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Abstract

The article focuses on the concept of energy diplomacy. It was proved that the Eu-
ropean vector of Russia’s current foreign policy is characterized by an ability to use 
the energy factor as a tool of power and impact to promote and consolidate the 
Kremlin’s geopolitical interests in Europe. This article reviewed the political tech-
nologies of Russian energy diplomacy in the European space such as uncompro-
mising position during negotiations and predetermined before achieving the re-
sults, political exchange, technology of “surprise effect”, barbell strategy, pipeline 
diplomacy, suppression of competitor and others. The issue of EU–Russian energy 
conflict communication is in the centre of research. It was analyzed the algorithm 
of Russia’s actions positioning itself as an energy superpower in building up the so-
called system of power relationship on the Eurasian continent. It was presented in 
the article possible options for European states’ effective countering energy expan-
sionism of Russia.

Keywords: energy diplomacy, energy policy, political technology, energy super-
power, Energy Diplomacy Action Plan, multistakeholder interests, investment in 
the energy project, Nord Stream 2
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Политические технологии энергетической дипломатии России

Аннотация

Статья посвящена концепции энергетической дипломатии. Было доказано, 
что Европейский вектор внешней политики России характеризуется способ-
ностью использовать энергетический фактор как инструмент власти и влия-
ния для развития и укрепления геополитических интересов Кремля в Европе. 
В статье рассмотрены политические технологии энергетической диплома-
тии России в европейском пространстве, такие как бескомпромиссная по-
зиция в ходе переговоров и предопределенные для достижения результаты, 
политический обмен, технология “неожиданного эффекта”, стратегия штанг, 
трубопроводная дипломатия, запугивание конкурентов и  другие. Вопрос 
европейско-российской конфликтной коммуникации в области энергети-
ки в центре данного исследования. Проанализирован алгоритм позициони-
рования действий России как энергетической сверхдержавы в построении 
так называемой системы властных отношений на Евразийском континен-
те. В статье представлены возможные варианты эффективного противодей-
ствия энергетическому экспансионизму России со стороны европейских го-
сударств.

Ключевые слова: энергетическая дипломатия, энергетическая политика, по-
литическая технология, энергетическая сверхдержава, интересы многих за-
интересованных сторон, инвестиции в энергетический проект, Северный 
поток 2

Russian foreign and energy policy has merged since Vladimir Putin 
came to power. The Kremlin leveraged Russia’s advantage both as 

a very important producer and as a dominant holder of energy resourc-
es in its own right. Moreover, Russian energy policy is frequently effective 
because the Russian president and prime minister are directly involved in 
the decision-making process based on their strong interest in Gazprom. 
No European leaders have a level of knowledge of energy policy and the 
energy business comparable to that of Putin. So, the aim of the article is to 
research the instruments of political technologies of Russian energy diplo-
macy in the European space and to identify the strategy of Kremlin energy 
diplomacy implementing in the region.

The Russian understanding of close links between foreign and energy 
policy was reflected in the 2003 Energy Strategy, which noted that Rus-
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sia’s “significant energy resources and powerful fuel-energy complex was an 
instrument for conducting domestic and foreign policy and that the role of 
the country on global energy markets to a great degree determines its geopo-
litical influence” (Энергетическая стратегия России на период до 2020 
года, 2003). One of the key goals of the next Energy Strategy – 2030 is to 
improve the Russian position in global relations through using energy re-
sources, first of all gas and oil (Энергетическая стратегия России до 
2030 года, 2009). Finally, the project of the future Russian Energy Strat-
egy – 2035 has highlighted that a new key goal of energy policy for the 
coming years is to strengthen Russia’s position in the global energy mar-
kets (Энергетическая стратегия России на период до 2035 года, 2015). 
Thereby, one can read between the lines in all of Russia’s Energy Strategies 
that it aims to become a global energy superpower in the near future.

The promotion of Russia’s national interests through using energy re-
sources formed the basis of the education program for future diplomats. 
For example, the International Institute of Energy Policy and Diplomacy 
was established in 2000 on the base of the Moscow National Institute of 
International Relations, which focuses on the preparing of so-called future 
energy diplomats. From 2010, the course of “Russian energy diplomacy” 
became a part of the education program in all relevant institutions and 
universities. The key issues of this course are “pipeline projects as a  fac-
tor of saving Russian geopolitical influence”, “the U.S. energy policy on 
the Russian geopolitical space”, “foreign investment as an object of energy 
diplomacy”, “diplomacy of foreign debt” and more. In fact, Russian ener-
gy diplomacy today has an institutional dimension. In summary, the final 
aim of the Russian authority is to turn the state into the global energy cen-
tre (Рабочая программа курса, 2012).

