alternative to the multilateral and free-trade approach that Correlje´ and van der Linde (2006) label ‘‘Regions and Empires’’
. It is a world primarily based on a balance of diplomatic and military power, in which American unilateralism holds sway, and political and regional blocks compete. It is a world that will make it difficult for integrated global markets to emerge or maintain themselves.  Little room is left for EU’ s approach based on integration of neighbours through the market and on a multilateral attitude to international relations. National and international security issues and military conflicts, bilateralism and excessive regionalism prevent international economic integration rooted in overall regulation of the flow of goods, capital, and labour. In this perspective, energy trade is part of the broader geopolitical game and relative gains are more significant than absolute gains. This is because energy represents an essential commodity which has relevant implication for security. Thus, within this paradigm energy trade follows geopolitical logics.    
So far we have represented, on one side, the EU as a “civil empire” with a specific political project on Europe and that  pursues this project also in its energy relations with Russia  through the paradigm  “Market and Institution”. On the other side, Putin’s Russia has been represented in the narrative “Great Power Russia” that aims to build Europe as a continent made of sovereign states and spheres of influence. The aspiration towards this European project is reflected in the way in which Russia interpret her energy relations with the EU, that is through the paradigm “Empire and Regions”.  

The next step of this article is to discuss the case of ETC,  Energy Dialogue and Green Paper in the light of the framework presented. In particular these, three cases will be adopted as tests to prove the validity of the layered discursive structure and to shed light on deeper meanings of the EU-Russia relations. It will be demonstrated that the fact that EU and Russia hold different projects on Europe is the ultimate cause that leads the EU and Russia to disagree on technical issues.   

 2.3  Layer- 3
As said, the third layer –level 3-regards the more specific European policies. This paper includes in this layer the  ECT, Energy Dialogue and EU’s Green Paper.  Therefore, the paper will now proceed to a closer analysis of these three case studies in the light of layered structure proposed.  
3. GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT AND THE EUROPEAN CHARTER TREATY
The geopolitical context of the European continent has changed considerably since 1989. In the previous period, throughout the 1990s, the international and European scenes were better described by the “Market and Institutions” paradigm than the realpolitik of “Empires and Regions”. The fall of communism coincided with the Eu’s drive to extend the single market into the utilities sectors, including the gas market. The formerly communist states looked onwards the EU, and prepared to accept the new EU regimes for their accession. In addition, under Yeltsin  Russia accepted the market based reform and privatisation recommended by the international organisations and provisionally ratified the ETC. This seems to suggest that  Yeltsin’s Russia shared with the EU the “Market and Institutions” vision on energy in Europe.
However, when Putin came to power, he imposed a new narrative. As a consequence also the nature of the energy partnership with the EU changed. After a decade during which Russian state apparatus disintegrated, its international position deteriorated, and market rules were imposed on the economy with little benefit,  Putin- as mentioned-  emerged as promoter of a narrative for Russia that  can be labelled as “Great Power Russia”. This is reflected also in the field of energy as Putin aimed to make Russia an energy super-power which plays a key geopolitical role.  To make Russia an energy super-power it is necessary to give an image of her as an essential supplier for regional energy market and able to  boosts competition between consumer countries and region to increase her  importance. 

This specific historical and geopolitical context explains relevant dynamics useful to understand the trajectory of  the ECT.  The ECT proposed by the EU was modelled on the rules that existed in the EU at the beginning of the 1990s. The Treaty seeks to establish a common liberal free trade for energy beyond the borders of the EU. Such a proposal  is to be read as being  in line with the EU’s vision on energy in Europe- Market and Institutions-  and, as ultimately, consistent with the narrative of Layer 3 ”EU civilian power”.  However, EU’s ambition clashed with the narrative “Great Power Russia”. As said, when Putin came to power, a “new” Russia had moved towards a model of traditional power, deployed diplomacy backed by force to reassert its influence in its “near abroad”. Putin’s idea was to make Russia  determined to use its energy resources to exert geopolitical influence.  

