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ENERGY, NORMS AND IDEAS: DIFFERING DYNAMICS DRIVING UK AND RUSSIAN ENERGY POLICY 1999-2008
Caroline Kuzemko, Politics & International Studies Department, University of Warwick

Abstract: This paper will analyze two important, competing energy policy paradigms in Europe, that of the United Kingdom, which coincides with the EU’s position on energy, and that of Russia.  Whilst the UK has, over the time period covered by this paper, been a considerable, and not unsuccessful, actor in terms of encouraging energy market liberalization in Europe, often through the auspices of the EU, Russia has developed, over this same time period, as an increasingly powerful actor in energy in Europe and, as such, has evolved the capacity, alongside the intention, to stand in the way of various liberal reforms which have been supported by UK actors and institutions.  This position is in contrast to the energy relationship of the 1990’s which was based, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, on a seeming coming together of ideas about how energy trade within greater Europe, including Russia, should be framed.  This paper will conduct an analysis into some of the underlying reasons for the diversity of these two approaches to energy as a basis for understanding why there is increasing conflict between these positions on energy.  The analytical framework to be adopted is largely informed by new institutionalist theory, including the work of Peter Hall on policy paradigms which has been further developed by John L. Campbell among others, and which focuses on the role of ideas, norms and perspectives in the policymaking process.  This will mark an attempt to use one explanatory framework, which is normatively neutral, to expand on understandings of the energy policies of two very different countries.  Whilst acknowledging the dialectic relationship between energy policy making at the state level and wider international contexts, this paper will argue that varied approaches to energy policy occur between these nations in part because conceptualizations of what energy signifies, and the frameworks within which policy is devised and carried out, are firmly embedded within and facilitated by distinct local institutional and historical arrangements, norms and ideas.  It will be argued that UK energy policy has, over this time period, been informed in the main by economic concepts such as market liberalization, by minimal ’state’ involvement in energy and the importance of multilateral relations between nations, concepts which are prevalent in much thinking underlying the emergent EU energy foreign policy.  By contrast, Russian energy policy will be characterized as having been more recently informed, and facilitated, largely by political concepts such as statism, nationalism and by an understanding of energy as a means to achieving general foreign policy ends.  This theory will be tested with reference to a very limited number of interviews, mainly within UK institutions, to public policy documents, to research initiated by the relevant institutions and to public statements by prominent actors, particularly Vladimir Putin.  In conclusion this paper will point towards some of the normative implications of the simultaneous existence of two different energy policy paradigms within the political economy of energy in Europe and for relations between Russia and the UK.
1. Introduction:

This paper forms part of a larger thesis on UK-Russia energy relations during the Putin era and is very much a work in progress.  The starting point for this analysis was the observation that despite the steady reoccurrence of references to ‘interdependence’ between Russia and Europe in energy,
 in UK official documents, there seems to be little recent progress on negotiations to agree on how energy trade should be structured between Russia and Europe.  The end of the Cold War seemingly presented an opportunity for Russia to come in from the political cold.  It was considered, particularly in the UK, that Russia had ‘lost’ the Cold War and that there would, given the concurrent movement by Gorbachev and Yeltsin towards adopting Western economic and political policies, be a higher likelihood for new agreements based on common values or a certain ‘universality of ideas’ (Williams 2006; Browning 2008; Alison 2006).  At this time energy was considered a good vehicle for agreement between Russia and Europe due to the interdependent trading relationship.  There have therefore, since the end of the Cold War, been many political forums for negotiation set up between Russia, individual European countries and the EU on energy, some of which are still active today.  These negotiations were based, on the European side, on the idea that Russia would be a more ‘reliable’ supplier of fossil fuels than other nations through its progress towards liberalisation (Lee 2007).  However, despite a number of state and private sector agreements during the 1990’s, when Russia privatised a number of large natural resource companies, signed the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT) and allowed foreign investment in the energy sector, there does now seem to be a good deal more conflict in this energy relationship than initially envisaged (Romanova 2007; Hadfield 2008; Barysch 2007).  The ECT has not been, and it seems is unlikely to be, ratified by Russia, the Russian state has increased its ownership of the energy sector, private contracts have been overturned, the UK has started a programme of seeking to geographically diversify future energy supply sources away from Russia, and the EU is now attempting to create a unified EU energy strategy in an attempt to counter the potential or perceived energy might of the Russian bear.  The agreements signed in the 1990’s with the EU are now considered by important sectors of Russia’s political elite to have been signed from a position of weakness and to be akin to a form of ‘imperialism’ whereby Russia would be expected to implement a distinctly ‘Western liberal’ form of management of their energy sector (Hadfield 2008: 327).  The UK’s position on energy has been very similar to that adopted by the EU in that it has been, and still is a strong proponent of energy market liberalisation and privatisation both domestically and internationally, while Russia’s position on energy no longer ties in with the UK’s notion of energy market liberalisation abroad.  Furthermore, having been the first country in Europe to privatise and liberalise the energy sector, the UK is viewed in some circles as a ‘pioneer’ in liberal energy policy within Europe (IEA 2006).

This paper seeks to understand why energy has moved from a potential vehicle for political agreement within a certain perceived universality of ideas about how energy should be structured to one where negotiations have, on a substantive basis, stalled.  Ideas about how energy should be managed in Europe are, perhaps, most different between Russia and the UK and this paper will apply a theoretical framework which considers the role of ideas and institutions in public policy to elucidate why this is the case.  Specifically this paper will analyse the specific ideational and institutional backdrop to energy policy making in each country.  By using such an approach this paper is not implying that energy policy decisions made are not related to other specific international contexts or to any nation’s role as importer or exporter of raw materials, but that a rigorous analysis of the domestic contexts within which energy foreign policy is formed has been lacking in research on the subject of energy.
  The application of one explanatory framework in an analysis of the energy policies of two distinctly different countries represents some departure from the mainstream of literature on energy both as a general topic and on energy relations between states.  This theory will be empirically tested with reference to UK and Russian official energy policy documentation, and supporting material, alongside a limited number of interviews with individuals who have some insight into how energy policy has been devised and carried out in each country.  This paper will consist of a short literature review and explanation of the theoretical framework, of a section each on UK and Russian energy policy followed by a brief conclusion within which some of the consequences of the existence of two such substantial energy policy paradigms within Europe will be discussed.
2. Energy and Ideas: Two Countries, One Explanatory Framework:
In order to argue that energy policy is decided on, in Russia and the UK, within distinct ideational and institutional environments and that these different backdrops to decision making have been part of the process of creating quite different mindsets in energy, this paper will rely largely on new institutionalist theory.  These domestic environments inform not only how energy is conceptualised in terms of its place within the national political and economic sphere, but also, leading on from these different conceptualisations, what energy policy choices are made.  Clearly, there are other variables, domestic and international which have a bearing on how energy is understood and what policies are chosen but this paper argues that politically and socially institutionalised ideas are important variables in understanding the extent to which negotiation on energy agreements has stagnated between the UK and Russia.  

