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Modernization in Russian relations with EU member states

Conventional goal, new means, unexpected consequences?
Tatiana Romanova and Elena Pavlova

Introduction

Russia is, probably, the most controversial partner of the European Union (EU). One reason for this is that member-states have diverse legacy of their relations with Moscow. They also vary in their current political and economic dialogues as well as in what they would like to see in these relations in the future. This diversity has led to the debates about the need and the (im)possibility of solidarity in the policy towards Russia.1 Others have approached the problem looking at what member states bring in the EU’s Russian policy2 and how national leaders make a choice of whether to use a bilateral track or that of the EU’s.3 They have also examined how Russia brings discord in the EU’s policy.4 Russian specialists have frequently seen the EU as an awkward player that is very difficult to deal with while relations with member-states are more efficient.5 They have also emphasized that certain EU states tend to project their Russia-related problems to the EU’s level instead of contributing to the long-term EU-Russian agenda6 and that only a few member-states contribute to constructive EU-Russian relations.7 Various studies also sought to classify EU member states on the basis of their friendliness to Moscow.8 The interaction between the EU’s and national levels has also been conceptualized as one of the facets of the level-of-analysis problem in EU-Russian relations.9

The present chapter, in contrast, looks at how Russia promotes its vision of modernization via EU member states, encouraging a common position among them rather than nurturing disagreements, aiming at dividing and ruling. There are at least two reasons to believe that modernization-related cooperation lays ground for this new approach in Russia’s relations with EU member-states. Firstly, modernization is the priority for Moscow, its medium-term (if not long-term) goal. The upgrade of the Presidential Committee on modernization and Technological Development to the Presidential Council on modernization of Economy and Innovative Development of Russia, which took place on 18 June 2012,10 confirms that modernization remains one of the centre-pieces of the state policy under the present Vladimir Putin’s presidency.


Secondly, modernization is far from being a clear concept. In fact the European Union and Russia, due to their normative differences, subscribe to varying visions of modernization. Moscow views it through the lenses of economic pragmatism, prioritising technological developments. (The use of “new industrialization” instead of “modernization” in today’s Russia illuminates the peculiar Russian understanding of this process.) Brussels, in turn, in line with its normative power, believes that certain systemic changes (like the rule of law and strong civil society) should be the basis for economic and technological advances.


Moscow is logically interested in promoting its vision of modernization in its relations with the EU, its key external trade and investment partner. To achieve this goal it is ready to equally use all available channels, both old and new member states, those that are friendly to it and those that are more critical of it. The idea of learning becomes the one that instils a new kind of cooperation with EU national capitals. The resulting cooperation defies classifications of EU member states relations with Russia, which have been so far suggested.


Finally, to address the central theme of this book, the vision of modernization that Russia advances in the EU stabilizes Putin’s regime, which is based on catering for economic needs of the population while downplaying the vices of Russian democracy, rule of law and problems with human rights. Yet, this vision of modernization is typical not only for the ruling political elite but for the Russian society at large. Even those, who are critical of today’s system of governance, subscribe to the superiority of economic modernization over the political one. In other words, this rhetoric of the Kremlin about the prevalence of economic modernization does not raise any discontent inside Russia because it is in tune with the essence of Russian normativity.11 The change in the regime towards a more liberal one might, however, mean a more consistent pursuit of economic modernization, and a closure of the gap between the rhetoric and the reality.


At the same time, Russian society is largely ignorant about whether the political elite treats the EU as a block in a constructive way or whether it tries to play member states against each other. Hence, a change in the way Russia treats EU member states does not bear any consequence for the internal dynamic of the country. However, it does represent a curious illustration of what Russian policy towards the EU can be when it is driven by medium-term domestic strategy and not by short-term Realpolitik games. And we take the risk to assume that this line will become more stable in the long-run with the change of the political regime to a more democratic one.


