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This article examines the influence of internal factors (such as decision-making processes, political culture, and the
connection between government and society) on Russia’s foreign policy toward the European Union in the context
of neoclassical realism. Excessive personalization and a closed decision-making structure do not encourage effec-
tive reactions to emerging challenges and affect the possibility of cooperation in the post-Soviet space. Institutional
mechanisms and their impact on a country’s foreign policy are extremely important in the theory of neoclassical real-
ism. This article also analyses EU — Russia relations over major periods and the role of internal factors in Russian
policy.

Despite an orientation toward long-term cooperation between the EU and Russia, a contradiction remains be-
tween Russia’s over-centralized decision-making structure and the EU’s decentralized system. In addition, political
leaders and elites play less of a role in the EU, where there is a real separation of powers and competencies. These
Jactors hamper EU — Russia cooperation because Russia prefers to establish bilateral relations with each state. As a
result of all these factors, long-term relations may be at risk. However, the decentralization of power, increased ef-
ficiency of political institutions and the active participation of civil society will improve the level of mutual trust and
overcome the current issues in EU — Russia relations.
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Introduction

Historically, the policy-making process in Russia has been extremely private and personalized.
Since the times of the Russian Empire and the USSR, the head of state personally sets the pri-
orities for foreign policy, bearing personal responsibility for these decisions, with other institu-
tions having less significance and performing mainly an auxiliary function. Despite the change
of political regime in Russia since the collapse of the Soviet Union, there has been a clear trend
toward democratization and increasing the role of different actors in the foreign policy dis-
course. Most experts say that foreign policy making remains one of the least-developed areas
of governance [Yakovlev-Golani, 2011, p. 8]. The post-Soviet legacy is clearly evident in the
structure of the existing hierarchy, the main characteristics of which are excessive centralization
and the role played by personal relationships at the level of political elites.

This article looks at the impact of the political decision-making process in Russia on rela-
tions with the European Union according to the theory of neoclassical realism, which allows an
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analysis of the effects of external factors on foreign policy. The study examines the hypothesis
that the process in Russia is highly centralized and personalized communications. In addition,
differences in the nature of foreign policy-making processes in Russia and the EU have a nega-
tive impact on the relationship between the two partners.

The purpose of this study is to show how intervening variables (political decision-making
institutions, political culture, and the relationship between the government and society) define
the dependent variable (Russian foreign policy) in relations with the EU within the framework
of neoclassical realism. The study first explores the importance of institutional arrangements
and their effects on the conduct of foreign policy in the framework of neoclassical realism.
Then it analyzes stages of EU — Russia relations and the influence of domestic factors in Rus-
sia. In conclusion, it assesses the current transformation of the institutional mechanism toward
improving its efficiency and presents possible ways of implementation.

The role of intervening variables in the framework
of neoclassical realism

In 1998, Gideon Rose [1998] used the term “neoclassical realism” for the first time in a review
of scientific monographs by authors proposing a new approach to the analysis of international
relations. Continuing the notion of neo-realism regarding the key role of systemic and struc-
tural factors in the international arena, the adherents of neoclassical realism focused mostly on
analyzing the foreign policy behaviour and decision making of certain states. Despite some sim-
ilar characteristics and parameters within the existing system of relations, however, actors may
follow radically different foreign policies that show the influence of certain internal forces.

Also, unlike neoclassical realism, the neo-realist approach does not consider states’ be-
haviour to be homogenous, given that the internal factors that help determine the real strength
of a country are affected by external forces and drive foreign policy [Schweller, 2004, p. 164].
However, according to neoclassical realism, with regard to the role of domestic political deci-
sions, the purpose and scope of foreign policy are determined primarily by the position of the
state and its relative power in the international system [Rose, 1998, p. 58]. This is the main dif-
ference between neoclassical realism and liberalism, where the internal politics are completely
dominated by external causes.

As Tatiana Romanova [2012] explains, neoclassical realism consists of three parts:

+ the independent variable, which includes the external environment and the system of

international relations;

 the intervening variable, which represents the complex set of domestic relations, includ-

ing institutions, the relationship between state and society, public perception, and ideol-

ogy. Neoclassical realism allows for the role played by individual personalities, their image
as leaders, ideology and specific features that affect the policy-making process; and

+ the dependent variable, which is the country’s foreign policy.