2.1 
Review of the Literature on Energy as a General Subject:
There is a reasonably large body of academic writing on the subject of energy partly due to the steadily increasing reliance of modern, industrial economies on oil and gas over the course of the last century or so.  Concerns about global warming, growing demand alongside potentially diminishing supply of fossil fuels and energy security have prompted many additions to this body of work in the last few years.  The Centre for Energy, Petroleum and Mineral Law and Policy (CEPMLP), however, recently undertook an analysis of academic research into energy in the UK which concluded that, outside of the liberal economics and technical fields, very little research had been conducted into energy particularly from area studies or international relations perspectives (CEPMLP 2006).  There is, therefore, little academic research available on UK energy policy, either domestic or foreign, a gap which this paper seeks to start filling, inspired by Amelia Hadfield’s work on bringing foreign policy analyses into the then predominantly economic field of energy research (Hadfield 2007).  The overall tendency, within the UK academic community, to approach understandings of energy from an economics or technical perspective is reflected, arguably, in the UK state’s, the International Energy Association’s (IEA) and EU Commission’s approaches to energy over the past decades.  Looking beyond the UK there is a large body of work which considers energy as a general topic both through ‘economic’ and ‘political’ lenses.  This body of work often applies general, catch-all theories to understanding energy on a territorially large, sometimes global, scale.  There is a tendency to write research on energy as a general topic, applicable to both importers and exporters alike, from a singular normative point of view.  For example one can read about general ‘rules’ which govern energy such as the resource curse or ‘Dutch Disease’ (Halperin 2005; Ellman 2006; Boix 2004) or the links between scarce resources and violence (Klare 2008; Le Billon 2005; Isiah III 2008) and those between free markets in energy and energy security (Yergin 2006 & 2007; Stanislaw 1998; Correlaje and van der Linde 2006).  This body of research does little to explicate what energy means within distinct domestic settings nor does it provide understandings that there might be more than one simultaneous normative view on what different energy policies might work within those settings (Rutland 2006).  This is an omission which is also observable in a further sub-set of academic work on energy as a general topic where one country’s political and economic management of energy is analysed from the point of view of the other.  For example, it is common to read analyses that look at Russian energy from a ‘Western’, often liberal, importer perspective (Ahrend & Thompson 2004; Considine & Kerr 2002) which conclude that Russia is doing the ‘wrong’ things.  A view found also in the UK press.
There is, however, within this group little research that recognises that energy can be perceived in different ways beyond the normative assumptions of the particular school of thought which informs that piece of analysis.  One recent paper which conducted an analysis of energy interdependence between Russia and the EU did use realist and neoliberal labels to explain Russian and EU points of view, but it still concluded that Russia would ultimately lose out to the globalising liberal world as it had chosen the ‘wrong’, non-liberal, course (Finon and Locatelli 2008).  This paper intends to apply a single explanatory framework which allows us to understand that UK and Russian approaches to energy are just two different ways of understanding energy which occur simultaneously within the political economy of energy in ‘greater’ Europe without applying normative judgements of either approach.  
2.2
 EU and UK-Russia Relations: Labels and ‘Languages’: 
In the absence of any body of academic literature on UK-Russia energy relations, this section will briefly assess the dominant analytical trends in the literature on EU-Russia energy relations and on UK-Russia relations in general.
  Within this body of work conceptual labels such as ‘pragmatic realist’ (Locatelli 2007) geopolitical (Bassin & Aksanov 2006), and ‘statist’ (Smith 2006) among others are applied to Russian energy and foreign policy.  These are interesting starting points for understanding what sort of policy is being written about, but these works seldom go on to question why such policies are produced, let alone why the Russian approach differs from other European energy paradigms.  Bobo Lo, in his 2002 book on Russian foreign policy, notes that labels can be ‘... highly normative, and often reflect the commentator’s biases as much, if not more so, than those of the subject’ (Lo 2002: 41).  This observation leads, in Lo’s book, to an analysis of the ideas behind Russian elite’s actions and foreign policies.  This paper too seeks to analyse the underlying ideational environment within which Russian energy policies are produced in order to provide some understanding as to why such labels are applied and what they mean for policy.

Analysis of Russia-EU general, and energy, relations sometimes concludes that Russia and the EU, and by extension the UK, seem increasingly to be talking in different languages based on different ideas, or values, or cultural and moral traditions (Romanova 2008; Monaghan 2008; Sherr 2008).   This is by no means a new observation: Caroline Kennedy-Pipe, in her book on Russian international relations since 1917, refers to a number of occasions where the UK held back from signing political agreements with Russia due to their perceived differing morals and values (Kennedy-Pipe 1998).  The re-appearance of marked ideational and policy differences between Russia and the UK during the 2000s, particularly in comparison to the 1990s when Russia had seemingly decided to adopt an ideological position closer to that of Europe, has led, once again, to a certain degree of puzzlement in the UK about how to understand Russian politics and policy positions (Browning 2008: 6).  This observation has not, yet, however led to enough research which engages with questioning how Russian motives and ideas are constituted and why they differ from UK political and economic ideas or in other words how they can be better understood.  
2.3 New Institutionalism: Policy Paradigms and Differing Mindsets:
New institutionalism covers a wide range of analysis from rational choice to sociological and discursive forms of institutionalism.  The framework of analysis for this paper will concentrate in analysis and theoretical frameworks produced by historical and more constructivist schools of institutionalism and will take as a starting point the observation that there has been, and still is, ‘...a wide variety of political beliefs in the world and still no universally accepted criterion for distinguishing between them’ (Runciman 1969: 160).  As referred to in the passage above on EU-Russia relations this observation fits in well with current analysis of the state of these relations over the past few years which notes that Russia seems to be talking in a different policy language to parts of Europe and to the UK.  Although neither the Russian
 nor the UK state have an ‘official ideology’ their actions and policy decisions are often based on ideas about what is the correct choice to make and in that way ‘..all political systems have an ideological or philosophical underpinning...’ (Smith 2006: 5).  But in what way are we to understand these underpinning ideas and why are they important for policy decisions?  

Political analysts of the historical and sociological schools of institutionalist thought have attempted to identify and explain the ways in which ideas and norms impact on policy making both in environments of stability and change (Hall 1996; Campbell 1998 & 2001; Hay 2001).   Hay and Wincott offer a useful explanation of the role of ideas as a link between context and conduct, institutions and behaviour or, in other words, as part of the ‘why’ of analysing actions (Hay & Wincott 1998: 953).   This has to do with how individuals within an institution interpret what is a more ‘credible’ or appropriate course of action when deciding on policy, the credible course of action often being normatively stated.  Peter Hall, the ‘father’ of historical institutionalism and of policy paradigm theory puts it this way:

More precisely, policymakers customarily work within a framework of ideas and standards that specifies not only the goals of policy and the kind of instruments that can be used to attain them, but also the very nature of the problems they are meant to be addressing. ...[T]his framework is embedded in the very terminology through which policymakers communicate about their work, and it is influential precisely because so much of it is taken for granted and unamenable to scrutiny as a whole. I am going to call this interpretive framework a policy paradigm. (Hall 1993: 279)
What is of particular note for this paper is the understanding that individuals working in social or political institutions tend to work within a framework which constructs appropriate or inappropriate courses of action.  Such constructed frameworks, or paradigms, are underpinned by sets of ideas which often have historical or traditional resonance which lends them credibility over other ideas which at a given point in time can be left in the background of any process of policy-making.  Policy paradigms here are understood as being plural and in existence at the same time, but mainly in different domestic world locations, as opposed to other understandings of a policy paradigm as being more comprehensive and dominant at a given moment in time and on a more universal basis, until the next paradigm comes along (Westad 2000: 551).  This second understanding relates well to Western understandings at the end of the Cold War, that liberal democracy had become dominant in the world, leaving little room for alternatives.