In what follows we first define Russian understanding of modernization and see how it is different from that of the EU and how it was fixed in the EU-Russian Partnership for modernization and its Work Plan.12 We then examine bilateral declarations and joint statements on modernization between Russia and EU member states to see how the Russian vision of modernization is promoted through them and how a new classification of EU member-states emerges. We finally take a brief look at how it compares with the classifications, elaborated previously.13

The chapter makes use of discourse analysis of Russian documents and texts on modernization as well as of numerous declarations and memoranda on modernization between Russia and the EU and its member states. In full accordance with this methodology we do not seek to criticize these documents. Rather the aim is to trace how ideas are conveyed and later reflected in other documents and what it tells us about the type of relations Russia currently constructs with the EU. We also complemented it with interviews conducted in February 2012 with several officials from the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Economic Development.

Competing approaches to modernization in the EU-Russian partnership – a conventional goal of Moscow

Current Russian vision of modernization, both in domestic and foreign policy, was for the first time clearly formulated in Dmitry Medvedev’s article Rossiya Vpered.14 However, modernization was by that time omnipresent in Russian conceptual and strategic documents. The 2009 article coupled with its further discussion laid a solid foundation for the Russian concept of modernization both in the political discourse and in various policy fields. Medvedev’s article initially sets two modernization goals. The first one is economic, defined as a departure from resource-based system towards competitive production, development of new technologies, constructing of economy, based on the needs of individuals. The second goal is political, embodied in the quality of democratic institutions and in the strength of the civil society. More specifically, Medvedev argues that the necessary institutions have already been created but need to be further strengthened.


The two tracks of modernization (political and economic) were, in fact, well established by that time. For example, the Russian 2008 Foreign Policy Concept identified the creation of ‘favourable external conditions for the modernization of Russia’ as one of its objectives. It further explained modernization as a) ‘transformation of its economy along innovation lines, enhancement of the living standards, consolidation of society’ as well as ‘ensuring competitiveness of the country in a globalizing world’; and b) ‘strengthening of the foundations of the constitutional system, rule of law and democratic institutions, realization of human rights and freedoms.’15

What is striking in Medvedev’s 2009 article, however, is the difference in how the two facets of modernization are further elaborated. The first one is summed up in five strategic vectors whereas political modernization is viewed as secondary and complementary to economic changes. Medvedev argues that democracy is necessary for prosperity. Yet, he specifies that no forced and rapid political transformation, no return to the democracy of the 1990s are envisioned.


In other words, a specific normative context, which gives priority to economic modernization, is established. It is not a denial of the normative, rather it is a different (from that of the EU) normativity. The EU believes that the essence of its normative power stems from its political achievements, reinforced by its economic successes16 whereas Russia sees this normativity in its stable and innovative economic development, in its reindustrialization along new lines.


References to the EU’s understanding of modernization are abundant in Medvedev’s article. Moreover, he specifically stresses that Russia and the West need each other. Yet, the nature of this partnership is firmly nested in Russia’s understanding of modernization. The following quote is illustrative:

‘The modernization of Russian democracy and establishment of a new economy will, in my opinion, only be possible if we use the intellectual resources of post-industrial societies [.<th>.<th>.] The issue of harmonising our relations with western democracies is not a question of taste, personal preferences or the prerogatives of given political groups. Our current domestic financial and technological capabilities are not sufficient for a qualitative improvement in the quality of life. We need money and technology from Europe, America and Asia. In turn, these countries need the opportunities Russia offers. We are very interested in the rapprochement and interpenetration of our cultures and economies.’17
In this passage a Russian reader can identify ‘money and technologies’ to be acquired in the West. Foreign observers, in turn, should be satisfied with the recognition that Russia needs ‘intellectual resources of post-industrial societies.’ But the next passage de-facto limits interference of external parties in Russian domestic affairs. It reads that

‘no one will live our lives for us. Nobody is going to make us free, successful and responsible. Only our own experience of democratic endeavour will give us the right to say: we are free, we are responsible, we are successful.’18
Two facets of modernization were reaffirmed in the 2009 Address of Medvedev to the Federal Assembly. He, inter alia, argued that although modernization would be based on ‘values and institutions of democracy,’ its aims were to create ‘smart economy, producing unique knowledge, new items and technologies, items and technologies, which are useful for the people.’19 In the rest of the speech President Medvedev developed only the economic component of modernization and set five priority areas for it (these are energy efficiency, nuclear energy, information technologies, Russian network of ground and space information transmission, and leadership in certain medical technologies).