Let us consider in more detail the main technologies of Russian energy 
diplomacy. One of the main themes is the method of negotiating. Most no-
tably this is an uncompromising position during negotiations and prede-
termined before achieving the results. As a rule, the components of such 
a technology are hard statement of questions, an uncompromising posi-
tion, blocking alternatives and, at the minimum, heated discussion with 
stressed elements. 

EU–Ukraine–Russia negotiations regarding the so-called “2014/2015 
winter gas package” are an illustrative example of this approach. After 
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seven rounds of negotiations between Russia and Ukraine that was facil-
itated by European Commission, a $4.6 billion “winter package” secur-
ing gas supplies for Ukraine and the EU was agreed upon. The package of 
agreements included three documents. The first document was a tripar-
tite binding protocol on gas supplies from Russia to Ukraine for the peri-
od of November 2014 to March 31, 2015, signed by the Ministers of Ener-
gy of Ukraine and the Russian Federation and witnessed by the European 
Commissioner for Energy Günther Oettinger. The second document was 
a “technical” annex to the contract on the gas purchase and sale concluded 
on January 19, 2009, between Gazprom and Naftogaz. The annex recorded 
the details of gas supplies and was signed by the heads of the abovemen-
tioned organizations. The third document was a letter from the President 
of the European Commission to the President of Ukraine that provided 
guarantees of financial support to Ukraine from the European Union in 
the case of Russia’s failure to fulfill obligations according to the contract 
price as well as the willingness of the European Commission to facilitate 
reverse gas supplies to Ukraine.

Indeed, it was a very hard and long period of trilateral negotiations 
(7 rounds) that took place before the winter period. European politicians 
clearly remembered the recent gas crisis in 2006 and 2009. After the aggra-
vation of Russian–Ukrainian relations following the revolution of digni-
ty, the issue of European energy security was a top subject on the agenda. 
Moreover, Russian propaganda sought to escalate the conflict predicting 
energy the collapse on the European space through the so-called “Ukrain-
ian problem”. The dramatization of the situation around gas supply to Eu-
rope via Ukraine began in August 2014. Finally, European and Ukrainian 
authorities were limited by time and worked under the pressure of a possi-
ble energy catastrophe. Undoubtedly, Russia achieved its goals. First of all, 
Gazprom made the payment of Ukraine’s debt in the amount of $3.1 bil-
lion, which should have been done without delay by the end of 2014. Sec-
ondly, Russia provided gas supplies to Ukraine only after pre-payments. 
Next, the gas price for Ukraine at the level of $385 per 1000 cubic metres 
remained for Moscow (at the beginning of 2014, Ukraine paid $365). And 
last but not least, the European Commission and the International Mon-
etary Fund were Ukraine’s guarantors, and thus Russia reduced the risk of 
non-payment from the Ukrainian side. 
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Before the active period of EU–Russia–Ukraine negotiations, European 
experts conducted research regarding the impact of a potential disruption 
of gas supplies in various EU countries with the aim of developing lessons 
for how to minimize the potential negative impact (European Commis-
sion: Q&A on Gas Stress Tests, 2014). Two scenarios were elaborated: first, 
a complete stop in Russian gas imports to the EU; second, an interruption 
of Russian gas imports along the Eastern European transit routes through 
Ukraine. The gas stress test revealed disturbing vulnerability to many Euro-
pean countries. According to the results of the test, the EU Member States 
of Central and South–Eastern Europe (CSEE) would be the most vulnera-
ble countries in a crisis. All scenarios demonstrated that these states’ efforts 
would be limited mainly to national markets. Therefore, European diplo-
macy was in a critically difficult situation. Firstly, it needed to find a com-
promise in Russian–Ukrainian gas conflict and, secondly, minimize risks 
of a limitation or interruption in Russian gas supply to Europe. All goals 
were achieved at the same time that European diplomats accepted all con-
ditions of their Russian counterparts.