The analysis of the effect of the intervening variable on the dependent variable requires
considering several factors emphasized by neoclassical realists. First, the actions of those in-
volved in political decision making are not always rational, but are based on existing paradigms
of thinking, personal views and experience. Rose [1998, p. 147] rightly stressed that “foreign
policy choices are made by actual political leaders and elites, and so it is their perceptions of
relative power that matter, not simply relative quantities of physical resources or forces in be-
ing.” There is a clear link between neoclassical realism and constructivism.

Second, states are heterogenecous and differ on the basis of “their ability to extract and
direct resources from the societies they rule” [Schmidt, Juneau, 2009, p. 15]. The higher the
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level of skill and data consolidation between state and society, the stronger and more effective
the state and its pursued foreign policy become. Therefore, the established system of political
mechanisms, with a clear division of roles and responsibilities, provides a positive impetus for
the foreign policy-making process. A well-developed bureaucracy, coupled with democratic
procedures, does not allow the process to be concentrated in the same hands; local elites and
individual leaders carry markedly less weight in domestic politics. However, good governance
requires the development of institutions as well as the mobilization of existing resources. When
trust in government is at low levels, there is no single, unifying ideology. In contrast, shared
values not only improves communication between civil society and the state, but also automati-
cally enhances the country’s image in the international arena.

Thus, according to the theoretical foundations of neoclassical realism, the intervening
variable affects foreign policy. Moreover, all the internal factors are interrelated, and changing
some factors, such as political ideology or institutions, can affect those internal factors, as well
as the dependent variable, namely foreign policy.

The formation of Russia’s foreign policy and its impact
on relations with the European Union

Foreign policy making in Russia is traditionally a closed and personalized process with little
involvement of experts and business communities. The key figure is the president, who, accord-
ing to the constitution, defines the main directions of foreign policy. Therefore, the analysis of
different periods of EU — Russia relations must start with the specific figure of the president of
the Russian Federation and the direct action of the Kremlin.

The breakup of the Soviet Union and the rise to power of Boris Yeltsin led to the creation
of a new system for formulating national foreign policy. It was in this period that the constitu-
tional basis was created for a strong presidency that emphasized the president’s central role at
the strategic level. Other existing institutions, mostly inherited from the Soviet Union, played
only secondary and coordinating roles, as their direct influence was severely restricted. This is
most clearly reflected in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which was forced to close 36 embas-
sies and consulates all over the world between 1991 and 1993 [Checkel, 1992]. Nevertheless, the
ministry continues to implement the Kremlin’s foreign policy ideas, is fully aligned with the
president of the Russian Federation and is embedded in a hierarchical power structure [Biber-
man, 2011, p. 670]. Other executive bodies involved in foreign policy making include the Secu-
rity Council and the Office of the Foreign Policy of the Presidential Administration. However,
as Anatoly Torkunov [2004, p. 264] notes, the lack of a highly efficient mechanism for a com-
mon foreign policy strategy in practical terms leads to contradictory results in the international
arena. This inconsistency is reflected in current EU — Russia relations.

After the breakup of the USSR, Russia had to find its place in the changing world order
and entered a new stage of cooperation with its partners. At the beginning of the 1990s, its
foreign policy echoed the country’s internal turmoil. The lack of clear national interests and
solidarity with the West significantly weakened Russia’s position on the international stage.
Russia, along with the EU, supported the formation of new actors during the initial breakup of
Yugoslavia in 1991-92. It refused to intervene in the events in the Balkans, which also contrib-
uted to the inconsistencies in foreign policy pursued by Andrei Kozyrev, the foreign minister
whom critics nicknamed “Mr. Yes.” In particular, interventions of the United States in Eastern
Europe and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Bosnia in 1996 met no resist-
ance from Russian elites.
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A key moment in EU — Russia relations came in 1994 with the conclusion of the legally
binding Partnership and Cooperation Agreement. It proposed a model that emphasized the
fact that Moscow could become an equal partner only if it committed to the shared values of
respect for democratic rights and freedoms and the liberalization of its economy. However, the
agreement’s entry into force was delayed for three years due to the negative impact of the first
Chechen campaign on Russia’s image abroad.