The prevalence of economic modernization over political one is characteristic not only for the current political elite but for the Russian society at large. It is worth pointing that even scholars and analysts, who are critical of today’s political course, stress the need to start with economic improvements, with new industrialization to reverse the decline of the country. They argue that only drastic change in production base and motivation of the people might alter the political situation and contribute to the development of the civil society.20 Their criticism boils down not to priorities, set by the present political leadership, but rather to how well they carry them out (as oppose to declarations and policy documents). This vision is due to the economic pragmatism, which serves as the basis for all Russian modernization concepts and contrasts vividly with the rhetoric of the EU.


An excellent illustration of the difference in how Russia and the EU understand modernization was provided by protracted discussions on the nature of the Partnership for Modernization. In the run-up to the Rostov-on-Don summit in June 2010, the EU and Russia leaked their visions of the Partnership for Modernization, which was at the stage of preparation. While the EU emphasized Russian judicial reforms and the rule of law, Russia stressed the need for technological transfers in biotechnology, nanotechnology, telecommunication, microelectronics, and aviation. This difference was later stressed by other policy-makers.21

The text of the Joint EU-Russia Statement on the Partnership for Modernization is instructive in the way it integrated the EU’s and Russian positions. It starts with the Russian vision of modernization, stating that ‘in a world in which peoples and economies are ever more closely connected and interdependent, modernizing our economies and societies becomes ever more important and necessary.’ But then it goes on to include the EU’s vision by saying that the EU and Russia will ‘address common challenges with a balanced and result-oriented approach, based on democracy and the rule of law.’22

The Statement also fixed ‘priority areas of the Partnership for Modernization’, they included investments, trade and other economic relations, support for small and medium enterprises, approximation of technical regulations and standards, development of transport and sustainable low-carbon economy, energy efficiency; co-operation in innovation, research, development, and in the space; addressing social consequences of the market economy; effective functioning of the judiciary and fight against corruption; as well as promoting people-to-people links and the dialogue with the civil society.23 The majority of the fields, mentioned in the Statement, fit in the Russian concept but some EU views (inter alia the reform of the judiciary, dialogue with the civil society) were reflected as well.


The debates were reignited during the negotiations on the Work Plan for the Partnership for Modernization. According to a Russian negotiator,24 the real debate was about the hierarchy of issues. Eventually, the parties agreed on putting diversified, low-carbon economy first, which allowed to combine Russia’s strength in energy cooperation and its quest for new technologies with the environmental and social leadership of the EU (that is a part of the Brussels normative agenda). That was followed by the promotion of trade and other economic relations; and cooperation in innovation, research and development. Rule of law only came forth, and was firmly tied to investments and business climate. Finally, the parties mentioned people-to-people contacts and civil society dialogue.25

In sum, the Russian vision of economy-driven modernization prevailed, although the EU managed to integrate some political aspects. However, the function, attributed to them, is rather auxiliary; they are meant to guarantee the success of economic modernization26 as oppose to being independent drivers of modernization. Moreover, specific goals of the Partnership for modernization neatly correlate with the five priority areas, which President Medvedev set for itself in 2009 in his article and in the Address to the Federal Assembly.


The debate on the nature of modernization did not finish with the development of the EU-Russia Work Plan in 2010; rather it continued in the framework of a) various EU-Russian sector dialogues; b) partnerships for modernization between Russia and EU member states. The latter were offered to most EU member states and – at the time of writing – 23 of them have signed relevant declarations and joint statements (see Table 7. 7.1) and two more are in the pipeline (with Greece and Portugal).


The exchange of statements, which took place at the press conference of Vladimir Putin and Fredrik Reinfeldt following the signature of the Declaration on the Partnership for Modernization between the Russian Federation and the Kingdom of Sweden, is a good illustration of how debates continued. While the Swedish Prime Minister welcomed modernization policy of Russia, he stressed that ‘the Partnership is based on the important principles of democracy, rule of law and human rights’ and it ‘touches upon environmental aspects, good governance, innovation and space’. At the same time Putin underlined the interest to the Swedish experience of ‘marrying science and production, activities of techno-parks, science-intensive clusters.’27

Therefore, modernization partnerships with EU member states have got a specific significance for Russia. It has searched to embed in the EU its understanding of modernization through them. In the next part of the chapter we examine how that process developed.

