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Abstrakt 

Tato diplomová práce Vznik Společné energetické politiky EU v kontextu 

energetické spolupráce Evropské unie s Ruskem si klade za cíl odpovědět na 

otázku, zda Rusko se svojí agresivní energetickou politikou (plynové krize, 

plynovody) stojí za neúspěchem Společné energetické politiky EU, kterou se i 

přes snahy EU nedaří vytvořit. Prostřednictvím analýzy jednání jednotlivých 

členských států na klíčové energetické události, ve kterých hrálo zásadní roli 

Rusko, pak bude možné zodpovědět tuto otázku. Práce pak poukáže na fakt, že 

zásadní vliv na vývoj energetické politiky EU nemá Rusko, nýbrž jednotlivé 

nesourodé energetické politiky členských států, které se v souladu s realistickou 

logikou snaží v každé situaci dosáhnout maximalizace svých cílů. Podpora 

Společné energetické politiky EU pak záleží na tom, zda jejím prostřednictvím 

státy opravdu dosáhnou tohoto cíle. Rozdělením členských států do skupin podle 

jejich komplexní závislosti na ruském plynu a velikosti jejich trhu se podaří 

vyslovit obecné závěry ohledně tendencí podpory Společné energetické politice 

jednotlivými členskými státy v závislosti na těchto dvou proměnných.  

Abstract 

This master thesis The emergence of the Common energy policy of the EU 

in the context of the EU-Russia energy cooperation aims to answer the question 

of whether Russia with its aggressive energy policy (gas crisis, gas pipeline 

projects) stands behind the EU´s inability to advance a strong Common energy 

policy despite all its efforts. By analysing the member states´ behaviour in 

relation to the key development in the energy field, we will be able to assess 

Russia´s influence. The thesis will then demonstrate that it is the divergent 



national policies of the member states that stand behind the EU´s inability to 

push forward a Common energy policy. The member states, in the pursuit of the 

maximization of benefits, support the Common energy policy only if it aligns 

with their national interests. The categorization of the member states based on 

their dependence on Russian gas and the size of their gas markets in relation to 

Russian gas exports will provide broadly representative conclusions about the 

member states behaviour towards the Common energy policy based on these two 

variables. 
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Introduction 

This diploma thesis examines a highly popularized topic of European 

energy security that was brought into light again after the two Russo-Ukrainian gas 

crises of 2006 and 2009 when Russia cut off gas supplies passing through 

the Ukrainian territory, that in case of the 2009 crisis also seriously impacted 

the Central and Eastern European countries. European fears not only from new gas 

cut offs, the nonexistence of a functioning legal system between the EU 

and Russia and the inability of the EU to push forward a strong Common energy 

policy, that would serve as a base for mutual cooperation, led into calling 

for a more coordinated European approach. Understandably, such impetus comes 

especially from the side of Central and Eastern European member states as these 

are the ones without proper energy diversification, heavily depending on one gas 

supplier – Russia.  

It is important to realize that there is no such thing as a clear-cut EU – 

Russia relationship. The European Union consists of individual member states 

with divergent energy policies whose interests sometimes significantly differ from 

those of the European Union. In this multi-layered relationship, the EU has to deal 

not only with Russia in the aim to achieve a sustainable legal framework and a 

functioning EU-Russia cooperation but it has to balance the national policies of the 

individual member states that are often not in line with the EU´s declared goals. So 

what really stands behind the inability of the EU to establish a coherent Common 

energy policy? Can we attribute such a failure to Russia’s aggressive energy 

policy? 

This question is particularly relevant as Russia represents the major 

European gas supplier; approximately 42% of natural gas is imported from Russia 

and this percentage is expected to grow further (European Commission, 2006). It 

should rank high among EU’s priorities to clarify the reasons that impede the 

Union to establish a coherent Common energy policy as it would allow the EU to 

adjust its strategy in its aim to enhance the energy security of Europe as a whole. 
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Objective of the thesis, Research question, and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the reasons that stand behind 

the EU´s inability to push forward a Common energy policy and the possible role 

that Russian energy policy plays among them. In this regard, the impact 

of the Russian energy policy on the emergence of a coherent Common energy 

policy of the EU will be implicitly explored by analysing the member states´ 

behaviour in relation to the major developments in the energy field that were 

induced by Russian energy policy. This thesis specifically aims to answer 

the question whether it is Russia standing behind the EU´s inability to advance the 

Common energy policy or whether it is rather the multiplicity of voices and the 

differences among the member states leading them into pursuing different national 

energy policies in order to fulfil their national interests and maximize their 

economic benefits. The thesis addresses the main research question: Does Russia 

have any influence on the creation of the Common energy policy and if such an 

influence exists what is it? 

Corresponding main hypothesis assumes that the Russian influence is only 

indirect as it is the EU member states with divergent national policies that stand 

behind EU´s inability to push forward a coherent Common energy policy. Russian 

energy policy should be understood as a factor inducing the member states 

behaviour in the energy field. In this regard, the member states support the 

advancement of the Common energy policy only if it is in their national interest. 

Additionally, this thesis aims to verify two partial hypotheses which are: 

1. Large member states with large gas markets prefer bilateral deals 

with Russia as they allow them to achieve the best economic advantages. A 

coherent Common energy policy of the EU is not in their interest as it 

would curb their independent decision-making. Their behaviour therefore 

not only hinders the evolution of a coherent Common energy policy but to a 

large extent prevents it from emerging. 

2. Small highly dependent member states tend to seek support 

within the European Union framework, which allows them to best satisfy 
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their interests and provides them with better leverage when dealing 

with Russia. Rational behaviour of these states to combine their forces with 

those of other member states under the European banner helps to advance 

the Common energy policy of the EU.  

Methodology and structure of the thesis 

The diploma thesis will be conceptualized as a case study analysing 

the impact of the existence of divergent groups of member states, with varying 

interests in the energy field, on the creation of a strong Common energy policy of 

the EU. The actual assessment of the impact cannot be done at the EU level as the 

final say in the matter of energy policy largely remains with the member states 

which act as sovereign actors in the energy field.  

In the first chapter, the theoretical framework tested in the thesis is 

introduced. In this regard, the thesis will aim to answer the question of whether the 

realist theory can be used for explaining the member states´ behaviour in the 

energy field.  

The second chapter will give an overview of the troubled evolution 

of the Common energy policy till its current state. Such an overview will 

also reveal the biggest challenges that the Common energy policy has been facing. 

The time frame for the analysis will be the period from the first gas crisis (2006) 

till the present state, however, the origins of the Common energy policy of the EU 

will be briefly explored as well.  

In the third chapter, the member states will be categorised based on their 

level of gas dependence on and the importance of their gas market for the Russian 

gas exports to Europe, which will allow us divide member states into categories 

with similar conditions in the energy field. Based on this categorization, case 

studies aimed at demonstrating the impact of the member states behaviour when 

encountered with Russian energy policy will later be chosen.  

In order to examine the influence of Russia and the EU member states 

on the emergence of the Common energy policy of the EU, an analysis of the key 
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developments in the energy field, namely the two Russo-Ukrainian gas crises 

of 2006 and 2009, and the three gas pipeline projects of Nord Stream, South 

Stream and Nabucco, will be conducted in the fourth chapter. This part will 

provide necessary information about the context of energy environment 

in which the member states operate and which influences their behaviour.  

Taking the context of the mentioned developments into account, the fifth 

chapter will provide an analysis of the four selected case studies, namely 

Germany, Italy, Poland and Lithuania. Its aim is to demonstrate the member states´ 

behaviour that was induced by these developments, and to clarify the impact of 

such behaviour on the emergence of the Common energy policy of the European 

Union. In particular the analysis will focus on the question whether the national 

energy policies supported the emergence of a coherent  

EU-wide strategy or whether they hindered such an evolution. Selecting four cases 

from the categories will allow us to draw broadly representative conclusions about 

the categories they belong to. This chapter will also enable us to either confirm or 

disprove the previously formulated hypotheses. That is whether the small, highly 

dependent states when encountered with a crisis tend to seek support of the EU 

and, thus, help to advance the Common energy policy, and if the big states with 

big markets prefer bilateral relations with Russia, and therefore, basically prevent 

a strong Common energy policy of the EU to emerge. Doing so, the impact of 

Russia on this emergence will be implicitly examined as well. 

Literature sources 

The thesis will make use of a large number of both primary and secondary 

sources, ranging from relevant policy documents, such as the Council of the EU 

documents, or the European Commission documents (Green Papers, legislative 

proposals, progress reports etc.), to the secondary sources that will consist 

of a large number of academic articles.  Finally, relevant newspaper articles 

and various internet sources shall be used as well.   
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1 Theoretical framework 

Various strands of literature on the issue approach the energy relations 

between the EU and Russia using the framework of economic interdependence, 

pointing out that the EU pursues a social constructivist policy towards Russia, 

by attaching the existence of a commercial relationship to the implicit acceptation 

of the norms that it carries. As developed in the social constructivist approach, 

actors - that share a system of values and culture - cannot be seen in isolation from 

their environment as it predefines their preferences (Pollack, 2010:24). From this 

perspective, interests are perceived as social constructs, endogenous to institutions 

(Wendt, 1999). In this logic, the internal energy policy of the EU is rooted in 

mutual solidarity and multilateral cooperation (Westphal, 2006). The central role 

of the European Commission, its legal system and a pre-defined set of rules in the 

energy policy lead the preferences of the member states. This mutual control 

enhances predictability of behaviour and subsequently promotes mutual 

understanding and cooperation (Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008:13). The 

system, based on cooperation rooted in common rules and shared norms, is said to 

be beneficial to all member states and is valid both internally and externally (thus 

applies also to the energy policy) (Westphal, 2006). However, as Adrian Hyde-

Price stresses out, such an approach totally neglects the relations of power among 

the member states (2006:218).  

It is the realist approach that shall be applied in this thesis in order 

to analyse the EU-Russian energy relations. While realism, as Jeffrey W. Legro 

and Andrew Moravcsik explain, “is not a single theory, but a family of theories” 

that is also “the oldest and most prominent theoretical paradigm in international 

relations” (1999:5), realism does provide a clear framework for the understanding 

of international relations and energy security. The realist approach is broadly 

focused “on the nature of actors: rational, unitary political units in anarchy”, “the 

nature of state preferences: fixed and uniformly conflictual goals”, the 

international structure, which puts a premium on the “primacy of material 

capabilities” (Česnakas, 2010:32), and in which “competition between the major 
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powers is the normal state of affairs” (Glaser, 1994:50). Realism considers states 

the main actors. States are trying to survive in the anarchical international system 

where sovereignty and territorial integrity are the core issues – meaning that norms 

can only be considered a secondary motivation for action in the sense that 

“universal moral principles cannot be applied to actions of states“ (Morgenthau, 

1954, cited in Donnelly 2000:85).  Furthermore, as Glaser elaborates, the 

international system is a zero-sum game in which gains for one party mean losses 

for the other. Therefore, every state tries to maximize its own interests, and 

therefore implicitly accepts the possibility of a conflict. In the situation of lack of 

faith between actors, the powers seek the opportunity to gain advantage 

over the others, in the context of absence of central control. In this situation, 

the EU, a state like any other, through the action of its member states, acts in an 

interests-driven/realist approach where rational member states seek to “maximize 

utility while minimizing the cost” (Glaser, 1994:50).  In this context of lack of 

central control, the necessity to maximize power is closely linked to ensuring the 

survival of state, as Peter Sutch and Juanita Elias put it (2007:49) 

Rationality of actors is at the core of relations and transcends cooperation of 

any kind – including the institutional cooperation. Robert Jervis has aptly pointed 

out that “the study of conflict and cooperation has been an enduring task of 

scholars, with the most recent arguments being between realists and neoliberal 

institutionalists” (Jervis, 1999:42) the latter pointing out that realist theory does 

not allow for any form of interstate cooperation. However, Jervis goes on to 

underline that realists “claim not that institutions lack utility, but that they are not 

autonomous in the sense of being more than a tool of statecraft” (1999:43) that 

have “a life of their own” (1999:54). Therefore, under this assumption, states may 

choose to cooperate if that is the most beneficial/rational choice for them and if it 

is in their interest. The anarchic nature of the international scene means that “states 

must worry that others will seek to take advantage of them” and that “the 

incentives that operate when agreements are signed may be quite different when 

the time to comes for them to be carried out.” In this logic, states worry about their 

position relative to other states within the international society and engage in 
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cooperation only if their gains exceed losses (Smith, 2003:4). Similarly, 

cooperation between states depends on whether common good is the result of this 

cooperation (Medrano, 1999:172). As Jervis explains it, “states will establish an 

institution if and only if they seek the goals that the institution will help them 

reach” (1999:54). In a context where specific economic policies are increasingly 

controlled and spearheaded by the institutions in Brussels, the possibility of 

interstate cooperation structures the relationship with the EU institutions, and also 

the behavior that will be adopted within the various EU forums. States then might 

perceive the EU as an instrument of statecraft where they will seek to maximize 

their power and to minimize the costs of cooperation. The tenets of cooperation as 

explained by realists such as Jervis can be supplemented by the theory of liberal 

intergovernmentalism, developed by authors such as Stone Sweet and Sandholtz 

(Stone Sweet and Sandholtz, 1997), which postulates that states remain the 

dominant actors of international relations, and that they behave in a rational 

manner. In the context of international cooperation, states are able to reach their 

goals through intergovernmental processes of bargaining and negotiation, which 

are linked to their calculation of whether pursuing different processes can reach 

the desired goal. In this context, the preferences of states and the goals that they 

pursue will necessarily be changing pieces that have an impact on the type of 

cooperation that they will turn to. Despite these two theories – realist and liberal – 

being fundamentally different, this proximity goes to show that the practice of 

institutional cooperation tends to be done in the framework of maximization of 

states' interests and is used, in a rational way, as a tool of statecraft, as Jervis 

postulates.  