In order to conduct an analysis which empirically links ideas to frameworks of operation, or paradigms, it is necessary to have a working definition of what ideas are.  There are a number of definitions of ideas available but this paper works with John Campbell’s 1998 ‘typology of ideas’.  This allows us to understand that there are a number of different ways to conceptualise ideas in that they can be non-overtly stated influences or normative concepts and theories located either in the background or foreground of any policy-making process (Campbell 2001:165).  This typology thus offers a broad conceptualisation of ideas as elite policy prescriptions and assumptions and or public symbols, concepts and assumptions both of which can facilitate or constrain policy making (Campbell 1998: 385).   This typology not only provides us with a framework within which to think about what ideas are and how they can affect policy but it also introduces the element of agency into the process by referring to ideas as being normative and at the forefront of policy debates (Campbell 2001: 165).  In this way ideas can be understood as both structural, more about constraint, and agential, more about facilitation and change in answer to some critics of institutionalism which had pointed to a tendency towards path dependency in this school of thought.   Campbell’s typology also allows for an understanding of ideas as assumptions which are largely uncontested in reflection of Hall’s notion that the ideas underpinning a policy paradigm can often be ‘taken for granted’ (Campbell 1998: 164).  Change can occur when these assumptions are thrown into a new light by different circumstances or crises.

Lastly we should consider a further tenet of new institutionalism which is that ideas, when they become embedded in institutions, be they political, economic or social, tend to become established and harder to change (Jacobsen 1995: 285) partly because they are more likely to become taken for granted.  This is most especially so when institutions are formalised, either through specific intention or just through a ‘logic of appropriateness’, around certain ideas.  If ‘... individuals must pick and choose among influences and interpret the meaning of their institutional commitments’ (Peters 1999: 26) then it is therefore appropriate to hire individuals who have been educated to interpret meanings in a certain way to work for a given institution (Adler & Haas 1992).  This tendency to hire likeminded, or appropriately educated, individuals can be re-enforced by further training once inside an institution which can produce ‘...institutionalised subjects and institutional environments’ (Hay & Wincott 1998: 954).  This is one way in which certain ideas can become institutionally established and therefore more credible over time in the absence of challenge or crisis.  Referring back to Campbell’s typology these institutionally embedded ideas can facilitate policy making, especially when assisted by widely held popular concepts or assumptions, which support the institutional ideas and policies, particularly in a democracy (Campbell 1998).  This establishment of ideas thus constrains the range of policy possibilities open to decision makers within these institutions making change harder to consider or to bring about.  This is not, however, to say that change to a particular policy paradigm becomes impossible, just less likely outside of times of crisis and at times of crisis the underpinning ideas can still constrain the finding of alternatives, especially if they are publically unpopular.  The ‘less credible’ ideas surrounding a policy paradigm do not, however, disappear and can re-appear in times of confusion, disagreement, or when policies reached within a given paradigm seem less effective.

3. UK Energy Policy: Ideational and Institutional Context:

This section of the paper will look at the degree to which policies chosen by the relevant UK state institutions
  relate to the wider ideational environment in the UK and, most importantly, to conceptualisations of the role of energy.  Public policy and departmental documents will be referred to in this analysis as well as a very limited number of interviews with personnel within the department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR), formerly known as the Department for Trade and Industry (DTI), and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) who are responsible for analysis of energy and energy relations with Russia.  This chapter argues that there a number of institutionally embedded, liberal ideas which have had a strong bearing on UK energy policy over the time period covered by this paper, ideas such as freely trading energy markets, low state involvement in the energy sector and interdependence between states in energy.
3.1 
UK Conceptualisation of Energy: Energy as a Sector of the Economy or Commodity:
It is worth starting with a brief historical overview in order to introduce a key elite idea about energy in the UK, which is that it is conceived of primarily as a sector of the economy, or as a commodity, within which government should, theoretically, have little involvement.  Throughout a large portion of the last century the UK government followed the same strategy as the US with regard to the vital task of securing sufficient energy supplies, often from abroad, for national consumption (Painter 1997).  This strategy is informed by the liberal idea that energy supply should be managed by the private sector but with the important caveat that if energy corporations were failing to gain sufficient access to energy sources abroad, on terms that they considered to be favourable, then the government would ‘support’ the corporations through diplomatic, or more aggressive, means (Painter 1997).  This elite idea that, once frameworks are set, the state should be involved in energy only to the extent that business, or the market, required strategic support was further established domestically in the UK by the Thatcher Governments of the 1980s which privatised energy assets as part of a wider programme of liberalising the UK economy.  At the centre of the UK’s process of liberalisation and privatisation of energy were the 1982 ‘Oil and Gas Enterprise Act’, the abandonment of the ‘Energy Ministry’ and the overt conceptualisation of energy as a ‘sector of the economy’ within which there should be little, or no, government involvement.  Thatcher’s opinion on the state’s role in energy was made quite clear with the pronouncement that the title ‘Energy Ministry’ ‘...smacked of economic planning … whereas our energy needs should be supplied by the market’ (Blackhurst 2004).  When the Energy Ministry was disbanded, the responsibility for energy was passed to the then Department for Trade and Industry (DTI) whose role was and is, in its current guise as the department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR), to provide support and regulation for British businesses.  To draw further on new institutionalist thinking, the decision to place responsibility for energy within an organisation whose primary role was to support business was a significant move in terms of further embedding the conceptualisation of energy as a sector of the economy.  As already outlined above, new institutionalism allows for an understanding of ideas as becoming increasingly consequential for political decision making once embedded within specific political and social structures (Jacobsen 1995: 285).  The ideas embedded within the DTI/BERR are made plain on the modus operand on its website and energy, as a subject over which this organisation has had decision making priority, is subject to those ideas.  Energy was thus confirmed as a commodity or sector of the economy in political practice and an energy paradigm informed by neoliberal economic ideas continued to emerge.  
3.2 
Energy under New Labour: Liberal Ideas and the Energy Policy Paradigm:

Despite the recent decline, versus the previous few decades, in supply from the North Sea and the projected UK reliance, by 2020, on imports to meet 75% of its primary energy needs (Foreign Office 2004: 13) both domestic and foreign energy policy from the Conservatives to New Labour remained remarkably consistent.  This is partly due to the above mentioned conceptualisation of energy as being supplied by the market but also due to the general ideational environment within which energy policy was made.  Liberal ideas have had a strong influence on British elite thinking for some time, the 19th century saw a lowering of borders to movement of capital and goods which lasted until the early 20th century and, as already mentioned, the UK reverted back to adherence to such liberal ideas of economic management in the 1980’s.  Liberal economic ideas have arguably, therefore, been dominant for the last three decades in the UK with further reaching historical roots.  This tradition of liberal economic ideas relates also to analysis conducted by new institutionalists such as Colin Hay and Mark Blyth, among others, of New Labour’s policies. Their analysis concludes that the normative ideational context within which the UK has formulated policy has been distinctly neoliberal in continuation of those policies adopted by the Conservatives before them (Hay 2001; Blyth 2002).  There has also been research recently on foreign policy under New Labour which, although not specifically directed at energy, links it with similar political and economic ideas.  In his book on foreign policy under New Labour, Paul Williams starts his analysis with reference to the overtly stated ideas and commitments underpinning New Labour foreign policy as including ‘neoliberal views of political economy’ and international negotiation via multilateralism in an increasingly globalising and interdependent world (Williams 2007: 30).  When considering both the 19th and 20th century elite commitment to liberal economic ideas it is unsurprising that commentators on the ideational environment in the UK have noted that liberal ideas, particularly in the 1990’s, were considered to have ‘triumphed’ and to have reached a position where they are considered to have air of infallibility about them, or in other words taken for granted (Scherr 2006; Williams 2006).  The lack of alternative ideologies present in UK politics today might also be understood in terms of Isiah Berlin’s characterisation of Anglo-Saxon liberalism as having tendencies towards ‘monism’, as opposed to pluralism, by which he means having a system which inclines towards bringing ‘... others to adhere to the same political or economic approach’ (Berlin 1977: xix).  
It might be argued that the institutionalisation of neoliberal ideas serves the purpose of creating a system which tends towards monism and there is certainly, as will be seen below, a firm intention to encourage others to establish free markets, particularly in energy.  For example the DTI/BERR state on their website that they ‘champion free and fair markets, working with other countries to liberalise international markets and support development’.  Note the use of the word ‘champion’ and the inference that liberalisation goes hand in hand with development.  It will come, therefore, as little surprise that official energy policy documents which follow along these precise lines.  The UK government Energy White Paper of 2007, the Joint Energy Security of Supply group’s working paper of 2006 and the Foreign Office ‘Energy Strategy’ of  2004, among others, each outline the UK’s commitment to actively promoting liberal energy markets, and related ‘best practice’, internationally particularly in Europe and Russia mainly via multilateral routes such as the EU and IEA.  Aside from these commitments there are few other energy foreign policies mentioned which relate to the non-renewable energy sector.  As will be mentioned below, there are clear linkages made within these documents between liberalised energy markets internationally and the provision of energy security.  This commitment to liberal energy is noted by the International Energy Association (IEA) which has stated that the UK, having been the first country to liberalise its electricity and gas markets, can now be regarded as a ‘model’ for other countries wishing to follow its path.  It goes on to describe the UK as a ‘pioneer’ in energy policy whose ‘overarching theme in energy policy developments has been the use of the market to achieve policy goals’ (OECD/IEA 2006).  As such it is easier to understand why the UK considers that it is in a position to encourage other nations follow suit, as it has done with Russia throughout the time period covered by this paper.  
Such a firm stance at the foreground of UK energy policymaking is facilitated by the fact that outside of those institutions charged with formulating energy policy there is support for the notion of encouraging free market practices in energy abroad, notably from the Confederation of British Industry (CBI) which has put forward its request that the government promote open and competitive markets abroad (House of Commons Report 2007).  City interests in maintaining competitive exchanges on which to trade fossil fuels, particularly oil, are also tied in here.  The views of the CBI might be classed in terms of Campbell’s typology of ideas as elite normative assumptions ‘in the background of a policy debate’ which facilitate policy in that they provide support for liberal ideas, but also constrain policy-making in that it does not provide a source of alternative ideas in terms of any debate about energy policy.  This elite liberal energy policy paradigm is also facilitated, and supported, by wider public assumptions, in the background of the energy policy-making process, about energy.  References can easily be found in the British media such as this celebrating the state’s removal from energy market decisions: 

Britain has always made a virtue of its lack of political interference in the energy market, preferring to make deciding on a supplier a matter of pure economics.  (BBC 2008)

3.3 
Further Institutionalisation of the Liberal Energy Policy Paradigm:
Policy paradigm theory posits that ideas not only contain certain normative directions for analysing and understanding a given subject but also that they provide a framework within which to devise policy in response to those understandings. Within the DTI/BERR, and to a certain extent within the FCO, energy has, because it has been considered as a sector of the economy or a commodity, tended to be analysed and understood as a technical rather than political issue
 and this has arguably contributed to the decreased capacity to think about, or understand, energy in more overtly political or international relations terms.  This is a possible explanation for why recent research on UK-Russia relations, mentioned in the literature review of this paper, concludes that the UK and Russia often seem to be talking in different languages when it comes to energy.  While the UK has been thinking and talking in technical terms within a set neoliberal energy paradigm and under the assumption that the liberal energy paradigm can be exported Russia has increasingly disagreed.  For example, on the UK side, reports produced on energy for the DTI/BERR are economic in nature and rely on statistics and evaluations of energy as an economic subject
 whilst, as will be seen later, Russia encourages analysis of energy of a very different nature. Application of a further new institutionalist concept, that of epistemic communities whereby institutions hire, and seek information from, like-minded, or similarly educated, groups can be useful in understanding the UK energy policy paradigm and how ideas and perception inform policy (Adler & Haas 1992; Hall 1993).  There is a clear tendency in the DTI/BERR and the FCO, again given the conceptualisation of energy as commodity or technical issue, to hire mainly economists and or technicians to analyse energy, devise energy policy
 and advise on energy matters.  Whilst allowing for great technical expertise in energy this also serves to further institutionalise and embed the elite paradigm about how energy should be approached by focusing analysis away from other more strategic, diplomatic or political forms of understanding.  Paul Williams and Donna Lee, in their analyses of UK foreign policy, have both pointed to an increased role for business in foreign policy under New Labour, both in devising and conducting foreign policy (Williams 2006; Lee 2006) which relates well to the DTI/BERR’s energy foreign policy which has been designed around supporting British business.  This observation is further backed up the CEPMLP report which concluded ‘(i)t is certainly the case in... the UK, that one effect of liberalisation has been to reduce the will of government to act in energy markets’ (CEPMLP 2006: 18) and this paper puts forward the argument that, through an increased concentration on the role for business and markets, it has also reduced the government’s ability to act internationally in energy.  Williams and Lee both point to a certain level of depletion of traditional diplomatic skills, the kind that might on this evaluation be more appropriate to current negotiations with Russia on energy, and to limited ‘...time that ministers and civil servants had to engage in strategic reflection about foreign policy’ (Williams 2006: 31).  

