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Abstract 

Coherence, understood as “the absence of contradiction and existence of synergies between various 

policies, instruments and activities…” (Koenig 2015) has been a major concern in European studies 

literature. While much has been written on vertical and horizontal coherence in the EU’s foreign policy, 

still unclear what is the relationship between them. Paper identifies the sources of coherence by analyzing 

how horizontal coherence was generated in EU’s foreign policy towards Russia in 2014-2020. Having 

liberal intergovernmentalism as guiding theory, it investigates decision-making process in the 

intergovernmental bodies. After refuting alternative explanations study confirms that benefits of 

integration process play the main role in member states’ decision to go against their short-term 

calculations and preserve unanimity in the European council. 

 

 

Introduction 

Coherence has always been a particularly important goal to achieve in the European Union (EU).  

In 2000, the Council declared that strengthening the coherence of the Union’s external action 

was a priority. The message reinforced in the third part of the 2003 European Security Strategy 

(The Council, 2003), where the concept of “coherence” was mentioned 6 times in 3 pages. 

Further, the document argued that coherence was necessary “if we are to make a contribution 

that matches our potential” (2003). More than a decade later the 2016 European Union Global 

Strategy (European Union, 2016) identified coherence as one of the biggest challenges to 

overcome mentioning it about 20 times throughout the document. Developments in the world 

and particularly in Europe after 2014 increased the urgency of studying this phenomenon. 

Constant violation of international norms and principles from Russia, uncertain future of NATO 

and transatlantic relations, Brexit and recent Coronavirus crisis made it obvious that the 

European Union cannot afford to be incoherent anymore.  



Different scholars introduce and employ various definitions of the concept of coherence. This 

paper uses a definition provided by Nicole Koenig (2016) based on Nuttall (2005), according to 

whom “coherence is understood as the absence of contradiction (consistency) and existence of 

synergies between various […] policies, instruments, and activities geared towards a set of 

overarching objectives” (2016, p. 2). Thus, it goes beyond the concept of consistency, and 

includes congruent process of different policies and instruments aiming to achieve the same goal.  

The aim of the paper is to analyze coherence in the EU’s foreign policy towards Russian 

Federation, since Russia’s annexation of Crimean Peninsula in March 2014 and support for 

Eastern Ukrainian separatists - the most extensive conventional military conflict in Europe since 

the end of the Second World War (Batora & Navratil , 2016). Despite that the European Union 

imposed restrictive measures against Russia and has been periodically renewing them, for the 

violation of Ukrainian sovereignty, the EU is constantly being accused of lacking unified and 

consolidated stance towards Russia.  

On the one hand European Commission, European Parliament and European Council adopt and 

implement mutually reinforcing policies and strategies towards Russia. On the other hand, EU 

member states pursue policies which are not fully aligned with the decisions made on the EU 

level.  Nord Stream 2, natural gas pipeline which will make Germany and Europe more 

dependent on Russia, is a prominent example of this tendency. Granting golden passports to 

Russian citizens by Malta, pledge to deepen cooperation with them by the leaders of Greece and 

Hungary, adopting strategy of producing goods on Russian territory instead of exporting there by 

many businesses including German and Italian companies are just few other examples to 

mention. Thus, when it comes to the relations with Russia, there is incoherence between EU and 

member states’ policies and actions (vertical) while EU level policies are coherent (horizontal), 



which is puzzling since CFSP remains in the competence of intergovernmental bodies (European 

Council and the Council). To explain this anomaly, through comprehensive analysis of a case, 

the paper will answer the following research question: how was horizontal coherence 

generated in EU’s foreign policy towards Russia in 2014-2020? 

Paper employs a narrow understanding of the term - EU foreign policy and it includes the 

policies and actions which fall under the area of the CFSP (Smith 2004). It does not study 

internal policies (energy, trade, competition) which have external dimensions.  

Since European Commission and European Parliament are supranational institutions with the 

main aim to uphold EU values, it is easier for them to be coherent, however same cannot be said 

regarding European Council which requires unanimity among 27 states (28 before 2020) to make 

a decision under CFSP. So, to answer the research question paper will specifically observe and 

analyze the reasons behind the persistence of EU sanctions on Russia from different theoretical 

perspectives such as realism from International Relations, liberal intergovernmentalism and 

postfunctionalism from integration theories and Normative power Europe. After reviewing the 

positions and explanations proposed by each theoretical school, they will be tested against the 

empirical data to identify the one which gives the most comprehensive justification how member 

states pursuing different policies on national level manage to speak with one voice towards 

Russia on EU level. 

Research will contribute both in Coherence and EU-Russia literature. There is limited research 

done on connecting these two areas. The most prominent being recently published book 

“Shaping EU Foreign Policy Towards Russia: Improving Coherence in External Relations” by 

Philipp Thaler. Author believes that European Studies and IR literature offer limited analytical 



explanations for EU external action and employs research agendas highlighting micro-level 

preference formation and policy-making (Thaler, 2020). In contrast, in this research coherence is 

studied from a “macro” perspective, which means looking at the results and policy content rather 

than policy setting and decision-making process. It also analysis horizontal and vertical 

coherence separately and seeks to find the sources of horizontal coherence. Case study is chosen 

as a research design with qualitative content analysis of primary and secondary sources (Policies, 

Resolutions, official documents, political speeches etc.). 

When talking about the reasons which play a role in building and preserving coherence in EU’s 

foreign policy, and more specifically, in introduction and renewal of restrictive measures towards 

Russia, one should understand that there is a large number of factors that may or may not 

contribute to this process. Choosing liberal intergovernmentalism as a guiding theory, study will 

review and test other potential explanations derived from different theories. 

Paper argues that while there are many relatively small factors playing a role in EU decision-

making – normative concerns, threat perception, socialization, negotiation setting and many 

other – none of them alone or in combination cannot “force” sovereign states to act against their 

national interests, especially, continuously for several years. Instead, long term benefits from 

integration process are the guiding motives of member states. 

 

Literature review 

The concept of coherence is widely used in different disciplines; therefore, it has been defined in 

multiple ways. Legal scholars would call it “the assurance that the different policies do not 

legally contradict each other” (Hillion, 2008). Compared to other disciplines, social sciences and 



IR are less straightforward with this concept. Before the 1970s, the concept of coherence was 

mainly used along with cohesion referring to political solidarity and the benefits states could 

have had if they cooperated in certain foreign policy matters (Gebhard, 2017). Since then, some 

scholars use coherence as a synonym for consistency (Nuttall, 2005; Versluys, 2007); some 

define it as consistency among the policies and actions (De Coning, 2007); others, employ the 

notion as the absence of contradiction between policies (Portela & Raube, 2012). In the 

framework of this research, it is important to identify the difference between coherence and 

consistency. The connotations with consistency and contradiction are brought together 

convincingly by Koenig who explored the differences between coherence, consistency and 

contradiction. Based on the work of multiple scholars, Koenig suggests 3 key differences 

between the concepts: 1) Consistency refers to the absence of contradiction; coherence has more 

positive connotation and “involves the promotion of synergies […] between actors, policies and 

instruments” (p. 24). 2) Consistency describes the character of an outcome or state; coherence 

defines the quality of a process over time. 3) Consistency is dichotomous variable – something is 

consistent or inconsistent; coherence is an attribute of process and varies in degree (Koenig, 

2016). As mentioned above in the paper coherence is understood as “the absence of contradiction 

(consistency) and existence of synergies between various […] policies, instruments, and 

activities geared towards a set of overarching objectives” (Koenig, 2016, p. 2) 

Lack of coherence is one of the most frequent bemoaned aspects in the EU’s political, 

bureaucratic and operational performance. “Incoherence is viewed as malign phenomenon which 

makes a actors look untrustworthy and unreliable” (Portela & Raube, 2009, p. 17). However, the 

image in global politics is not the biggest problem of this phenomenon. Incoherence leads to 

ineffectiveness and inefficiency. It has to be noted that paper does not consider coherency as a 



sufficient factor for effectiveness and efficiency but only as a necessary one. It is true that 

coherence is not unique to the EU and any dynamic governance system faces the challenge of 

reconciling different institutional spheres and strands of action, however, it is particularly 

important for the EU for the credibility and its capability of defending its interests and values on 

the international stage (Nuttall, 2005). Moreover, multilevel nature of the EU exacerbates the 

process of generating coherence (Gebhard, 2017). The fact, that the EU is one of the most 

institutionalized and complex governance structures in the world, can be easily seen by 

observing multiple vertical and horizontal layers of institutions and procedures in the EU. 