The following popular approach of Russian diplomacy is to create and 
use conflicts with partners. This technology of Russian diplomacy was de-
scribed in detail in the book of James Sherr, “Hard Diplomacy and Soft 
Coercion: Russia’s Influence Abroad”. The British expert used as an exam-
ple a conflict around the debt of Transnistria before Gazprom.In this case, 
the separatist region in Moldova – Transnistria – had an estimated $4 bil-
lion gas debt before Gazprom. According to Deputy Prime Minister Dmitry 
Rogozin, if “Chisinau does not recognize Transnistria, the debt for the gas 
consumed by Transnistria, becomes a duty of Moldova, and Chisinau will 
have to pay” (Sherr, 2013, p. 70). Following this logic, Moldova should take 
responsibility for a system created by Russia against its objections. 

A similar approach was exploited by the Russian gas monopolist regard-
ing the separatist region of Eastern Ukraine, the so-called LNR and DNR. 
At the beginning of 2015, Kiev suspended gas supplies to Donbass, stat-
ing that it was due to damage caused to the pipelines. After that Gazprom 
started a gas supply directly to the occupied regions of Donetsk and Lu-
gansk. Later, in April 2015, Gazprom demanded that the gas supplied to 
the Donetsk and Lugansk regions in Eastern Ukraine should be paid by 
Naftogaz in accordance with the contract. Gazprom required Naftogaz to 
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pay $670 million. Ultimately, the Ukrainian authorities rejected the de-
mand to pay for Russian gas supplies to the occupied territory. Of course it 
was not the final aim of Russia to make Ukraine pay for the gas debt of the 
occupied territory of Donetsk-Lugansk. At the same time, Ukrainian and 
European experts and politicians debated the issue about transfer pipeline 
gas metering stations from the western to eastern borders of Ukraine. The 
very important outcome is that the European Union will be able to buy on 
the eastern border of Ukraine, and Ukrtransgaz will deal with Europe-
an rather than Russian gas. Putin’s hysterics were expected, as he needed 
a new conflict situation around the gas issue in Ukraine to divert attention 
from the main problem – the transfer pipeline gas metering stations from 
the western to eastern borders of Ukraine. 

The next technique of Russian energy diplomacy should be called a po-
litical exchange. It is likely that this is Putin’s favorite method of goal 
achievement. After two gas crisis (2006 and 2009) and 2014 after Russia 
cutting off gas supply to the EU, the Ukrainian authorities were forced to 
accept a sharply increased (but still discounted) gas price. Indeed, the high 
gas price was the cornerstone for the Ukrainian economy, which is very 
energy-intensive. Over time, in 2010, Russia and Ukraine signed a new ten-
year agreement that offered Ukraine a 30% discount on the gas price in re-
turn for a minimum 25-year extension of the lease for the Russian Black 
Sea Fleet at Sevastopol. This example shows Russia’s ability to use its ener-
gy resources as an instrument for political exchange in foreign policy goal 
achievement.

It is noteworthy that Russian diplomats very often use psychological 
techniques in their professional activity. One of them is the so-called “sur-
prise effect”. The content of this psychological technique is the creation of a 
series of consecutive troubles in the energy field of the opponent state. It is 
worth noting that one peculiarity of this technique is its use in a short time 
period. As a result, this allows the achievement of significant political or 
economic benefits. Illustrated examples of how Russian energy diplomacy 
has used this technique in practice are the numerous oil conflicts with the 
Baltic States and Belarus for at least 10 years (2000–2010). This conflict is 
presented in the table below in detail.
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Table 1. Russian oil conflicts with the Baltic States and Belarus 2000–2010

Country Year Description

Lithuania 1998/2000 There were nine interruptions of crude oil supplies to Li-
thuania’s Mazeikiu refinery as Russia tried to prevent its 
sale to an American operator.

2005/2006 Transneft refused to agree on terms for transportation of 
Kazakh crude oil to Lithuania via Russia. After the refi-
nery had been sold to Poland’s PKN Orlen, Transneft cut 
off supplies after a pipeline explosion and never restored 
it. It hard to avoid the conclusion that the Lithuanian go-
vernment was being punished for not selling the stake in 
the refinery to a Russian company.

Latvia 2003 Despite protests from some Russian independent pro-
ducers, the Kremlin opted to bypass Latvia’s Ventspils 
port, a major crude oil and oil products export terminal, 
for pipeline deliveries of crude oil for export via the Bal-
tic Sea through the new Baltic Pipeline System (BPS-1) 
completed in late 2001, which relied on the Russian port 
of Primorsk.