Russia’s new narrative generated new interests in the energy field. The power game orientation, for example, implied a government control of energy resources. This, in turn, entailed  that an organisation of the oil and gas industry needs to involve  few large companies in which the state holds a majority stake. Companies represent Russian government’s way of controlling oil and gas revenues to fund the public budget and finance economic development. They also underpin foreign policy goals and their action is not restricted exclusively to Russian resources and the domestic market. In line with “Empire and Regions” paradigm, the sphere of action of companies includes Russia’s “near abroad”, where they seek to control exports and recently exploited reserves. Rich European countries are included in the sphere of actions of companies. This is because Russians companies aim to play a part in downstream activities and tighten their hold on revenues along the entire value chain. The Russian state does not hesitate to pre-empt companies to secure the countries energy resources and ensure that they are properly exploited. The shake- up in the oil and gas industry since 2001 has enabled the development of production , transport, and exploitation resources to be recognised under control of the state. 

Therefore, Putin’s Russia moved towards the  a European vision of energy based on the paradigm “ Regions and Empire”-which is an  intrinsically political energy strategy-  it started to pursue new interests in energy and it  created de facto interference between foreign trade and foreign policy in energy.  Clearly, this led to divergences with the EU paradigm “Market and Institutions” and also limited the effectiveness of the multilateral approach of the EU. 
 

In particular, the ECT imposes certain obligations on participating states as regards investment and trade in energy, and in particular stipulates that all signatories are to ensure transit of energy from third parties including in the event of a conflict with one of the parties.18 It can be seen how these provisions clearly clash with the vision of European energy labelled “Regions and Empire” pursued by Putin’s Russia. It s, therefore, in this perspective that can be understood why Russia signed the Treaty but never ratified it, and why in April 2004 ECT was removed from the State Duma’s agenda as “flatly contradicting national interests of Russia” and “being imposed on Russia” from outside. This was of course greeted with delight by Gazprom
4. THE EU-RUSSIAN ENERGY DIALOGUE 
With the time, the ETC was viewed as a dead mechanism by both Russian and EU officials. Therefore, under the auspices of the French EU Presidency Chirac, Solana and Prodi and the newly elected President Putin a ‘new phase of institutional, economic and social reforms’ for Russia  was announced(EU–Russia Summit Paris, 2000, p. 2), with energy as the centrepiece of cooperation. The two sides launched  a regular dialogue on energy to enable the ‘definition and arrangements for an EU–Russia Energy  Partnership’ and to get around the stalemate of ongoing Russian rejection of the ECT. 

This section argues that the apparent EU’s intention was to deal with Russia as an equal partner in facing problem and finding solutions. In fact, it seems that EU’s orientation was to establish an egalitarian discourse to enable Russia to reclaim its subjectivity. The idea is that negative self–other perceptions inherited from the Cold War could be overcome through a process of constructing policies through dialogue rather than negotiation or diktat.  However, it will be demonstrated that, while there was a EU’s attempt to promote change in its energy relations with Russia by approaching her partner on an equal base, in reality, the traditional representation of the  EU as “civilian empire”  occurred in such a way  that only served to re-inscribe the negative perception of Russia that the EU seemed willing to erase.
At a first sight, it can be argued that the language used to describe the Energy Dialogue does not reflect the EU’s narrative of a “civilian empire” that aims to integrate the partners in its sphere of influence through legal approximation. In fact, in the wording of the agenda of the Energy Dialogue there is no clear mention of the principle of conditionality. The Commission states that “Russia and the European Union are natural partners in the energy sector”. Also, in describing the objective of the Dialogue it emerges that
 “the overall objective of the energy partnership is to enhance the energy security of the European continent by binding Russia and the EU into a closer relationship in which all issues of mutual concern in the energy sector can be addressed …  the strong mutual dependency and common interest in the energy sector  is clearly a key area of EU-Russia. 

However, a closer analysis shows that  the Energy Dialogue treats  five major issues: markets and security of supplies; transport infrastructure; enhancement of the legal framework, the investment climate and transfer of technologies; energy efficiency and the Kyoto protocol; the establishment of a pan-European energy market. The first four issues have mostly technical nature –and they can be located in the Layer 3. The fifth one reflects not only technical issues -such as the EU Commission’s long-term perspective of the dialogue but also EU’s  vision on energy in Europe and ultimately EU’s project on Europe. 
In particular,  it is in the fifth  issue that EU’s idea on energy in Europe demonstrates to remain consistent with  the paradigm “Market and Institution” and ultimately linked to traditional narrative of EU as “civil empire”  . The argument is that EU’s  ambition remains to establish a continent-wide energy market based on the EU’s (or similar to the EU’s) legislation, which would create adequate conditions for private investors to move into production and to supply sufficient energy resources to meet private consumers needs.  The eventual EU–Russian legal approximation (read Russia’s approximation to the EU’s standards and norms) became increasingly part and parcel of the Energy Dialogue for the EU.  Therefore, EU’s detachment from its narrative of  “civil empire” is only apparent. 