EU countries as anchors for the Russian vision of modernization – new means?

The involvement of member-states in the EU-Russian dialogue on modernization was nothing new. In fact, the initiative itself was born in the context of bilateral Russian-German relations and, more specifically, their Saint Petersburg Dialogue28 in October 2008. Russia, however, made use of this involvement and increased it to promote its own vision of modernization. The first text was signed with Denmark in April 2010, other 22 EU states have followed this course promptly.


The order of signing did not reflect any previous relation or stereotype. As Table 7.1 demonstrates, old member states were mixed with new ones, those, which were sceptical about cooperation with Russia with friendly members of the Union. In fact, according to a Russian foreign policy official,29 the order reflected the travel schedule of Russian ministries; declarations and memoranda were put in the agenda of upcoming meetings. This approach also explains why some documents were signed during high-level visits and summits while others were agreed upon during regular meetings of inter-ministerial committees and councils.

TAKE IN TABLE 7.1


The template of memoranda and declarations on modernization with EU member-states was prepared by the Russian Ministry of Economic Development. EU member states could modify it, insert the issues of their particular interest or make a reference to the projects in progress or to those, which were still in the planning stage. However, the changes were relatively minor, most partners made extensive use of the Russian text (out of 23 texts only the Italian one is significantly different in content). Moreover, none of them altered the economic nature of the text.


Multiple aspects of the dialogue on these partnerships between Russia and EU member states, in fact, served to advance the Russian vision of modernization. Firstly, the definition of modernization, which the national partnership for modernization utilized, was mostly of economic nature. The very first one was developed in the text with Denmark; it argues that the essence of modernization lies in the ‘cooperation in the field of innovative development, making of break-through, environmentally-friendly technologies, which facilitate the improvement of the quality of life of people and realization of their creative potential.’30 Only towards the end did the text mention the need for certain political reforms. The very similar formula is contained – with minor variations – in the texts with Spain, Belgium, France, Hungary, Slovakia, Bulgaria, the Netherlands, Latvia, the United Kingdom, Romania and Luxembourg. Declarations with Slovenia and Austria additionally underlined the importance of economic, social and technological modernization.


Finland and Sweden opted for a shorter goal-oriented economic part of the definition, stating that they aim at ‘strengthening and deepening of economic interaction, widening of possibilities for investment and at creating favourable conditions for the business’.31 Other EU members opted for an approach, which enumerated aspects of modernization rather than its goals. Yet, all of them were of economic nature. For example, Ireland and Poland argued that modernization included:

•
investments in the sectors of economy, which stimulate competition and technological development;

•
ensuring economic growth on the basis of the use of new technologies;

•
diversification of bilateral economic links;

•
providing framework conditions for small and medium enterprises;

•
increase in energy efficiency and in the use of renewable sources of energy.32
A similar definition is contained in the Russian-German 2010 declaration, which also mentions the need to privatize some property.33 The joint Russian-Czech declaration made this list even longer by adding deepening of trade and all forms of economic cooperation, improvement of investment climate, modernization of infrastructure and housing sector, advancing transport and logistic links and development of transport equipment as well as cooperation in the field of innovation and research.34 Although these (economic) parts of the definition of modernization vary, they are in line with the Russian vision of the process.


The propensity of EU member states to include political aspects of modernization in their declarations and memoranda with Russia varied significantly35 but most of them preferred to be quite moderate in this respect.


Secondly, Danish text set the tendency of anchoring civil society interaction, which the EU’s side insisted upon, in business relations. This is another essential aspect to promote the economic (and hence, Russian) vision of modernization. In most cases the parties promised to improve business relations though the timely, regular and constructive dialogues between the business communities and the authorities of both sides. They also either welcomed the set-up of special business forums (in the case of Denmark, Hungary, and Sweden) or emphasised the importance of already existing structures (in the texts with Austria, Latvia, and Lithuania).