Estonia 2007 Russian oil products and coal exports through the port 
of Tallinn were suddenly stopped in the aftermath of the 
relocation of a Soviet war memorial by the Estonian au-
thorities, which had provoked a furious reaction from 
the Russian government.

Belarus 2007 Russia cut crude oil supplies to Belarus.

2010 Twice in 2010, Russia cut off or reduced oil supplies to 
Belarus in disputes over prices and a debt of $187 mil-
lion to Russia. 

A more active phase of the conflicts between Russia, on the one hand, 
and the Baltic States and Belarus, on the other hand, took place during the 
period 2006–2007 years. It is worth noting that from 2005 to 2007, the ex-
port volume of Russian crude oil to the EU states significantly increased 
(fig. 1). Unquestionably, this can be explained by the high growth of the 
European economy in this period.



  56  A R T Y K U ŁY 

Fig. 1. Russian oil supply to Europe – 2013, % share in EU import 

 
Resource: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php/Energy_production_and_imports 
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in the European oil and gas markets, which chiefly includes Norway. The technique of “suppres-
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EU-Norway gas routes are independent from non-EU transit countries, and while a stop of deliv-
eries is unlikely, if it happens, it will be the result of technical problems. In addition to this, during 
the entire period of EU-Norway energy cooperation, the gas trade has never been used as a politi-
cal weapon; it has been only an economic consideration. Norway has avoided linking gas exports 
to foreign policy. Norway’s share in the EU gas import balance has gradually increased (Quarterly 
Report Energy on European Gas Markets, 2015). Moreover, the Polish initiative regarding build-
ing Baltic pipeline (Norwegian gas via Denmark to Poland) is still currently on the table of the 
European Commission. 

In this context, it is very important to mention the unfortunate experience of the Russian-
Ukrainian conflict and the annexation of Crimea. Polish experts from PISM stressed that the 
Ukrainian conflict is no longer viewed as local and peripheral but as a part of a deep crisis in rela-
tions between the West and Russia. Ukraine is no longer seen as a cause but as a symptom. Un-
certainty as to Russia’s policy and interests is on the rise, and there is a concern that the crisis may 
escalate and draw in the Baltic States, northern areas and even Svalbard.This means that if Nor-
way dramatically increases its gas supply to the European Union, it will collide with Russian in-
terests in the region and may have a negative impact on the country’s security. The Norwegian 
government admits that Russian diplomats may start a dispute over the status of Svalbard. This 
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There is no doubt that the demand for any product is determined by the 
market. Moreover, as PR-experts have said, demand might be increased 
through forecasting the possible deficit of products, discussion about in-
terruption of their supply or predicting sharp price jump. There were six 
oil crises within 10 years (from 2000 to 2010) between the Baltic States/Be-
larus and Russia. Necessarily, these conflicts became a market catalyst, as 
many European countries preferred to increase their oil reserves.

At the same time, Russia is the biggest but not the single gas and oil sup-
plier in the European space. Therefore, the focus of the attention of Rus-
sian energy diplomacy is its direct competitors in the European oil and gas 
markets, which chiefly includes Norway. The technique of “suppression of 
competitor” is often used by Russian diplomats. Currently, there is a net-
work of 8000 km of underwater pipeline links between the gas production 
regions of Norway and Germany, the UK, France and Belgium. The capac-
ity of the pipeline is 120 bcm/year, and it is almost entirely used; for ex-
ample more than 102 bcm were used in 2014. Likewise, one should under-
line that the EU-Norway gas routes are independent from non-EU transit 
countries, and while a stop of deliveries is unlikely, if it happens, it will be 
the result of technical problems. In addition to this, during the entire pe-
riod of EU-Norway energy cooperation, the gas trade has never been used 
as a political weapon; it has been only an economic consideration. Norway 
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has avoided linking gas exports to foreign policy. Norway’s share in the 
EU gas import balance has gradually increased (Quarterly Report Energy 
on European Gas Markets, 2015). Moreover, the Polish initiative regarding 
building Baltic pipeline (Norwegian gas via Denmark to Poland) is still 
currently on the table of the European Commission.