On the other side, Russia –consistently with the “Russia great power” narrative and in response to EU’s imperial attitude- strove to preserve its independence in energy market regulation in the context of the Energy Dialogue. It repeatedly stressed that although it accepts the goals of market reform and the liberalization of energy markets, Russia is willing to transform her legislation at her own pace, paying attention to the specificity of the energy market in Russia. This was conjoined by Russia’s reluctance to accept EU proposals for a common regulatory regime based on the acquis communautaire as a long-term foundation for mutual energy relations.

In the broader context of  EU–Russian economic relations,  Russian attitude led Moscow to insist that the joint framework should not consist of Russia simply copying the EU’s legislation. Rather, the idea was that the two parties needto approximate their legal norms and rules, that both partners have to change something and that the essential common basis had to be negotiated together within an international forum like, for example,  the World Trade Organisation. Importantly,  Russia even coined an alternative term, ‘legal convergence’, as opposed to ‘legal approximation’.
In short, by framing the EU and Russia as pursuing political projects on Europe (Layer 1)  bot reflected  in parties’ different visions on energy in Europe (Layer 2),  it is possible to understand the divergences in the EU’s and Russia’s conceptual visions of the Energy Dialogue (Layer 3).

Russia’s long-term vision of the Energy Dialogue –especially the one formed in the last year- is drastically different from the concept that the European Commission cherished on behalf of the EU. The EU proposes creating a stable legal regime based on the principles of energy liberalization. This regime would remove (or at least minimize) the influence of public authorities in energy relations, it would create a level playing field giving energy companies the main role in guaranteeing energy security. The Russian vision is based on the idea of equality between partners and Russia intends to safeguard this equality by all means. According to the latter vision, the state should oversee this equality. In fact, the Russian state has shares in the major national energy companies, which gives it a right to monitor all deals. Top Russian officials have to sit on the boards of trustees of these companies and make sure that this equality is preserved.

In addition, it can be seen as also the structure of the Energy Dialogue reflects the logics of projects (narrartives).  The Energy Dialogue is made up of three level. This analysis regards only two of them such as intergovernamental and transgovernamental. an intergovernamental level which is sees parties working with each other in the international forum with a dominant role for the head of state or government, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs or other chief executives. 
This level reflects Russian vision which is based on sovereignty and equality. The second level is transgovernmental. Keohane and Nye defined transgovernmental relations as ‘sets of direct interactions among sub-units of different governments that are not controlled or closely guided by the policies of the cabinet or chief executives of those governments”
 Strengthening of this level leads to a pooling of sovereignty among different governmental and semi-governmental bodies, which cooperate across borders in specific sectors without the constant control of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This is the level where questions of legislative approximation are discussed and conflicts regarding different legal regulations are resolved. It represents the level in which technical issues are sorted out before they are shaped as political problems. This level was slightly represented in EU–Russian relations until very recently and it rarely works as a result of initiatives by the relevant officials. For example, early warning procedures concerning new legislation and measures against other countries did not exist.
 This situation was mainly due to the low level of delegation within the Russian administrative system. In turn, this reflects  both Moscow’s vision and its reluctance to discuss technical aspects of the Energy Dialogue and about sharing information  with the technocratic European Commission. For its part, the EU prefers  to strengthen the transgovernmental level. In fact, in order to accomplish  EU’s  strategy of legal approximation,  this level should dominate and should function relatively independently of the political level. It can be argued that the reason why the EU pushes for this level to be predominant  is because it is in line with  the EU’s vision of the Energy Dialogue and it represents the key to set a wider European energy market according to “Market and Institutions” paradigm. It ultimately supports the EU’ s project on Europe linked to the narrative that represents the  EU as “civilian empire” Finally, as argued by Romanova, in the Energy Dialogue  the intergovernmental level visibly dominates, while the transgovernmental is  fairly weak. 
This means that in the current structure of the Energy Dialogue prevails  the narrative “Russia as Great Power” that hinges on the idea of indivisible sovereignty and a realist tradition in international relations. 
4.1 The principle of reciprocity.
Similarly, the reciprocity principle is another crucial issue debated in the EU-Russia Energy Dialogue. Disagreements over it can be better understood in the light of the proposed narrative approach. The parties have shown to hold a different interpretation of this principle. The European Commission gave its definition of the reciprocity principle in a 2007 Communication (European Commission, 2007)
. The key message is that EU’s partners who wish their enterprises to have access to the EU market have to establish rules that are similar to those of the EU. The European Council in December 2007 confirmed this understanding of reciprocity by adopting the Declaration on Globalisation (European Council, 2007). 