While the realist approach has most often been applied to hard security and 

military issues, this theory seems to very well fit the evolution of  

the EU - Russia gas relations, to the extent that energy security (especially in its 

understanding as security of supply, sustainability and competitiveness  

(Cao, 2011:7)) has been recognized as a clear threat to national interests (and, to a 

further extent, livelihood) of any given state, including the EU itself. As Hans 

Morgenthau puts it, the realist paradigm can be extended to other material factors 
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that are not necessarily connected to hard military power issues, such as 

“geography, natural resources, industrial capacity, military preparedness, 

population, national character and morale, and quality of diplomacy and 

government” (Sutch and Elias, 2007:49). Under this framework, natural resources 

and energy resources are therefore clearly considered as hard physical objects that 

enter in the realm of hard power, that states will use as bargaining tools to 

maximize their own powers relative to others. Ciskas asserts that “the changing 

environment of the international system suggests that non-military aspects of 

power are becoming more important” in which energy resources “have become 

very important elements of power”, to the extent that “military power is used 

in order to expand control over energy resources”. In this logic, states struggle 

as much for military power as they struggle for energy security. Looking 

at the rate of growth and the rise in the median income of the global population 

in increasingly energy-demanding states, BP concludes that “the most fundamental 

relationship in energy economics remains robust – more people with more income 

means that the production and consumption of energy will rise” (BP 2011:9, in 

Badalov 2012:1). 

1.1 Understanding the EU-Russia gas relations through the prism of 

realism 

One of the realist conceptualizations of the EU is the one put forward by 

Hyde-Price, who understands the EU as an instrument of collective hegemony that 

is used by the member states to form the surrounding environment by using power 

in different manners: for example political partnership or isolation; economic 

carrots and sticks; promises of membership or the threat of expulsion (Hyde-Price, 

2006:227). The very process of European integration, based on the principles of 

the adoption of the acquis communautaire that is the sine qua non condition of 

further integration in the common area, serves to show that the EU seeks to 

maximize its own power by setting the conditions of access of a state to its 

institutions. Thomas Pedersen extends this notion to states, whom, he explains, 

“may advance their interests through non-coercive means by applying a strategy of 

co-operative hegemony which implies an active role in regional institutionalisation 
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and the use of, for instance, side payments, power-sharing and differentiation” 

(Pedersen, 2002:677), while at the same time managing to retain a great freedom 

of choice within the regionalisation process, understood here as the European 

Union process.   

This freedom of choice is reinforced, in the EU regionalisation process, by 

the lack of a governing central authority which leaves actors such as the EU 

member states in a self-help system, in which the only way to defend their 

interests is the means they can generate and the arrangements they can make for 

themselves. From a realist perspective, it might well be argued that Common 

European Energy Policy is an example of such an arrangement. Despite attempts 

of the European Commission to push forward a Common energy policy, this 

energy policy is mostly driven by the interests of the strongest member states, who 

act according to the realist tenets, depending on “domestic resources, geographical 

location, domestic demand, and public opinions” (Baumann and Simmerl, 2011:8). 

These factors in turn determine the “path of national energy policy, and create 

“path-dependent national policies within the EU”, where “bridges are hard to 

divide”, since “domestic partners exhibit a remarkable handiness and create path-

dependencies for national energy policies”, and therefore reduce the incentives for 

collaboration at the EU level (Baumann and Simmerl, 2011:16).  

When economic gains from dealing with Russia bilaterally are greater, 

the Common energy policy will suddenly stop playing a primary role and 

the solidarity claimed within the realm of social constructivism will be forgotten. 

Taking the situation from a vice versa perspective, Russia might also gain much 

more from bilateral deals with strong member states and its “divide and rule” 

policy might become much more fruitful when the member states call 

for “strategic partnership” of strong bilateral relations, having left the EU 

as an “outside observer”. The smaller member states, however, face a different 

situation within which a Common energy policy might end up being the most 

beneficial solution, making these states the most vocal voices of the Common 

energy policy.  
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 The realist understanding does justice to the reality according to which 

the EU has historically forged its energy policy towards Russia, thus the creation 

of any European policy cannot be understood without the input of the European 

Union member states. Member states seek to maximize their power and interests 

compared to what the European Union itself can offer them. They choose 

to pursue their own energy policy and energy relations with Russia, independent 

from the nature of the relationship between the EU and Russia.  

Given that energy security and security of supply are closely linked 

to national interests, there is a case to be made for energy security to be linked 

to the preservation of the core interests of the states. Luft and Korin point out 

that “through history, certain commodities, minerals, water and food have had 

a strategic value beyond their market price and as such they have been repeatedly 

used as tools of foreign policy by exporters and have been among the prime 

catalysts of armed conflict” (Luft and Korin,2009:340).  Following this notion, 

since “states are key actors in international relations and the international system is 

defined as competition among the great powers in order to preserve their own 

survival” and since “international systems in anarchy contain actors that aspire to 

gain its own benefit” (Badalov 2012:18), there seems to be a clear difference 

between the interests-driven approach of member states and the norm-projecting 

approach of the European Union. In a neo-realist world defined by anarchy, the 

member states pursue their own national interests, rather than defending a common 

European interest, unless the European Union can provide them with better 

conditions. Oftentimes, member states do not refuse the Brussels-driven approach, 

but lobby the institutions in Brussels to defend their own interests via European 

norms when they realize that bilateral relations cannot satisfy their interests, or 

that their interests are threatened. The member states use the EU to advance their 

own interests, and therefore seemingly only reluctantly enter a common 

compound. However, they do intend to achieve better national conditions by doing 

so: this behaviour follows the nature of a realist approach to energy security, since 

states may perceive the level of their dependency on Russian gas (for example) as 

a security threat that threatens their survival. Palonkorpi goes further and 
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differentiates between “negative dependency”, which is to say that there is a 

“unequal and threatening dependency” (Palonkorpi, 2007:5), that explains why 

relations between the dependent member state and Russia can become heavily 

politicized and securitized, or, on the opposite spectrum, “positive dependency” 

which postulates that there is “mutually beneficial interdependency” between the 

two states. The larger states in Europe, who fall under the categorization of 

“positive dependency” therefore have less of an incentive to cede any sovereignty 

on the definition of their energy policies to the European Union, while the states 

who fall under the categorization of “negative dependency” are more prone to seek 

cooperation within European institutions, as that is the only forum in which they 

can seek to maximize their power.   

The case that Smith pushes forward concerning the Common foreign and 

security policy of the EU can be easily applied to the energy policy of the member 

states equally well: “Most national governments of the EU member states do not 

want to abandon their own [energy] policy. Therefore they rather pursue it 

separately, next to the one of the EU, or at least always make sure that the policy 

of the Union does not lead to a situation where their own national interests are 

threatened” (Smith, 2003:3).   
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2 Troubled emergence of the Common energy policy of 

the European Union 

 Europe is facing an uneasy situation. Even though, it has been improving its 

energy efficiency for years, the energy demand continues to increase. The import 

of natural gas is estimated to grow by around 24 % until 2030 (Capros et al., 

2010). Being one of the key global energy markets should give Europe 

considerable leverage vis-à-vis the energy producers, however, the continued 

growth of the economies of developing countries is slowly changing the situation 

of the global energy market. For instance the gas consumption of China and India 

is predicted to rise from 2, 5 to 3, 5 times until 2030, which will undoubtedly have 

an effect on the prices of commodities while at the same time exposing Europe's 

future energy security issues (International Energy Agency, 2010). The 

vulnerability of Europe’s energy situation has been repeatedly exposed especially 

in situations of crisis and insufficient energy supply.   

 Even though, incentives for a more coordinated energy policy approach 

seem to have been on the table for years, the EU, nevertheless, has to a large 

extent been able to shape its Common energy policy only by lessons learned - 

especially the ones drawn from crisis situations. A brief look at history seems to 

prove this point: the oil crises of the 1970´s and 1980´s opened a debate over the 

Common energy policy and subsequently resulted in a Council resolution in 1986; 

sharp increase of energy prices in 1999-2000 led to the release of the Green Paper 

“Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply” by the 

Commission; the 2006 gas crisis in Ukraine was followed by the issuance of a 

Green Paper “A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure 

Energy” of March 2006 aimed at ensuring the sustainability of the energy market 

and security of supply; and the 2009 Ukraine gas crisis helped spark  deeper 

changes in the behaviour of European countries, such as building up gas reserves, 

trying to decrease consumption, or developing LNG or non-conventional gas 

sources (Brunarska et al., 2011:14-15). 
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 While member states rhetorically support a strong Common energy policy 

of the European Union in the name of the security of supply and acknowledge the 

usefulness of the existence of a single institutional and legal framework, they, 

nonetheless, technically refuse to cede their national sovereignty in the field of 

energy. Furthermore, national energy strategies are often hardly compatible due to 

differing background energy conditions of the member states. Differences 

especially in the levels of dependency on external energy sources, diversification 

of transit routes or energy mixes of the individual member (See chapter 3 for 

further details) states result in the willingness of the member states to agree upon 

only very general principles. This gap between articulated common goals and 

incompatibility of the national energy conditions and strategies is a key obstacle to 

all efforts to forge a Common energy policy on the EU level (Baumann and 

Simmerl, 2011:2).  

Common energy policy of the EU being one thing, the actual shape of  

EU-Russia energy cooperation is not only dependent on the stances of the EU 

member states towards the Common energy policy, but more importantly on the 

position of Russia, which naturally has the last word in choosing its level of 

cooperation with the European Union. The European Commission is then left in a 

situation where it can only declare the necessity of establishing of a legal 

framework and fixed rules, without being able to make progress on its own. The 

most recent example in this regard has been the “Roadmap of EU – Russia Energy 

Cooperation until 2050” which was released by the Commission in late March 

2013. This document identified problematic areas of the mutual cooperation and 

set strategic targets until 2050, but is not legally binding for member-states in any 

way (European Commission, 2013). While the EU has the ability to draw attention 

to certain issues, it cannot coerce the member states to adopt pointed energy 

policies without their consent, which makes it a comparatively weak actor in the 

framework of its relationship with Russia. 

Practically the only leverage towards third parties that the European Union 

has at its disposal is the establishment of a unified internal market. That would 
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have a conductive effect for the Common external energy policy in the sense that 

“when internal parameters converge, joint efforts in energy policy become easier 

to achieve because all member states make their energy policy decisions on the 

ground of increasingly similar national contexts as basis for decision making.” 

(Baumann and Simmerl, 2011:17). However, as we will see, the conditions for 

such a market are, as of now, far from fulfilled.  

A full-blown internal energy market would increase interdependencies 

between the member states and would therefore lead to increased energy security, 

more important flexibility of the market, its self-sufficiency, greater external 

credibility and attractiveness of the European Union for energy suppliers, and 

would have the added value of granting the EU more clout in negotiating the terms 

of supplies (Brunarska et al., 2011:33). If the Union wants to establish a strong 

external energy policy, it has to pursue the goal of unification of the internal 

market and the removal of trade and infrastructure barriers.  So far, the 

Commission has, nonetheless, achieved only partial liberalization of the internal 

market: it has failed so far to achieve complete unbundling of national energy 

markets - a prerequisite for a fully liberalised internal market - over the continuing 

refusal of some of the member states (such as France (Euractiv, 2009)). The 

initiative of the Commission to “break up monopoly companies and allow other 

players´ entrance into the market was intended to increase competition and spur 

economic growth” but proved counter-productive as “the major energy companies 

consolidated their market power through mergers and acquisition of smaller 

companies with the tacit support of their governments” (Hazakis and Proedrou, 

2012:8), thus leaving the process of unbundling incomplete and with little 

prospects of prompt change. Another major weakness of the internal market which 

basically prevents it from functioning is the insufficient infrastructural 

interconnectedness of the regional markets (Baumann and Simmerl, 2011:20). 

2.1 Evolution or stagnation of the Common energy policy of the EU 

Despite the recognition of the strategic relevance of the energy field since 

the very beginning of the European integration (Cihelková and Jakš, 2010:143), 
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the evolution of the Common energy policy has to a large extent had an ad hoc and 

reactive character, depending on the willingness of the member states to proceed 

with the integration process in the energy area. We will analyse the milestones of 

the Common energy policy in order to illustrate the ad hoc character of its slow 

and shaky evolution. 

The common energy policy goes back to the European Coal and Steel 

Community (ECSC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (EAEC), two 

organisations founded by the treaty of Rome in 1957 that demonstrated 

willingness of the member states to pursue ad hoc integration in the energy area, 

among other political tools to prevent the rise of an energy-rich Germany. The 

process of European integration in the energy field was then hindered by several 

factors, including the decline of popularity of coal – thereby putting a premature 

end to the ECSC - and nuclear energy in the late 20
th

 century, as caused by calls 

for greater environmental consciousness and doubts about the safety of nuclear 

energy after the Chernobyl accident. Low oil prices after the second oil crisis also 

added to the common distaste for further positive integration in the sense of 

adoption of new policies (Baumann and Simmerl, 2011:4). 

In the following period, the Common energy policy continued only by so-

called negative integration, in the sense of further removal of trade barriers. 

Gradual liberalization of network sectors initiated in the 1980´s and early 1990´s 

that resulted into the Single European Act and the Single Market initiative created 

the conditions of the establishment of a legal framework and supervisory bodies 

over the activities of monopolies (Gawlikowska-Fyk, 2012:1). The protocol 

attached to the Single European Act, nonetheless, stated that “actions undertaken 

by the Community cannot interfere with its member states´ national policies 

focused on the exploitation of energy resources” (Brunarska et al., 2011:20). Thus, 

it effectively affirmed total supremacy of the member states over the Commission 

in the energy area. Since then the common energy policy has been revived in the 

Treaty of the European Union (1993) which touched upon the energy area 

specifically by extending the area of the EU competences, by implementing 
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measures aimed at “encouraging the establishment and development of trans-

European networks” and “resources in the area of energy”. For the first time in 

history, a declaration attached to the treaty called for the introduction of energy 

matters into primary law (Brunarska et al. 2011:20). This, however, did not happen 

until the Lisbon Treaty entered into force in 2009. 