In this context, it is very important to mention the unfortunate expe-
rience of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict and the annexation of Crimea. 
Polish experts from PISM stressed that the Ukrainian conflict is no long-
er viewed as local and peripheral but as a part of a deep crisis in relations 
between the West and Russia. Ukraine is no longer seen as a cause but as 
a symptom. Uncertainty as to Russia’s policy and interests is on the rise, and 
there is a concern that the crisis may escalate and draw in the Baltic States, 
northern areas and even Svalbard. This means that if Norway dramatical-
ly increases its gas supply to the European Union, it will collide with Rus-
sian interests in the region and may have a negative impact on the country’s 
security. The Norwegian government admits that Russian diplomats may 
start a dispute over the status of Svalbard. This makes the situation more 
dangerous and less predictable. That is why the Norwegian authorities who 
are very prudent in policy decision making highly appreciate the risk of 
conflict with Russia (Godzimirski, Sverdrup, 2015).

Similarly, Sweden is under the pressure of Russian energy diplomacy. 
The project of Nord Stream 2 poses a challenge to the Energy Union and 
the concept of a single voice in energy policy, creating obvious fissures be-
tween those Member States with companies involved in the development 
of the project that will also benefit from a direct route of supply from Rus-
sia. In August, the Polish anti-monopoly regulator UOKiK blocked the es-
tablishment of a joint enterprise that would be in charge of the construc-
tion and exploitation of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline. However, it is now 
very important to find other ways of stopping this project. Sweden is the 
first country along the course of Nord Stream 2. But there are no signs 
of Sweden planning to prevent the construction of the project. Neverthe-
less, if the problems with Sweden occurred because Nord Stream 2 went 
through Swedish territorial waters, it would be a powerful argument to-
gether with the Polish initiative to block this project. However, Stockholm 
does not want to use its national laws to block Nord Stream 2.
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“We can’t bypass the negotiations with Sweden. This threat is far more 
important than the story with Poland. Without the permission of the 
Swedish government, we won’t be able to build the marine part of the pipe-
line in its waters. To change the route and go around would be difficult,” 
(Самофалова, 2016) Director General of the National Energy Security 
Fund Konstantin Simonov told the newspaper Vzglyad. Obviously, Swed-
ish politicians have still not decided. “Sweden’s government does not sup-
port the building of the German-Russian Nord Stream 2 pipeline, but has no 
legal way to stop it” was the message from Foreign Minister Margot Wall-
ström (Wallström, 2016). Most likely, frequent maneuvers of the Russian 
navy close to the borders of Sweden have had a direct impact on the deci-
sion making process in Stockholm. 

Vladimir Putin repeatedly showed to the EU and the United States that 
his country would use its energy resources to reinforce its position in the 
region. John Lough, expert at Chatham House, writes that energy dia-
logues established with the EU (2000) and United States (2003) bore little 
fruit, but Russia discovered that energy cooperation was highly attractive 
to a number of European governments and could be used to influence their 
relations with Russia (Long, 2011). Subsequently, the Russian leader offered 
its next deal to European authorities: invest in the energy sector according 
to Russian law and allow Russian energy companies to invest in European 
energy projects. John Lough named this strategy as “barbell strategy”: Eu-
ropean investment in Russia’s upstream with Russian participation in Eu-
rope’s downstream connected by pipeline. Many European companies have 
invested in the Russian energy sector including Siemens, BP, E.On, Win-
tershall, Eni, Enel, Fortun, EdF, Royal Dutch Shell, Total and others. There 
is also a risk that the interests of major European energy companies will 
differ further from those of European governments. This could create po-
litical complications in the future, reducing the European states scope for 
foreign policy actions. Gazprom owns significant stakes in gas distribution 
companies in Eastern Europe, including 37% of the Estonian Eesti Gaas, 
34% of the Latvian Latvijas Gaze and 37.1% of the Lithuanian Lietuvos Du-
jos (Газпрому придется продать свои сети в Европе, 2016). Presently, as 
a result, when Russia is under European sanctions, these companies as the 
biggest investors, bear heavy losses. Many joint European–Russian energy 
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projects were frozen. The following figure provides more detailed informa-
tion about Gazprom’s presence in the EU internal gas market.