 Conversely the essence of the reciprocity principle for Russia consists of  equal access to different segments of the energy business (upstream and downstream) and equality in the volume of mutual investment. 

Once again, a reference to the structure of meaning proper of the EU-Russia energy relations helps to grasp the reasons of this difference in interpretations.  In fact, it can be seen how the two competing interpretations fall within the two competing narrative advanced by the EU and Russia.  EU’s interpretation clearly follows the representation of the “EU  civilian empire” as well as Russia’s interpretation is consistent with the narrative of “Russia Great Power”. 
In conclusion, this section has demonstrated that, while the EU seems in principle willing to  construct an egalitarian relationship with Russia in order to break down traditional negative,  self-other depictions are still  present. Russia, in fact, keeps occupying negative positions in the EU’s projects on European energy and on Europe. In general,  this triggers disagreements and divergences in  the  interpretation of technical issues -such as the principal of reciprocity- and contributes to re-inscribe Russia’s difference from the ‘West’ European ‘us’ in negative terms. 
5. THE NEW GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT OF MID 2000s
In 2006, debates about ‘energy security’ reached the top of the EU’s political agenda. A conjunction of political and economic factors seemed to be critically affecting the security of supply in most EU member states. A wide range of actors called for the establishment of a ‘Common Energy Policy,’ based on a fully operational Internal Energy Market and equipped with an external dimension enabling the EU to speak with one voice in the world. In the geopolitical terrain, the 2000s witnessed how the regions where the most important oil and gas reserves are located became particularly unstable.1 Political instrumentalisation of energy resources by major producers was also revealed as a great concern for European countries. The Russian-Ukrainian natural gas dispute that provoked temporary cuts in supplies in some EU countries in January 2006 caused commotion in many European capitals, which until then had seen Russia as a reliable supplier. For EU representatives, all these trends that had been announced over the previous decades – fast growth in global demand of energy, increasing dependence

on imports from unstable regions, but also rising energy prices and global climate warming – suddenly appeared as ‘serious risks’ (Commission/SG/HR for the European Council 2006). 

Among these there are also perspectives for global demand, price volatility, and the actual capacity of producer countries to supply the energy demanded due to the lack of necessary investments. In this context, divergences between member states, for example regarding policies towards Russia, and the lack of intra-EU solidarity in the event of a crisis were also considered a challenge for particular member states or the EU in general due to the fact that some countries are completely dependent on one source of energy supplies. All these energy-related threats are mainly of a market-economic nature, but may have consequences in broader terms: geopolitical security, economic stability, social development and climate change.
Against this background, between 2005 and 2007 the EU’s political agenda prominently

featured debates over energy security. All EU institutions and member states put forward

their proposals for a more integrated energy policy, a ‘Common Energy Policy’ (CEP) in the terms used by the Commission (Piebalgs 2006d)
, or a ‘New Energy Policy’ (NEP) as the Council posited (Council of the European Union 2006i, 2006j, 2006k)
. Likewise, all institutions made a case, in one way or another, for the development of an external dimension of the European Energy Policy in order to enhance the external security of energy supplies to the EU (Commission of the European Communities/SG/HR for the European Council 2006; Commission of the European Communities 2006b).
 In this regard, the European Parliament even spoke in favour of a ‘Common foreign energy policy strategy’ (European Parliament 2006b). 