Gradually, the process of dismantling the internal energy market barriers 

gathered momentum during the 1990´s and 2000´s. The First Energy Package for 

electricity (1996) and gas (1998) contained the first liberalisation directives that 

were to be transposed into member states´ legal systems by 1998 (electricity) and 

2000 (gas). The Second Energy Package (2003) that was adopted in 2004 (and 

some of the directives only in 2007) required that all member states set up 

regulatory agencies dedicated to the energy sector, while the Third Energy 

Package (2009) pushed forward a structural separation between transmission 

activities and production/supply activities of vertically integrated companies 

(unbundling), gave stronger powers and independence to national energy 

regulators, and brought new tools to harmonize market and network operation 

rules at the European level. 

While the European Commission´s Green Paper “Towards a European 

Strategy for the Security of Supply” issued in 2000 was hailed as the first 

important attempt to form a comprehensive energy security for the EU, as it called 

for “strengthening of the role of the Community on the world energy stage (e.g. 

exporting market rules, climate change issues, improve investment climate in third 

countries)” (Kurze, 2010:15) it was the 2006 gas crisis in Ukraine that seemed to 

be the wake-up call for Europe. The crisis attracted considerable amount of 

attention both from the general public and institutional representatives to the issue 

of gas import dependency. In a speech in the autumn of 2006, José Manuel 

Barroso, President of the European Commission,  linked the issue of energy with 

the core of European integration saying that “energy was one of the drivers for 

European integration from the start ... Energy has once again become one of the 

driving forces for European integration. An integration driven by a demand for 
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solutions to real problems faced by all Europeans. That is what the European 

Union continues to be about.” By attaching the core value of European integration 

to the development of an energy market, Barroso underlines the extreme 

importance of energy security for the region, and symbolizes new-found European 

political ambitions in the sector.  

The Commission subsequently released the second Green Paper “A 

European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy” which set the 

foundations for the shape and direction of the EU´s future external energy policy, 

outlining three main objectives for the Common energy policy (to ensure 

sustainability in energy resources usage, competitiveness of the energy market and 

security of energy supplies). Additionally, the Green Paper identified six key areas 

where the main energy challenges were to be tackled, namely: competitiveness and 

the internal energy market; diversification of the energy mix; solidarity; 

sustainable development; innovation and technology; and external policy.  A 

Strategic Energy Reviews mechanism was introduced in order to monitor the 

progress of the implementation of the measures contained in the Green Paper. The 

First Strategic Energy Review (2007) and the first action plan “An Energy Policy 

for Europe” led to the establishment of energy policy targets for Europe, 

concentrating mainly on competitiveness and sustainability (Baumann and 

Simmerl 2011:6). The second Strategic Energy Review (2008) proposed a 

common approach towards third countries and a new strategy to build up energy 

solidarity among member states, called the “EU Energy Security and Solidarity 

Action Plan” (European Commission, 2008) based on five priority areas: 

infrastructure projects and diversification; external energy relations as an integral 

part of  EU foreign affairs; common strategic stocks and crisis response 

mechanisms; energy efficiency and the expansion of domestic energy resources; 

and a package of measures aimed at increased energy efficiency and energy 

savings.  

After the Russo-Ukrainian gas crises of January 2009, following up on the 

proposals stated in its Second Strategic Energy Review, the Commission came up 
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with new rules that aimed at further improving the security of gas supply in the 

framework of the internal gas market. With the endorsement of other European 

institutions these rules were embedded in a new directive from July 2009 

(Directive 2009/73/EC). 

The Lisbon Treaty included for the first time, in the history of the EU, a 

specific Title on energy in primary European law, compared to energy being 

treated only as an objective under the previous Treaties. The newly added article 

194(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, which aimed at 

kick-starting the energy policy of the Union “in the context of the establishment 

and functioning of the internal market” and “with regard for the need to preserve 

and improve the environment”, set out four main aims of the energy policy of the 

EU, namely: to ensure the functioning of the energy market; to ensure the security 

of supply; to promote energy efficiency and energy savings, to develop new and 

renewable forms of energy; and to promote interconnections of energy networks. 

These goals are to be achieved in a spirit of solidarity “without prejudice to any 

other procedure provided for in the Treaties, the Council, on a proposal from the 

Commission, may decide, in a spirit of solidarity between the member states, upon 

measures appropriate to the economic situation, in particular if severe difficulties 

arise in the supply of certain products, notably in the area of energy” (Braun, 

2011:3). De Jong (2013:23) explains that the creation of an energy Title in the 

Lisbon treaty “may [have] strengthen[ed] the Union's self-perception as an energy 

actor and gradually turn[ed] European energy politics into a more natural 

undertaking” (emphasis is the author's), thereby making member state cooperation 

easier to obtain. However, De Jong adds, “such a chain of events is by no means 

certain” as it “presupposes both increased concerted external action in the energy 

field and that the benefits of such actions outweigh actions taken at Member State 

level”. De Jong therefore clearly recognizes that states behave in a rational 

fashion, and will look to enter an institutional compound that better fits their needs 

and abilities.  

Therefore, even though, the Lisbon treaty marked a significant step forward 

in the field of Common energy policy, the practical fulfilment of the solidarity 
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clause remains completely dependent on the member states, in the absence of any 

legal obligations. Furthermore, the survey conducted by Baumann and Simmerl in 

2011 has shown that the interpretations of this article significantly differ among 

the member states. The Central and Eastern European states see this Article as “a 

legal basis for coordinated crisis reaction”, while the old member states tend to see 

this Article as “a non-binding declaration” (2011:21). 

After the Lisbon treaty, the European Union did continue to issue 

documents that set the stage for further Europeanization of policies. On September 

7
th

 2011, the Commission released a “Communication on security of supply and 

international cooperation”, a document where the Commission offered to set up 

frameworks of discussions, such as information exchange mechanisms, between 

member states and third countries that are in the process of negotiating 

international energy agreements. By setting up such mechanisms, the Union also 

opens the door to exchanges also being negotiated at a European level “if they 

have a large bearing on the Union's policy objectives and where there is a clear 

common added-value” (De Jong, 2013:23), in order to maximize the bargaining 

power of states, but also in order for the Commission to keep a watchful eye on the 

actions of member states. A prime example of what is to be perceived as an added-

value, concerns the ongoing discussions between the EU and Azerbaijan and 

Turkmenistan concerning the development of a TransCaspian pipeline, which 

would contribute to the diversification of European gas routes. The paper by the 

Commission was received in the policy circles with mixed feelings, some 

celebrating a major step taken in the direction of the development of an energy 

policy, while others complained that the EU was meddling in national affairs. This 

divide was often a matter of small versus large states. However, beyond this 

divide, De Jong also explains that “whereas the European Parliament wanted to 

move even beyond the Commission proposal” by “essentially obliging Member 

States to involve the Commission, a majority of Member States did not support the 

proposal” (2013:30).   
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In a way, the story of the adoption of the September 2011 Commission 

paper tells the story of the hardships of creating a truly European energy policy. 

The rapporteur for the proposal, Krisjanis Karins, explained that the proposal, as 

originally laid out by the European Parliament, had received the support of Poland 

and of the Union's smaller member states. However, the weight of the opposition 

of France, Italy, Germany, the UK and the Netherlands against the main 

dispositions of the text was quickly felt – especially the one that would have 

obliged member states to include the Commission in all discussions concerning 

national energy policy – and obtained that member states would alone be 

habilitated in integrating the Commission to its ongoing negotiations. On top of 

this, the information exchange process has also been significantly watered down, 

as the text states that member states will have no obligation whatsoever to share 

with other member states or the Commission the content of their agreement with 

third countries, since member states are given by the text the responsibility to 

assess whether the agreements they are pursuing will have an impact on the 

Union's energy policies or security of supply. The absence of mechanisms of 

control or legally binding processes for the member states means that the States 

will continue, more than ever, to be free to use the frameworks that work better for 

them, which “not only undermines the EU's broad vertical coherence but even its 

consistency” (De Jong, 2013:53). In the meanwhile, the European institutions 

seem mired in their step-by-step approach to energy policy, while having few to no 

tools of coercion to bring all member states in the fold, and giving the impression 

of a two-speed Europe on energy matters.  

2.2 Common external energy policy 

In the context of increasing global competition over energy resources, 

depletion of domestic reserves and an only partially functioning internal energy 

market, Europe has been trying to react to these negative trends by establishing a 

strong Common external energy policy. However, these attempts have kept failing, 

largely due to the fact that the European Union consists of sovereign member 

states that pursue their own energy policies and that see the energy related issues 

in a very diverse manner. Their perception of risks is different, and so is their level 
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of energy dependency and the diversification of their energy routes, which vary 

significantly from one member state to another and inevitably bring along different 

perceptions of solidarity. Based on these factors, the member states also differ in 

the perception of the significance of third-party suppliers (for example: Russia is a 

strategic supplier for Germany but not for the UK, which primarily focuses on the 

North African suppliers). These different priorities which inevitably lead to 

internal tensions do not create the conditions for Europeanization of energy 

policies.  

 Establishing a coherent Common external energy policy towards Russia, the 

largest oil, gas, uranium and coal exporter to the EU, has been on the EU agenda 

for over a decade (European Commission, 2013). In order to frame up its energy 

cooperation with Russia, the EU has been trying to come up with a number of 

instruments. These attempts, however, have been largely unsuccessful, due to a 

discrepancy between national interests and European interests, and the lack of 

coercion on the European side, which would reign in member states. This lack of 

success therefore highlights the shortcomings of European integration and the 

preeminence of national will in sectors which touch deeply to the sovereignty and 

security of states 

2.2.1 EU-Russia energy cooperation  

The key instrument regulating the overall EU-Russia economic cooperation 

is the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) (European Commission, 

1997) of 1997. The PCA contains a section covering the energy relations that 

should be “governed by the principles of the Energy Charter Treaty, signed by 

both parties, and its Transit Protocol” (Brunarska et al., 2011:38).  

The Energy Charter Treaty, a binding document of international law,  

“constitutes an international set of rules for energy cooperation, namely: to build 

open and efficient energy markets subject to the laws of the market; to establish 

favourable conditions for foreign and private investments; and to adhere to the 

principle of non-discrimination in the areas of investment and trade, as well as the 

principle of free transit without regard for country of origin, country of destination, 
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or ownership” (Westphal, 2011:1). The Energy Charter Treaty was signed in 1994 

with fifteen-year conditionality for Russia. Russia, nonetheless, refused to accept 

part of the investments and transit provisions and withdrew from the Treaty in 

2009 (Westphal, 2011:2) based on the disagreement with the provision concerning 

the free transit, irrespective of country origin, destination, or ownership (Article 

7). Furthermore, Russia questioned the provisions concerning tariffs, access, and 

availability of volumes in transit pipelines as it stressed its concern about the fact 

that the long-term contracts could end up mismatching the transit contracts under 

the Transit Protocol rules (Westphal, 2011:2). 

The withdrawal of Russia, the biggest energy importer, from the Treaty 

seriously hampered the legitimacy of the Treaty as a basis for legal cooperation for 

the future. The EU is, nonetheless, still trying to base the energy relations with 

Russia on the principles of the Energy charter, which it plans to include in the new 

Partnership and Cooperation Agreement that has been mired in unsuccessful 

negotiations since 2008. 

Concerning the currently valid Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, it 

is necessary to say that it is largely unfavourable to the EU and its member states, 

as it grants Russia large freedom in pursuing its energy policy without 

incorporating any effective tools for resolving disputes (Brunarska et al., 2011:42). 

According to the “Energy 2020” document, a strategy for competitive, 

sustainable and secure energy prepared by the European Commission in 2010, 

Russia belongs to the “key partner” category, which brings along a declared goal 

of strengthening cooperation in order to ensure stable energy supplies at 

competitive prices (Brunarska et al., 2011:28). Declaratory statements of this kind, 

however, have so far felt short of assuring any positive evolution in the field of EU 

energy cooperation with Russia.  

Another representative example of this kind is the Energy Dialogue 

(European Commission, 2013b) with Russia that started in 2000. So far, this 

initiative has failed to establish any legally binding rules. The EU-Russia Energy 
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Dialogue has been centered on three major thematic groups aiming at “improving 

the investment opportunities in the energy sector to ensure continued energy 

production, to secure and expand transportation infrastructure as well as to reduce 

the environmental impact” (European Commission,  2013). The dialogue targets at 

“encouraging the opening up of energy markets, facilitating the market penetration 

of more environmentally friendly technologies and energy resources, and 

promoting energy efficiency and energy savings on the way to a low-carbon 

economy” (European Commission, 2013). However, as meaningful as this 

dialogue seems to be, it has so far not been very fruitful and the prospect of 

reaching any legally binding rules currently seems highly unrealistic. 

The agreement on the “Early Warning Mechanism” reached in May 2007 

can be considered a minor achievement within the Energy Dialogue framework. 

This mechanism aims at preventing and managing potential gas crises, ensuring 

rapid communication and preventing further supply interruptions in the field of 

gas, oil or electricity. The “Early Warning Mechanism” also clearly defines the 

circumstances under which the mechanism would be activated. If a “significant 

disruption of supplies” appears because of either mainenance of relevant 

infrastructure, accidents, or commercial disputes, a formal notification must take 

place, followed by a consultation if a common assessment is needed, and resulting 

in a joint plan and  implementation of an agreed-upon solution (European 

Commission, 2011b).  

 From a broader perspective, the most effective instrument shaping the 

Common external energy policy has been the EU common internal energy rules, as 

they “indirectly pushed Russian companies (Gazprom) to a partial change of their 

modes of functioning on the EU market and have facilitated gradual adjustments 

of particular gas supply contracts to EU competition law and liberalisation 

directives” (Brunarskaet al., 2011:41). This also suggests the limits of actual 

progress of the evolution of the Common Energy Policy of the EU. While – as has 

been demonstrated above – there has been some degree of progress, despite some 

minor achievements, the breadth of the EU-Russia relationship still remains rather 
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insignificant in comparison with its eminent strategic importance for European 

energy security. The nonexistence of binding legal rules and the absence of a 

coherent framework for the CEEP rather serve the interests of Russia than those of 

the EU and many of its member states.  