External relations are one of the best examples for it. On the one hand, the EU has an ambition to 

“speak with one voice”, on the other, the responsibility of its external relations is divided into 

supranational European Commission and intergovernmental Council of the European Union.  

Since there is consensus among academics that incoherence “entail[s] a higher risk of 

duplication, inefficient spending, a low quality of service, difficulty in meeting goals […]” (De 

Coning, 2007), we have decided to use the approach introduced by Portela & Raube (2009) and 

later developed by Nicole Koenig which means analyzing coherence as a dependent variable 

rather than independent variable (Koenig, 2016). Thus, instead of identifying and analyzing all 

the damage and unsatisfactory policy outcome incoherence in the EU has, or benefits coherence 

can bring, paper will discuss how coherence is achieved and will try to find the roots of it. 

The categorization of the concept is useful tool to simplify the complex term and make it easier 

to apply in the research. Koenig employs 3 categories of coherence originally distinguished by 

Nuttall (2005): Vertical, horizontal and institutional. Vertical coherence refers to the 

relationship of policies on the EU and member state level. In other words, it reflects if member 

states policies are in line with EU policies and vice versa. This category is important for this 



research because classical examples of vertical incoherence can be found in the field of sanctions 

(Portela & Raube, 2009). Authors bring example of the president of Zimbabwe Robert Mugabe, 

who, despite an EU visa ban on senior Zimbabwean officials imposed in 2002, was invited in 

Europe by leaders of France, Italy and Portugal on different occasions. Others identify the field 

of sanctions as one of the areas where problems of horizontal coherence were likely to arise. 

Horizontal refers to coherence between different policies on EU-level. Incoherence between 

humanitarian aid policy and broader political and military strategy can be an example of the 

issues that can rise in this field (De Coning, 2007). Practice has demonstrated the significance of 

this requirement regarding the control of exports of dual-use goods and the adoption of sanctions 

(Gauttier, 2004). Institutional coherence refers to absence of contradiction between EU-level 

institutional actors. Tensions between the Commission and Council Secretariat is a common 

example of institutional incoherence (Koenig, 2016). Some scholars identify other categories as 

well, for example multilateral coherence, which refers to consistency between the EU’s actions 

in a particular field of external action and the activities of other international actors in the same 

domain (Versluys, 2007). In the research, the focus will be on horizontal and vertical 

(in)coherence. Contrary to Thaler (2020), who claims that the two dimensions of coherence are 

not very different and instead are “interlinked and mutually reinforcing”, paper argues that one 

type of coherence or incoherence does not automatically transcend to another, in fact, they might 

even coexist in opposite forms. EU’s foreign policy towards Russia is a good illustration for this 

claim. EU manages to “speak with one voice” with Russia (horizontal coherence), despite 

member states pursuing foreign policies that are not mutually reinforcing (vertical incoherence). 

Coherence in the EU has been studied by multiple scholars. Marika Lerch and Guido Schwellnus 

(2006) examine coherence in terms of the EU policies. In their work they are comparing the 



EU’s external policies concerning death penalty and minority protection. They argue that 

inefficiency of the EU foreign policy can be explained with horizontal incoherence (Lerch & 

Schwellnus, 2006). Gorm Rye Olsen (2008) analyzes the EU policy towards Africa. According 

to him, despite the fact that the EU’s foreign policy towards Africa, within the field of CFSP, 

was characterized with high horizontal and institutional coherence, it was considered to be 

unsuccessful. Author does not mention vertical coherence in the article, however he assumes, 

that the reason can be found in inconsistent policies within the Union and its member states.  

As shown above, much has been written on (in)coherence in EU’s foreign policy, especially 

towards Africa in the field of sanctions and development aid, while less attention has been paid 

to the analysis of coherence in EU’s foreign policy towards Russia. Philipp Thaler (2020) in his 

recently published book - “shaping EU Foreign Policy Towards Russia”- argues that the EU 

lacks external coherence in relation to its eastern neighbor. This claim comes from the 

assumption that was discussed earlier - that horizontal and vertical coherence are mutually 

reinforcing. Alike Thaler, many scholars share the idea, that, since member states have a right of 

veto in the European Council and the Council and therefore, can affect both vertical and 

horizontal aspects of coherence, these two dimensions should be analyzed together.  

To unveil the relationship between different dimensions paper analyzes EU’s foreign policy 

towards Russia, when vertical incoherence did not lead to horizontal incoherence. Thus, it has 

both theoretical and practical implications. On the one hand, paper finds the relationship between 

two theoretical concepts – vertical and horizontal coherence, and on the other hand, it explains 

why member states decide to vote in favor of a decision in the intergovernmental bodies, which 

they undermine on national level, therefore, identifies the sources of horizontal coherence. 



Portela and Raube (2009; 2012) argued that the sources of incoherence differ across policies. 

According to them, crisis-management field is more vulnerable since the sources of incoherence 

exist in horizontal as well as in vertical dimensions, while the field of sanctions is more resilient 

towards horizontal incoherence, source of incoherence still lies with the vertical dimension of 

policymaking. Since 2012 this claim has not been further investigated and tested. This paper 

builds on this assumption and through comprehensive study of the case – EU-Russia relations, 

analyzes the puzzle. Portela and Raube are two of few authors who connected sanctions and 

coherence literature (Portela & Raube, 2008; 2009; 2014; Portela & Orbie 2014), however case 

studies do not include Russia and explains developments before 2014. With her fellow 

colleagues Portela analyzed persistence of EU sanctions on Russia (Portela, et al., 2020), 

however it was not through coherence perspective. So, this paper fills the gap by explaining 

achieving horizontal coherence through analyzing regular renewal of EU´s sanctions against 

Russia. 

 

International Sanctions 

Some scholars argue that EU targeted vital sectors of Russian economy (Hedberg, 2018). Other 

claim  that they were “deliberately limited but nevertheless significant” (Christie, 2016, p. 52), 

for some “[t]hey were meant to create an irritant, serving as a reminder of the EU’s protest over 

Moscow’s actions in Ukraine” (Portela, 2019, p. 2). In order to explain why member should or 

should not have regularly voted for the renewal, it is important to understand sanctions as a 

phenomenon. 



In general, sanctions are used as a deterrent to deviant behavior (Salem & Bowers, 1970). The 

same can be said about international sanctions which Margaret Doxy (1983) defines “as 

necessary and useful measures in situations where states contemplate or actually adopt policies 

which violate their international obligations and endanger community values” (p. 273). It 

explains why the EU would impose sanctions on Russia in 2014, however it cannot justify why 

would EU prolong it for more than 6 years without positive outcome. It is true that the aim of the 

paper is not to measure effectiveness of sanctions imposed on Russia, however it will be 

considered since it can play an important role in member states’ decision to vote in favor of 

renewal. 

Hufbauer et al. (2007, pp. 49-50) argue that foreign policy “success” of an economic sanctions 

has two parts - policy result and sanctions contribution. They identify four possible subcategories 

under each one of them. Regarding policy result, sanctions may have failed, unclear but 

possibly positive, positive, or successful outcome. In terms of contributions, they may have 

negative, little or none, substantial, or decisive contribution. In the following chapter paper 

will identify in which subcategory fall economic sanctions on Russia.  