In the light of the theoretical approach of this paper, these developments imply a redefinition of the EU’ s paradigm “Market and Institutions”  included in  Layer 2 of the discursive structure. The new geopolitical context was interpreted by EU Commissioner as highly delicate and unstable. Therefore, in advancing  discourses much emphasis was put on “securitazation” of energy supply. In follows that, while EU Commission’s main concern remained that of preserving European integration there was essentially a recognition of the fact that energy supply could not be dealt with only within the market sphere, but also needed a strategic, foreign policy approach, enabling the EU to maintain a unitary position in international energy relations. The  necessity of setting new instruments to govern energy at the EU level was also supported by an important part of the scientific community (Baran 2007; Correljé and van der Linde 2006; Weisser 2007).

Since the oil crisis of 1974, the European Commission has been advancing the notion of

‘energy security’ (Commission of the European Communities 1974).
 However, the

Commission’s approach to this topic was then circumscribed to economic and technocratic measures for harmonizing national energy policies. Instead, the Commission’s recent documents about the European Union’s energy policy in general and its external dimension in particular (Commission of the European Communities 2006a, 2006b, 2007)
 have been characterized by a high securitising tone. 

With all the aforementioned developments in mind, Commissioner Piebalgs (2006b)
 went so far as to declare that the world has entered into a “new energy era” that will last for the next few decades. This provoked a call for an urgent change in dealing with energy: “we are facing a period in which we have to get serious about the energy transition we are facing. We can either prepare it sensibly today, or risk being faced with a major crisis to our energy system for want of sufficient preparation” (Piebalgs 2006a
). But on the other hand, the ‘novelty’ of the situation led him to elaborate on the lack of predictability in the energy sector, which is regarded as a source of political concern in itself. He argues for example that “global oil markets are not characterised by transparency and, put quite simply, we do not know how long oil will last, but we do know that the clock is ticking” (Piebalgs 2006c)
. Moreover, this uncertainty could be further aggravated by natural disasters or other accidents having a negative impact on energy, especially on prices and accessibility. The inability to make a rational and planned forecast of the energy situation through known free-market mechanisms exacerbates this perception of insecurity. The definition of the referent objects in the documents presented by the Commission are somewhat diffuse, but focused at the sub-system level: the referent objects cover the  EU as a part of the world market; the competitiveness of the EU economies as a condition for consumers’ (both individuals and businesses) well-being; and finally, the process of European integration itself, especially in its economic and international aspects. For example, the Communication, ‘An Energy for Europe’, from January 2007 recalls the origins of European integration in the Messina Declaration and stresses that “energy is essential for Europe to function” (Commission of the European Communities 2007).
 This discourse is complemented by a more global perspective, which acknowledges that the energy problem is not exclusively European, since “energy interdependence is becoming a global issue, with major shared concerns” (Piebalgs 2006a)
. But overall one may conclude that the need to protect EU competitiveness (and thus, European integration itself) was the dominant framing.  For the sake of this paper, particular focus needs to be put on the external energy policy.  Following the measures that the EU was supposed to undertake in its external energy policy also contain proposals pushing for further integration, although their scope and institutional linkage within the EU system remains ambiguous.  For example, a proposed mechanism for coordinating Member States’ external energy policies, was the creation of the network of energy correspondents “to assist the EU’s early response and reactions in case of energy security threats” (Commission of the European Communities 2006b: 6)
. Importantly, the Commission also stressed the relevance of the principle of coherence in EU energy policy between different EU energy-related policies and between the EU and Member States, especially with reference to issues of sustainability and climate change. Diversification of energy supplies in terms of energy sources, geographical origin and transit routes also

ranked high in the Commission’s documents. In particular, it is worth noting  how a method proposed for increasing the security of supply includes the establishment of dialogue and energy partnerships with producing, transitional and other consuming countries, the creation of a pan-European Energy Community, that is to say the extension of the European energy acquis communautaire to neighbouring countries with the main aim of “ensuring stable and predictable regulatory frameworks for [the] development of energy markets and for providing stable conditions for the necessary investment in the supply of hydrocarbons” (Piebalgs 2006f). 
These are however measures that were already in place before the beginning of the ‘energy security’ debate in late 2005
However, the basic sources of threat identified by the Commission are related to well known concerns about energy supply and dysfunctions in global energy markets: the growing dependency on energy imports and the concentration of reserves in only a few countries and regions, most of them unstable; the growing global demand for energy; the lack of reliable, affordable and sustainable flows of energy; and low reliability of suppliers, which may use energy as a political lever. In a nutshell, the Commission defined as threatening the fact that external actors do not ‘play the same game’ as the EU, thus reinforcing perceptions of instability. 