 On March 22
nd

 2013 a document called the “EU-Russia Roadmap for 

Energy Cooperation until 2050” was signed. Its preparation arose from the simple 

realization of a strong mutual interdependence, but also from the effects of the 

2009 gas crisis, where, as we have seen, the European Union was caught 

unprepared, which resulted in a strong need on the European side to formalize the 

nature of its relationship with Russia. The EU did so by putting in place notably a 

series of early warning mechanisms, which will serve to avert the effects of any 

potential future dispute or crisis, and will allow the EU to take contingency 

measures if necessary. On the reverse side, the EU is bound by the Roadmap to 

inform Russia of any changes that may affect its demand of Russian gas. Beyond 

the protection of European interests, this document also calls for the creation of a 

common energy market, “a pan-European energy space […] with integrated 

infrastructure and competitive open markets”. This means that the EU and Russia 

will have to, by then, harmonize their respective energy legislations and allow for 

the interconnectedness of their energy systems. The provisions of this document 

offer nothing short of massive challenges for the two partners, since Russia will 

have to put in place all the efforts to liberalize its internal market and open its gas 

production to competition, when its energy sector has been a tool of political 

power in the past years. For Europe, the challenge will consist of reining in its 

member states and to be able to define a common position for the 27 member 

states vis-à-vis Russia, and to finally be able to liberalize the internal European 

energy market. In the lack of any firm obligations linking the two partners, or any 

control mechanisms for the implementation of the dispositions of the Roadmap, 

this document may only confirm the trend of a disconnect between the EU and its 

member states in terms of energy policy, increase the gap between the EU and 

Russia and make further cooperation even more difficult. The EU has set itself up 

for a momentous challenge that it will be hard to accomplish. 
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3 Member states´ division over the Russian gas 

 The dependence of the European Union on the Russian gas has been a front 

burner issue that keeps being revived especially when Europe is encountered with 

a gas cut off or an insufficient gas supply that fails to cover its needs. Even though, 

Russia is the largest gas importer of natural gas to Europe with around 36 % being 

imported from Russia, gas in total accounts for around 24 % of the EU´s primary 

energy consumption and Russian gas for just around 6, 5 % of the EU´s total 

primary energy supply (Noël, 2008:1).  Furthermore, Russian market share on the 

EU gas imports has been declining since the 1980´s, from 80 % to just around 36 

% (Noël, 2008:1), and since the 1990´s, 80 % of the growth in the European gas 

imports has originated from countries other than Russia (especially Norway, 

Algeria, Nigeria and Middle East) (Noël, 2008:5). 

So it is not the dependence of the European Union on the Russian gas that 

would cause fears but it is rather the differing levels of dependence among the 

member states (in the sense of both gas dependence on one supplier and 

insufficient diversification of gas routes which inhibits particular member states 

from receiving gas other than one source). Such dependence divides Europe into 

camps of member states with different interests and also different national energy 

policies towards the EU and its Common energy policy.  

Such a division of member states enables to group member states along one 

strong diving line of gas dependence on one supplier into two groups, namely: 

“highly dependent” member states, whose dependence on Russian gas reaches 100 

% such as in the case of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania or Bulgaria or a little bit less 

such as in the case of Slovakia (85, 5 %) or the Czech Republic  

(82, %), and “the others”. The highly dependent states are - not coincidentally - 

the member states from Central and Eastern Europe that used to have strong ties 

with Russia being its former satellites. The dependence on Russia is also 

aggravated by the fact that the infrastructure is to a large extent undiversified, 

leaving the member states with no opportunity to look for other solutions when a 

gas crisis occurs.  
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Such a division also largely coincides with a quite a popular division of 

member states into two groups of “New” (in the sense of post 2004 member 

states) versus “Old” that has been widely used in various strands of literature 

(Gilbert, 2009:1; Brunarska et al., 2011:43; Maltby, 2012:1). There is only one 

exception to it and it is Finland that is also 100 % dependent on Russian gas but 

has had a different historical experience with Russia and is not a new member 

state.  

The advantage of such a division is that it allows to showcase not only 

different levels of dependence on Russian gas and diversification levels, but also 

might help to shed some light on the divergent perceptions of Russia by the 

individual member states, largely in line with Leonard´s and Popescu´s study of 

divergent member states approaches towards Russia (2007). 

Even though the “New” versus “Old” division might prove to be useful for 

creating two large clear-cut groups of member states, it, however, allows to 

observe only very general trends and cannot alone clarify the choice of member 

states´ energy policies, their stance towards Russia or their willingness to look for 

solutions within the EU framework, as it completely omits the factor of a Russian 

gas share on the overall energy mix of the member states. Estonia, for instance, is 

100 % dependent on Russian gas with very low diversification possibilities and 

can be, thus, perceived as highly vulnerable (which is to a large degree true). 

However, it is necessary to realise that Russian gas forms only 6 % of Estonian 

overall energy mix. The Russian gas share on the total energy mix is, thus, a 

variable that needs to be taken into account as it provides the analysis with a 

different angle. 

The division of member states combining the two criteria, namely the 

“Russian gas share on the energy mix“ and the “Russian gas share on the gas 

imports“, is demonstrated in  the matrix, which is based on the data presented in 

the table below. The matrix graphically shows the levels of dependence of the 

member states on the Russian gas. For the purposes of demonstrating the 

dependence on Russian gas, the member states that are according to British 
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Petroleum (2012) not importing any Russian gas will be excluded. These states are 

the following: Cyprus, Malta, Sweden, Luxembourg, Denmark, Ireland, Portugal, 

Spain and the United Kingdom (BP, 2012:28). 

 

Member state 
Russian gas share 

on the energy mix in % 
Russian gas share on the gas 

imports in % 
France 3,20 21,30 

Netherlands 3,80 10,50 
Romania 5,60 15,60 
Estonia 6,00 100,00 
Slovenia 6,30 56,20 
Greece 7,70 57,80 

Italy 8,20 21,60 
Poland 8,20 60,40 

Germany 9,10 42,50 
Belgium 10,50 46,00 
Finland 12,40 100,00 
Latvia 13,20 100,00 

Bulgaria 13,60 100,00 
Austria 13,80 51,60 

Czech Republic 14,10 82,10 
Hungary 22,70 55,90 
Slovakia 27,90 85,50 

Lithuania 47,90 100,00 
Table (BP 2012) 1 
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Table 2 

As the matrix shows, member states can be divided into three categories 

based on the level of dependence on Russian gas. These categories are:  

1. “high dependence” category of member states where the level of 

dependence ranges between 70 % - 100 %. Member states belonging into 

that category are the following: Estonia, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, 

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovakia. 

2. “medium dependence” category where the level of dependence ranges 

between 30 % - 70 %. Member states belonging into that category are the 

following: Austria, Belgium, Germany, Greece, Poland and Slovenia. 
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3. “low dependence” category where the level of dependence ranges between 

0 % - 30 %. Member states belonging into that category are the following: 

France, Italy, Netherlands and Romania. 

Such a division would, however, suggest that Germany belongs in the same 

category of dependence as Austria or Belgium, or that Poland would face almost 

the same level of dependence as Slovenia. This division alone is to a large extent 

insufficient as it completely omits the member states´ gas market size in relation to 

Russian gas exports. The gas market size is a very important factor influencing the 

level of leverage that member states have when dealing and negotiating with 

Russia. Big states with strong national champions are able to negotiate bilateral 

deals that are based on the principle of mutually beneficial relationship between 

them and Russia. It is these member states that prefer to deal with Russia 

bilaterally through their national champions. For clear reasons, these states are 

reluctant to give up their sovereignty in the energy field and rather pursue 

autonomous national energy policies that have been functioning for decades, such 

as in the case of Germany that established its bilateral relations with Russia 

already in the 1970´s. As the Common energy policy cannot provide them with 

better conditions, they tend to be very hesitant towards any attempts of the 

European Union to dictate the new game rules.  

Following the same logic, the small member states with small markets are 

rather vulnerable to Russian energy policy as these states also largely coincide 

with the “highly dependent” member state category. Being in such a 

disadvantageous position, the small markets do not possess nearly any leverage for 

negotiations with Russia. The leverage over negotiating prices is also very 

unfavourable as these markets are insignificant to Russia because they form only a 

small share of gas exports to the EU which is demonstrated in the table below. 

Furthermore, the possibility to leverage out Russia by buying gas from other 

suppliers is to a large extent impossible as the gas routes are fixed and the LNG 

option is more expensive and not yet fully accessible. 
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Apart from the level of dependence, the second very important variable in 

this regard is, thus, the share of Russian gas exports going to each of the member 

states, which has a significant impact on the level of leverage of the individual 

member states. The table below shows the share of Russian gas exports per 

member state in billions of cubic metres of gas and also the percentage of gas 

exports from Russia that goes into each of the member states demonstrating the 

gas market importance of the individual states in relation to Russian gas exports to 

Europe. For example, Germany is the biggest and the most important market for 

Russia as 26 % of its gas exports go there and a little over 39 % of Russian gas 

goes to the two largest markets – Germany and Italy. In this regard, the biggest 

markets are in a much less vulnerable position as the national champions are able 

to create a balanced relationship with Russia and this relationship works on the 

principle of mutual economic profitability. 

Table 3: Russian gas exports/member state  

Member States 
Share of the total Russian 

gas exports/member state 

in billion cubic metres 

% of total Russian 

gas exports to the EU /member state  

Slovenia 0,53 0,41 
Estonia 0,67 0,52 
Latvia 1,18 0,91 

Bulgaria 2,81 2,16 
Romania 2,82 2,17 
Greece 2,9 2,23 

Belgium 3,3 2,54 
Lithuania 3,4 2,62 
Finland  4,2 3,23 

Netherlands 4,37 3,36 
Austria 5,43 4,18 
Slovakia 5,9 4,54 
Hungary 6,26 4,82 

Czech Republic 7,59 5,84 
United Kingdom 8,16 6,28 

France 9,53 7,33 
Poland 10,25 7,88 

Italy 17,08 13,14 
Germany 34,09 26,22 
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Graph 1: Russian gas exports to the EU/member state in % (Gazprom) 

The share of the Russian gas exports per member state (please see the 

graph above), thus, demonstrates the member state market importance in relation 

to Russian gas exports and interconnectedly provides some clarification over 

extent of the leverage that the individual member states might have in relation to 

Russian energy policy. For this reason, the share of Russian gas exports per 

member state factor will be used for further categorization of the member states 

resulting in their division into three categories: 

1.  “big market” category of member states where the size of the market share 

ranges between 10 % - 26 %. Member states belonging into that category 

with rising tendency are the following: Italy and Germany, as these markets 

are clearly much more important than the others, based on the fact that they 

together form over 39 % of the Russian gas exports to the EU. 

2. “medium market” category where the level of dependence ranges between 

5 % - 10 %. Member states belonging into that category with rising 

tendency are the following: Czech Republic, United Kingdom, France and 

Poland, as these markets are to be found in the middle of the spectrum. 
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3. “small market” category where the level of dependence ranges between  

0 % - 5 %. Member states belonging into that category with rising 

tendency are the following: Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia, Bulgaria, Romania, 

Greece, Belgium, Lithuania, Finland, the Netherlands, Austria, Slovakia 

and Hungary.
1  

Combining these two categories of the level of dependence on the Russian 

gas and the share of Russian gas exports per member state, the member states will 

be categorised into the following groups. 

 

Table 4: Division of member states along two dividing lines: “the level of dependence,” 

 and the “Russian gas exports share to the EU per member state“
2
 

After having divided the member states along the previously explained two 

dividing lines, further analysis will explore the following logic: this thesis assumes 

that all member states act in a realist manner with a goal to maximize their 

national interests. As the previous analysis has shown, the differences between 

member states regarding the conditions in the energy field are significant. Thus, 

the interests of the member states should differ as well as the strategies to achieve 

them. 

                                                 
1
 Denmark with only 0, 05 billion cubic metres of gas in 2011 is going to be left out of the analysis as the 

Russian gas market there is almost non-existent. 
2
 United Kingdom was excluded as according to Gazprom 6, 28 % of Russian gas exports went to the UK 

in 2011, but BP claims that the UK consumption of Russian gas is 0, thus, the UK data is used for 

calculating correct share of Russian exports to the EU but UK is not included in the final division of 

member states. 
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The states significantly vary not only in the level of dependence, where in 

some cases the dependence on Russian gas reaches 100 %, but also in the 

importance of their gas markets for the Russian gas energy exports. The two 

biggest markets that together account for almost half of the overall Russian gas 

exports to the European Union, meaning that their importance for Russian gas 

exports is almost incomparable to the other European markets. 

The two partial hypotheses to be either confirmed or rejected are the 

following:  

1. Small highly dependent member states tend to seek protection in the energy 

field through framework of the European Union. In this regard, they 

support the Common energy policy of the European Union as it provides 

them with a better leverage in dealing with Russia and allows them to better 

achieve their goals and satisfy their national interests in the energy field. 

These states help to advance the Common energy policy of the EU as it 

offers them the best way to achieve their interests. 