Fig. 2. Models of Gazprom’s presence in the EU internal gas market (Ło-
skot-Strachota, 2009)

Fig. 2 Models of Gazprom’s presence in the EU internal gas market (A.Łoskot-Strachota, 
2009) 
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tute of Economic Forecasting estimate that European financial institutions suffer annual losses of 
$8-10 billion from a reduction in interest payments. Reduced economic cooperation and a ban on 
supplies of dual-use technologies are likely to cost the EU about $10–15 billion. In the long term, 
and, if sanctions escalate, oil production in Russia may fall by 10–15% by 2030, which would then 
lead to a hike in energy costs of $3 billion annually in the EU (Marcin Szczepanski, 2015). 

Economic sanctions against Moscow are cracking under corporate lobbying. European com-
panies stated that any retaliation from the Kremlin could cost them dearly. The German chemical 
group BASF tried to advocate for a soft variant of sanctions. The Italian energy company Eni in-
sisted that Europe, which imports about 30% of its gas from Russia’s Gazprom, was in no position 
to impose energy sanctions on Moscow. The British energy company BP declared that in the case 
of hard sanctions, their company would be at risk. And ultimately, BP outlined the possible con-
sequences if relations with Moscow would deteriorate: BP had a 20% stake in Rosneft, the state-
controlled oil company. The next fact is that the Russian energy company Novatek, which is asso-
ciated with Putin’s close friend Gennadiy Timchenko, can be trusted since the world’s largest oil 
and gas company Total has not reduced cooperation with Russia after the imposition of sanctions 
and even increased its ownership interests in the equity capital of Novatek to almost 20%. Ac-
cording to Michael Borrell, Senior Vice President Continental Europe and Central Asia at Total, 
as of January 2016, the amount of investment by the French giant in Novatek’s biggest project 
Yamal LNG reached $3,7 billion (Y.Poyta, D.Zolotukhin, 2016). 

It is noteworthy that in June 2016, the French Senate accepted the solution proposing to miti-
gate the EU sanctions regime against Russia by a majority of votes. It was a declaratory document 
with a recommendation nature and without any influence on the foreign policy of France. Never-
theless, in 2016 at the NATO Warsaw summit, President Francois Hollande called Russia a part-
ner of his country and stated that Russia is not a threat to France (Russia Is A Partner, Not A 
Threat, 2016).  

Regarding the effect of sanctions in both Russia and the EU, researchers 
at the Russian Institute of Economic Forecasting estimate that European 
financial institutions suffer annual losses of $8-10 billion from a reduction 
in interest payments. Reduced economic cooperation and a ban on sup-
plies of dual-use technologies are likely to cost the EU about $10–15 billion. 
In the long term, and, if sanctions escalate, oil production in Russia may 
fall by 10–15% by 2030, which would then lead to a hike in energy costs of 
$3 billion annually in the EU (Szczepański, 2015).

Economic sanctions against Moscow are cracking under corporate lob-
bying. European companies stated that any retaliation from the Kremlin 
could cost them dearly. The German chemical group BASF tried to advo-
cate for a soft variant of sanctions. The Italian energy company Eni insisted 
that Europe, which imports about 30% of its gas from Russia’s Gazprom, 
was in no position to impose energy sanctions on Moscow. The British en-
ergy company BP declared that in the case of hard sanctions, their compa-
ny would be at risk. And ultimately, BP outlined the possible consequences 
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if relations with Moscow would deteriorate: BP had a 20% stake in Rosneft, 
the state-controlled oil company. The next fact is that the Russian energy 
company Novatek, which is associated with Putin’s close friend Gennadiy 
Timchenko, can be trusted since the world’s largest oil and gas compa-
ny Total has not reduced cooperation with Russia after the imposition of 
sanctions and even increased its ownership interests in the equity capital 
of Novatek to almost 20%. According to Michael Borrell, Senior Vice Pres-
ident Continental Europe and Central Asia at Total, as of January 2016, 
the amount of investment by the French giant in Novatek’s biggest project 
Yamal LNG reached $3,7 billion (Poyta, Zolotukhin, 2016).

It is noteworthy that in June 2016, the French Senate accepted the so-
lution proposing to mitigate the EU sanctions regime against Russia by 
a majority of votes. It was a declaratory document with a recommendation 
nature and without any influence on the foreign policy of France. Never-
theless, in 2016 at the NATO Warsaw summit, President Francois Hol-
lande called Russia a partner of his country and stated that Russia is not 
a threat to France (Russia Is A Partner, Not a Threat, 2016). 