Pape (1997) is quite skeptical towards sanctions and offer high standards for their measurements. 

For example, he classifies the sanctions as failure even if they had modest success in different 

goals and targets but were not highly successful in any of them. For Pape, sanctions are either 

successful (1) or failed (0). He also uses the terms “utility”, “effectiveness”, “efficiency” and 

“usefulness” interchangeably (Pape, 1997, p. 91). Baldwin (1985), in contrast, avoids measuring 

sanctions as “success” or “failure”, however does not believe that the “rational” purposes for 

these measures should not be found (cited in Nossal, 1989, p. 302). 



While discussing economic sanctions Baldwin (1985) applied Galtung’s (1959, pp. 69-72) 

“instrumental versus expressive actions” distinction. According to Galtung a behavior is 

instrumental if its function is contributing to conflict resolution, and it is expressive if “it serves 

the function of tension release from the latent behavior”. Hence, Baldwin argued that sanctions 

are “instrumental” when they are expected to produce results and they are “expressive” when are 

carried out for their own sake (1985, p. 16). He believed that restrictive measure should be 

means to an end and not final goals. It is difficult to classify EU restrictive measure imposed 

against Russia as instrumental or expressive, because they have the signs of both.  

One of the reasons why decision to introduce restrictive measures against Russia in 2014 was 

problematic among the member states is the nature of sanctions. Generally, sanctions are used by 

strong actors against weak ones and even in that case, economic measures are costly for senders 

(Jing, et al., 2003). So, it was clear from the beginning that EU member states would pay a high 

price without any guarantee of success.  

One of the sanctions’ aims that should be considered is triggering domestic protest in targeted 

regimes. Grauvogel et al (2017) argue that Western powers impose international sanction to 

“exert pressure on incumbent government and signal their support for the opposition” (p. 86). It 

is difficult to say how much EU officials and member state leaders believed that sanctions would 

trigger social unrest in Russia which would lead to regime change, however this idea should not 

be fully neglected considering recent demonstrations in different cities in Russia. 

 

 

 



Theoretical framework 

This chapter discusses prominent theories and often articulated factors that are used to explain 

decision-making in the EU. To analyze how horizontal incoherence was generated in the EU’s 

foreign policy towards Russia paper employs liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) as the main 

guiding theory. In addition it reviews the theories which offer possible explanation of the puzzle 

and analyzes to what extent their assumptions are valid. 

Dinan (1998)claims that Liberal Intergovernmentalism “was initially presented as for 

synthesizing theories into coherent account of large EU decisions taken under unanimity” (p. 

280). While studying coherence in EU’s foreign policy and external action towards Russia, the 

paper is examining “large” EU decisions which require unanimity in the European Council. EU 

sanctions against Russia is good example of such decisions. It is one of the most important 

accounts of the European Integration process. Some scholars even say that it has become “a 

model of parsimony and clarity” (Risse-Kappen, 1996, p. 63) against which all integration theory 

is now judged. 

According to the theory of Liberal Intergovernmentalism (LI), developed by Andrew Moarvcsik, 

the main actors of integration are states driven by their national interests. However, unlike 

classical intergovernmentalists they acknowledge the role of domestic politics in shaping those 

interests.  Moravcsik tries to explain integration process in terms of supply and demand rule. He 

argues that intra-state negotiations between different groups of society – mostly political and 

economic – provoke the pressure for cooperation. In other words, domestic competition between 

different elite groups forms state preferences and it is government’s duty to represent those 

interests in international forums (Moravcsik, 1998). Thus, national interests are derived from 



domestic politics rather than from “sovereign state’s” perception of relative power in 

international system. This is the main difference between classical and liberal 

intergovernmentalism. In order states to achieve their national interests, they are involved in 

inter-state bargaining. This process is not easy since every country is trying hard to gain much to 

fulfil the objectives of domestic actors. So, countries agree to use European institutions as set up 

to improve the efficiency of inter-state bargaining (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009). LI is 

based on Keohane’s (1984) functional regime theory and considers the EU as “a successful 

intergovernmental regime designed to manage economic interdependence” (Cini, 2019). Regime 

theory states that governments delegate sovereignty through supranational institutions to: lower 

the transaction costs of international cooperation, increase the efficiency of intergovernmental 

bargaining secure long-term gains of cooperation through credible commitments, avoid political 

risk of being outvoted (Keohane, 1984; cited in Koenig, 2016). 

According to the LI two main things that play a crucial role in the EU decision making are 

asymmetrical interdependence – the uneven distribution of the benefits of a specific agreement – 

and information about preferences and agreement (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009). In the 

case of the horizontal coherence towards Russia, first part of the claim explains the outcome. 

Benefits of the agreement to renew restrictive measure are not evenly distributed among different 

member states. Considering that the benefits are not necessarily economic, it is obvious that the 

member states that had close not only economic but also political relations with Russia 

(Hungary, Italy, Bulgaria…) lose much more from the sanctions than Poland and Baltic countries 

where both political elites and public are antagonistic towards Russia. However, there is another 

aspect that should be taken into consideration – how much a country gains economically from 

European integration. As Moravcsik argued based on the analysis of data, those who benefited 



the most from integration, compromised the most on the margin whereas “those who gained the 

least tended to enjoy more clout to impose conditions” (1998, p. 3). 

Regarding the information about preferences and agreements, in the framework of this research it 

plays a smaller role. Since Russia is a significant player in the European politics, the preferences 

of each member state and even public attitudes towards Russia are easily accessible for other 

countries. So, this type of information cannot be used as an asset during the negotiation process. 

This also confirms another theoretical claim of LI regarding the transaction cost. Moravcsik 

challenges the idea that commission president or federal idealist like Jean Monnet and Jacques 

Delors (also mentioned as “ideational entrepreneurs”) are equipped with such information, ideas, 

prestige or contacts that are able to influence national governments (Moravcsik & 

Schimmelfennig, 2009). There is no data based on which one can claim that in the imposition or 

renewal of sanctions any actors (Commission president, HR/VP, President of EP etc.) other than 

MS leader played an influential role, despite the fact that European Council president facilitated 

informal discussions in the run-up to summit. Tusk himself acknowledged this tendency (Tusk, 

2019). 

From liberal intergovernmentalism point of view, delegation of powers to supranational 

institutions is a choice of member states to lock in the benefits of cooperation (Hodson & 

Peterson, 2017). In the context of this research, it can be understood as member states not 

agreeing on introducing harsh measures against Russia choose to vote in favor of sanctions in 

order to maintain the benefits of European integration process. This would be the main 

explonatory factor of Liberal intergovernmentalism. 



Based on empirical analysis Moravcsik’s claimed that the preferences of national governments 

regarding European integration have mainly reflected concrete economic interests rather than 

other general concerns like security or European ideals (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009). 

However, in “The Choice for Europe” he also argued that geopolitics and ideology should not be 

underestimated, because naked economic preferences would probably have led to a highly 

institutionalized pan-European free trade area with flanking policies of regulatory harmonization 

and monetary stabilization (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 6). This explains well why EU member states 

are divided into hawks and doves when it comes to the relations with Russia. Apart from 

economic interests which concerns to everyone, for some member states the issue is more 

geopolitical than anything else – Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia – for others it is ideological 

(Nordic countries). Paper does not discuss further the reasons behind the countries demonstrating 

hawkish or dovish attitudes towards Russia, however it is interesting to see how this case 

confirms the analysis made on the developments between Messina (1955) and  Maastricht 

(1992). 

 

Normative Approach 

Concept of normative power Europe emerged in the midst of debate on the actorness of the 

European Union. Ian Manners (2002) proposed normative power approach opposed to civilian 

and military power. He did not claim that EU’s civilian and military power are not important, 

however he focused on shaping the notion of “normal” in international relations. He believed 

that the real power is not an ability to solve the problems individually, but to change the 

perceptions in the way that the problems will not occur.  