2. The large member states with large gas markets tend to act bilaterally with 

regards to Russian gas as cultivating a “one to one“ relationship with Russia 

gives them the most effective way to satisfy their national interests and 

maximize economic benefits. Advancing the Common energy policy is not 

a priority for them, as their markets are big enough to leverage out the 

dependence on Russian gas, the relationship is balanced and based on doing 

business between national energy champions. Supplementing their national 

energy policies with a Common energy policy of the EU is not in their 

interest as it would curb their independent decision-making and would not 

bring as many immediate benefits that the bilateral business deals between 

the national energy champions can bring.  Their behaviour not only does 

not help to advance the Common energy policy but to a large extent 

prevents it from emerging. 
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First, key developments in the energy field will be presented, not only to 

provide some context of the environment in which the member states act, but more 

importantly to be subsequently able to demonstrate the member states´ behaviour 

that was induced by these developments. This will allow us to explore the impact 

of such behaviour on the emergence of the Common energy policy of the 

European Union. The most important features of the latest development are the 

two Russo-Ukrainian gas crises of 2006 and 2009, and the three gas pipeline 

projects of Nord Stream, South Stream and Nabucco.  

Second, in the context of the above mentioned developments, four case 

studies demonstrating the behaviour of the member states, with special focus on 

the impact of such behaviour on the evolution of the Common energy policy of the 

EU, will be presented. The member states will be selected based on their prior 

categorization into categories (See chapter 3) that assorted the member states 

according to their level of dependence and the importance of their market for the 

Russian gas exports to Europe. The case studies should provide us with broadly 

representative conclusions about the member states behaviour within the particular 

groups which should allow an assessment whether their national energy policies 

bolstered the emergence of a coherent EU-wide strategy or whether it hampered its 

evolution. Through this analysis, the influence of the Russian energy policy on the 

development of the coherent Common energy policy of the EU will be explored as 

well, helping to clarify the validity of the main hypothesis of this thesis.  
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4 Key developments in the energy field 

4.1 Gas crisis of 2006 

The Russo-Ukrainian gas dispute of 2006 did not come out of the blue, as 

similar disputes have been periodically appearing since 1991 (Pirani, Stern and 

Yafimava, 2009:3). Disputes of 2006 and 2009 that were of a qualitatively 

different nature, however, resulted in triggering Europe’s rethink of its existing 

energy security arrangements (de Jong, 2013:26).  

Even though, there had been Russo-Ukrainian gas disputes before, they 

were always resolved bilaterally without any impacts on third party countries  

(Loskot-Strachota, 2009). The Russo-Ukrainian gas dispute of 2006 was, however, 

first of the kind as Ukraine decided to make up for the losses by diverting the gas 

flows bound for Europe (Pardo Sauvageot, 2010:1). The crisis that “reminded 

Europe of vulnerabilities that were not felt as such since the oil crises of the 

1970´s” (Kurze, 2010:15) had the effect of changing the perception of Russia as a 

reliable supplier.  

The gas cut-off that lasted four days started on the 1
st
 of January 2006 over 

a pricing dispute after “Ukraine repeatedly tried to enforce European prices for gas 

transit, to which Russia reacted by trying to establish European prices for gas 

deliveries to Ukraine” (Dubien, 2007:9). The crisis was resolved with an 

agreement that the company RusUkrEnergo would serve as an intermediary for 

gas sales of Gazprom to Naftogaz. According to one observer, such an 

establishment was “meant to bankrupt Naftogaz and then push Ukraine to accept a 

take-over by Russia of its gas transport infrastructure” (Pardo Sauvageot, 2010:2; 

see also Dubien, 2007:8-10). 

As was shown earlier (See chapter 2) after the 2006 gas crisis, both EU 

institutions and the member states started calling for “a clearer and more collective 

and cohesive policy on security of energy supply” (European Commission, 

2006b). Furthermore, “the member states and the European Council all 

emphasised that in its external policy, Europe should speak with a single voice and 
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intensify diversification efforts with respect to external and local sources, suppliers 

and transport routes” (de Jong, 2013:26). Later development, however, revealed 

that the EU possessed only a very few tools to efficiently tackle such crises. In this 

way the inability of the EU to step up its game and act in unison was exposed. 

Despite many commitments and declarations, there was not much of a concrete 

progress in the field of common energy policy before the 2009 Russo-Ukrainian 

gas crisis broke out.  

4.2 Gas crisis 2009 

The Russo-Ukrainian gas dispute of 2009 was more serious than any crisis 

in the Russo-Ukrainian relations (Pirani, Stern and Yafima, 2009). Extent of this 

crisis was much more serious with imports to Ukraine having been cut off on  

1
st
 of January 2009 and to other European states on 6

th
 of January. The crisis had 

very serious impacts especially on countries of the South - Eastern, Central and 

Eastern Europe. Bulgaria faced a severe humanitarian situation when the gas  

cut-off affected the possibility to heat up thousands of households. Hungary or 

Slovakia, on the other hand, suffered serious economic damage. The missing gas 

volumes had to be taken from the stock reserves even by strong gas markets, such 

as Germany, Italy or France (Pirani, Stern and Yafima, 2009:3). 

The origins of the crisis were similar to those of 2006 when Gazprom and 

Naftogaz failed to agree on both the prices of gas flowing to Ukraine and the 

transit prices of gas destined for Europe. Russia conditioned the gas deliveries in 

2009 by Ukraine paying its accumulating debt for the previous gas supplies. The 

situation worsened when Russia accused Ukraine of stealing 63. 5 million cubic 

meters of gas in the first four days of the crisis and decided to cut off gas aimed for 

Europe. The cut-off lasted for thirteen more days until the gas deliveries were 

renewed.  

The final agreement was reached on the 19
th

 January and “implied market 

price of 360 $ per tcm, a far higher price than discussed a few days before the end 

of the year when the price was around 250 $ per tcm” (Pardo Sauvageot, 2010:2). 
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The gas flow was renewed on the 20th of January and was fully restored within 

next two days. 

The European Commission reacted already on 1
st
 of January when 

Commission President Barroso condemned the dispute and called for establishing 

a long-term solution. However, “this initial “bilateral diplomacy” proved 

ineffective in terms of preventing the crisis from escalating further” (de Jong, 

Sterkx and Wouters 2010: 520). The next EU steps to tackle the crisis consisted of 

“raising the production in several member states, increasing withdrawal from 

storage to maximum capacity in the most heavily affected areas, stepping up 

imports from diversification of sources and routes both inside and outside the EU, 

and limiting consumption for industry in Bulgaria, Slovakia and temporarily for 

large consumers in Hungary” (de Jong, 2013:20). The effect of these measures 

was, however, not satisfactory as the insufficient infrastructure connecting the 

individual member states and lack of data exchange prevented the measures to 

reach their targets. 

Under the Czech presidency of the European Council, an independent 

monitoring mission consisting of all involved parties was sent on  

the 11
th

 and 12
th

 of January to observe the process on both the Ukrainian and 

Russian territory (BBC, 2009).
 
The mission, however, did not bring much success.  

In the meanwhile, the national champions, namely ENI, Gdf/Suez, 

E.ON/Ruhrgas, RWE, Wingas, OMV and Gazprom, created a consortium – 

backed by the national governments of Berlusconi and Merkel - that provided 

finance for gas in order to restart the transit network until the agreement is reached 

by Ukraine and Russia (Pirani, Stern and Yafimava, 2009:48). 

This brief overview has showed that the actions of the European Union 

proved largely ineffective in preventing the crisis from escalating further. The fact 

that neither Russia nor Ukraine seemed to have taken EU´s statements seriously 

and continued with escalating the dispute demonstrated a relatively little clout of 

the EU in resolving such crises and to act as a moderating power in similar 

conflicts.  
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Arguably, the member states undermined the negotiating power of the EU 

by acting once again separately through the national champions which despite 

helping tackle the immediate effects of the crisis, weakened the possibility of the 

EU to act with one voice and prevented the EU from having a decisive role in the 

resolution of the conflict (de Jong, 2013:22). Furthermore, the lack of transparency 

of arrangements in case of individual member states proved to be an obstacle as 

well.  

In that regard, in November 2010 the European Commission called for the 

need to formalise a principle according to which the member states act in the 

benefit of the Union as a whole in bilateral energy relations with key partners (de 

Jong, 2013:18).  

In order to further improve the coherence of its action with emphasis on the 

emergency plans and crisis resolution, in September 2011 the European 

Commission proposed a measure verifying member states´ bilateral deals with 

third country suppliers which aimed at tackling the insufficient interconnectedness 

in terms of communication and information sharing both among the member states 

and the EU and member states (de Jong, 2013:19-22). 

The 2009 gas crisis provoked the revival of the energy security discourse in 

the European countries. The perceived nature of the threat, however, largely 

changed from the member states´ fear of lack of energy resources to the fear of 

unreliable energy suppliers. The Common energy policy became once again a 

renewed priority for the EU and the plans for new infrastructure, namely the 

Southern Gas Corridor, that would enhance the energy security of the EU by 

diversifying the gas routes and bringing gas without Russian or Ukrainian 

involvement, were once again brought into light. 

4.3 Nord Stream 

Nord Stream is a 1,224-kilometer long natural gas pipeline from Russian 

Vyborg, through Baltic Sea, to German Greifswald, owned by the Nord Stream 

AG, a construction and operation consortium that was founded on the  

30
th

 November 2005 by German Chancellor Schroeder and Russian president 

Putin. Originally the consortium consisted of Gazprom, a major shareholder, and 
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two German national champions, Wintershall Holding GmbH (a BASF subsidiary) 

and E.ON. Ruhrgas AG. In 2008 Dutch N.V. Nederlandse Gasunie, and in 2010 

French GDF Suez, joined the consortium. Nowadays, the shares are divided as 

follows: Gazprom 51 %, Wintershall 15, 5 %, E.ON Rushrgas 15, 5 %, N.V. 

Nederlandse Gasunie 9 % and GDF Suez 9 %). The Nord Stream was constructed 

as a twin pipeline while the gas transport of the Nord Stream Line 1 began in 

November 2011 and of the Line 2 in October 2012 (Nord Stream AG, 2013). The 

total capacity reached 55 billion cubic meters per year – “enough to supply some 

26 million households or 10 % of the EU's current gas needs” (Spiegel, 2011). 

Moreover, expansion of Nord Stream by building third and fourth lines that would 

allow exports of Russian gas to Finland, the Netherlands and also the United 

Kingdom started to be discussed in the first half of 2013 (Alexeev, 2013). 

Even though, Chancellor Merkel said that the pipeline heralded “safe and 

sustainable partnership with Russia in the future” (Spiegel, 2011) and also called it 

a “major success” in enhancing the European energy security by avoiding 

potentially unreliable transit countries (Alexeev, 2013), it is clear that Germany’s 

motivations were primarily those of self-interest. Other EU member states, 

especially the ones from Central and Eastern Europe, on the other hand 

consistently argued that Nord Stream actually significantly decreased the 

European energy security as it made Europe even more dependent on Russian gas 

supplies. Radoslaw Sikorski, Poland’s defence minister of the time even compared 

the project to the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of 1939 (Taylor, 2009). Additionally, 

the benefits of the pipeline have been put in question with fears that Russia might 

use its gas as a political weapon by increasing gas prices at its own will, while the 

heavily dependent countries to the East and South-East of Germany were left 

without their only leverage of being a crucial transit country. In this regard, 

Larsson claims that such fears are not unjustified, as since 1991, Russia used 

energy as a political weapon in 55 cases (Whist, 2008:18). 

As the member states significantly differ in their gas dependence on and 

also their political and economic ties with Russia, their stance towards Nord 

Stream also varies significantly. Among the most vocal critics belonged the 
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Central and Eastern European countries because they felt to have lost the most, 

namely the advantage of being the indispensable transit countries and the leverage 

over negotiating prices that were tied to it. 

A number of observers have pointed out the Russia’s efforts to frustrate the 

EU´s attempts to push forward a more coherent Common energy policy by 

pursuing bilateral deals with individual member states. Baran calls it a “divide and 

conquer strategy” (Baran 2007:131), while Helén writes about a Russian policy of 

“divide and rule” (2010:23-32). In any case, the Nord Stream and South Stream 

(see below) pipelines are a good example to demonstrate how hard it is for the EU 

to advance coherent policies in the energy field when individual member states put 

forward their economic interests and energy sovereignty over common European 

projects, even though these might threaten energy security of the disadvantaged 

member states.  

The declared political will of the EU member states to establish a 

functioning and more coherent Common energy policy after the 2006 and 2009 

Russo-Ukrainian gas crises seriously eroded when Gazprom signed up both France 

and the Netherlands for Nord Stream and another member states for its South 

Stream project (see below) that left the EU-sponsored Nabucco pipeline project in 

the vacuum.  

Russian pipeline strategy of bilateral deals with strong member states, thus, 

seems to have proved very successful as it not only allowed Russia to secure its 

position of a major energy supplier on the European market and to increase its 

leverage over the Central and Eastern European states, but also exposed the 

vulnerability of the EU in the energy field in the fullest extent. Morgado dos 

Santos sums it up by saying that such a strategy is “dangerous for the EU as a 

whole, since, by portioning out the EU energy market, it reduces the EU’s leverage 

in dealing with Russia and threatens long-term EU energy security” (Morgado Dos 

Santos, 2010:322-324).  

4.4 South Stream 

The origins of the South Stream project go back to 2005, but the 

memorandum on construction was signed between the Italian energy company 
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ENI and Gazprom in 2007. The consortium, South Stream AG, owned by 

Gazprom and ENI, was registered in January 2008 and the construction of the 

pipeline started in December 2012.  

The main line of the 1,463-kilometer long pipeline is to bring gas from 

Zhubga under the Black Sea to Travisio in Northern Italy, through the exclusive 

economic zone of Turkey in the Black Sea to the Bulgarian coast near Varna, and 

then to Serbia, Hungary and Slovenia (with a side branch to Croatia). Another line 

is planned to go from Bulgaria, through Serbia and Hungary, to Austria´s 

Baumgarten. Another pipeline is to run through Romania, joining the other lines in 

Serbia (Gabuev and Melnikov, 2012). The plans to build a branch to Greece did 

not materialize but according to Gazprom might be renewed in the future with 

regards to the needs of the Greek market (Geropoulos, 2013). First gas supplies are 

scheduled for 2015, while the pipeline should reach its full capacity in 2018. The 

estimated cost might go up to € 27 billion, making it one of the most expensive 

pipelines ever built (Gabuev and Melnikov, 2012). 