Thus, the Kremlin has used these companies as outposts lobbying for 
their interests in the West. Indeed, lobbying in the West for Russian com-
panies is a new phenomenon. It seems that the European big energy busi-
ness actively have entanglements with this “compulsion to cooperate” with 
Russia. In recent years, Gazprom’s investment projects have also become 
an important tool of Russian propaganda, aiming at influencing the poli-
cy choices of EU Member States. Gazprom has been active on this market 
via its subsidiaries, joint-ventures and companies with no formal relation 
to the Russian firm.

Finally, one of the elements of Russia’s energy strategy in the European 
space is the “pipeline diplomacy”. As a successor of the former Soviet Un-
ion, the Russian Federation is also the owner of the Soviet pipeline system 
and consequently claims that only Russia is able to control this system. 
Russia inherited from the USSR 46.000 km of these crude oil pipelines, 
15.000 km of petroleum product pipelines and 152.000 km of natural gas 
pipelines, almost all of which are still owned and controlled by the state 
(Gurbanov, 2012). 

Now, with mixed success, Russia is promoting three new gas pipeline 
projects in Europe: Nord Stream 2, South Stream and Turkish Stream. 
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Gazprom’s plan to construct the pipeline known as South Stream across the 
Black Sea from Russia to Bulgaria was cancelled in December 2014. Rus-
sia scrapped South Stream because, under EU competition law, Gazprom 
would have had to split up its ownership of the project and let rival firms 
use the pipe. The next plan for a pipeline from Russia to Turkey across the 
Black Sea – the so-called Turkish Stream – was cancelled in December 
2015 but was again reanimated in October 2016. 

A project initiated by the Kremlin, Nord Stream 2 is a sub-sea pipe-
line that aims to provide an additional route for Russian gas to be deliv-
ered to Germany via the Baltic Sea. It would be the second pipeline built 
by Russia’s Gazprom and the fifth with EU consortium energy companies. 
As a  result, Nord Stream 2 is a highly controversial project that has re-
vealed a number of significant differences between the EU Member States 
in their support or non-support for its implementation. While the main 
aim of the European energy security policy is to diversify supply routes, 
Nord Stream 2 indisputably increases dependence on Russian gas. As Don-
ald Tusk, President of the European Council, stated, this project “would in-
crease Europe’s dependence on one supplier and concentrate 80% of Rus-
sian gas imports on one route.” (Wong, 2016) The active promotion of the 
project Nord Stream 2 has created some gaps between EU Member States 
and the European Commission. Evidently the main beneficiary of this 
conflict is Moscow, but there is no doubt that it is an important and dan-
gerous barrier to the EU’s Energy Union strategy. In addition, the Nord 
Stream 2 pipeline will wreck the EU’s Energy Union strategy and kill off 
its plans to boost LNG.

At the same time, Turkish Stream is a very controversial project. Mos-
cow intended the pipeline through Turkey to deliver 31.5 bcm/year (two 
lines of pipeline with a capacity of 15.75 each) through the Black Sea to 
Turkey and Europe and completely bypass Ukraine from 2019.

EU countries’ opinions on Turkish Stream are divided. Indeed, Turkish 
Stream is multifaceted problem. First of all, in the case of the realization 
of this project, Greece would build new infrastructure to connect to Tur-
key, while the Russian-Turkish gas tandem would lead to the end of tran-
sit through Ukraine. Second, Bulgaria is indignant at the prospect of the 
implementation of Turkish Stream. In order to comply with EU law, Sofia 
abandoned plans to build South Stream, which is only a little different from 
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Turkish Stream. The Bulgarian authorities never believed that it would re-
sult in a mockery of its loss of South Stream. Additionally, neither Russia 
nor Turkey have the technology of laying deep-water pipelines. There are 
a few companies in the world that can realize such a project. Considering 
that in February 2015, the Italian company Saipem filed a lawsuit in arbi-
tration with the requirement that “Gazprom” compensate a penalty in the 
amount of $760 million in connection with the termination of the con-
struction of South Stream, it would obviously be very difficult to find part-
ners for Turkish Stream. Interestingly, the work on the construction of the 
coastal infrastructure of Turkish Stream on the territory of Russia was par-
tially discontinued in the summer of 2015. This means that the project was 
in limbo before the November incident with the downed Russian SU- 24. 
Finally, laying pipes in the Black Sea would have to be carried out in ac-
cordance with the rules of several environmental conventions. Nowadays, 
environmental studies have not yet elaborated that, which opens certain 
opportunities for its inhibition. Besides, Russia took a year and a half to 
conduct similar studies on South Stream. Thus, we can assume with a high 
degree of probability that Turkish Stream is largely a “distraction” project, 
while the main Russian goal is the implementation of Nord Stream 2.