Thirdly, many declarations and joint statements were signed by special intergovernmental bilateral commissions on economic, scientific or technological cooperation. And virtually all texts (with the exception of Cypriot and Hungarian ones) refer to these bodies as central for the cooperation on modernization. They are supposed to develop and upgrade the agenda of the partnership for modernization, to draft a detailed technical programme for it and to monitor the progress with its implementation. In other words, partnerships were embedded in existing institutional structures for cooperation on economic issues. That gave an extra assurance that modernization partnerships were predominantly about economic, technical and innovation issues.


Fourthly, all texts with EU member-states incorporated existing cooperation in various fields. As our interviews with Russian officials showed that confused EU partners initially but very quickly they drew a conclusion that this would be a safety net, an extra guarantee that the mentioned projects would receive priority treatment. And this was especially welcomed given the ravaging economic crisis. This inclusion of existing projects, naturally, further promoted the pragmatic Russian vision of modernization. By doing that Russia also made its partners interested in the promotion of economic aspects of modernization in Russia and in EU-Russian relations. An additional advantage was that in this way modernization partnerships can promptly reap tangible results because they relied on the projects, which were already set up and running or were at the advanced planning stage.


Fifthly, the texts quite consistently repeat the same fields of cooperation. In line with priority axes of Russian economic modernization, these are energy efficiency and development of new energy sources, promotion of nuclear energy, improvement of telecommunication and information technologies, space exploration and relevant services and products; research, development and innovation; and, finally, medicine and pharmaceuticals. In other words, for the first time Russian mid-term domestic agenda was fully reflected in parallel external documents. (This parallelism, of course, was due to the fact that the Russian Ministry of Economic Development coordinated both processes.)


Four more fields are cross-cutting through these bilateral texts; these are conventional sources of energy, environmental protection, development of Moscow as a financial centre and enhancement of transportation systems. Their origin is different. Some EU member states are key for Russian oil and gas export and for new infrastructure projects. Traditional sources of energy are also important because the proceeds from the sale of oil and gas are used to finance, inter alia, the process of modernization. Environmental protection and relevant activities are of increasing importance for the image of Russia in the world. Interest in financial services and development of transport (as well as in environmental protection) is motivated by the specific expertise of EU member states, which is deemed to be useful for the future of Russia.


Finally, in all texts the idea of learning is central. Medvedev mentioned this idea in his 2009 article where he stressed Russia’s readiness to ‘learn from other nations – from their experiences, their successes and failures in developing democratic institutions.’36 And it became the core of most partnerships for modernization with foreign partners. This readiness to learn means for the Russians certain recognition of the leadership of the West when it comes to economic achievements, readiness to copy its experience.37

This wish to learn can be interpreted as a recognition of the imperfection of one’s own model and of the utility of the experience of other countries. This approach, at first sight, seems to be in line with the politics of apology,38 where the recognition of its own mistakes and past failures provides an actor with the new advantage of a strong party. It is believed that a society that can recognize its own mistakes, will develop; that it is not totalitarian by definition and, hence, has the right to offer its own interpretation of today’s values.


However, Russian normativity is different. The readiness to learn means here a possibility of getting new economic knowledge; and this is logical for the country, which has always recognized Europe’s leadership in technologies. However, this learning does not challenge the core of the Russian position about the prevalence of economic development over the political one. Hence, the Russian idea of learning is firmly based on Moscow’s economic pragmatism.


In sum, partnerships for modernization with EU member states make no difference between old and new EU member states, which can be explained by historical reasons, or between those being hostile to Russia, and those being friendly to it. Russia attempted to treat all member states equally and pragmatically in order to forge not only a consensus within the EU, but also to get their experience in fields that were important to its own modernization. The “idea of learning” is the central Russian normative concept underlying all texts. However, these texts also illuminate differences existing among member-states. We examine in the next section of the paper the new stratification of EU member states emerging from these differences.

A new classification of EU member states in their relations with Russia – an unexpected consequence?

Though the idea of learning is central in all declarations and memoranda on modernization with EU member states and Moscow attempted to treat these states all equally, certain differences can be discerned in the texts. Three patterns of cooperation can be identified.