The Russian state-owned energy company Gazprom had to make significant 

concessions when negotiating intergovernmental agreements with the European 

countries over the conditions of the construction of the pipeline through their 

territory. The most difficult negotiations with Bulgaria were concluded only in 

November 2012 when Gazprom managed to reach an agreement with Bulgarian 

government. In exchange for its approval, Bulgaria secured a 20 % discount on 

natural gas supplies and Gazprom also agreed to sell gas to the country directly 

without a joint venture (Gabuev and Melnikov, 2012). 

While Italian government and especially Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi 

supported the project from the beginning, it took several years before Turkey was 

brought on board and gave its permission necessary to build the offshore part of 

the pipeline allowing it to run through the country´s waters (Wall Street Journal, 

2011). Participation of Turkey was important from the Russian perspective as it 

allowed it to directly bypass Ukraine which was previously meant to be one of the 

transit countries. In June 2010, French EDF joined the project as well. In October 

2011, a new project company, South Stream Transport AG, was founded to 
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operate the Black Sea section of the pipeline between Gazprom (50 %), ENI (20 

%), EDF (15 %) and Wintershall (15 %) (South Stream, 2013). 

As the number of participating countries suggest, South Stream has 

managed to secure a sizeable European support and so far seems to be the winner 

in the southern corridor race with the EU-sponsored Nabucco pipeline, even 

though it remains rather controversial. The project has been from the very 

beginning perceived as a rival to the Nabucco pipeline which was meant to bring 

gas to Europe from the Caspian region through the south of Europe, enhancing the 

European energy security by diversification of suppliers and routes bypassing both 

Russia and Ukraine. The South Stream, a pipeline that would only create an 

alternative route for the Russian gas currently exported through Ukraine or 

Belarus, instead of bringing new source of gas to Europe, was, thus, largely seen 

as a political rather than necessary project. Additional doubts were voiced over the 

feasibility of the under-sea part of the South Stream pipeline, while the overall 

predicted costs of the project were estimated to end up twice as high as that of 

Nabucco (Helén, 2010:24-26).  

The main fears of the South Stream were directly linked to the fact that the 

dependence on the Russian gas will even further increase. While the Nabucco 

project – that was meant to counter one-sided European dependence on Russian 

gas – did not seem to be able to get off the ground, Gazprom managed to get on 

board even the member states that were supposed to take part in the Nabucco 

pipeline.  

The South Stream pipeline is, thus, another example of how individual 

member states maximize their economic benefits even at cost of the common 

European goals. While Russia’s Gazprom has been very successful in recruiting a 

number of European member states for its projects, the following lines will 

illustrate how the EU members failed to find unity in promoting an EU-backed 

pipeline project heralded as the showcase of the emergence the Common energy 

policy. 

By pushing forward the South Stream project, Russia seems to have 

achieved two things: first, the Nabucco project was successfully relegated to a 
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secondary stature even if actually implemented, and second, the transit role of 

Ukraine was significantly weakened which gave Russia better conditions for future 

price negotiations with this country. 

4.5 Nabucco 

Nabucco West Pipeline, a shorter and less ambitious version of the 

originally planned Nabucco, is a proposed natural gas pipeline supposed to bring 

Caspian gas from the Turkish-Bulgarian border, through Bulgaria, Romania and 

Hungary to Austria (de Jong, 2013:15-16).  

The EU and the U.S. backed project (Avaliani, 2013) has been mired in 

difficulties from its very beginning. The most serious problem is that the project 

currently depends on one single potential gas supplier only, the Shah Deniz field in 

Azerbaijan, which is, nonetheless, able to fill up only one gas pipeline with around 

10 billion cubic meters per year. As Nabucco is competing over the Azeri supplier 

with the Trans Adriatic Pipeline (TAP), the viability of the project solely depends 

on the decision of Azeri Shah Deniz gas group, which is expected by 30 June 2013 

(Euractiv, 2013). Additionally, even if Shah Deniz chooses Nabucco over its 

competitor, the economic profitability of Nabucco is questioned by the fact that it 

would still have secured only one third of the originally planned capacity.  

Another more recent blow for Nabucco is the withdrawal of one of its main 

investors, the German RWE, which sold its stake to Austrian OMW (Radio Free 

Europe, 2013). By this move, the economic feasibility of the project was further 

called into question. 

The original rationale of Nabucco was to enhance the European energy 

security by creating an alternative route for natural gas that would not include 

Russia that already supplies the Central and Eastern European countries with up to 

100 % natural gas. A completed Nabucco would positively influence the leverage 

of the countries as it would enhance “their commercial and political capital in 

negotiating with Russia over the price of natural gas as well as in various political 

issues” (Avaliani, 2013). Additionally, several suppliers would ensure competition 

and bring more competitive pricing. And finally, compared to the South Stream, 

the onshore option is easier to implement and cheaper to construct, consequently, 
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the “gas transit tariffs would be about 40 or 50 % less than that of South Stream 

(according to preliminary calculations the transportation of 1,000 cubic meters per 

100 km will cost $ 1.8 in the case of Nabucco and $ 3.5 in the case of South 

Stream)” (Avaliani, 2013). 

The Nabucco project was designed as a significant step in the advancement 

of the Common energy policy. It was meant to prove that the EU is able to push) 

forward a project that in the beginning seemed to have both the financial and 

member states’ backing.  

However, the inability on the part of the EU and other proponents of 

Nabucco to secure a sufficient level of gas supplies led to significant delays which 

resulted in the withdrawal of RWE, one of the original investors. 

In comparison to the troubles connected with the realization of the Nabucco 

project, South Stream progressed with full backing of the Russian state, which 

included the participation of the Russian President Putin who personally lobbied 

leaders of European countries to induce their participation (Helén 2010:24). As 

Ferenc Gyurcsany, Prime Minister of Hungary, remarked in 2007, "the Nabucco 

has been a long dream and an old plan, but we don't need dreams. We need 

projects.” (Dempsey, 2007) 

While Nabucco is still only on paper, its main competitor is already under 

construction and managed to sign up many of the European member states 

originally committed to the construction of the Nabucco pipeline which even 

further decreases its viability.  We can see that instead of pursuing a collective EU 

solution, the EU member states chose the Russian-sponsored option to secure its 

interests.  
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5 Case studies of the member states´ behaviour in the 

context of the major developments in the energy field 

 The analysis of the crucial developments in the energy field presented in the 

previous chapter provided us with a context in which the member states acted. 

Demonstrating the behaviour of the selected member states to these developments 

in this chapter will help to clarify the member states´ influence on the emergence 

of a coherent Common energy policy.  

 Based on the previously developed categorisation of the member states (See 

chapter 3) which divided them according to their level of dependence and their gas 

market importance for the Russian gas exports to Europe, selected case studies 

will provide information about the member states´ impact on the Common energy 

policy, which should be also broadly representative for the groups of member 

states they belong to.  

 Based on the importance of their markets in relation to the Russian gas 

exports to Europe, both Italy and Germany will be among the analysed member 

states as their markets together form over 39 % of the overall Russian exports of 

gas to Europe. The energy policies of these two states are, thus, very important 

with regards to the Common energy policy as they have a major influence within 

the EU gas market. Combining it with the second criterion of energy dependence, 

Italy enjoys a very convenient situation as it is the only member state with both 

low dependence and a big market which should provide Italy with the most 

favourable conditions when dealing with Russia.  

Germany, categorised as a medium dependence member state, nonetheless, 

leverages its dependence “disadvantage” with even bigger gas market importance 

than Italy, as its market alone represents more than 26 % of Russian gas exports to 

Europe. Both countries also possess very strong national energy companies that to 

a large extent direct the national energy policies. The energy giants capture to the 

fullest extent the economic benefits that a bilateral cooperation with Gazprom 



47 

 

offers, and vice versa “have a strong incentive to accommodate Russia politically 

at the expense of European unity” (Noël, 2008:9). 

 The analysis of the behaviour of the member states will be developed with 

the assumption in mind that all states act in a realist manner with a goal to 

maximize their national interests. According to this logic, the big member states 

with big gas markets tend to act bilaterally with regards to Russian gas as this 

bilateral relationship with Russia allows them to satisfy their interests. Acting 

through the means of the Common energy policy of the EU is not a priority for 

them, as they can achieve the best conditions acting bilaterally and leveraging the 

Russian dependence through the size of their markets and the business 

partnerships of their national champions. A strong Common energy policy of the 

EU is not in their interest as it would curb their independent decision-making. 

Their behaviour therefore not only hinders the evolution of a coherent Common 

energy policy but to a large extent prevents it from emerging. The case studies of 

both Italy and Germany should provide us with a good opportunity to clarify this 

assumption. 

 Poland shall be used as the third case study. The reasoning behind selecting 

Poland is clear as it is a country which is to be found right in the middle of the 

spectrum, as it belongs in the medium market/medium dependence category. The 

analysis will provide more information about the tendency of the medium market 

countries as to whether their behaviour tends to support the emergence of a strong 

Common energy policy or not, thus, acting more in line with the small market 

countries or the big ones.  

 To analyse the behaviour of the small market member states with high level 

of dependence on the Russian gas exports, Lithuania is the best choice as it is a 

very small gas market for Russia which is combined with the highest level of gas 

dependence of all EU member states. The analysis of its behaviour will help to 

shed some light on the behaviour of small market countries that have a very small 

leverage in relation to Russia and thus might tend to seek protection in the energy 

field through the EU framework as it provides them with a better leverage in 
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dealing with Russia and allows them to better achieve their goals. Rational 

behaviour of these states to combine their forces with those of the EU helps to 

advance the Common energy policy of the EU. 

 The analysis of the case studies will, thus, help to clarify how the member 

states behaviour influences the emergence of the Common energy policy. By 

conducting this analysis, the influence of the Russian factor on the emergence will 

be implicitly explored as well. 

5.1 Germany  

According to the prior categorization of countries, Germany is a “big 

market” with “medium dependency” on Russian gas. Russian gas represents  

42.5 % of total German gas imports and vice versa 26.2 % of the total Russian gas 

exports go to Germany which means that it represents by far the largest share of 

Russian gas exports. 

Germany recognizes energy security as a key objective of the German 

energy policy (Geden, Marcelis and Maurer, 2006:9). As Russia´s biggest trading 

partner, its biggest international creditor, and a major source of accumulated 

investments (Aalto and Westphal, 2007:9), Germany sees Russia as a reliable 

partner with whom it can enhance its energy security.  

While in some countries has the national energy security become a highly 

politicized topic, it did not seem to have been the case with Germany. Since 2000, 

the political and economic dimensions of the energy relationship between Russia 

and Germany became increasingly interconnected as “German energy policies 

have increasingly accommodated specific business interests, rather than security 

political interests, reflecting the overall non-securitisation of energy security in 

Germany” (Helén, 2010:26). In this regard, the security of supply has long been 

left to private energy companies which dealt with the energy issues on a business 

basis and thus separately from the declarations and policies of the European 

Union. Companies such as E.ON Ruhrgas (the largest foreign shareholder of 

Gazprom), RWE and Winthershall have gradually gained access to the strategic 
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energy sector of Russia and, moreover, they have been influencing the overall 

policy approach of the German governments. This strategy which McGowan calls 

“economic nationalism” (Helén, 2010:27) considers the economic interests of 

these national champions a national priority. Germany has been lending strong 

support to these national energy companies to the point that it is “generally 

considered to be the leading opponent and obstacle to the adoption of a cohesive 

EU energy security policy (Smith, 2008:14 in Helén, 2010:27). Also the actions of 

these national champions were said to have been impeding competition and 

preventing diversification of energy sources, especially of gas, as diversification or 

unbundling would undermine their privileged position (Geden, Marcelis and 

Maurer, 2006:14). 

While Chancellor Merkel has rhetorically supported the Common energy 

policy project, not long after she was elected the German chancellor and only  

a few months before the 2006 Russo-Ukrainian gas crisis, Germany signed  

a contract with Gazprom, pre-negotiated by her predecessor Gerhard Schroeder 

that confirmed the construction of Nord Stream. Mr. Schroeder then became the 

Chairman of the Shareholders´ Committee of Nord Stream which suggests how 

deep the interconnections between the business interests and national policies run 

in Germany. Even though, Chancellor Merkel tried to present Nord Stream as  

a project enhancing energy security in the whole of Europe saying that “this 

project is not aimed at anyone” (Geden, Marcelis and Maurer, 2006:18), our 

analysis showed that the national interests in this case prevailed over the support 

of a “EU-wide strategy”. 

The 2006 gas crisis slightly affected the German discourse which became 

more focused on energy security, rather than energy efficiency or environmental 

impacts. In February 2006, Germany along with the UK called for a 15-year  

EU-wide strategy which was according to Chancellor Merkel “absolutely 

necessary to co-ordinate national approaches on energy sources and market access 

issues; energy should play a greater role in defining the EU´s international 

relations” (Wiliamson, 2006). This declared German commitment was not, 
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however, turned into actions. Since the beginning of the EU efforts to establish a 

unified European energy market, Germany (and its national champions) has 

resisted such integration as it would break the strategic links between the German 

energy companies and Russia. As Noël stresses out: “it is no exaggeration to say 

that the fate of Europe´s gas integration project depends on Germany” (Noël, 

2008:12). 

Participation in Gazprom projects such as the Nord Stream or the gas field 

projects in Russia bring the German energy companies tangible economic benefits. 

In this regard, the energy champions and the German government that represents 

their interests “have a strong incentive to accommodate Russia politically at the 

expense of European unity” (Noël, 2008:9). 

This section has shown that Germany willingly chose to increase its 

dependency on one supplier of gas as the Russo-German gas partnership is the 

German strategy to ensure energy security for the coming decades. It is a rational 

decision to nurture the “strategic partnership” between the energy national 

champions and Russia as it leads to mutual economic benefits. Common energy 

policy on the other hand, is neither a priority, nor an obstacle for Germany in 

achieving its objectives. 

