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INTRODUCTION



CHAPTER: 1

INTRODUCTION

Let the voice of the state tells his experience with words. Maybe relations among and
between states is born of the exploration of a shared circumstances, or as an answer to a
states painful or happy experiences. Few words in this dissertation will be a reflection,
not onlyVof the intellect, but of the human being all flesh and blood. Behind them there
will be, of course, all that is called a vision of the world. From there on talks on values
originates and whose existence is perhaps doubting, perhaps blundering. From there on
again begins a distinction of truth from false in emotions and in words, to see the
difference between that which is honest and that which is fictitious, rhetorical or

sentimental.

This is a study concerning the profound interrelationship between ideas, power and
institutions in the ﬁeld of international relations. Their interaction is examined in three
different fields: in the study of International Relations, in the constitution of the
international society and in the actual institutionalized practices between the European
Union and Russia. To be more specific, the work deals with the problems of
institutionalization in Russia-EU relations during the post-cold war period and how these

processes have been to bear in their interaction.

Even the cursory glance at contemporary commentary concerning the relationship reveals
that the political dialogue is being conducted in an acrimonious manner and mo more
often than not Russia fails to send its representatives to the meetings of the PCA sub-
committees. The Russia-EU relationship is grounded in the 1997 Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) which a political and legal basis and which is unique to

Russia and the EU. The PCA is a good basis to consolidate and extend cooperation and



its displays mutual ambition. The area of the four common spaces also provides scope for
cooperation in areas of politics such as security, which could give Russia-EU relations a
truly geopolitics and strategic dimensions. The parties seem to be having serious
problems in agreeing on a concrete joint agenda that would take the relationship forward,
as exemplified by the meager results following the adoption of the so-called four
common spaces in the EU-Russia summit in May 2005 and the current difficulties the

parties are having in even beginning the negotiations for a new post-PCA agreement.'

As early as 2001, a Russian scholar Igor Lechukov characterized a relationship as being a
‘vicious circle’. more recently, a western European analysts has gone so far as to
condemn the partnership and its main institutional embodiment, the PCA, as failing in its
main goal, namely the promotion of greater ‘political conditionality’( freedom, rule of

law, democracy) in Russia.

Irrespective of an endeavor to exhibit cooperation on various fronts, there is a persistent
uneasiness on the part of both EU about Russian domestic policy (like need for a stronger
state than during the Yeltsin years, more precision on the front of democracy and human
rights) and Russian foreign policy (like encouraging reinforced cooperation within the
CIS but condemning Russian interference in sovereign states).equally there is unease on
the part of Russia about the EU enlargement process ( Russophobia in some new EU
member-states and infringement on Russia’s natural sphere of influence) and EU
apparent ability to formulate and enforce common position in foreign policy matters,

which induces Russia to privilege bilateral relation ( e.g. with U.K on energy).

The increase in the number and severity of problems seems somewhat perplexing,
however. This is especially so when one compares the current state of affairs with the
enthusiastic and optimistic mood of the immediate aftermath of the cold war when the

EU and Russia were forgiving the present structures and institutions of cooperation. Now,

' PCA, the contractual framework on which the relations between the EU and Russia have rested since
1997 expired in December 2007. this has not resulted in a legal vacuum in the relationship, however as the
agreement is automatically extended on an annual basis, provided that neither party explicitly informs the
other of its intentions to withdraw from it completely (PCA,Article 106)



the question arise what accounts for the recurring and escalating problems in the Russia-

EU relationship?

The question becomes even more curious when one considers the current state of affairs
between Russia-EU. It is often the essential incompatibility of wider value systems that is
seen as residing behind the problems. The existence of such difference can be
problematic, as the Russia-EU relationship is built on the assumption of an existing
foundation of similar values and goals between the parties and on the expectation of the
compatibility of their future endeavors in Europe. Infact the main aim of PCA is not the
gradual rapprochement between the EU and Russia, but a process whereby Russia is
envisaged as the party that has to do all the adjusting and converging as the cooperation
aims at facilitating the transition of Russia’s increasing harmonization with its values,

norms and standards.

an interesting question that follows is why it is that Russia and EU seem to perceive the
problems and the hard bargaining that relates to cooperation as being particularly
problematic and not a natural part of the “policy coordination “ between the parties? Is
the incompatibility of wider value system is seen as residing factor behind the problems

in Russia-EU relation instead of the clashing interests?