At the level of international energy markets, the European Commission focused on describing how this area should be organized world-wide, establishing “a new energy system, based on effective collaboration between producers and consumers, efforts to

increase energy efficiency worldwide and a quantum leap in the production of renewable

and low carbon energy” (Piebalgs 2006g
). Measures proposed are somewhat diffuse, but some examples include the promotion of an international agreement on energy efficiency or widening the geographic scope of the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (Commission of the European Communities 2006b
).
All in all, the content of the measures proposed by the European Commission were not much different from earlier proposals or instruments already in place. However, they were presented in the light of the new geopolitical context labelled as threatening EU’s energy security with threats and risks emerging from the changed situation of the energy markets. It is worth noting that these developments provoked a redefinition of the EU’ s paradigm on energy in Europe. However, it can be seen that while this redefinition occurred in Layer 2,  the EU’ s  imperial attitude and ambition to expand its own energy regulations throughout Europe remain unchanged (layer 3). However, EU’ vision on Europe is now supported in the energy field through a redefined paradigm that puts more emphasis on “security of supply”. Therefore, security discourse seems to be more inclined towards giving political salience and a sense of urgency to the already known measures and convincing the target audience (member states) to effectively implement them. In the same vein, the discourse about the novel and insecure world energy system served as a background for the Commission to justify the need for new landmark decisions paving the way for a Common Energy Policy, including an external dimension.

5.1  EU 2006 Green Paper
This section analyses the EU 2006 Green Paper  in the light of the new interpretation of the  geopolitical context and redefined EU’s paradigm.  
As noted, the January crisis was catalytic in revealing the geostrategic footprint of Russian energy policy and the European policy lacunae and prompted a number of policy papers in both 2006 and 2007 in which the Commission effectively nominated itself as architect of an embryonic EU external energy policy. 
This was subsequently outlined in the March 2006 Green Paper, A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy (European Commission, 2006a).
 The Green paper argues that energy security can be obtained by constructing a ‘pan-European energy community’. Developing a common external energy policy entailed proposals for a Pan-European Energy Community ‘with a common regulatory space, a renewed approach with regard to Europe’s partners, including Russia, and finally a new Community mechanism to enable rapid and coordinated reactions to emergency external energy supply situations’
. From the Doucument emerges how Russia is the natural counterpart to the EU’s ambitions to create an external energy policy, although it is proposed the contention over who has the upper hand in the ongoing energy ‘partnership’:

A new initiative is particularly opportune with regard to Russia, the EU’s most important energy supplier. The EU, as Russia’s largest energy buyer, is an essential and equal partner in this relationship. The development of a common external energy policy should mark a step change in this energy partnership at both Community and national level. A true partnership would offer security and predictability for both sides . . . [whose] results could be integrated into the framework of EU–Russia relations due to replace the current EU–Russia PCAagreement in 2007. (European Commission, 2006a, p. 15). 