5.2 Italy 

 In the member states categorization done in the third chapter, Italy was 

categorised as a „big market” with only a “low dependence” on the Russian gas 

exports, purchasing around 21.6 % of its gas imports from Russia. For Russia Italy 

represents the second most important market, as the Italian gas market accounts 

for 13.14 % of its exports to Europe. 

The Russo-Italian relationship, that has been described as a “strategic 

partnership” by Leonard and Popescu (2007:2), is based on strong bilateral 

relations between the Italian national champion ENI and the Russian energy giant 

Gazprom, which have been backed by both national governments. Lately, this 

strong business partnership has been fortified by the South Stream pipeline project 
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(see above), whose completion has been an Italian priority since its very beginning 

in 2007 (Gilbert, 2009). Strong support that Italy gave to the South Stream project 

demonstrated this country’s preference of dealing with Russia bilaterally; such a 

policy, however, arguably directly hampered the EU attempts for a common 

approach and diversification of gas routes.  

Similarly, Russian preference of dealing with strong EU member states 

directly can be summed up in the words of Konstantin Kosachev, the chair of the 

Duma´s international relations committee, who said:  “We are sick and tired of 

dealing with Brussels bureaucrats. In Germany, Italy, France, we can achieve 

much more. The EU is not an institution that contributes to our relationship but an 

institution that slows down progress.” (Leonard, Popescu, 2007:14) 

Successful completion of the South Stream will deal an important blow to 

the efforts to forge an EU-wide Common energy policy. The fact that many 

member states previously committed to Nabucco changed sides suggests that these 

countries were clearly not willing to put all their eggs in the European basket even 

at the expense of increasing the overall European dependence on Russian gas 

imports.  

Italy prefers the cultivation of strong bilateral relations with Russia because 

they offer an easier road towards attaining energy goals than a still-born Common 

energy policy of the EU. A strong business relationship with Russia ensures Italy 

the desired security of supply. The fact that this self-centred attitude undermines 

the Common energy policy of the European Union seems not to worry the 

policymakers in Rome.  

In the words of the European Commission diversification and competition 

in the Italian energy sector still remains rather limited (2011c). 

5.3 Poland 

According to the categorization of the member state presented earlier, 

Poland is a “medium size market” with “medium dependence” on Russian gas. 
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The country imports around 60 % of its gas imports from Russia and around 8 % 

of all Russian gas exports go to Poland.  

Since its accession to the European Union, Poland has been a committed 

supporter of the European integration process in the energy field. Former Polish 

Prime Minister Belka stressed that “Poland should take advantage of its Union 

membership to support energy projects that are in the interest of the country and 

the entire European continent” (Geden, Marcelis and Maurer, 2006:16). 

Polish policymakers define energy security as maximization of the 

country’s independence from external suppliers (Geden, Marcelis and Maurer, 

2006:9) while the level of  Polish gas dependence on Russia underscores this 

ambition. Diversification of both gas suppliers and supply routes, which has been a 

Polish priority since 1990, is a key factor for ensuring the energy security 

(Bajczuk, 2011:16). In May 2006, Polish Foreign Minister reiterated that Poland 

and other Central European states must act jointly in order to decrease 

vulnerability and increase solidarity in case of energy shortages. In this regard, 

Poland heavily supports a more coherent EU Common energy policy, as it is better 

heard as part of the EU than alone.  

The government in Warsaw has reacted very bitterly to bilateral energy 

deals that exclude Poland, such as the Nord Stream project that is perceived as a 

selfish Russo-German pact which threatens energy security of Europe as a whole. 

Nowak and Grzejszczak reiterate that “the close cooperation between Germany 

and Russia (as far as gas goes) is difficult to accept for decision-makers in Poland 

or the Baltic countries, which are afraid of Russia regaining domination in the 

region” (Nowak and Grzejszczak, 2011:45).  As Poland was from the beginning 

left out from the Nord Stream project, it considers it a direct threat to its energy 

security. Poland lost the status of a transit country and along with the transit fees it 

lost much of its political leverage. The former Polish Defense Minister Sikorski 

went even further when he likened the Nord Stream project to the “Molotov-

Ribbentrop Pact of 1939” (Euractiv, 2010). This stance also partly explains why 
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Poland continuously pushes for the Common energy policy of the EU which is 

perceived as a way to enhance its own political leverage and its energy security. 

Fears that Russia will use energy as a political tool (Nowak and 

Grzejszczak, 2011:45), either in a way of politically motivated gas cut offs or price 

blackmail, have been present in the Polish political discourse especially after the 

Russo-Ukrainian gas crisis of 2006. Four days after the beginning of the Russo-

Ukrainian gas crisis of 2006, Poland alongside with the Czech Republic, Hungary 

and the Austrian EU presidency presented a joint position on diversification of 

energy supplies to Central and Eastern Europe (Geden, Marcelis and Maurer, 

2006:20). This Central European coalition reiterated the necessity to look for other 

gas suppliers than Russia and stressed the importance of the EU to support projects 

diversifying both routes and suppliers. 

In this regard, Poland has supported the Nabucco pipeline project as it 

would bring new source of gas from Central Asia, completely bypassing Russia. In 

this sense, Nabucco has been one of the Polish energy security priorities. In 

February 2011, during the V4 Group meeting in Bratislava, the Prime Ministers 

agreed on the “Bratislava Declaration of the Prime Ministers of the Czech 

Republic, the Republic of Hungary, the Republic of Poland and the Slovak 

Republic on the occasion of the 20
th

 anniversary of the Visegrad Group” that 

focused on energy security in the sense of the route, sources and suppliers 

diversification within the European framework. The declaration also presented the 

intention of the V4 to: “to actively contribute to a strong Europe and promote and 

implement projects aimed at fostering cohesion and enhancing competitiveness of 

the V4 and EU in a global context” (Visegrad Group, 2011).  

Poland is also a supporter of the European Union´s efforts to fully liberalize 

the energy market and sees the major obstacles in the lack of necessary 

interconnectors of transmission systems of the member states (Bajczuk, 2011:16). 

In the second half of 2011, Poland took over the EU presidency and 

declared European Energy Policy as one of its priorities. The stance on the 

Common energy policy of the European Union is as follows: “The Polish 
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Government believes that the “Secure Europe” design schedule should include a 

step of developing foundations for the European Union’s external energy policy. 

Poland takes a view that that it is essential to work out solutions to strengthen that 

policy, and is confident that the EU’s position in relation to major producers, 

consumers, and transit states of energy resources can be made considerably more 

robust, should action be taken to enable improvements in the Union’s operations in 

the international energy environment, ensuring savings as well as more favourable 

conditions for economic growth” (Polish Presidency of the Council of the 

European Union, 2011). 

In line with what has been said above, it should, thus, come as no surprise 

that Poland pushed forward the incorporation of the energy solidarity clause into 

the Lisbon Treaty as a safeguard against energy crises. In this regard, Binhack 

concludes that “the Polish energy policy is not a standalone priority but rather a 

part of a complex set of energy related questions stretching from the internal 

market to the infrastructure and external relations [...] Polish energy security 

targets can be best described as those of solidarity and competitiveness” (Binhack,  

2011:3-4). 

As Nowak and Grzejszcak point out, Polish energy strategy in general goes 

in line with that of other V4 states and also the Baltic States. They collectively 

perceive the European Union as a way to reduce their energy dependence on 

Russia and are also ready to take a tougher stance towards Russian energy 

dependence (Nowak and Grzejszczak, 2011:48).  

5.4 Lithuania 

Based on the categorisation developed earlier in this thesis, Lithuania is the 

most dependent European state on the Russian gas. It depends on Russia with 100 

% of its gas imports while gas represents almost a half (47.9 %) of its energy mix. 

At the same time, Lithuania is a very small market for Russia as it represents only 

2.62 % of total Russian gas exports to Europe, leaving it with little leverage to 

influence Russian energy decision making. These figures suggest why the energy 
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security is one of the Lithuanian top priorities and why it will also be a priority for 

the upcoming Lithuanian Council presidency in the second half of the 2013.  

Lithuania sees its energy security embedded in the EU-wide energy policies. 

As it states in the presidency priorities, Lithuania “will pursue the EU’s 

commitments to complete the internal energy market by 2014, and ensure that no 

Member State remains isolated from the European energy networks after 2015” 

(Lithuanian Presidency of the Council of the European Union, 2013). In line with 

that, while the EU Third Energy Package that came into effect in May 2011 was 

discussed, Lithuania pushed for the most drastic of the three ownership unbundling 

alternatives (Miliauskauté, 2012). 

The incentives for supporting the Common energy policy are significant as 

Lithuania as a small market with very limited option for diversification is probably 

the most vulnerable European energy market. The precarious situation of 

Lithuania as well as other Baltic states is intensified by the fact that Russia is the 

only gas supplier which means that the Baltics is virtually disconnected with the 

rest of Europe (Whist, 2008:26). The 100 % gas dependency, thus, means that in 

case of a gas cut-off, Lithuania cannot compensate this loss by buying gas 

elsewhere. The Common energy policy and the unified energy market is, thus, a 

way to ensure not only Lithuania’s energy security but also a way to increase its 

leverage when dealing with Russia.  

In line with that, Lithuania has been a vocal supporter of the gas pipelines 

that would bring Caspian gas to Europe. In accordance with the EU, Lithuania 

supported Nabucco as it goes in line with its diversification goals (News.az, 2012). 

On the other hand, the Nord Stream pipeline was considered the worst-case 

pipeline scenario completely removing Lithuanian counter-leverage towards 

Russia (Euractiv, 2009b).  In this regard, Lithuania’s policymakers fear that Russia 

will use its increased energy power over Europe as a political tool or that in case of 

a gas shortage (politically motivated or not), Russia will primarily aim to satisfy 

the needs of the big and much more important energy markets, such as that of 

Germany or Italy, and Lithuania and other Baltic countries will be left without gas 
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(Whist, 2008:26). Maigre explains that “the Baltic states are concerned that when 

the Nord Stream is built, Russia will have additional possibilities to manoeuvre its 

gas supplies directly to “priority partners” in Western Europe by cutting off gas 

supply to the Baltic states if necessary” (Maigre, 2010:7-8). Additional concerns 

about the increasing dependence on the Russian gas came along with the shutdown 

of the Ignalina nuclear plant in 2009 that added fuel to the Lithuanian opposition 

of Nord Stream.  

Several corruption cases
3
 led to a decision to create a separate Ministry of 

Energy in 2009 which is seen as a way to enhance transparency by supervising 

Lithuanian energy companies and energy projects. The Ministry has also declared 

energy security as the first priority of the Lithuanian government. With regards to 

energy security and the diversification efforts of Lithuania, the Ministry is 

responsible for overseeing the construction of electric energy bridges to Poland 

and Sweden, a gas pipeline to Poland (Maigre, 2010:11) and an LNG terminal in 

Klaipeida (Port of Klaipeda, 201?). The most important Lithuanian project aimed 

at decreasing the energy dependence on Russian gas and at increasing energy self-

sufficiency is the a new Nuclear Power Plant in Visaginas which has been 

presented as the biggest hope for energy security not only for Lithuania but also 

for the whole Baltic region (Reuters, 2011).  

To sum up, Lithuania is actively seeking its way out of heavily asymmetrical 

energy relationship with Russia that is also heavily aggravated by legacy of the 

past
4
 by actively pursuing two complementary strategies: First, it actively supports 

the development of the Common energy policy of the EU and continuously 

pursues diversification of its national energy mix. 

                                                 
3
 The interconnection of the energy sector with the political stage is omnipresent in Lithuania. Apart from 

huge corruption case which led to the impeachment of Rolandas Paksas, the former president of Lithuania, 

who was accussed of having had ties to Russian organised crime, the major Lithuanian gas supplier, 

Dujotekana UAB, is said to have had a major impact on the political developments in Lithuania, especially 

with regards to financial contributions to political parties during the Lithuanian parliamentary elections in 

2004 (Maigre 2010:9). 
4
 Leonard and Popescu categorize Lithuania as a “New Cold Warrior” as it has an “overly hostile 

relationship with Moscow” (Leonard, Popescu 2007:2).  
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Conclusions 

The diploma thesis dealt with the front burner topic of the Common energy 

policy of the European Union. The thesis aimed at examining what is behind the 

inability of the EU to establish a coherent EU Common energy policy.  

The first chapter of the thesis introduced the realist theory. This theoretical 

framework was then used to test whether the realist theory could explain the 

member states´ behaviour in the energy field.  

The second chapter provided an overview of the troubled evolution 

of the Common energy policy which framed the thesis for further analysis.  

In the third chapter, member states were categorised based on two variables, 

namely their level of dependence on Russian gas and the importance of their gas 

market for the Russian gas exports to Europe. Such a categorisation allowed 

establish broadly representative member states´ categories that further on served as 

a basis for choosing four case studies aimed at demonstrating the impact of the 

member states behaviour on the emergence of the Common energy policy.  

The fourth chapter examined the key developments in the energy field, 

namely the two Russo-Ukrainian gas crises of 2006 and 2009, and the three gas 

pipeline projects of Nord Stream, South Stream and Nabucco, that provided 

the context within which the member states acted and that influences their 

behaviour. 

Making use of the necessary context provided by the fourth section, 

the fifth chapter provided us with the analysis of the four selected case studies 

aimed at demonstrating the member states´ behaviour induced by these 

developments, and at clarifying the impact of such behaviour on the emergence of 

the Common energy policy of the European Union. In particular the analysis 

focused on whether the national energy policies bolstered the emergence 

of a coherent EU-wide strategy or whether they hindered such evolution.  
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The selection of the member states was in line with their prior 

categorization in the third chapter based on the two criteria, namely the level 

of dependence and the importance of their gas market for the Russian gas exports 

to Europe. Selecting four cases from the categories allowed drawing conclusions 

broadly representative for the categories the cases belong to.  The case studies 

were targeted at either confirming or disproving two previously formulated partial 

hypotheses, namely:  

1. Large member states with large gas markets prefer bilateral deals 

with Russia as they allow them to achieve the best conditions in the energy 

field. The dependence on Russian gas is leveraged by their market sizes and 

strong national energy companies. A coherent Common energy policy of 

the EU is not in their interest as it would curb their independent decision-

making. Their behaviour therefore not only hinders the evolution of a 

coherent Common energy policy but to a large extent prevents it 

from emerging. 