Meanwhile, the Russian president’s popularity was declining at home, where anti-western
sentiment was growing, due to the fact that Russians were openly dissatisfied with the lack of
progress of the ongoing internal reforms and with inconsistent foreign policy, which adversely
affected Russia’s position in the world.

The results were Kozyrev’s resignation and appointment of Yevgeny Primakov as foreign
minister in 1996, the end of “blind” solidarity with the West and foreign policy aimed at pro-
tecting national interests. Alexei Bogaturov [2007, p. 61] notes that Russian foreign policy be-
came both pragmatic and principled, insofar as partnership and cooperation with the U.S. and
the EU were not in doubt. Nevertheless, Russia was able to maintain some pragmatism and
independence by keeping its support flexible and based selectively on national interests. At the
same time, another unilateral humanitarian intervention by NATO in Kosovo exposed the lim-
ited use of Russia’s foreign resources, which meant its position was often ignored. In response
to NATO and the EU’s expansion, Russia’s independent foreign policy had to become more
complex to defend its national interests in the region and the world, which influenced Russian
elites.

In the 21st century, the major developments in Russian foreign policy have been con-
nected with the personality of Vladimir Putin, who still plays a key role in the political decision
making. Although Yeltsin’s influence continued for some time, as a new president Putin took
active steps to establish a centralized hierarchy not only in domestic affairs but also in foreign
policy. By 2004, a new institutional system had developed, by which time most of the former
ruling elite were gone [Averkov, 2012].

In 2000, Russia published the “Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation,” which
highlighted cooperation with the EU as an important political and economic partner. At the
same time, Russia clearly indicated its intention to pursue its own national interests by moving
toward a strategic partnership that would not be defined by the EU. During Putin’s first two
terms as president, Russia’s position in the region and the world was strengthened. The notion
of common values is gradually disappearing, periodically arising on the agenda and becoming
less useful as a tool to solve any pressing problems.

In 2003, EU — Russia relations entered a new phase, with four common themes: eco-
nomic issues; democracy, governance and the rule of law; security; and culture, science and
education. Two years later, “road maps” were developed that determined the main directions of
cooperation, such as energy regulation, transport, crime and migration issues. In addition, both
parties became strategic partners, which meant that “Moscow moved closer — albeit formally —
to the position of a European insider” [Karaganov et al., 2005].

Elected president in 2008, Dmitry Medvedev almost immediately faced his first serious
test — the armed conflict in South Ossetia, which directly affected relations between Russia
and the EU. Despite harsh criticism and minor measures taken by the U.S. and EU, Russia’s
victory reaffirmed it as a regional leader in the post-Soviet space, ready to fight for its national
interests. From a geopolitical point of view, the EU had failed to develop a tougher stance on
Russia, having not imposed any specific political or economic sanctions. Its only action was to
stop negotiating the new Partnership Agreement with Russia; those negotiations resumed two
months later, however, despite the fact that Moscow had not complied with the EU’s condi-
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tion of a full withdrawal of Russian troops. Nevertheless, the efforts of the European Union, in
particular France, translated into conflict at a diplomatic level.

Several trends are important in the context of political decision making and institutional
dynamics with regard to foreign policy. Despite Russia’s foreign policy being unconditionally
strengthened by constitutional powers and Medvedev’s personal meetings with heads of state, as
prime minister Putin also remained active on foreign policy issues and met with political lead-
ers, focusing particularly on Eurasian integration. During this period Russian foreign policy
fell under the portfolio of both the president and the prime minister, resulting in some overlap.
Russia’s foreign policy has always involved a relatively high level of personal relationships with
western leaders, including European ones. If this was a critical factor under Boris Yeltsin, those
personal relationships remained equally important for Putin.