The first one describes the situation of “Russia’s learning.” The second one is the pattern of joint learning by Russia and the EU member states. Finally, there are also patterns of Russia exporting its knowledge and technologies to EU member states.


We identify these differences not only by looking at relevant declarations and statements, but also at programmes, specific projects and initiatives, and how texts are structured. These differences lay the foundation for a new classification of member states.


We describe our findings and will structure them along the lines of Russia’s modernization priorities and the four other cross-cutting issues of the national partnerships for modernization, mentioned in the previous sections.

<en>1
Energy efficiency and development of renewable sources of energy is not only the sphere Russia is ready to acquire the experience of the majority of Western European countries, but also to learn together with old and new EU members (see Table 7.2). The phrase about the readiness to ‘continue a constructive and mutually beneficial cooperation in energy with particular focus on energy efficiency, energy saving and renewable sources of energy’ is omnipresent. However, in some cases it will lose the adjectives ‘constructive’39 and/or ‘mutually beneficial,’40 which reflects the experience of cooperation and the existing projects. The context of this cooperation also varies. In some partnerships it is framed in sustainable development (mainly with old members of the EU), whereas most agreements with new EU states link this with ‘perspective development.’41 We interpret the first one as an effort to teach Russia about an environmentally-sound economy and the second one as a case of joint learning and development of modern technologies. France represents in this issue-domain a special case because, according to the joint programme, Paris is ready to buy energy-saving technologies from Russia,42 i.e, to learn from Russia.

<en>2
The list of countries Russia is cooperating with in the development of nuclear technologies, is predictably shorter (it includes Belgium, France, Spain and the UK). Spain is the only partner which Russia is ready to learn from in this group.43 This cooperation, mostly represented as a form of joint learning, is important for both strengthening the scientific potential of the partners and for the legitimization of nuclear energy. For Russia this is also one of the few fields it can exchange the role of natural resources’ exporter for that of supplier of high technology goods. This partnership is thus instrumental in constructing a Russian ‘intellectual’44 economy (a core idea of economic modernization).

<en>3
Telecommunications and information technologies are a popular topic of the partnerships, wherein Russia is either learning from or together with EU member states (see Table 7.2). Two mutually contradictory elements are curious here. The Russian-Belgian declaration emphasizes the importance of international norms (Action Plan, adopted on 10–12 December 2003 in Geneva).45 The Russian-Romanian document, in turn, points to the need to ‘respect the legislation of the Russian Federation and Romania.’46 In other words, in the former case the goal is ‘an open for all information society’47 whereas the later suggests state control of information technologies. Another interesting case is the promise to work together with Bulgaria on cyrillization of the internet, which is a way to show Russian presence in the civilization competition in the global arena.

<en>4
Cooperation in the space and relevant technologies is present in the text with most developed member states (see Table 7.2). The text with the UK includes joint research ‘including satellite monitoring of the Earth .<th>.<th>. joint programmes of unification of space navigation systems and space medicine research.’48 In the declaration with Sweden the Arctic region, the GLONASS and the launch of satellites become priorities. Curiously, this field, which by definition presupposes the ability of Russia to teach, is mostly presented as the field of joint learning; only the French text explicitly states the plan to export Russian technologies.49 In most other texts Russia offers the results of fundamental research in exchange for applied technologies and innovations.

<en>5
Research and information technologies form the field of “Russia’s learning” from Austria, Germany, Sweden and the UK. It also presupposes cooperation with many other countries (see Table 7.2), which confirms Russia’s willingness not to make any difference between old and new members (mostly joint research or getting the experience of EU member states in commercialization of research results). The only exception is the partnership with Bulgaria, which includes the export of Russian military technologies. Another essential provision of this issue-domain is a reference to Skolkovo (Russia’s emerging Silicon Valley), a symbol of both successes and difficulties of Russian modernization. Its mentioning in the texts with Austria, France, Luxembourg, Slovenia, Sweden and the UK can be viewed as a legitimization of this flagman project of Russian modernization.