Nevertheless, Nord Stream 2 has raised complaints from eastern EU 
states. Eastern European politicians have repeatedly noted that Russia 
could cut off supplies to the region and would harm Ukraine at a time 
when is seeking to implement European integration policy. In summary, 
both Turkish Stream and Nord Stream 2 indicate that the Kremlin is not 
going to give up its position in the European market. Today, the EU-Rus-
sian gas deal is based on three gas export pipeline projects: the Nord Stream 
pipeline through the Baltic Sea, the Yamal-Europe pipeline through Bela-
rus and the pipeline system crossing Ukraine. These gas transportation 
systems, with the exception of the Ukrainian, are partly or completely con-
trolled by Gazprom. In the case of the realization of Turkish Stream and 
Nord Stream 2 and the cutting off of the Ukrainian transit, Moscow could 
control all gas transportation systems to Europe. Finally, Gazprom has so-
phisticatedly used pipeline diplomacy to destroy EU single-voice energy 
policy and promote arguments among EU Member States. The key goal of 
such policy by Russia is to divide European countries and create opposi-
tional blocs of the state inside the EU. 
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To summarize, it is worth noting next points: 
 1. Russian diplomacy has preserved many Soviet features and methods 

of work in the international sphere. The unique features of Soviet 
diplomacy are its capacity to use negotiations as an instrument of 
promoting national interests, influence and manipulation of public 
opinion, uncompromising, slyness, bluffing, fighting for the Soviet 
values whereby the end justifies the means, maintain an unfavorable 
situation before the achievement of a desired result and so forth. To-
day, the Russian Federation has sought to do everything possible to 
regain its status as one of the key global players as well as an energy 
superpower. However, this status is coming at a very high price.

 2. Not long ago, Russia was involved in numerous so-called “frozen 
conflicts” on the space of the ex-USSR aiming to destabilize its ne-
ighbors. Notably, the Kremlin has created conflicts and later beca-
me a moderator of the conflict, undermining regional security and 
seeking to keep countries on the hook. For example, Georgia the fa-
ces Moscow-inspired disruption in the breakaway territories of Ab-
khazia and South Ossetia. Additionally, Moldova has similar pro-
blems with Transnistria. The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is a special 
case of Russian diplomacy that allows control of Armenian-Azerba-
ijan relations. Energy-rich Azerbaijan prefers to keep equal distan-
ce from major powers, while impoverished Armenia has put all its 
eggs in Russia’s basket. And finally, Ukraine most recently became 
the target of Russian aggression – the annexation of Crimea and in-
tervention on the eastern Ukrainian border. Modern Russian diplo-
macy uses the experience and legacy of its predecessor; in particular, 
this generally works successfully in conflict situations. 

 3. On the European space, toying with some European leaders, offe-
ring discounts on gas and engaging in joint business projects, Russia 
undermines the solidarity of European countries and creates a pro-
-Russian lobby. In summary, Russia is testing a new technology of 
diplomacy, the so-called “diplomacy of contention”. Promoting the 
project pf Nord Stream – 2 Russia can break the rules and norms on 
which to build the regional energy security of the EU. This will lead 
to the erosion of trust, the growth of various problems in European 
countries, the escalation of certain conflicts and the restriction of 
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competition in the energy market, that will lead to the vulnerability 
of Eastern European countries.

 4. The key obstacle for the EU-Russia energy dialogue is the opposite 
views on the energy security. Moscow considers that Ukraine thre-
atens to the European energy security, because it is impossible to 
provide reliable transit of gas through Ukraine. But Brussels believes 
that the construction of new pipeline from the old source which is 
a little predictable and mired in conflicts with her neighbors will not 
strengthen the EU. The next step, which is beyond the Third energy 
package, is the formation of a European Energy Union with a com-
mon trade rules for gas and electricity as well as with the system of 
coordination in critical situations of interruption in the supply.
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