According to Manners the international role of the EU is shaped by not what it does or says, but 

what it is (2002), however it should be stressed that what shapes the being of the EU are its 

actions and attitudes. The same can be said about the argument that normative power takes a 

form of power that is ideational rather than material or physical (Manners, 2013). Ideas exists on 

paper, in people’s mind, but in practice it is represented by material and physical means. 

Manners identifies five “core” norms within the vast body of EU laws and policies: centrality of 

peace, idea of liberty, democracy, rule of law and human rights. Those norms are guiding 

principles of European external action. Preserving peace is the main objective of article 21(2c) 

TEU.  

In order to analyze how EU is spreading its norms and values it is crucial to identify the tools. 

Manners introduced six mechanisms of norm diffusion, one of them being the contagion 

diffusion of norms which is a mechanism when values are spread itself, by demonstrating a good 

example. Once the European Union managed to make its political and economic integration a 

successful case, other global actors were willing to follow the example. Hence, “lead by 

example” is one of the forms of the contagion diffusion. So, from normative power approach, 

coherence in the EU should be achieved for two reasons: 1) to “punish” the deviator who 

violated international law and fundamental values and 2) to discourage similar behaviour from 

other countries and encourage them to follow the example of defending the international norms 

in order to preserve peace and prosperity. 

Karolewski and Davis-Cross (2017) discuss the impact of self-identity of the EU as a normative 

power on the decision-making process inside the EU. They argue that “normative concerns were 

essential and influenced decisions at all stages of the crisis” (p. 148). So normative concerns 

would be the main explaining factor from this perspective. 



The problem with normative power argument is that it cannot be used to explain particular event 

or actions towards one specific actor. In other words, it is hard to claim that EU’s foreign policy 

towards Russia was/is guided by its valued and norms without presenting the other examples 

when EU’s actions were determined by the same principles. In fact, for such a strong claim there 

should be many examples which proves the same. That is why Sjursen & Rosen  (2017) state a 

disclaimer that their finding does not allow for definite calculations regarding the resilience of 

integration in EU foreign policy. 

 

Realist Approach 

In European studies, realism - one of the main schools of thought in international relations - is 

generally discussed in relation to the debate on the actorness of the European Union.  Since it did 

not possess military capabilities Bull (1982) questioned the idea of the Union having the power 

of any kind in international affairs. However, the aim of this section is not to discuss realism as 

an IR theory but to apply one of its premises such as threat perception in the research. Realists 

claim that when leaders do not have complete information, they perceive threat and react  (Stein, 

2013). Hence, realist perspective suggests that governments make decisions based on threat 

perception and concern for security. So realists would argue that the main reason why EU 

member state voted in favour of sanctions’ introduction and later renewals was their perceived 

security threat from Russia. This assumption sounds quite convincing for certain countries such 

as Poland, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, which feared that they would be next target of Russia. 

It is noteworthy that geographical proximity and the fear of instant attack are not determining 

factors. Farnham (2003) studied the relationship between breaking norms and threat perception. 



He analyzed the President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s reaction on the Munich crisis, and found out 

that President Roosevelt perceived German Chancellor Adolf Hitler as a potential threat to 

American security because he violated norms. Therefore, Farnham concluded that liberal-

democratic norms play a critical role “in shaping the threat perceptions of democratic leaders” 

(p. 395). So threat perception should be identified as another potential explanatory factor of 

horizontal incoherence in EU’s foreign policy towards Russia.  

 

Socialization 

“Socialization refers to the process of initiating individuals into the norms, rules and beliefs of a 

given community” (Esch & Jong, 2019, p. 171). This is the idea that personal relationships 

between the civil servants in different EU institutions influence the decision-making and 

bargaining process. As a result, civil servant in the EU are guided by norms and believes and not 

the interests of the countries they represent.  International socialization is used to explain the 

policy outcomes in the EU institutions (Schimmelfenning, 2000), however, it cannot solve the 

puzzle of this research because of two main reasons: a) Introduction and prolongation of 

sanctions are made on the highest, state leaders level – in the European Council, the least 

socialized body of the EU (the process will be further described in the following chapters), and 

b) many scholars question the real impact of socialization vis-à-vis national interests and 

strategic calculations. For example, Checkel (2005) analyzed the mechanisms of socialization 

and conditions necessary for them to lead to the internalization of new roles or interests in the 

EU. He identified three generic social mechanisms – strategic calculation, role playing and 

normative suasion – and measured their role in promoting socialization outcomes within 



international institutions. He argued that although the actors are aware of standards of 

appropriateness, immediate strategic interests and embedded norms play the major role in 

decision making process. In her study Koenig (2016) confirmed Checkel’s assumption by 

declaring that socialization and learning dynamics “had not (yet) lowered cognitive barriers and 

assuaged rivalries” (p. 9). Moreover, studies show that even in the European Central Bank 

(ECB), supposedly one of the most socialized institution, “ECB governors’ national culture 

generally trumps EU socialization” (Esch & Jong, 2019, p. 169). Same was confirmed by Szép 

(2020), whose interviewees affirmed that despite the members of the working groups in the 

Council having close personal relationships – having lunch together every day and even 

celebrating each other’s birthdays – “does not mean that national preferences can be changed on 

the basis of a good relationship” (p. 866). Hence, socialization may play a role in internal 

coherence of the European Commission and the European Parliament, however it did not have a 

significant impact in the European Council’s decision. 

 

 

Methodology 

Variables and Operationalization  

As mentioned above, study conceptualizes horizontal coherence as dependent variable. 

Complexity and dynamic nature of the concept makes it inherently difficult, if not impossible to 

measure coherence. “Any operationalization of coherence cannot aim at providing a set of 

criteria that would allow the identification of coherent as opposed to incoherent policies (Thaler, 

2020, p. 29). So, analysis will be based on qualitative indicators and assessment (Koenig, 2016). 



The main tool to measure coherence is to analyse to what extant are the objectives which the 

involved actors pursue and the means they use consistent and mutually reinforcing. 

Degree of benefits from integration process is independent variable since it is the main 

explanatory factor of persistence of horizontal coherence. This will be measured through 

different indicators such as trade balance between EU member states, contribution to the EU 

budget. Other indirect benefits will be considered as well.  

The potential explanatory factors that should be considered are: 

Threat Perception - regarding its abstract nature, perceptions are very difficult to measure, 

especially when analyzing threat perceptions of countries’ ruling elite. Since it is not feasible to 

conduct interviews with main decision makers in member states through 6 year period, paper 

employs the “reverse strategy” - measuring threat perceptions from the actions states performed. 

In other words, in order to identify if Russia was perceived as a security threat in member states 

capitals and it had an impact on their position on sanctions in the European Council, their foreign 

policy will be reviewed. From realist perspective a country does not cooperate with another 

country which perceives as a threat of their national security, moreover, they try their best to 

decrease the level of interdependency.  

Normative Concerns – analyzed by comparison to similar cases in the past.  

Public opinion – measured through different polls. 

Research design and case selection 

The research design for the paper is case study - detailed and intensive analysis of a single case. 

This design was selected because it is impossible to answer the proposed research question 



without an intensive, detailed examination of a case (Bryman, 2012). However, within the case 

study, there are also different options regarding the case selection. One can choose typical, 

deviant, extreme, influential or other types of cases. The case chosen for this research – EU’s 

foreign policy towards Russia 2014-2020 – hardly falls to one specific type of a case study. The 

reason for this is that different IR theories including the theories of European integration offer 

distinct explanations for EU’s actions. So, if a specific case is influential for neofunctionalists, it 

can be extreme or deviant for intergovernmentalists. The objective of the paper was to choose the 

case where coherence would be hard to achieve and then analyse the sources of it. Russia is a 

huge geostrategic figure not only in Europe but in the world; hence, relations toward Russia has 

always been complicated for the European countries. Since the end of the Cold War and collapse 

of the Soviet Union, there had been several attempts to build strong EU-Russia partnership. 2014 

was turning point in this respect. Imposing sanctions against Russia for serious violations of 

international law – annexation of Crimea and destabilization of Ukraine - changed EU-Russia 

relations from cooperation to competition. Since these sanctions did not bring a positive outcome 

while its consequences effected many European actors it was extremely hard to maintain 

coherence in the EU. So, EU-Russia relations from 2014 would make a perfect case for the 

research. It is true that restrictive measures were not lifted in 2020, however, developments due 

to Covid 19 outbreak demonstrated that much changes should be expected in the near future. 