3.4 
Energy under New Labour: the Liberal Policy Paradigm and Energy Security:

Just as a crisis in the banking sector has resulted in the adoption by the UK government of near-term measures which are decidedly not neoliberal in nature so too has the recently growing perception that there might well be a looming crisis in global energy based on a perceived supply and demand imbalance and fears of terrorist intervention (Yergin 2006; Baghat 2006).  At the informal meeting of EU heads of state at Hampton Court in October 2005, over which the UK presided in its role as EU ‘president’, the issue of ‘energy security’ was formally raised and put on the agenda for discussion.  In a discussion paper, prepared by Dieter Helm of Oxford University, energy was characterised as a sector which, during the 1980’s and 1990’s, went through a period of liberalisation across Europe, but which now was becoming an issue of national security (Helm 2005: 2).  Helm’s paper specifically refers to an increasing dependence on Russia for supplies of, particularly gas, as a source of threat to the security of EU energy supply which is in marked contrast to previous conceptions of Russia as a more reliable supplier of fossil fuels.  This might theoretically complicate the understanding of energy primarily as a sector of the economy in which the state should have little involvement by overtly conceptualising energy as an issue of national security or of ‘public good’.  As mentioned earlier in this chapter the DTI/BERR’s adopted response to perceptions of energy as a security issue was to put freely trading, privately managed energy markets forward as a source, in and of themselves, of energy security.  The adoption of this idea partly squares away some of the potential inconsistencies between energy being privately managed while also a public good but it still leaves the overt problem that an agreed framework has yet to be put in place between Russia, the UK and the EU within which privately managed energy companies can ‘freely’ trade with one another.  With Russia continuing to refuse to ratify and thus fully adopt the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT), and with the lack of progress through other channels, those in BERR and the FCO that are responsible for energy relations with Russia have been put in a difficult position.  

Perhaps in part in response to this foreign relations conundrum, the UK has increased the size and scope of the department for international energy strategy within BERR and has adopted new policies, most of which sit well within the existing policy paradigm.  In 2007, the UK established a UK-Russia Energy Forum to bolster, and re-enforce, the message of the EU-Russia Energy Dialogue which remained one of continuing to encourage Russian market liberalisation, through offering technical advice and concrete examples of how liberalisation in energy could be beneficial to Russia.
  The UK also decided to concentrate on building political and commercial relations with the Caspian region in order to secure an additional route of energy supply which could compete with Russia and therefore provide further competition to Russian exports of oil and gas (Foreign Affairs Committee 2008). 
   Although this policy requires a greater degree of state involvement in securing routes of energy supply than strictly envisaged under the adopted policy paradigm, it does also have in mind increased competition which fits with neoliberal economic ideas.  It could be argued that a strict adherence to the ideas which inform such a framework has constrained the UK’s ability to negotiate with Russia, not only due to decreased old fashioned diplomatic capacity, but also as it offers a limited gamut of policies from which to choose.  For example the UK-Russia Forum, in the absence of any communicated willingness on the part of Russia to liberalise further, is now restricted to discussing operational issues such as possibilities for increased Russian investment in exploration and technical issues such as how to improve efficiency levels of Russian energy production by reducing ‘gas flaring’ (Foreign Affairs Committee 2008: 17).   

There have been other decisions taken, however, that seem somewhat at odds with the liberal energy policy framework as outlined here and indicate to a certain extent that the UK is starting to move beyond the confines of this paradigm in method.  Jenny Bird’s article on UK energy security points towards a greater degree of focus on the idea of re-establishing ‘self sufficiency’ in energy through a renewed focus on encouraging investment in the renewables sector, increased use of coal
 and a political willingness to keep investing in the North Sea regardless of oil prices, using the government’s regulatory powers if necessary (Bird 2007: 17).  In addition, Russia, and Russian energy, has become subject for the consideration of the Foreign Affairs Committee session of 2007-2008 (Foreign Affairs Committee 2008).  This session produced a report entitled ‘Global Security: Russia’ which officially ties Russia more closely to the notion of threat to UK energy security.  This notion, more embedded in a ‘Cold War’ mindset of distrust, draws on public assumptions about what Russia represents and can be witnessed in many recent articles in the UK press about Russia and Russian energy policy (Hadfield 2007; Lane 2008).  The report, while underscoring the UK’s willingness to continue to encourage Russia to liberalise, also encourages the UK government to take full account of Russian ‘geopolitical sensitivities’ which UK, and EU, foreign energy policy might run counter to 
 through seeking ‘greater integration of sectoral and foreign policy considerations’ (Foreign Affairs Committee 2008: 16).  It is also worth noting here that questions, both in the Russian and UK press, have been raised over UK political involvement in Gazprom’s decision to drop its bid for Centrica in 2006.  Although there were Russian and UK commentators that pointed to direct UK government involvement in, and to a certain ‘distaste’ for, the take-over bid the Financial Times (FT) also ran an article on the potential deal which indicated that Gazprom was informed that if they went ahead with the bid certain UK legislation would be altered to prevent its success (Eaglesham 2006).  Lastly, in terms of policy-making that falls outside of the liberal energy policy paradigm, the UK-Russia Energy Forum has now included, as one of its four key objectives, ‘mutual conditions for investment’ (Foreign Affairs Committee 2008: 16).  This objective could refer to a move in UK openness to foreign investment more in line with current Russian policy, as much as it could represent an inference that Russia should open up more and provide more transparency to foreign investment.
  Such recent evidence of actions outside of the energy paradigm point to a certain degree of frustration with the efficacy of the existing paradigm to deal with the perceived energy security threat of Russia, especially given the lack of any agreed and established framework for operation between Russia and Europe.  They also point to the existence, in the background, of ideas unrelated to the more recently dominant liberal ones, but which can be ‘dusted off’ and returned to the foreground of the policy debate in times of crisis or disillusionment with current policy.

4. Russian Energy Policy: Ideational and Institutional Context:
At the start of this section on the role of ideas and institutions in Russian energy policy it is worth noting that there are economic and geographic variables which are both important independently and which arguably have some impact on the historical and ideational context within which Russia devises energy policy.  Firstly, the geographic location of natural resources is vital to understanding Russian approaches to energy, not just because of the vast natural resources that sit within its borders but also because of how Russia interprets its position internationally and its place in the international energy market.  Amelia Hadfield, when arguing for increased political involvement in the ‘economic’ area of research into energy in the UK, puts it quite simply:

... however ambiguous the overlap between commercial and state-regulated practices governments are deeply involved in the oil (and gas) business... as they control the territory in which ... reserves sit.  (Hadfield 2007: 6)

Her point relates to how energy is researched in the UK, and also how it is understood, primarily as a sector of the economy.  Another geographic factor which impacts on Russian elite and popular ideas and foreign policy is the location of the Russian Federation between Europe and Asia which means that it could, theoretically, be a supplier of energy to either large market as indicated in speeches by both Putin and Medvedev (Scerieu 2006) .
  In addition, Russia’s geographic location bordering a great many other nations and between East and West has led to a long standing historical understanding of potential vulnerability and the need, therefore, to protect these borders through the creation of ‘buffer zones’.  These geographical elements play into elite and public ideas of a geopolitical nature, about protecting borders as an important national goal and about becoming a strong nation again within the international polity (Scherr 2006; Smith 2006; Browning 2008).  Its position between East and West has also influenced its ideational development stuck physically between the theoretically ‘liberal West’ and more ‘collectivist’ Asia.  All of these ideas provide an important backdrop to energy foreign policy in the Russian Federation today.