it is worth noting how the EU indicates Russia as an equal partner for its energy relations. However, rather than acknowledging the geopolitical content of energy supply and demand, the EU ethos- as commissioner Ferrero- Waldner put it- is based on ‘Reinforced market-based provisions on energy’. In this context,   energy security ultimately  relies on  ‘the EU extending its own energy market to include its neighbours within a common regulatory area with shared trade, transit and environmental rules’ (Ferrero- Waldner, 2006)
. In addition, the Green Paper suggests that:   if the EU backs up a new common policy with a common voice on energy questions, Europe can lead the global search for energy solutions.’ 
In this light, it can be seen how the Green Paper contains a contradiction concerning EU’s discourses. In fact while on one side the EU wants to pursue a true partnership with Russia based on equality, on the other side the EU still shows its imperial political project over Europe as it follows ambitions to transform and integrate European neighbours-included Russia- within its regulatory sphere.   
6. FINAL REMARKS: THE CONSTUTIVE ROLE OF OUTSIDERS IN THE EU-RUSSIA ENERGY RELATIONS
This section aims to point out the relevant consequences and meaning that can be grasped in the complex energy relations between the EU and Russia.  As noted, in setting its energy relations with Russia, the EU has acted consistently with the narrative  “EU civilian empire”. The case of  ECT particularly shows how this imperial ambition occurs.  By proposing  Russia to ratify the ECT,  EU’s main goal is to induce its partner to approximate its legislation to the EU’s one. The ultimate objective is to include Russia in a European political space in which the EU can detain the primary role of agenda setter of Europe. Russia is, thus, invited to adhere to EU’s political project.  In short, the ECT epitomizes how the EU aspires to transform Russia offering her the integration in  European political space.   This contributes to trigger a mechanism of EU’s  “Othering” of Russia. In other words, acting along the imperial logic the EU not only  does not recognize Russia as belonging to the European continent but it also represents itself as  the embodiment of the “true” Europe opposed to the Russia’s “false” project. In the light of the “Othering” process, it is therefore important to underline how the EU contributes to the construction of  Russia as a non-European country and how in EU’s discourses Russia continues to occupy a negative position.  

This is particularly evident in the case of Energy Dialogue and Green Paper. Contrary to its stated objectives, the EU’s  supposed new approach to the Energy Dialogue and Green Paper  often resonates badly with a ‘West’ European legacy that sees Europe as led by the EU. In other words, in EU’s discourse on Energy Dialogue and Green Paper,  Russia remains construed as the object to be acted upon, the diseased that needs to be cured, the “Other” different from Europe. Hence, Russia’s subjectivity is denied in favour of its continued negative position in Western discourses. This, in turn, represents a catalyst for constructions of Western (EU) identity as charitable and benevolent. Such a negative location of Russia has negative effects on efforts to move towards the EU’s initial objective of a more open, equal and desecuritised relationship with Russia. It also re-establishes the boundaries of ‘Europe’ in hierarchical and  exclusionary terms.
This EU’s aptitude offers Russia the option, either of being imperialised or alternatively of remaining marginalised on the periphery of Europe. 

Therefore, the net outcome of the whole process is that by insisting on the principle of conditionality under the current conditions, the EU is concede Russia little choice – either Russia  gives up its self-representation of an independent sovereign power and integrate into the EU single market, or it strengthens  political control over its energy sector.

It can be argued that studying EU-Russia relations as the interaction between Self and Other not only provides substantial knowledge of the identity construction taking place within their FP discourse, it also provides a lens through  which discursive difference, similarities and changes can be studied. This ultimately facilitates the theoretical understanding of the link between identity and policy (interests). Rather than simply identifying two construction of identity as “different”, how this difference is located in spatial, temporal and/or ethical constructions of identity need be traced. Finally, analysing EU-Russia relations by conceiving identity formation as emerging from the relation between Self/Other is important because it permits to explain the formation of identity and interests not through an impersonal and anarchic structure nor through the undifferentiated concept of collective identity but through a relational process based on difference and supported by discourse approach.
In its energy relations with Russia, the EU is inclined to employ a  more or less  visible  principle of conditionality. This principle seems to be embedded in EU’s approach with its partners. This is a clear characteristic of the paradigm that sees the  “EU civilian empire”. Contrary to the EU’s logic of conditionality, the narrative of “Great Power Russia” leads Moscow to prefer cooperation with partners based on equal terms. Being confronted with the tough position of the EU bureaucracy, which refuses to consider any proposal about “special relationship” with Russia or any other way of recognizing Russia’s role as an independent power in the new Europe, -Moscow reacts by using all means – real or imaginary – of insisting on its independent position and influencing the pan-European developments. As Morozov notes, the controversial EU-Russia energy relations led Russia to  feel much more comfortable selling parts of its energy sector to state-owned companies from India and China, than to private western investors. 
This is a question of identities and perceptions: Eurasianist ideology is still quite popular among the Russian political elites, and therefore western ownership and  EU’s project on Europe are perceived as a potential threat to Russia’s economic security. Even if President Putin apparently cannot be described as an enthusiastic supporter of Eurasianism, his policy is still clearly motivated by the idea of a balance between Europe and Asia.   
It is then unrealistic to think that the Indian and Chinese counterparts have any design on Europe  and they  are not  perceived as capable of “serious” expansion into the Russian or European energy market.  In doing so, also Russia contributes to constitute the EU (West) as a threat.