<en>6
Production of medical equipment and pharmaceuticals form a relatively narrow field with strict definition of the fields of cooperation (biotechnologies with Romania, fight against infectious diseases with Bulgaria, biopharmaceuticals with the UK, and management of medical services with Sweden). Two partnerships present the case of Russian learning (Luxembourg is ready to finance medicine-related studies whereas France promotes production of medicines on the basis of French technologies). However, the most interesting case can be found in the text with Belgium, which presupposes both joint production of new medical technologies and promotion of Russian products in Belgium, i.e., elements of joint learning and Russia teaching its partner.

<en>7
Traditional energy is curiously reflected in many declarations and memoranda on modernization (see Table 7.2). The texts continue depoliticization of the field, emphasizing mutual benefits and equality rather than excessive Russian influence. The content in the meantime varies from the idea to develop ‘open and transparent norms at all levels of the energy chain’50 (that is the hint that Russia still wants to participate in the development of a new regulatory regime for energy) to the promotion of specific pipelines (including Nordstream and Southstream).

<en>8
Environmental protection is present in most texts (see Table 7. 2). Firstly, Russia wants to learn from the Nordic countries (with Finland and Denmark emphasizing joint activities in the Baltic Sea and the Arctic whereas texts with Sweden and Denmark stressing the need to further develop global provisions to fight climate change). Russia is also ready to learn how to commercialise environmental legislation. At the same time texts with Belgium, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and the Czech Republic are representative of the joint-learning model and implementation of environmentally friendly technologies. The problem of “Russian learning” in this field lies in the different understanding of environmental protection: it is a normative field for most Western Europeans, whereas for the Russians it rather has a technological dimension. Hence, the smaller is the normativity of knowledge transfer in the specific bilateral partnership, the bigger is the emphasis on joint learning; the bigger is the normativity the stronger is the pattern of Russia being an apprentice.
<en>9
Transport is mentioned in many partnerships with EU member states (see Table 7. 2). Texts with old member states are more specific and clearly constitute the pattern of “Russia’s learning” from the partners. Russia, in particular, is ready to accept Luxembourg’s investments in its automobile sector, Austrian safety technologies for railway transportation,51 German high-speed railway technologies and its input in modernization of Pulkovo airport.52 France is ready to help Russia with transforming Moscow’s roads along international standards,53 whereas Finland is logically interested in transmitting its experience in managing the borders.54 Transport issues become more of a matter of joint learning with new member states; the wording in these texts also hints at the agreement to (re)construct the infrastructure, which would enable better contacts between Russia and its partners.
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Finally, the case of making Moscow an international financial centre is the one, where Russian expertise is completely absent whereas Luxembourg, France and the UK are ready to share their experience in this field. It is worth saying that the three states represent various models of financial legislation and, hence, are ready to transmit varying legislation. Luxembourg is ready to teach Russia its experience in the regulative dialogue of the state and the business sector; France stresses state regulation and importance of financial mathematics; the UK, in turn, points to cooperation in the field of financial services. In other words, they represent different models of the state interference in the financial sector and also illustrate Russian openness to varying ideas.

In sum, Russia offers EU member states a type of modernization cooperation, which is a) economic in its nature; b) hinges upon the idea of learning. Depending on the field of cooperation and a member state, three varying patterns can be discerned (Russia learning from the partner; joint learning; Russia teaching its partner). The results of our findings are summarized in Table 7. 2.

TAKE IN TABLE 7.2


The first pattern (Russia learning from its partners) manifests itself mostly in the relations with old member-states, although not all of them are present here. At the same time, cooperation with Slovenia is characterized by this pattern, which shows that Russia is also ready to learn from a new member state. The pattern of joint learning includes different states. A curious moment of this pattern is that even spheres in which Russia is stronger than its partners (for example, space and nuclear energy technologies), are presented as joint learning. That can be viewed as a Russian effort to ensure a positive-sum game, but also as a way to provide for more equality in the interaction with various member-states of the EU, particularly with those being cautious of Russia. The last pattern is the least spread, partly due to the fact that Russia conceptualises some of the fields in which it can teach as shared learning. The thinness of this pattern might also reflect the depth of Russian intention to learn from its partners.