Additionally, 6 years is enough time for analysis to draw credible conclusions. Since 2014-2020 

is long period for comprehensive analysis of intra/inter member states developments it was 

divided into 3 smaller periods (stages): 2014-2016, 2017-2018, 2019-2020.  

 

 



Methods 

Main method of the study is qualitative content analysis, which is a family of systematic, rule-

guided techniques used to analyse the informational contents of textual data (Mayring, 2000). 

Since in the research analysis are guided by theory, directed approach of qualitative content 

analysis will be employed (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Empirical materials consist of aggregated 

data (i.e. trade statistics, opinion polls) and secondary sources like political speeches, official 

documents, parliamentary debates, think tank and media reports. 

Due to the lack of access and other constraints (pandemic, time) to conduct interviews with EU 

and national officials who personally participated or were involved in this process, paper uses the 

content of interviews conducted and used in their research by other prominent scholars with 

proper citation. For example, during studying coherence in EU security policy and crisis 

management Nicole Koenig (2016) conducted 46 semi-structured interviews with EU and 

national officials in Berlin, Paris, London, Rome, and Brussels between 2011-2013. Although 

she does not mention the names of interviewees, very often she provides their positions or/and 

nationalities (in line with their preferences), for instance Senior Commission Advisor, EU EEAS 

Official A, French diplomat, German official. As a part of his research on restrictive measures 

EU imposed against Russia Szép (2020) conducted 13 interviews with EU and national officials 

who were directly involved in the preparation of those sanctions. Even though He does not 

differentiate interviewees’ positions and nationality and identify them with numbers (e.g. 

interviews #1, #2 etc.), author present their answers in detail. Another valuable source is elite 

interviews conducted with member states representatives in Brussels and selected European 

capitals between 2017 and 2020 by Portela, et al. (2020). It is noteworthy that authors provide 

clear distinction between the answers of the interviewees and their interpretation, which adds the 



value to sources. In most researches interviews were employed not only as a sole source of new 

information, but also as part of triangulation to confirm or disapprove their empirical findings.  

A research on the redistributive impact of sanctions on EU members by Giumelli (2017) is used 

to identify the cost European countries suffered from the EU foreign policy.  Based on data from 

the statistical office of the European Union (Eurostat) Giumelli (2017) made a comprehensive 

analysis of export flows from individual EU member states. For more detailed analysis he 

divided export by Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) sectors and observed 

difference between them. 

 

Findings 

Qualitative content analysis of the official statements, press releases, policies, strategies and 

resolutions referring to Russia from the main EU institutions – The European Council, the 

Council, the European Commission and the European Parliament – during the period of 2014-

2020 demonstrated a high degree of congruence. While the European council and Council were 

renewing restrictive measures every 6 month, the European Commission conducted external 

action which was mutually reinforcing. In addition, the European Parliament constantly passing 

resolutions supporting the other institutions while condemning the serious violation of 

International Law by Russian Federation. As a response of immediate conflict escalations – such 

as Kerch Strait incident in November 2018, EU institutions prepared joint statements. EU Global 

Strategy and “Five Guiding Principles for the EU’s Russia Policy in 2016 fully supported by the 

European Parliament are a good illustrations of the Commission’s and the Council’s strong 

positions. It is true that Five Guiding principles allows “selective engagement with Russia, 



however it only includes cooperation against global threats and cannot be translated as 

improvement of relations. Moreover, the first principle is “insisting on full implementation of the 

Minsk agreements before economic sanctions against Russia are lifted” (2016). As mentioned 

earlier, achieving coherence is the most challenging in intergovernmental bodies, that is why 

following sections will be dedicated to analyze decisions made by member state leaders. 

Before we start discussing the content of sanctions it is crucial to identify how they came into 

existence – which institution was in charge and what was the procedure.  In general, the 

procedure for the adoption of restrictive measure is bottom up: The Presidency or one of the 

member states, usually assisted by the Council Secretariat, or the Commission, first prepares a 

proposal for a Common Position. The proposal is discussed at the Council Working Party 

handling the geographical area of the target; in this case it would be the working Party on 

Eastern Europe and Central Asia (COEST). Next stage is Council Working Party on External 

Relations (RELEX), from where the proposal is reaching Committee of Permanent 

Representatives (COREPER). Eventually, Common Position proposal is taken to the council of 

ministers for adoption (European Commission, 2008). Regarding the sanctions on Russia, it was 

treated differently and followed top-down procedure: the European Council took the matter in its 

hands. It was not an accident that regarding the sanctions against Russia, decision-making 

process was altered. “Formulation of foreign policy has always been one of the primary tasks of 

the European Council” (Schoutheete, 2017). As  article 26 of the Treaty on European Union 

declares, in foreign policy the role of the European Council is to “identify the Union’s strategic 

interests, determine the objectives of and define general guidelines”. Since imposing restrictive 

measures against such a big global actor was not a simple decision and was, in fact, changing the 

direction of foreign policy, it had to be agreed in the European council by unanimity. 



In the framework of this research sanctions and countersanctions themselves are not considered 

as a possible explanatory factor of member states’ behaviour. In other words, it is not believed 

that the content of the sanctions played a decisive role on member states’ decision. Therefore, 

paper describes them, but do not offer their comprehensive analysis. The main reason is 

contradictory positions among scholars and political analysts on the effectiveness and real 

damage of restrictive measures. Some argue that “broad-based economic sanctions targeted at 

strategically vital sectors of Russian economy” (Hedberg, 2018, p. 37), while others claim that 

during the bargaining national representatives in the Council “only accepted measures that do not 

affect their fundamental foreign and commercial interests” (Szép, 2020, p. 868).  

In the spring of 2014, the EU imposed different types of restrictive measures against Russia in 

response to the annexation of Crimea and the destabilization of Ukraine. Following the downing 

of Malaysia Airlines flight MH17 over eastern Ukraine by Russia backed separatist in July 2014, 

sanctions were expanded and included (European Council, 2020):  

A) diplomatic measures – suspension of bilateral summits, including talks on visa facilitation. 

G8 summits changed with G7.  

B) Individual restrictive measures – asset freeze and travel restrictions against individuals and 

entities whose actions undermined Ukraine’s territorial integrity, sovereignty, and independence. 

C) Restrictions on economic relations with Crimea and Sevastopol – import ban on good from 

Crimea and Sevastopol, a prohibition to supply tourism services there, export ban for certain 

goods and technologies, restrictions on trade and investment related to certain economic sectors 

and infrastructure projects. 



D) Economic sanctions targeting exchanges with Russia in specific economic sectors – limited 

access to EU primary and secondary capital markets for certain Russian banks and companies, 

export and import ban on trade in arms, export ban for dual-use goods for military use or military 

end users in Russia, limited access to certain sensitive technologies and services that can be used 

for oil production and exploration. 

E) Restrictions on economic cooperation – suspension of new lending to Russia by the European 

Investment Bank (EIB) and European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). 

 

What is special about sanctions against Russia? 