2. Small highly dependent member states tend to seek support 

within the European Union framework, which allows them to best satisfy 

their interests and provides them with better leverage when dealing 

with Russia. Rational behaviour of these states to combine their forces with 

those of other member states under the European banner helps to advance 

the Common energy policy of the EU.  

To either confirm or disprove the first hypothesis, the case studies 

of Germany and Italy were selected as they are the two member states belonging to 

a “big market” category and the importance of their markets for the Russian gas 

exports is so significant that it by far exceeds the other member states´ markets 

importance. Given their clout in the EU decision-making process, both states also 

have an enormous impact on the emergence of the Common energy policy of the 

EU.  

The analysis of these states has shown that their behaviour indeed confirms 

the formulated hypothesis. Both states prefer bilateral relations with Russia, as this 
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“one to one” relationship allows them to maximize economic benefits. In both 

cases, the national energy champions seem to have played a key role in 

formulating the national energy policies of both countries. In this regard, the 

policies largely focus on accommodating specific business interests, rather than 

security political interests, which reflects the overall non-securitisation of energy 

security. Strong position of the national energy companies and the size of the gas 

markets function as sufficient leverage  

vis-à-vis Russia. Additionally, enormous economic benefits emerging 

from the bilateral energy projects (such as Nord Stream and South Stream) have 

been a strong incentive for Germany and Italy to primarily focus on bolstering the 

“strategic partnership” with Russia even at the expense of the EU-wide Common 

energy strategy. 

The analysis has shown that the Common energy policy has not been 

a priority for either Germany or Italy. Their actions have been largely motivated 

by economic self-interest. Supplementing their national energy policies 

with the EU-wide strategy would only curb their independent decision-making 

without bringing any obvious benefits. The national energy policies fuelled by the 

national champions in both countries have undoubtedly led to the inability of the 

EU to push forward a coherent Common energy policy of the EU.  

 To either confirm or disprove the second hypothesis, Lithuania was chosen 

as a case study because it represents a small market member state with high level 

of dependence on the Russian gas exports. Lithuania has in fact the highest level 

of dependence on the Russian gas among all the EU member states. The analysis 

of its behaviour was meant to clarify whether the small market countries, that have 

a very small leverage in relation to Russia, tend to seek protection in the energy 

field through the EU framework and thus help to advance the Common energy 

policy of the EU. The results of the case study of Lithuania have confirmed this 

hypothesis.  

The Lithuanian case thus revealed that the unfavourable energy conditions in 

Lithuania leave it with very little leverage to Russian energy policy which pushes 
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energy security to the position of a top Lithuanian priority. As a small state with a 

small market and very high level of dependence, Lithuania sees the Common 

energy policy of the EU as its only option to leverage Russian preponderance in 

their gas relationship. Lithuania has committed to support the Common energy 

policy also during its upcoming European Council presidency in the second half of 

2013 with top priorities being the completion of the common internal market by 

2014 and the inclusion of isolated member states into the European energy 

networks after 2015. Such a vocal support of the Common energy policy is fuelled 

by the belief that the Common energy policy with the united energy market are the 

only way to increase leverage of Lithuania when dealing with Russia and enhance 

its energy security. The fears that Russia will primarily aim to satisfy the needs 

of the large and much more important energy markets, such as those of Germany 

or Italy, bolstered by the construction of the Nord Stream pipeline, have pushed 

Lithuania to pursue a strategy of diversification of its national energy mix 

and to support the EU-backed energy policies (such as the Nabucco pipeline). The 

results of the case study of Lithuania, thus, confirmed the hypothesis that small 

member states seek support in the EU-wide energy strategy by which they also at 

the same time help to advance it.  

 Poland was used as the fourth case study as it is to be found right 

in the middle of the spectrum, and is the only state belonging to the medium 

market/medium dependence category. The analysis demonstrated 

that the behaviour of Poland resembles that of the small European markets as it 

heavily supports the EU in its attempts to create a strong Common energy policy. 

Diversification of both suppliers and routes has been a Polish priority 

since the 1990´s. Poland has criticized the bilateral deals of the big market 

countries and has been a staunch supporter of a more coherent EU Common 

energy policy, as it is better heard as part of the EU than alone. Poland has 

also supported the European Union´s efforts to fully liberalize the energy market 

and the policies to enhance the solidarity among the member states 

(such as the incorporation of the energy solidarity clause into the Lisbon Treaty). 

Poland declared European Energy Policy one of its 2011 Council presidency top 
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priorities. It is thus clear that the behaviour of Poland helps to advance 

the Common energy policy of the EU and its behaviour takes the same direction as 

the behaviour of the small member states with small markets.  

Both partial hypotheses were thus confirmed by the analyses of the case 

studies while we may add that the Polish case suggest that the policies of middle 

market countries resemble the national energy policies of the small market 

countries. It is, however, necessary to take into account that there are more than 

just two factors influencing the member states´ energy policies and even though 

our conclusions should be broadly representative about each of the categories, 

there are exceptions such as: small and middle markets do not always fight for a 

stronger Common energy policy  (for example Latvia and Estonia lobbying for the 

mildest way of unbundling) (Grigas, 2012:15) and they sometimes tend to support 

Gazprom projects as they perceive this as a way to maximize their benefits (such 

as the case of Hungary and the South Stream) (Ria Novosti, 2008). 

Additionally, the group of small and middle market member states seems 

more incoherent in their energy policies than the big market category as these 

countries generally pursue bilateral relations in the energy field in order to achieve 

their goals and the Common energy policy of the EU is not considered a priority as 

it would only create an obstacle in the bilateral relationship of “strategic 

partnership” with Russia.   

The conclusion to be made is that the assumption of the realist behaviour of 

the member states made in the first chapter seems to be confirmed by this thesis as 

the member states´ behaviour corresponds with the realist logic. When 

encountered with crisis or when put in front of the decision whether to support the 

Common energy policy of the EU or not, the member states always acted in order 

to satisfy their interests and maximize the economic benefits, even at the expense 

of the Common energy policy of the EU. It is thus clear that the support of EU 

energy policy is derived from the factor of self-interest that each member states 

weighs before it acts. 
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Using the analytical framework summarized above, the thesis addressed its 

main research question: Does Russia has any influence on the creation 

of the Common energy policy and if such an influence exists what it is. The impact 

of the Russian energy policy on the emergence of the coherent Common energy 

policy of the EU was implicitly explored by analysing the member states´ 

behaviour in relation to the major developments in the energy field that were 

induced by Russian energy policy. In this regard, it can be summed up that the 

impact of the Russian factor on the emergence of the coherent Common energy 

policy has only been indirect, mediated through the key energy developments that 

triggered reactions of the member states. It is thus the member states´ behaviour 

that influences the emergence of a strong Common energy policy. It is neither the 

dependence of the individual member states on the Russian gas, nor the size of the 

gas market alone that would prevent a coherent Common energy policy of the EU 

from emerging. It is rather the varying member states´ positions caused by 

different conditions with regards to Russian gas that push member states in 

different directions and often against each other.  

Such a conclusion also confirmed the main hypothesis formulated 

in the beginning of the thesis which assumed that: The Russian influence is only 

indirect as it is the EU member states with divergent national policies that stand 

behind EU´s inability to push forward the Common energy policy. Russia with its 

energy policy induces the member states behaviour in the energy field. 

In this regard, the member states support the advancement of the Common energy 

policy only if it is in their national interest. In this regard, it is indeed the 

multiplicity of voices and the varying interests, leading the member states into 

pursuing different national energy policies in order to maximize economic 

benefits, which stands behind the inability of the EU to push forward a strong 

Common energy policy. 
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Summary 

The master thesis The emergence of the Common energy policy of the EU in 

the context of the EU-Russia energy cooperation aims at answering the question of 

whether Russia with its aggressive energy policy stands behind the EU´s inability 

to advance a strong Common energy policy despite all its efforts.  

Through the prism of the key developments in the energy field, namely the 

two Russo-Ukrainian gas crises of 2006 and 2009, and the three gas pipeline 

projects of Nord Stream, South Stream and Nabucco the analysis of the four 

selected case studies aims at demonstrating the member states´ behaviour induced 

by these developments, and at clarifying the impact of such behaviour on the 

emergence of the Common energy policy of the European Union. In particular, the 

analysis focuses on whether the national energy policies bolstered the emergence 

of a coherent EU-wide strategy or whether they hindered such evolution.  

The impact of the Russian energy policy on the emergence of the coherent 

Common energy policy of the EU is implicitly explored by analysing the member 

states´ behaviour in relation to the major developments in the energy field that 

were induced by the Russian energy policy.  

In this regard, the thesis concludes that the impact of the Russian factor on 

the emergence of the coherent Common energy policy has been only indirect, 

mediated through the key energy developments that triggered reactions of the 

member states. The multiplicity of voices and the differences leading the member 

states into pursuing different national energy policies in order to maximize 

economic benefits is what really stands behind the inability of the EU to push 

forward a strong Common energy policy. 
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Diploma thesis topic 

 Diploma thesis “Emergence of the Common Energy Policy of the EU in the 

context of EU – Russia Energy cooperation” is going to examine currently a highly 

popularized topic of European energy security that was brought into light once again after 

two Ukrainian gas crises of 2006 and 2009 when Russia cut off all gas supplies passing 

through Ukrainian territory. European fears not only from new gas cut offs, but also from 

the nonexistence of a functioning legal system between the EU and Russia that would 

serve as a guarantee establishing conditions of mutual cooperation, led into calling for a 

more coordinated European approach. Understandably, such impetus comes especially 

from the side of Central and East European member states as these are the ones without 

proper energy diversification, heavily depending on one energy source. 

In this regard, the energy security issue has, thus, gained growing importance 

within the EU since the unbalances between the energy producers and consumers, various 

gas crises and insufficient diversification of energy routes bring about fears and tensions 

within the member states. In this sense, the European will to work on the Common 

energy policy creation emerges from the fact that the EU sees energy security as a 

strategic area, having in mind that possible future energy cut offs could negatively 

influence not only the EU member states involved but also the EU functioning as such. 

The question that should be brought on table is, thus, why such attempts to create the 

European common energy policy keep failing. 

My thesis will, thus, concentrate on the process of the Common energy policy 

creation with a special focus on the examination of the possible influence of the Russian 

energy policy on it. For that purpose, the impact of three particular factors is going to be 

analyzed.  

 These factors are: 

1. The two gas crises of 2006 and 2009. 

2. The launch and the execution of the Russian pipeline projects of South Stream and 

Nord Stream. 

3. The Russian efforts to promote disunity within the EU by pushing through 

bilateral relations with some of the member states.  
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The possible impact of these above specified factors on the Common energy 

policy of the EU is going to be revealed by conducting an analysis of the European legal 

framework evolution in the energy field. The possible changes in the legal framework 

will, thus, disclose the practical impacts of the Russian energy policy on the European 

efforts to push through changes in the Common energy policy. In this regard, an action – 

reaction model is going to be constructed. The time frame for the analysis will be the 

period from the first gas crisis (2006) till the current state, however, the origins of the 

Common energy policy of the EU will be explored as well. 

Research question and hypothesis 

Main Research Question: What have been the impacts of the Russian energy policy and 

the three analyzed factors in particular on the emergence of the Common energy policy of 

the EU? 

Hypothesis: The emergence of the Common energy policy of the EU was significantly 

influenced by the Russian energy policy. First two factors contributed positively to the 

emergence of the Common energy policy while the last factor influenced it negatively. 

Relevance of the question 

The diploma thesis topic is relevant especially because it is not only going to 

analyze the evolution of the Common energy policy of the EU but also the influence of 

the Russian energy policy on the emergence of the European Common energy policy. The 

relevance of examining such influence is clear as Russia as a major supplier currently 

provides Europe with approximately 42% of natural gas and around 30% of crude oil 

with expected constant increase in the near future.
5
 Furthermore, the dependence of the 

EU member states significantly varies with the East and Central European states being 

the ones dependent entirely or significantly on the Russian raw materials which makes 

the issue particularly pressing. 

 

 

                                                 
5
  Commision of the European Communities: „Green Paper: A European Strategy for Sustainable, 

Competitive and Secure Energy“. Brussels, March 2006, s. 3.  In Winchester, R. F.: European Energy 

Security: Wrestling Russian Bear for Caspian Natural Gas. U.S. Army War College 2007. 

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA471533&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf  

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA471533&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
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Preliminary research method 

The diploma thesis is going to be conceptualized as a case study analyzing the 

gradual process of a Common energy policy emergence with regard to the Russian energy 

policy and the three above specified factors in particular.  

In practical terms, three above defined factors will be examined by looking at both 

the rhetoric and the actions of Russian energy policy (official statements, documents, 

Gazprom actions and statements…), the development on the EU side in the Common 

energy policy field (official statements, documents, changes in the legal framework) and 

the policy positions of relevant EU member states (such as Germany).  

This will enable to explore the impact of the Russian energy policy on the 

Common energy policy with the objective of detecting possible changes in the legal 

framework in the given time period. An action – reaction model is going to be 

constructed for that purpose.  

For such an analysis, official EU legal documents, both Anglophone and 

Russophone secondary literature and various internet sources are going to be used. 

Preliminary structure of the thesis 

Introduction 

1. Analysis of the gradual emergence of the Common energy security policy of the 

EU 

2. Analysis of the above specified factors  

3. Analysis of the influence of the factors on the emergence of the Common energy 

policy of the EU 

Conclusion 
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