It should be pointed out, however, that member states cannot be allocated to one of the groups; in fact, the majority of the declarations and memoranda combine all three patterns. Therefore, the classification is quite fluid, which reflects the fact that there are no predetermined borders and rigid barriers. And this is the first difference with other known classifications of EU member states and their relations with Russia. Mark Leonard and Nicu Popescu in 2007 divided all member-states in five relatively rigid groups (‘Trojan Horses’, ‘Strategic Partners’, ‘Friendly Pragmatists’, ‘Frosty Pragmatists’ and ‘New Cold Warriors’).55 Similarly, in 2009 Stefano Braghioli and Caterina Carta identified four stable groups (‘Eastern Divorced’, ‘Vigilan Critics’, ‘Acquiescent Partners’ and ‘Loyal Wives’) on the basis of their index.


Secondly, our classification hinges upon the present and future economic cooperation between Russia and EU member states. Previous classifications, in contrast, were constructed on past stereotypes, on peculiarities of member states’ energy relations with Moscow, on the perception that dependence is (in)tolerable, on their past interaction in a shared neighbourhood and on an overall security strategy. Although these aspects are essential to understand today’s specificity, we believe that our three patterns are more forward looking and that they are better adopted to the purpose of the forecast of what EU-Russian relations might develop into.


Thirdly, the suggested classification reflects how Moscow views its partners today, driven by its economic pragmatism and the wish to reinforce its internal medium-term strategy with external cooperation; and how EU member states reciprocate the Russian offer to advance the agenda of economic modernization. In contrast, previous studies rather concentrated on what member states think of Russia and how Moscow can make use of that. In other words, we go from Russia to member states, whereas the previous classification took member states as a reference point. This revision was due to the fact that one can talk now for the first time about Russia having a consistent medium-term strategy it tried not only to implement internally but also externally.


Finally, to jump back to the core idea of this book, Russia’s present strategy can be an illustration of what a post-Putin foreign policy strategy could become. In other words, how consistent it could be and to what extent it could contribute rather to concord than to discord.

Conclusion

Russia is often portrayed as a partner being highly divisive within the EU and fostering all sorts of conflicts inside the block. The traditional perception is also that Russia pursues a strategy of divide-and-rule in the EU and tries to re-ignite conflicts among its members. We have argued in this chapter that a new strategy is gaining strength in Russia. It is based on its internal modernization needs and interests and on the wish to promote the very same vision of modernization abroad. In other words, the existence of a medium-term internal agenda makes Moscow interested in the unity of the EU and in its greater cohesion, which was reflected in the partnerships on modernization with EU member-states, concluded in 2010–12.


Two ideas underline this approach and they are essential to understand the peculiar Russian normativity of today. The first one is that of economic pragmatism, its preference of tangible improvement in the life of citizens as opposed to political changes, and talks about human rights and democracy. This is the basis of the Russian approach to modernization, anchored in its economic, technological, innovative part. This is unlikely to change any time soon, even given the current dynamics in society. Stability of this thinking is due to the fact that it reflects a deeper Russian normativity rather than being imposed by the present political regime and its elite. However, the change might occur in how well these priorities are implemented in reality.


The second idea, which is essential to understand Russian approach to modernization, in general, and to EU-Russian relations, in particular, is its idea of learning. In nominal terms, it allows Russia to join the dominating strand in the west, the idea of apologizing, and the advantages and new strength that it provides to those, who are capable to do so. However, in Russia it has a rather pragmatic tone, again oriented towards getting missing in Russia bits and pieces for economic modernization.


The idea of learning, however, allows us to construct a new classification of EU member states (those of which Russia can learn from; those which Russia can learn together with; and those which can learn from Russia). It is based on their equal treatment, and oriented towards the future. It is also fluid and is constructed on the basis of how Moscow treats member states rather than the opposite. This represents a departure from previously suggested classifications of member states’ relations with Russia.


The latter can be done because modernization represents a medium-term strategy of Moscow. It can thus illustrate what Russian policy towards the EU can be when it is driven by domestic concerns rather than by a Realpolitik influenced by tactical calculations. The former strategy is more than the latter characteristic for a democratic society, although no country can ignore its security policy and Realpolitik calculations. Hence, Russia’s policy of promoting modernization might constitute an illuminating case of what its foreign policy could be in the future.
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