Most of the restricted measure imposed by the EU have not been economic. Almost all sanctions 

introduced by the EU in 1990s and 2000s were arms embargoes, prohibition on issuing visas to 

certain officials and their assets freeze in European Banks, which did not have an impact on 

European economy (Portela, 2019). In 2014, the EU imposed economic sanction on a major 

global power for the first time, except of arms embargo on China in 1989, which did not go 

further than prohibiting the supply of military items. As a result, it was obvious from the 

beginning that European business would suffer. 

In terms of their support for the sanctions EU member states were divided into “hawks” and 

“doves” (Portela, et al., 2020). The former group included UK, Germany, Sweden, Denmark, 

Poland, the Baltic States, Finland and Romania, who were actively lobbying for the introduction 

of sanctions. At the opposite of spectrum were Greece, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Italy, Slovenia, 

Portugal, Spain, Hungary, Austria. France was playing a moderate role. After Russia imposed 

embargo on specific food and agricultural products targeting vulnerable EU economies, so called 



“doves” actively voiced their criticism. Spanish foreign Minister Jose Manuel Garcia-Margallo 

declared that sanctions were “beneficial for no one” (Rettman, 2014). Shortly after widening 

sanctions in summer 2014 Prime minister of Hungary Victor Orban announced that “the 

European Union has harmed itself economically with the sanctions it has imposed on Russia over 

Ukraine” (Szakacs, 2014). Some leaders, like Prime Minister of Slovakia could not understand 

why they should jeopardize the EU economy (Muller, 2014). Greek Prime minister Alexis 

Tsipras openly disproved sanctions and during his visit to Moscow “he called on Europe to end 

its sanctions against Russia” (Walker, 2015). Similar massages were delivered by the leaders of 

Italy, Bulgaria, Cyprus. To understand why those leaders still voted in favor of not only 

introduction of restrictive measure as an immediate response to violation of international law, but 

also their renewals, it is crucial to analyze some factors which might have influenced their 

decision.  

 

Effect of Sanctions on Russia 

First, it is necessary to answer the question why does the impact of sanctions on Russia matter 

for the objective of this research. As it was explained above, in literature review, sanctions can 

serve different purpose, main one being deterring or reversing a deviant behavior. To be able to 

force opponent to comply with specific rules and principles, it has to feel the consequences. 

Thus, sanctions can only fulfill their purpose if they have an impact on the target country. 

Analyzing the burden EU sanctions created for Russia is crucial in understanding the mindset of 

country leaders during the renewal every 6 month. It is especially relevant in second and third 

stage (2017-2018; 2019-2020), when most of the countries were already “tired” of this policy. 



A number of scholars and organizations tried to measure the macroeconomic effect of Western 

sanctions on Russia, however it proved to be extremely difficult due to almost-concurrent drop in 

crude oil price, on which Russian economy is heavily depended. It is certain that Russia's 

economy experienced downturn in 2014 and 2015, but to what extent it was the result of western 

restrictive measures is a matter of discussion. Furthermore, if economic measures were to have 

any effect, through which channels they operated still needs to be identified. It is noteworthy that 

Russia’s GDP growth has been showing deceleration since early 2012 (Korhonen, 2019). After 

analyzing the period of 2014-2015 with Bayesian VAR model Pestova and Mamonov (2019) 

declare that the cumulative depression of Russia’s GDP growth rates was 1,2 %, however they 

still cannot confirm what was the share of sanctions in this decline. In 2015, the International 

Monetary Fund (IMF) (2015) calculated that Western sanctions and Russian counter-penalties 

lowered Russian real gross domestic product (GDP) initially by 1–1.5 percent, with continued 

sanctions resulting in an even higher cumulative output loss. According to the IMF 2019 report, 

sanctions decreased Russia's annual growth rate by 0.2 percentage points every year from 2014 

to 2018. One thing that can be claimed confidently about all the studies aiming to measure the 

effect on Russia is that sanctions had some impact on Russian economy, but this effect was quite 

limited. There are also some implications toward the psychological influence on business sector 

to make them hesitant to invest in Russia (Rainne, 2020), however it is a subject of speculation 

since it cannot be empirically tested. 

Effect of sanctions on the EU 

After the imposition of sanctions against Russia there has been series of speculations on their 

impact on EU member states. Giumelli (2017) analyzed the costs EU member states had to bear 

for forcing Russia to respect sovereignty of Ukraine or at least to prevent her from going further 



in Ukraine. To test his hypothesis he used two indicators: 1) variation in exports to Russia 

between 2013 and 2015. 2) “variation in EU exports to Russia in the 12 months after the 

imposition of sanction, as compared to the 12 months before” (Giumelli, 2017, p. 1065). 

According to the analysis of data the countries which were hit the most were Germany, Italy, 

Finland and Hungary while Greece, Sweden and Luxembourg suffered the least.  It has to be 

emphasized that the countries that economic loss was not directly translated into the political 

support of the sanctions. In other words, the countries, most vocally opposed the idea of 

imposing sanctions were not necessarily the ones who suffered the most and vice versa. Greece 

and Germany are good examples of this tendency. Greece actively criticized sanction while 

Germany supported them. 

 

Role of Big three 

According to Szép (2020), absolute majority of interviewees deny the allegation that “big” 

member states forced their will on small or medium member states. However, the absence of 

coercion (to force) does not exclude the idea of persuasion and side payments suggested by 

intergovernmentalists. It would be a speculation to name specific side payments that might have 

been part of the negotiations, however, former President of the European Council Donald Tusk 

confirmed that it would be impossible to maintain a coherent policy towards Russia “without 

endorsement by Merkel and Hollonde” (Tusk, 2019, p. 34, cited in Portela, et al., 2020). 

2014-2016 

Despite the concerns expressed by several member states’ leaders before and right after 

economic sanctions were imposed, their survival in the period of 2014-2016 is not surprising 



since Russia’s violation of Ukrainian sovereignty created an urgent necessity for the EU to have 

a response. Obviously, there were some calculations and predictions made regarding the cost of 

sanctions, however, benefits, which depended on Russia´s behavior were unclear. So during this 

period sanctions were instrumental as well as expressive action. Hence, economic sanctions as 

lowest common denominator was introduced and renewed during this period. It is true that the 

main damage was caused during this period, including for EU member states, renewals were still 

logical. 

2017-2018 

The second stage identified in the research is interesting because of multiple reasons. One of 

them being 2016 United Kingdom European Union membership. First, the role of Great Britain 

in the EU should be discussed. Liberal intergovernmentalism argues that member states with 

more resources are more powerful in bargaining process than others. Some researcher would go 

even further and claim that in practice the large member states with the most resources are 

making decisions on foreign policy (Lehne, 2012). A term “the big three” is often used referring 

the United Kingdom, France and Germany – members of the EU that are generally perceived as 

global players. As a result of 2016 Brexit referendum Great Britain’s positions in the EU, 

including the European Council, were gradually weakened, despite that Brexit officially did not 

take place until February 2020. Since the UK was very prominent hawkish member state, that 

played a big role in deciding in favor of the introduction of sanctions, their renewal was expected 

to be uneasy.  

Many business firms in EU member states including Germany and Italy adopted a strategy of 

relocating their manufacturing on Russian territory and producing the goods there in order to 



bypass the export to Russia (Siddi, 2019). Thus, “made in Italy was replaced with “made with 

Italy”. One might say that it is private sector and governments cannot intervene in business, 

however it would be a justification of an unethical behavior. Private companies do not make such 

decisions without at least unofficial approval from the government. Another example of vertical 

incoherence is that in March 2017, Italian multinational oil and gas company Eni S.p.A. signed a 

memorandum with Gazprom, which renewed cooperation on several issues including the 

construction of southern corridor for gas supplies from Russia to European Countries, 

modernization of the Russia-Italy gas supply and partnership in the liquefied natural gas (LNG) 

sector (Eni, 2017). High level decisions, such as transnational pipeline are not made by private 

companies, no matter how big they are, without government´s consent.  

 

2019-2020 

The third and final stage is the period when prolongation of sanctions were the most constrained. 