In this work instead of taking the value diffences at face value, the proposition is turned
into a hypothesis that will be subjected to empirical scrutiny. In essence, the work at hand
seeks to develop a conceptual framework and its empirical application through which the
hypothesis of divergent worldviews can be put to the test and to see whether the question-
why, despite the initial promise enthusiasm, has the actual process of Russia-EU
interaction proved to be so problematic and failed to meet the parties expectations? - can
be answered. This is done by linking the issue with debates concerning the international

institutionalization, especially within the neoliberal institutionalist research



programme’.In this respect it is the nature of the interaction between the Russia-EU

within a certain institutionalized context that is of primary interest here.

This dissertation frames the question of divergent value system between Russia-EU in
terms of the indigenous worldviews that the two possess. Following Goldstein and
Keohane by worldviews they mean collective conceptions of particular thought and
discourse. It is well known also in IR theory that different worldviews in effect lead
people to perceive the world and the issues at stake differently. If the problems in Russia-
EU relations do indeed spring from those differences, then it prompts one to ask whether
the parties perceive the normative foundation of the Russia-EU institution differently.
Normative foundation means a set of understandings concerning the norms and rules that
pertain to the scope, the nature of objects of contention, the relationship with sovereignty
and the logic of interaction in a given international institution. Therefore the main
research question of the work can be formulated using institutionalist vocabulary as
follows: can the differences in the degree of commonality concerning the normative
foundation of the Russia-EU institution be used in explaining the recurring

difficulties in the Russia-EU relationship?

It is well known in IR theory that different belief system in effect leads people to perceive
the world differently. If the problems in the Russia-EU relations indeed spring from
differences in worldviews, then the central question why, despite the initial promise and
enthusiasm, the actual process of Russia-EU cooperation has proven to be so problematic
and failed to meet the actor’s expectation can be answered with the variable of
commonality (it does not signify however here that commonality means detecting
similarity between the actors in the dissertation but to use it as a tool to detect differences

in those attempts made by the two actors in order to evolve cooperation ).

In order to understand the central question it is imperative to know that substantial
amount of theoretical work is required. This theoretical aspect would be discussed in this

introductory part itself. In the following, Robert O Keohane’s notion of commonality is

? Although himself a father of ‘neoliberal institutionalism’, Keohane himself has more recently emphasized
on the term ‘institutionalist’ instead.



taken as a theoretical starting point. The task is not entirely straightforward and it will
entail grappling with the key concepts that the institutionalist research programme
especially in its mainstream American variant, has put forward. A question may arise as
to why the issue of Russia-EU interactions be related to institutionalism? It is important
to note that in IR there is something cyclical in theoretical debates, where ‘theories keep
re-appearing and debate between them is continuous’ as Clive Church has mentioned in
his book ‘European Integration Theories in 1990’ .accordingly, the work at hand seeks
to reinvigorate some of the issues and debates by bringing them into a new and
previously unexpected context in the belief that some aspects of institutionalism still have

untapped theoretical potential.

This is especially the case when one considers the role of differences in commonality in
explaining the problems of international institutionalization. As will be argued in this
introduction itself that, this has been largely due to the strict rationality assumptions of
institutionalism that have made the commonality variable largely empty and
uninteresting. This is so because although institutionalists were themselves among the
first to acknowledge the power of ideas in international cooperation, they have
approached the concept in a somewhat problematic manner. As Walter Carlsnaes writes
in his book ‘Handbook of International Relations’, that ‘institutionalists treat ideas in a
rather oxymoronic way, denying the constitutive nature of ideas and treating them instead
as mere ‘ideational variables’ that have a certain (minimal ) role in the rational calculus
of utility-maximizing actors. This dissertation strictly however challenges stringent
rationalistic accounts of actors and the role of ideas and treats the role of values and
norms in the Russia-EU relationship in a way that is in certain respect closer to the one
put forwarded by constructivists. However, it is important to note that the relationship
between institutionalism and constructivism does not have to be seen in entirely
antagonistic terms. Accepting certain constructivist insights does not necessarily have to
entail a drastic break with the premises of institutionalism, as the study of institutions
itself can be seen as having two facets, ‘rationalistic’ and ‘reflective’(Keohane) , which
both has its own merit. Therefore, in order to probe the commonality in a meaningful

way, this work has departured from institutionalism’s strict rationality, which allows



room for subjective elements to in preference formation. By this move this work can

possibly bring the question of diverging worldviews in the fore.