Since the departure of Medvedev as president, foreign policy making has become clearer
and more predictable, as Putin as president has assumed the key role [Turkowski and Cwiek-
Karpowicz, 2012, p. 73]. The 2012 presidential elections did not change the balance of power, as
the institutional arrangement proved once again that the EU remained a key partner for Russia.
Shortly after his inauguration, Putin signed the decree “On measures to implement the foreign
policy of the Russian Federation,” which paid special attention to relations with the EU. In
particular, it set out the following urgent tasks for Russian foreign policy:

* Advocate for the strategic objective of creating a common economic and humanitarian

space from the Atlantic to the Pacific;

* Seek an agreement with the European Union on the reciprocal abolition of visas for

short-term trips of their citizens;

« Uphold the principles of equality and mutual benefit in working on a new strategic

partnership agreement between Russia and the EU;

* Contribute to the effective implementation of the “Partnership for Modernization”

initiative; and

* Develop mutually beneficial partnerships to establish a single European energy sector,

strictly complying with existing bilateral and multilateral treaty obligations.

Obviously, with Russia’s increasing role in the international arena and in the region and its
willingness to defend its national interests, the EU could no longer dictate its terms. However,
Russia and the EU lack a certain incentive to resolve problems in a way that would strengthen
their cooperation [Turkowski and Cwiek-Karpowicz, 2012, p. 80]. Russia’s long-term plans
focus on the rapidly developing Asia-Pacific region, and those plans generally do not inter-
fere with EU — Russia relations because of differences in the nature of their decision making.
Despite Moscow’s pronouncements to modernize, it has not kept up. The EU expresses its
dissatisfaction with the Kremlin’s unfulfilled plans to modernize, but because of the worsening
situation in the eurozone, its relations with Russia have moved gradually to the sidelines. How-
ever, for Russia, the crisis in Europe is “a chance for a qualitative leap forward in relations,”
an opportunity for further developing a strategic bilateral partnership despite the continuing
distance them [Lukyanov, 2012].

Thus, the foundations of today’s foreign policy-making process were laid under Yeltsin’s
leadership, maintaining a clear focus on the primacy of the president despite changing politi-
cal priorities. Its centralized nature increased Russia’s ability to mobilize resources at critical
moments, with the increased importance of the perception of specific elites, coupled with an
emphasis on personal bilateral relations with political leaders rather than on institutional inter-
actions that may adversely affect the stability of relations with Europe. Of course, the president
should make decisions on key foreign policy issues; at the same time, the lack of involvement of
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other actors, the excessive centralization and the hierarchical power structure have significantly
reduced the efficiency of Russia’s foreign policy-making process [ Kortunov, 2004].

One of the key problems of modern relations between Russia and the EU is the different
levels of centralization in political decision making. Consequently, Russia prefers to establish
relations bilaterally with individual European states, while the EU involves a wide range of ac-
tors in its foreign policy, which is challenging for Russia’s highly personalized foreign policy.

Conclusion

The theory of neoclassical realism, with its emphasis on the intervening variable, is an effective
tool for analyzing Russian foreign policy making, because throughout modern history, it has
been shaped and defined by a key political leader in the person of the president. Neoclassical
realism also helps explain Russia’s use of various tools in its dialogue with different actors, ac-
cording to its national interests.

The EU has traditionally been considered the main political and economic partner of
Russia, despite the EU’s shift in foreign policy toward Russia, which has also been under scru-
tiny in Europe. Russia’s commitment to the strategic goal of creating a single economic and
humanitarian space from the Atlantic to the Pacific has a large long-term and positive impact
on the dynamics of the whole European region. However, to achieve this objective, the parties
must overcome several areas of disagreement, which include not only issues of an economic or
ideological nature, but also differences in decision-making systems.