The reinstitution of the voting rights of Russia at the council of Europe by its parliamentary 

Assembly (PACE) was the darkest moment in Europe. Representatives of many EU member 

states voted in favor of granting Russia a right which was taken away after the annexation of 

Crimea. On the 30th of October 2019, Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban had a joint press 

conference with Russian President Vladimir Putin in Budapest. In his statement Orban confirmed 

that Hungary and Russia have been organizing high-level summits for reviewing the state of 

bilateral relations for number of years (MTI-Hungary Today, 2019). He also announced that in 

2018, the first time after the introduction of the sanctions against Russia, trade turnover between 

the two countries increased. In addition, he declared that Hungary wants to agree on Russian 



investments and produce goods that can be sold on the Russian market (MTI-Hungary Today, 

2019). Despite everything, EU managed to preserve horizontal coherence and continued 

speaking with one voice. 

 

Normative argument analysis 

When it comes to explaining EU’s foreign policy and external action from the perspective of 

normative power Europe, one faces the danger of inconsistency in words and deeds. Very often, 

alike general public, governments’ rhetoric is much normative than their actions. For example, 

Sweden is known as one of the countries of which foreign policy is guided with normative 

concerns. Sweden is among hawkish member states which support tough measures on Russia. At 

the same time Sweden is one of few European countries where some economic sectors increased 

their export to Russia after the imposition of sanctions (Giumelli, 2017).   

A good way to measure the role of self-identity as a normative power in EU’s external action is 

to review cases regarding EU’s previous crises responses. After Lisbon Treaty (2009) some 

major conflicts not very far from European border, when EU activated its crisis management 

instruments were in Libya 2011, in Somalia 2011-2012 and in Sahel 2012-2013. It is hard to 

differentiate atrocities which took place in those regions, but one thing which can be claimed is 

that violations of fundamental rights in Libya and Sahel was in no way less acute than in 

Somalia. If EU foreign policy was guided with normative concerns Union should have displayed 

a similar attitude to resolve crisis, but it was not the case. The European Union managed to 

demonstrate high degree of coherence in Somalia - “one of the world’s most complex conflict 

theatres” (Koenig, 2016, p. 1), however, they failed to act as one in Libya and Sahel. In the case 



of Somalia, one can emphasize on the economic interests of European countries to protect ships 

from pirates rather than normative and moral concerns. Opposite can be said about EU’s 

involvement in extremely violent conflict in Central African Republic. The EU did not have 

strong economic or political ties with the country far from its borders and was no direct threat to 

its sovereignty and interests. However, the European Union organized a peacekeeping mission 

EUFOR RCA to halt the violence and preserve peace in cooperation with international and 

regional organizations. 

The question needs to be asked is when EU and national officials claim that they act according to 

the values, why do these “firmly embedded” values change on a case-by-case basis on different 

level of decision-making. Hence, it is fair to argue that normative concerns indeed play a role in 

decision making on EU level, however only in combination with other factors and therefore, are 

not decisive.   

 

Public opinion 

According to the public opinion poll - developed by the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Regional Office 

for Cooperation and Peace in Europe  (2019), in some EU member states (France, Germany, 

Poland, Latvia) - majority of citizens (66-82%) believe that foreign policy of their countries 

should enforce values even if this poses disadvantages. Almost similar is the answer on the 

question if their country should take more responsibility and help other states, even if there are 

no direct benefit. However, when respondents were asked more specific questions regarding 

ongoing conflict in Ukraine, more than half of them were against widening sanctions on Russia 

and supporting the statement that their country should be neutral regarding the conflict in eastern 



Ukraine. Even more drastic are the attitudes of Spanish public. Despite that 59% believes that 

Russian government is responsible for the war in Eastern Ukraine only 10% agree with 

maintenance of EU sanctions. 55% of respondents favor only mediation between Russia and 

Ukraine (Elcano, 2015). This is a good illustration the limits of normative power approach 

concerning member states decision making. Normative concerns might play a role, but it is not 

enough argument for governments to make a decision regarding foreign policy which is 

unpopular in the public. 

Data sorting member states as contributors and beneficiaries to the EU budget and demonstrating 

their balance of trade confirms the liberal intergovernmentalists’ claim regarding the degree of 

benefits from integration process as an explanatory factor. Data shows that out of 10 highest 

contributors to the EU budget only 2 countries (Italy, Austria) fall under the category of “doves” 

while 10 out of 18 beneficiaries belong to the same category. 

 

Limitations 

Press releases of the council meetings as well as official announcements and declarations are 

available online, however some insights of closed-door meetings and discussions would have 

been valuable contribution to the research. It is true that no official would give away what was 

happening on the meetings in detail, however through semi-structured interviews more could 

have been know about the positions of member states’ ministers during the discussions. For 

example, valuable information would be to know how much effort was needed to convince some 

ministers to vote in favour of the extension of economic sanctions. Due to a lack of resources and 

access, interviews were not part of the methods. 



Paper does not discuss the possible role of external factors, such as invasions of sovereignty of 

EU member states from Russia, in preserving horizontal coherence. Those are event which 

occurred during the period of 2014-2020: Cyber-attacks in Europe (EU 2020, Germany 2015…), 

Poisoning a former Russian spy Sergey Skripal in March 2018 in Salisbury, UK, Killing of 

Georgian citizen and ethnic Chechen Zelimkhan Khangoshvili in August 2019 in Berlin, 

Germany. This represents a fruitful topic for further research. 

 

Conclusion 

Paper explored the source of horizontal coherence by analyzing the relationship between 

horizontal and vertical coherence. Connecting coherence to sanctions literature paper explains 

the puzzling tendency of EU member states continuously voting in favour of renewal of 

restrictive measures against Russia, and at the same time undermining them by their actions on 

national level. After refuting alternative explanations study confirms that benefits of integration 

process play the main role in member states’ decision to go against their short-term calculations 

and preserve unanimity in the European council. Research design of the research is case study. 

 

 

 

 

 



Bibliography 
Baldwin, D. A., 1985. Economic Statecraft. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Batora, J. & Navratil , M., 2016. Extending the EU’s Security Community Amidst Conflict: The Case of 

Ukraine. In: External Governance as Security Community Building: The Limits and Potential of the 

European Neighbourhood Policy. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 19-48. 

Bryman, A., 2012. Research Designs. In: Social Research Methods. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 

44-78. 

Bull, H., 1982. ‘Civilian Power Europe: A Contradiction in terms?’ , 21, 2.. Journal of Common Market 

Studies. 

Checkel, J. T., 2005. International institutions and socialization in Europe: introduction and framework. 

International Organization, 59(4), pp. 801-826. 

Christie, E. H., 2016. The Design and Impact of Western Economic Sanctions against Russia. The RUSI 

Journal, 161(3), pp. 52-64. 

Cini, M., 2019. Intergovernmentalism. In: M. Cini & N. P. Borragan, eds. European Union Polirics. Sixth 

ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 69-82. 

De Coning, c., 2007. Coherence and Coordination in United Nations Peacebuilding and Integrated 

Missions - A Norwegian Perspective. Norwegian Institute of International Affairs (NUPI), Security in 

Practice. 

Dinan, D., 1998. Encyclopedia of the European Union. London: Macmillan Reference . 

Doxey, M., 1983. International Sanctions in Theory and Practice. Case Western Reserve Journal of 

International Law, 15(2), pp. 273-288. 

Esch, F. V. & Jong, E. d., 2019. National culture trumps EU socialization: the. JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN 

PUBLIC POLICY, 26(2), pp. 169-187. 

European Commission, 2008. Sanctions or restrctive measures, Brussels: European Commission. 

European Council, 2020. EU restrictive measures in response to the crisis in Ukraine. [Online]  

Available at: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/ukraine-crisis/ 

[Accessed 23 11 2020]. 

European Union, 2016. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign And Security Policy, Brussels: 

s.n. 