4.1 
Conceptualisation of Energy’s Role in Russia: A Vital Asset:
This section on history and Russia’s conceptualisation of energy will argue that in Russia energy has been increasingly considered, over the time period covered by this paper, to be fundamental to the nation’s economy, foreign policy and future.  Russia has had access to, and has traded in, large quantities of natural resources since the start of the twentieth century (Yergin 1991).  In 1900, as now, it was a significant world supplier
 and it has remained a supplier to Europe for almost all of this time, with no major interruptions during the Cold War despite deep political differences.
  As the Cold War came to a close, a path seemingly opened up for political negotiation between ‘the West’ and Russia about how Russia managed its economy (Alison 2006).  At this time in the UK, among other Western nations, there was a general consensus that Russia had ‘lost’ the Cold War, that liberal Western notions of economic and political management had ‘won out’ and that an ideological end of history had potentially been reached (Williams 2006; Browning 2008).  The resultant attempts by Russia, under Gorbachev but particularly under Yeltsin, to implement a more Western style of liberal economic and political management, based on ideas of privatisation, de-centralisation and liberalisation, through a programme of ‘Shock Therapy’ was not a success (Stiglitz 2002).  The dire social consequences of these chaotic years,
 referred to in hindsight as ‘the time of troubles’, led to a popular discrediting within Russia of the ‘ideas’ of the West (Stiglitz 2002; Rasizade 2008) and certainly a sense among some elites that what worked for Western liberal democracies would not necessarily be the right formula for Russia (Gat 2007; Smith 2007).  Distrust of Western ideas has some historical resonance in Russia.  Post the failure of the 1848 revolution, Russian intelligentsia largely turned, from a position of being torn between Western liberal and more traditional ‘Russian’ ideas, to a ‘...profound distrust of western liberal... ideologies’ (Berlin 1977: xvii).  Ultimately we can now observe a situation in which some Western ideas became unpopular and increasingly lacking in credibility in Russia and in which Russian ideas became equally unpopular or incredible in the West.  
An article by Vladimir Putin, written before he became President and entitled, somewhat tellingly, ‘Mineral and Natural Resources in the Strategy for Development of the Russian Economy’, focuses on the idea of there being an integral relationship between the energy sector in Russia and economic growth and development (Balzer 2006).  Putin writes that ‘(t)he main reserve to, in the near future, make Russia a great economic power with a high living standard for the majority of the population is maximum support for the fatherland’s processing industry based on the extractive complex.’  He goes on to highlight the importance and centrality of natural resources through his argument that they would help to facilitate Russia’s re-entry into the world economy:

Possessing an extensive natural resource potential conditions Russia’s special place among industrial countries. When effectively utilized the natural resource potential becomes one of the most important preconditions for the sustainable entry of Russia into the world economy. (Putin in Balzer 2006: 50)

This dual conceptualisation of energy as both domestically and internationally vital to Russia underpins the degree to which Putin has concentrated policy around energy in his term as President.  This idea of energy as being integral to a successful Russia was emphasised and embedded when the Energy Ministry re-emerged this year out of the Department for Trade and Industry to become a ministry in its own right once more with a direct report to the Kremlin and also, arguably, with the choice of ex-Gazprom chief, Dmitri Medvedev, as Russia’s President.  This Russian conceptualisation of energy, with its heavy focus on energy as being strategically important on a national and international basis, has been interpreted by some liberal academics as proof that Russia will fall into the ‘Dutch Disease’ trap whereby excessive focus on one sector of the economy, energy, causes all other sectors to suffer resulting in an un-diversified economy that is more vulnerable to outside shocks or crises, particularly those that cause raw material prices to collapse (Halperin 2005; Ellman 2006; Boix 2004).  This approach underestimates current Russian abilities to design energy and other policies which may save it from such a fate (Rutland 2006).  It also tends to focus analysis away from the extent to which Russian energy policy has, particularly in the absence of any agreed legal or trading framework, impacted upon UK perceptions of how to enable global energy security and the ways in which Russia is using energy as a foreign policy tool or as a ‘geopolitical asset’ (Hadfield 2007; Lane 2008).

4.2 
Historically Embedded Ideas: Elite and Popular Statism and a ‘strong hand’:  

The Russian conceptualisation of energy as a strategic asset vital to recovery has arguably informed the extent to which the Russian state, under Putin, has become re-involved in the energy sector, more of which in the next sub-section. Given also that Russia is, historically speaking, a country with ‘...an autocratic past, weak democratic institutions and a secular tradition of personalization of power...’ it is not surprising that in times of profound crisis, such as those in which Putin came to power, the head of state might well be in a position to be the primary provider of policy solutions (Scerieu 2006: 10).  In terms of Campbell’s typology of ideas Putin’s position on energy outlined above can be seen as an elite policy prescription which has provided a foundation for changes to Russian energy policy under his administration.  This elite policy prescription has been facilitated by widespread popular belief in the importance of a leader with ‘a strong hand’
, thus allowing for a more top down form of political management.  This can be seen in the support given by many political elites to top down rule, and the resounding backing which the population gave Putin in the 2004 election (Rutland 2006: 17).  Increased state involvement in managing the energy industry is also understandable given the general ideational and political backdrop to energy policy-making.  As already mentioned Russia has no longstanding history of liberal democratic rule or of liberalised markets and such Western ideas, without the back-up of history, tradition or established commensurate institutions, had little time to gain a foothold before losing credibility during the harsh social conditions of the 1990s.
  What is important here is that elite and popular Russian beliefs at the end of Yeltsin’s terms in office were that Russia needed political change.    
Putin’s first few years in office are sometimes referred to as having been an exercise in watching and learning (Lo 2002).  However, reference back to his 1999 essay as well as other early interviews indicated that his ideas and political methods might differ from his predecessor.  His ideas for political management bear more resemblance to Russia’s long-standing, more state centric, collectivist and protectionist traditions (Rutland 2006: 17; Zimmerman 2002: 149) and to public assumptions based on traditions which date back as far as the Slavophiles who believed in the relative importance of the concept of ‘community’ over that of  ‘the individual’ (Berlin 1977; Lo 2002 – Introduction).  Throughout the 19th century the Russian intelligentsia had been split between adopting Western liberal and more collectivist ‘Russian’ or domestically oriented ideas, although in the 20th century, in a more extreme fashion, it could be argued that the collectivist and statist tradition won out. The ‘Russian’, as opposed to Western, ideas inform and facilitate political action for both Putin and the Yedinaya Rossiya (YR) political party who maintained dominance in the Duma throughout Putin’s two terms in office (Smith 2006).  In February 2006 the deputy head of the presidential administration, Vladislav Surkov, publically explained that the party’s beliefs are statist, nationalist and collectivist (Smith 2006: 1).  YR presidium member, Andrei Isayev, further explained that the party adheres to the supremacy of ideas over material advance, consolidation of the nation around a leader, and requirement for a broad social consensus (Smith 2006: 1).  Although the constitution of the Russian Federation explicitly maintains that Russia has no official ideology the combination of the strong leader, Putin, the leading political part, YR, and popular support for an increased role for the state, acting in the name of the Russian people, have the effect of facilitating the changes which Putin and his supporters needed to make.  Ideas can, in this instance, also be conceived of as having constrained the kind of change to energy policy which Putin could make in that political and public support are for a return to old values not further experiments with policies based on ideas ‘foreign’ to Russia (Zimmerman 2002).  The increasing dominance, over this time period of statist or collectivist ideas in Russia does not mean that there is no, particularly elite, support for a return to more liberal policies (Monaghan 2007), but that currently the more statist and collectivist notions outlined above are deemed to be more credible partly through their embeddedness in Russian elite and popular tradition and in response to the perceived failure of liberal ideas in the 1990’s.  Russian policy under Putin has been understood by some academics as a specific and new attempt to pursue economic and political management more suited to domestic traditions and its current needs (Lane 2008; Sakwa 2008; Leonard and Popescu 2007).   The new political decisions affecting the energy sector, based in a comparatively more statist and collectivist tradition, were not always well received in the UK as they represented a departure from the ‘unifying’ liberal ideas of the 1990s and from the notion that Russia could be tied in more closely with European and OECD agreements.
4.3 
Historically Embedded Ideas in Practice: Domestic Energy Policy:
The elite return to, and the enduring popular support for, ‘older’ Russian ideas which took place towards the end of the 1990’s and with Putin’s rise to power provided the foundation for changes to domestic energy policy.  Given elite and popular support for a leader with a strong hand, who acts on behalf of the people, it should come as little surprise that Putin’s views on the role of natural resources in the economy are later directly echoed in the 2003 ‘Energy Strategy of Russia for the Period of up to 2020’:

The aim of the energy strategy is to make most effective use of the natural fuel and energy resources and of the potential of energy sector for economic growth and improvement of quality of life. (Ministry of Energy of the Russian Federation 2003)

Policies adopted by and actions taken under the Putin administration reflect this vital role of energy, the discrediting of the alternative ‘Western liberal’ ideas of the 1990s, as well as the general ideational context.  By the start of the Putin administration it appeared to many in Russia that energy companies which had been privatised in the 1990s were not being fully utilised for the good of ‘the nation’ and if energy were to be capable of fuelling economic growth and ‘improvement of quality of life’ then action must be taken.  The oligarchs in charge of the major oil and gas companies were accused of ‘asset stripping’, failure to pay taxes and to re-invest in their companies and country (Locatelli 2005: 10).  Senior energy advisors to Putin also felt that the years of oligarch control over energy companies had, through lack of investment, also resulted in a sharp reduction in innovation and capacity in the energy industry.
 Russia under Putin faced the monumental task of re-positioning the energy sector at the heart of the Russian domestic economy in order that it should be able to perform the role of being the driver for Russian economic, and to some extent, political recovery.  Putin commenced this task with a meeting with the oligarchs in May 2000.  Putin asked the oligarchs, particularly those in charge of what Putin considered to be nationally strategically important energy companies, to abide by three basic rules - re-invest in Russia, pay taxes and desist from ‘meddling’ in politics (Bean 2004: 348).  This can be interpreted as an early attempt to lend some structure or a framework of operation to an important area of the economy by reinserting ‘the state’ into an, at that time, relatively privately owned and managed domain.  This re-insertion of the state into energy was reflected in an overall ‘reversal of the weakening of the state’ which had taken place under Yeltsin by Putin’s administration (Hughes 2004: 139).  What followed later in the energy sector with the re-nationalisation of Yukos, among other energy companies, takes the re-involvement of the state to a new level, a level which left the UK and other Western nations feeling distinctly uneasy given their hopes to encourage further liberalisation in Russia.
  This level of state involvement is, however, entirely in line with Putin’s views stated in this 1999 paper (Balzer 2006), regarding the vital importance of energy to domestic recovery and international relations.  It is also in line with ideas expressed in interviews such as that with the New York Times in 2003 where he pronounced that ‘... the primacy of the Russian state in the country’s energy sector is non-negotiable ‘and that he was running a ‘managed democracy’ (Olcott 2004: 3).  This is not to say that Putin, and Medvedev, have no regard for notions of market forces and private property, just that they hold that Russia should be allowed, in certain situations, to prioritise the state, and therefore, theoretically the nation, over such notions (Olcott 2004: 3).  We can thus understand the Russian energy paradigm that developed under Putin as being informed by historically embedded statist and collectivist ideas.  The new paradigm does not, however, represent a complete rejection of neoliberal market ideas but a change in emphasis in comparison to what went on under Yeltsin where Russia’s recent and long-term ideational past were to a large degree rejected in favour of progress toward neoliberal free markets in energy.
4.4 
Historically Embedded Ideas in Practice: Energy Foreign Policy:

As already mentioned energy under Putin was considered to be vital to domestic recovery
 but also considered to be a tool for international leverage.  Putin’s administration was not happy with various international state and company agreements signed under Yeltsin and the oligarchs such as the Energy Chart Treaty (ECT) and joint venture deals with Shell and Exxon.  These deals became increasingly viewed as being the product of a weak state which was prepared to cede to Western demands for reform along a generic EU-style model of liberalisation (Hadfield 2007: 15).  Russia, wounded as it was by the social and economic chaos of the 1990’s and by its precipitous drop from perceived ‘superpower status’, was keen now to return to the position of strong nation state.  This idea, again, has much historical resonance and Russia under Putin, therefore, turned to what it perceived as  its strength, the energy sector, and proceeded to politicise energy in international terms via ‘energy diplomacy’.  Putin’s views on energy’s role in international relations and his assertion that Gazprom is ‘... a powerful lever of political and economic influence in the world’ run alongside the establishment of ‘energy diplomacy’ as a new method of international relations which is now taught at the Moscow State University (Bugajski 2004: 38).  Using energy as a negotiating tool has been referred to as ‘...a post-Cold War attempt to bridge the gap between its available resources and its actual (national) ambitions’ (Scerieu 2006: 22).  
An analysis of recent Russian foreign energy policy reminds us that Russian politics, although long dominated by Putin, is still one where coalitions and compromises are necessary (Monaghan 2008).  There remain at least two other influential groups in Russian politics being the liberals and more extreme nationalists.  Western interpretations of Russian energy policy might be that it is too ‘statist’ or ‘nationalist’ but it is a product of a balance struck between a wide continuum of political ideas, backed and facilitated by popular support.  It is notable, also that both Putin and Medvedev, despite Western interpretations of their desire for ‘superpower’ status, have publically referred to their intent that Russia should continue to forge stronger ties with the international community, including entering into the World Trade Organisation (WTO) (Browning 2008; Rutland 2006; Scerieu 2006).  Energy diplomacy, or the use of energy as a foreign policy tool might be interpreted as Russia’s only remaining leverage to join the international system on terms that reflect better its recovered international position vis-a-vis the 1990s.  It is thus worth concluding that although there is much criticism of Russia’s comparatively more state centric energy policy paradigm, as opposed to that which prevailed in the 1990s, in the UK and by Russian liberals such as Yegor Gaidar, not much near-term change is envisaged (Helm 2007).  There has been some ‘toning down’ in political speeches of references to Russia as an ‘energy superpower’ and liberals have been able to put forward convincing arguments about state control of assets such as Gazprom and declining future production.  However, liberal ideas, partly because of the thorough discrediting during the 1990’s and partly due to the lack of historical and institutional embeddedness of such ideas, have an arguably long way to go in terms of elite and popular credibility before a new liberal Russian energy policy paradigm might appear.
5. Conclusion: Divergent Mindsets in Energy: Room for Both in Greater Europe?:
Between 1999 and 2008 UK and Russian energy policy paradigms became increasingly divergent causing somewhat of a deadlock in substantive energy negotiations, or certainly in any progress of the larger new framework projects of the late 1980s and 1990s such as the ECT.  Energy relations between Russia and the UK had ‘thawed’ during the 1990s when the demise of the Soviet Union had resulted in moves by Russia to change politically and economically by adopting ‘Western’ liberal ideas over the collective and statist ideas of its past.  From the UK perspective this increasing universality of ideas seemed like part of the inevitable process of globalisation and interdependence between nations, however decisions taken under the Putin administration since then pose some questions as to the immediate inevitability of a largely neoliberal form of globalisation.  Both the UK and Russian energy policy paradigms are now informed by ideas which are deep rooted in each country’s respective histories, traditions and elite and popular thinking, ideas which are influential over other areas of UK and Russian politics and economics. The Russian position on energy changed over the course of the Putin administration and represents a contrasting position to that adopted briefly under Gorbachev and Yeltsin in that longer-standing, deeper rooted statist, collectivist and nationalist ideas became more influential again.  This was particularly so given the re-conceptualisation of energy as strategically important both domestically and internationally.  Some recent UK political actions fall outside of the parameters of the UK liberal energy policy paradigm however the long-term goal of liberalisation in energy for greater Europe seems to have remained firmly in place.  The range of methods employed to achieve this end seem however to be widening to include more state involvement in energy policy making and actions informed by mercantilist or protectionist traditions.  This use of distinctly non-neoliberal methods to achieve long-term neoliberal goals can also be seen currently in the finance and banking sectors in the UK and represents a perception of both energy and banking as being in crisis.
As mentioned in the introduction this paper forms part of a wider piece of work on energy relations between Russia and the UK.  For the purposes of understanding this relationship I felt it important to analyse both the domestic environments within which energy decisions are made at the state level as it occurred to me that any analysis that understood one perspective at the expense of the other would lead towards obfuscation of the true relationship.  Once each position on energy is understood in more detail, and without the application of any form of normative judgement, we can then progress with the analysis of what this means for relations between Russia and the UK and, further hopefully, for the political economy of energy in Europe.  What remains to be seen is how the increasing divergence in mindsets, having already put a stop to some political, if not commercial, negotiations and having stood in the way of Russian ratification of the ECT, will continue to effect the way in which energy is traded in Europe in future.  Early conclusions are that if the UK, and the EU, decide to continue with a strategy of encouraging the full liberalisation of energy markets across greater Europe then relations with a Russia, who has chosen to adopt its own energy paradigm which is not consistent with such views, will remain strained.  This position relates back to part of the theory which informs this research which is that more than one policy paradigm can exist at one time within the political economy of energy, as in other areas of political and social life.  However, the tendency, in the past few decades has been towards the spread of one dominant paradigm internationally, as with the UK’s, and EU’s, continued focus on spreading their liberal energy paradigm across Greater Europe.
  This is understandable given the UK’s particular conceptualisation of energy and of dominant understandings of the benefits of freely traded energy markets particularly in terms of the provision of energy security.  This position has, however, led to deadlock in negotiations with Russia and even to a perception, in some quarters in Russia, of UK and EU energy foreign policy as a new form of imperialism (Hadfield 2008).
As the UK, and increasingly EU, did continue to insist over this time period that there should be one dominant liberal energy paradigm, within a globalising and increasingly interdependent world, it created an international situation where degrees of influence became, once more, important to consider.  It appears that Russia became more influential over this time period in that it was increasingly able to negotiate on its own terms in energy, terms which allowed for it to determine its own policy paradigm, but which lead to a deadlock in negotiations for constructing a framework of trade on an international scale.  Energy is not yet governed by the World Trade Organisation (WTO), or any other organisation representing certain global norms, and so is open to negotiation which makes it more of a contested area within international relations and an area where old fashioned questions of power and influence remain worth exploring.  This paper concludes that as a liberal framework has not yet been agreed upon there will either have to be future acceptance that different countries can trade energy under different policy paradigms, or that a certain amount of manoeuvring towards a position of compromise will have to be undertaken from both Russia and the UK and EU if a framework for trade in energy is to be established for greater Europe, let alone on a global basis.  
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� ‘Energy’ is this paper refers mainly to non-renewable sources of energy and not to the electricity sector.


� Not to mention an almost complete lack of academic analysis of UK energy policy.


� There is only one, largely descriptive piece, on UK-Russia energy relations (Lee 2007) which focuses on the private sector.


� As laid out in the Russian constitution of 1993 (Smith 2006)


� Primarily the Department for Trade and Industry (DTI) or as it has become known since 2007, the department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR), referred to in this paper as DTI/BERR.  In October 2008 responsibility for energy passed to the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) under Ed Miliband, Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change.


� An observation gleaned from FCO interviews in London and Moscow during 2007 and 2008 and an analysis of documents on the BERR website.


� Visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.berr-ec.com/CGIBIN/priamlnk.cgi?MP=CATSER^GINT65&CNO=1&CAT=%27228%27" �http://www.berr-ec.com/CGIBIN/priamlnk.cgi?MP=CATSER^GINT65&CNO=1&CAT=%27228%27� for examples.


� Primarily noted during interviews conducted within BERR and with FCO energy analysts in London and Moscow during 2007 and 2008.


� Although details of the UK-Russia Dialogue are not yet freely available, this paper draws on interviews conducted within BERR and the FCO for information.


� How successful this will be given Russia’s expertise in influencing these regions is debatable and covered briefly in the following chapter on Russian energy foreign policy.


� Providing that ‘clean’ technologies work.


� Particularly in terms of encouraging more competition from Central Asian energy sources.


� The EU Commission is considering a proposal to prohibit non-EU companies from controlling EU transmission systems.  The Foreign Affairs Committee clearly comprehend the potential implications of adopting such a proposal for Russian compliance with liberal and transparent principles in the energy sector (FAC 2008: 17).


� See also Shadow Defence Minister, Liam Fox’s, 2006 paper on energy security and his conclusions about the need to boost military defence spending (Fox 2006).


� The pipeline system to Europe is very well developed which makes this a longer term possibility for Russia rather than a near-term reality, although pipelines are under construction toward China and Japan.


� At which time Russia constituted 50% of world oil and 33% of world gas production (McCarthy, Puffer and Skekshnia :329)


� In fact, much of the existing oil and gas pipeline system was built during the Cold War: at the end of the Cold War 150,000km of pipelines connected Europe to Russian supplies of oil and gas, whereas only 8,000km has been added since that time.


� For example the average death rate for men and women dropped 10 years in 1990’s (Stiglitz 2002)


� A recent poll identifies popular desire for strong leader over democratic institutions (Smith 2006)


� In his work ‘Social Responses to Reform in Russia’ Stephen Whitefield concludes on the back of surveys taken in 1995 that ‘...(liberal) reform politics have failed to find a secure ideological and social base among those committed to change’ let alone among the wider public.


� Opinion cited from an interview with Professor Nodar Simonia, former energy advisor to Putin, in September 2008.


� The share of oil output, for example, produced by majority state owned companies rose from 16% in 2003 to 43% in 2006, and the overall state share in the economy rose from 30% to 35% (Rutland 2006: 21)


� Which it did prove to be – with the help of rising commodity prices.


� See also World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF) conditionality which encouraged the adoption of certain ‘Washington Consensus’ economic and political practices and the emergence of liberal trading norms under the auspices of the World Trade Organisation (WTO).