The main disadvantages of the Russian political decision-making process — a high degree
of centralization and institutionalization, coupled with the dominant role of individual leaders
and elites — jeopardize Russia’s long-term relationships with its partners, in particular with the
European Union. However, in Russia there is a clear tendency to complicate domestic politi-
cal realities and ideologies and to engage civil society and business in some form of interaction
with the state. The broader involvement of interest groups can become a catalyst for change in
Russian foreign policy and will allow for more active grassroots cooperation in the future, and
also shows the willingness of power to engage in a new form of dialogue. In order to realize the
opportunities, the partnership between the EU and Russia must overcome some challenges: a
surge in the EU’s capacity to guarantee security in the region and the involvement of a broad
range of players in the process of foreign policy-making in Russia.
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B cmamve ananuzupyemcs eausinue 6HympeHHUX akmopos (Makux KaK UHCmumymol RPUHAMUS ROAUMUYECKUX peule-
HULL, NOAUMUYeCKAs KYy1bmypa U 8536 Mexcdy 64acmbvio U obuiecmeom) Ha ghopmuposarue enewnel noaumuxu Poccuu
6 omuoutenusx ¢ Eeponeiickum coto3om 6 pamkax Heokaaccuveckoeo peaiusma. H3auwHss 3aKpoimocmos U nepeoHa-
AUBUPOBAHHOCb CAONCUBULE20CS NPOYecca NPUHAMUS noaumudeckux pewenui ¢ Poccuu ne nozeoasiom sgpgexmugno
peazuposams Ha 603HUKAIOUUE 8bI306bl U HE2AMUBHO OMPANCAIOMCA HA B03MONCHBIX 00120CPOUHBIX NEPCHEKMUBAX CO-
mpyonuvecmea. Ocoboe Humanue YOeaeHo ANCHOCMU UHCIMUMYUUOHANbHBIX MEXAHU3MO8 U UX 8AUSHUIO HA NPOGedeHUe
GHeulHell NOAUMUKU 20CYOapCme 8 PAMKAX Meopul HeOKAACcU1ecko2o peaiusma. Takoice 6bl0easomes u GHAAUBUPYIOMCSL
OCHOBHbIE IMANbL POCCULICKO-EBPONEUCKUX OMHOWEHUII U oAb 6HYMPUnOAUmMu4eckux gakmopoe Poccuu, earusouux na
daHHblil npoyecc.

bBesycnosro, Poccus u EC nayenenvt na doneocpouroe napmuepcmeo. O0HAKo cyuwecmayiom onpedeneHHoie mpyo-
HOCMU 80 83aUMOOeliCMEUU MelCAY POCCULICKUM UEHMPAAUZ0BAHHBIM U e8PONEIICKUM 0eUyeHMPAru308aHHbIM MEXAHU3-
Mamu nPUHSMUST GHeUWHenoAumu1eckux pewlenuii. Kpome moeo, upe3mepras KOHUEHMpPAyus 61acmu 8 Y3Kux Kpyeax
DOCCUICKUX 2aUum He cnocobcmeyem pasgumuro duanoea ¢ eocydapcmeamu Egponst, ede 3auacmyto noaumuueckuii éec
KOHKPemHOU AUMHOCIMU HUJICe U cyujecmayem 3¢hgexmugroe pacnpedenenue NOAHOMOUUN Cpedu UHCMUMYMO08 6 OAHHOU
chepe. Yaumoieasn uzAuuHIO0 YEHMPANU308AHHOCHb POCCULICKO20 MEXAHUBMA NPUHAMUS NOAUMUMECKUX PeUeHUll, Gbl-
cmpausanue 00A20CPOHHbIX OMHOWEHUI ¢ hapmHepamu, 8 yacmuocmu ¢ Eeéponeiickum colozom, cmanosumcsi mpyoHoul
3adauell. Jleyenmpanusayus eaacmu, nogvluleHue 3PHeKkmusHoCmu UHCMUMYUUOHANbHBIX MEXAHU3MO8 U bonee aKmue-
HOe yuacmue 2paxicoaHcKo2o oduecmea cmo2ym nogoicums 00wl ypogeHs dosepus U gvieecmu ouanroe ¢ Eeponoii no
KAIOHeBbIM B0NPOCAM HA HOBbLU YPOBEHb.

KinoueBbie ¢J10Ba: BHELIHSIS MTOJUTHKA, MEXAHU3M ITPUHSATHS MOJUTUYECKUX PELIEHUI, HEOKJIACCUYECKUIA
peanusm, Poccust, EBporneiickuii coro3
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