Farnham, B., 2003. The Theory of Democratic Peace and Threat Perception. International Studies 

Quarterly, Volume 47, pp. 395-415. 



Galtung, J., 1959. Pacifism from a sociological point of view. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 3(1), pp. 69-

71. 

Gauttier, P., 2004. Horizontal coherence and the external competences of the European Union. 

European Law Journal, 10(1), pp. 23-41. 

Gebhard, C., 2017. The Problem of Coherence in the European Union's International Relations. In: 

International Relations and the European Union. 3rd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 123-142. 

Giumelli, F., 2017. The Redistributive Impact of Restrictive Measures on EU Members: Winners and 

Losers from Imposing Sanctions on Russia. Journal of Common Market Studies, 55(5), pp. 1062-1080. 

Grauvogel, J., Licht, A. A. & Soest, C. V., 2017. Sanctions and Signals: How International Sanction Threats 

Trigger Domestic Protest in Targeted Regimes. International Studies Quarterly , Volume 61, pp. 86-97. 

Hedberg, M., 2018. The target strikes back: explaining countersanctions and Russia’s strategy of 

differentiated retaliation. Post-Soviet Affairs, 34(1), pp. 35-54. 

Hillion, C., 2008. Tous pour un, un pour tous! Coherence in the External Relations of the European. In: 

Developments in EU External Relations Law. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 10-36. 

Hodson, D. & Peterson, J., 2017. Theorizing EU institutions: Why they matter for politics and 

international relations. In: D. Hodson & J. Peterson, eds. The Institutions of the European Union. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, pp. 1-29. 

Hsieh, H.-F. & Shannon, S. E., 2005. Three Approaches to Qualitative Content Analysis. Qualitative health 

research, 15(9), pp. 1277-1288. 

Hufbauer, G. C., Schott, J. J., Elliott, K. A. & Oegg, B., 2007. Economic Sanctions Reconsidered. Third ed. 

Washington, DC: PIIE. 

IMF, 2015. IMF Country Report: Russian Federation, Washington D.C: International Monetary Fund. 

Jing, C., Kaempfer, W. H. & Lowenberg, A. D., 2003. Instrument Choice and the Effectiveness of 

International Sanctions: A Simultaneous. Journal of Peace Research, 40(5), pp. 519-535. 

Karolewski, I. P. & Davis Cross, M. D., 2017. The EU’s Power in the Russia–Ukraine Crisis: Enabled or. 

Journal of Common Market Studies, 55(1), pp. 137-152. 

Keohane, R. O., 1984. After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy. 

Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Koenig, N., 2016. EU Security and Crisis Management - a quest for coherence. Abingdon: Routledge. 

Koenig, N., 2016. EU Security Policy and Crisis. New York: Routledge. 



Korhonen, I., 2019. Sanctions and counter-sanctions – What are their economic effects in Russia and 

elsewhere?, Helsinki: BOFIT. 

Lerch , M. & Schwellnus, G., 2006. Normative by nature? The role of coherence in justifying the EU's 

external human rights policy. Journal of European Public Policy, pp. 304-321. 

Manners, I., 2002. Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms. Journal of Common Market 

Studies, 40(2), p. 235–258. 

Manners, I., 2013. Assessing the decennial, reassessing the global: Understanding European Union 

normative power in global politics. Cooperation and Conflict, 4(3), pp. 304-329. 

Moravcsik, A., 1998. The Choicefor Europe: Social purpose and state power from Messina to Maastricht. 

London: Routledge. 

Moravcsik, A. & Schimmelfennig, F., 2009. Liberal intergovernmentalism. In: European Integration 

Theory. Oxford: OUP, pp. 67-87. 

Muller, R., 2014. Slovak PM warns 'meaningless' Russia sanctions jeopardize EU economy. [Online]  

Available at: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-ukraine-crisissanctions-slovakia-

idUSKBN0GE11K20140814 

[Accessed 14 03 2021]. 

Nuttall, S., 2005. Coherence and consistency. In: International Relations and the European Union. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 90-112. 

Nuttall, S. J., 2005. Coherence and consistency. In: International Relations and the European Union. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 90-112. 

Olsen, G. R., 2008. Coherence, consistency and political will in foreign policy: The European Union's 

Policy towards Africa. Perspectives on European Politics and Society, pp. 157-171. 

Pape, R. A., 1997. Why Economic Sanctions Do Not Work. International Security, 22(2), pp. 90-136. 

Pestova, A. & Mamonov, M., 2019. Should we care? The economic effects of financial sanctions on the 

Russian economy, Helsinki: BOFIT. 

Portela, C., 2019. The State of EU Sanctions. Moscow, EUREN. 

Portela, C., Pospieszna, P., Skrzypczynska, J. & Walentek, D., 2020. Consensus against all odds: explaining 

the persistence of EU sanctions on Russia. Journal of European Integration, pp. 1-17. 

Portela, C. & Raube, K., 2009. (In-)coherence in EU foreign policy: exploring sources and remedies. Los 

Angeles, s.n. 

Portela, C. & Raube, K., 2012. The EU Polity and Foreign Policy Coherence. Journal of Contemporary 

European Research · January 2012, pp. 3-20. 



Rainne, J., 2020. Russia sanctions bite and remind us of the value of transatlantic unity. [Online]  

Available at: https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/russia-sanctions-bite-and-remind-

us-of-the-value-of-transatlantic-unity/ 

[Accessed 08 03 2021]. 

Rettman, A., 2014. Russia reduces gas supplies, as EU imposes sanctions. [Online]  

Available at: https://euobserver.com/foreign/125582 

[Accessed 13 04 2021]. 

Risse-Kappen, T., 1996. Exploring the Nature of the Beast: International RelationsTheory and 

Comparative Policy Analysis Meet the European Union. Journal of Common Market Studies, 34(1), pp. 

53-80. 

Salem, R. G. & Bowers, W. J., 1970. Severity of Formal Sanctions as a Deterrent to Deviant Behavior. Law 

& Society Review, 5(1), pp. 21-40. 

Schimmelfenning, F., 2000. International Socialization in the New Europe: Rational Action in an 

Institutional Environment. European Journal of International Relations, 6(1), pp. 109-139. 

Schoutheete, P. d., 2017. The European Council: A formidable locus of power. In: D. Hodson & J. 

Peterson, eds. The Institutions of the European Union. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 55-79. 

Sjursen, H. & Rosen, G., 2017. Arguing Sanctions. On the EU’s Response to the Crisis in Ukraine. Journal 

of Common Market Studies, 55(1), pp. 20-36. 

Stein, J. G., 2013. Threat Perception in International Relations. In: L. Huddy, D. O. Sears & J. S. Levy, eds. 

The Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology. Second ed. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 364-

394. 

Szakacs, G., 2014. Europe 'shot itself in foot' with Russia sanctions: Hungary PM. [Online]  

Available at: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-ukraine-crisis-sanctions-hungary-

idUSKBN0GF0ES20140815 

[Accessed 12 03 2021]. 

Szép, V., 2020. New intergovernmentalism meets EU sanctions policy: the European Council 

orchestrates the restrictive measures imposed against Russia. Journal of European Integration, 42(6), pp. 

855-871. 

Thaler, P., 2020. Shaping EU Foreign Policy Towards Russia. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

The Council, 2003. European Security Strategy, Brussels: EU. 

Tusk, D., 2019. Szczerze [Honesty]. Warsaw: Wydawnictwo Agora. 

Versluys, H., 2007. Coherence in EU external action: the case of humanitarian aid. Montreal, s.n., pp. 63-

84. 



Walker, S., 2015. Alexis Tsipras in Moscow asks Europe to end sanctions against Russia. [Online]  

Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/apr/08/alexis-tsipras-in-moscow-asks-europe-

to-end-sanctions-against-russia 

[Accessed 18 04 2021]. 

 

 

 

 