Prozorov also contends that concrete and technical conflict issues in circumscribed domains  tend to spill over into the wider space of identity politics, in which ethical questions of recognition of political difference override the more technical or administrative issues of managing EU-Russian cooperation. The failure of the EU to embark on an equal ‘subject-subject’ avenue of cooperation instead of the presently perceived ‘subject-object’ relation  -in which Russia is cast in the passive role of policy recipient- arguably jeopardises the EU’s own efforts at integrating Russia within its normative space. In this perspective, the EU action  may be evaluated as  negatively impacting on the formation of the inclusive integrated space, within which the communication of disaccord would be restricted to occasional episodes, resolved without recourse to identity-related political strategies.

In other words, the lack of recognition of Russia as a legitimate political subject with its own interests –which  not necessarily coincide with those of the EU-  brings forth a discourse of Russia’s self-exclusion from European integration. This,  in turn, triggers on the Russian side,  a renewed  lymph to a reaffirmation of sovereignty.

While clearly not incompatible with integration per se, sovereignty is certainly incompatible with the EU’s hierarchical inclusion, which by definition deprives the state of autonomous subjectivity. Thus, when inclusion is equated with a submission to hierarchy, the narrative of EU exclusion of Russia becomes unsustainable unless it simultaneously disavows the value of sovereignty. The incompatibility of sovereign subjectivity-embedded in the narrative on “Great Power Russia”-  and hierarchical inclusion of the narrative “EU civilian empire” leads to the increasing prevalence of the narrative of self-exclusion, which may be expected to be a self-fulfilling prophecy with regard to EU-Russian relations, since the problematic of sovereignty is comparatively less articulated in the EU discourse on relations with Russia.
Therefore, while energy policies obviously illustrates this discursive conflicts -as demonstrated by  the case of ECT,  Energy Dialogue and Green Paper-  the dilemma in question appears to be of a more general significance for EU-Russian relations. Simply put, the inclusive orientation of the EU’s project of external security is hampered by the exclusionary practices necessary to fulfil the concern for internal security.

As Prozorov concludes, Eu’s concept of hierarchical inclusion makes evident that conflictual dispositions in EU-Russian relations are not likely to disappear, if the EU keeps employing its inclusive, integrationist line.

Therefore, the concept of hierarchical inclusion is directly linked to the principle of sovereignty: while the subject enfolded in the hierarchical structure is by definition deprived of its sovereignty, the subject (the EU) who constitutes the hierarchy in question is endowed with sovereignty in the very act of this constitution. However much dispersed among a series of structures or institutions, the practices of hierarchical inclusion point to the EU’s practice of its sovereignty in its relations with Russia, not only in the obvious case of unambiguously exclusionary practices but also in the more intricate case of governing the process of Russia’s inclusion in its  energy normative space. Instead of a facile representation of two subjects, whose energy policies are guided by incompatible logics, we observe the existence of a complex amalgam of both sovereign and integrationist logics in the policies of both Russia and the EU. The negative impact of the EU, which we have elucidated in this paper, is therefore not merely a policy failure or a result of an a priori divergence of the EU and Russian policy logics, but the effect of a more fundamental contradiction at the heart of the Eu’s project on Europe  which draws the lines of exclusion at the heart of its own integrationist programmes and practices sovereignty in the very acts of its disavowal. Conflictual dispositions in EU-Russian relations and in the EU-Russia energy relations- are not likely to go away unless this contradiction is resolved.
Finally, it emerges that there are wider political implications for the broader EU-Russia relations that can be drawn from the way in which  energy relations between Russia and the EU are handled. The EU-Russia energy relations show that these partners  are mutually constituting themselves as two competing, and potentially hostile, geopolitical subjects. The positive image of the EU, so common for the Russian discourse of the mid-1990s, is melting into the undifferentiated figure of the West as the eternal adversary. Conversely, the European discourse (as well as the western one, generally speaking), is recreating the Cold War descriptions of Russia as an inherently authoritarian state, which looms large in the backyard of Europe as a relic of its undemocratic and militaristic past.  Instead of a “Europe whole and free” we end up in a situation where Europe is split into two, very much like in the times of the iron curtain.
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