The onus of this dissertation is to seek that both Russia and European Union considers
different institutional approach (Strategic Papers reflects that and to be dealt in the
second chapter) and this due to the fact that both the actors in question bears different
worldviews (chapter three testifies this empirically).Defining the Russian-EU relationship
in the context of English School will show actor’s different approachment toward their

institutionalization. This would further entail their underlying differences in worldviews.

The task in hand is therefore to discuss the meta-theoretical underpinnings of a study in
the introductory part itself. In other words, the work will probe theoretical
complementarity between the different strands of IR theory primarily to engross both
power and ideas in defining international relationship. In essence, the theoretical aspect
seeks to establish the criteria on the basis of which such a process (converging both ideas
and values) can take place. It will contend that the process is not straightward but one that
has to be approached with great care and modesty. In a nutshell, such a process is
severely constrained by the need to remain within the ontological and epistemological
commitments of the initial conceptual starting point, entailing that the process of

theoretical convergence is always path-dependent.
Converging theories to bring normative content:

The learning of various theories of International Relations is often done in the context of
certain paradigms. The essence of paradigm can be understood in the writing of
philosopher of science by Thomas Kuhn in the 1970°s.International Relation (IR)
explained in an essence of pragmatic approach of Kuhn has to an extent pitted different
school of thoughts in the study of IR against each other. This was the case in the debate

between Positivist and Post-Positivist case in 1980's and 1990°s’ and more recently,

3 Positivism is an epistemological perspective and philosophy of science which holds that the only
authentic knowledge is that which is based on sense experience and positive verification. Post-positivists
believe that human knowledge is based not on unchallengeable, rock-solid foundations, but rather upon
human conjectures. As human knowledge is thus unavoidably conjectural, the assertion of these conjectures



debate between rationalist and constructivist meta-theoretical stances® on the study of IR
as well. This conflict among various schools of thoughts in IR is an outproduct of the
goal among 1ts various scholars showing the superiority of an approach chosen and
preferred by them. The pragmatic approach in IR has also largely prevented scholars
from building theoretical models of multi-causal mechanism in IR. Instead of looking for
complementarity, different theory with different causal mechanism beats each other to a
pulp. But IR is not alone in this tendency, political science infact the social sciences in

general as well as humanities suffered from same syndrome.

as Steve Martin in his book “The Self Image of a discipline : Genealogy Of
International Relations Theory” has noted that this debates were only a series of
statement of faith with existing social and political factors determining which voice (IR
theory) is heard. This relentless debate has produced unfortunate result of shifting the
emphasis away from empirical works and practical problems of crippling ontological and
epistemological battles within the discipline. As a consequence, what was previously a
concrete issue like war and peace has to a degree become an exercise in bad, or at least
shallow, philosophy of science and social science. This state of affairs largely stems from
the post positivist notion that all observation is essentially theory-laden or in other words

there is no scope for the reality without the concepts we employ to approach it.

Accepting this raises difficult questions concerning the role of research vis-a vis notion
of truth and the objective nature of the reality we are seeking to grasp and explain with
our theories. As Imre Lakatos has argued in his book “Falsification and the
methodology of Scientific Research Programme”, we can never tests theories directly
against the world, but only against other theories in the light of the world. This adds to

more difficulties in the research programme by effecting researcher’s chances of making

is warranted, or more specifically, justified by a set of warrants, which can be modified or withdrawn in the
light of further investigation.

* Rationalists analyzed international relations in formal terms, taking identities and interests as given in
order to model strategic interaction and sometimes referring more broadly to those who emphasized
material power considerations. Constructivists attempted to demonstrate the importance of identities, ideas,
and discourses in IR.



informed choices and comparisons between rival theories. The field of philosophy of
science is however, strongly divided, with some scholars like Thomas Kuhn, Willard
Quine arguing against the possibility of comparing different theories or at least ranking
them in any possible way in relation to the notion of truth. And few more scholars like
Karl Popper, likka Niiniluoto has through the idea of truthlikeness’ sees a fruitful way in
comparing theories and making an informed choice. Larry Laudan ,Bhaskar Roy and like
scholars has founded a middle way between the two polar oppositions, accepting
epistemological relativism, nevertheless argues that the referent object of theories (‘the
world’) is ontologically real, therefore giving grounds to meaningful comparison between

rival theories. This approach is to echo the subject-matter of this dissertation.

This criticism should not be taken to mean that the proliferation of different strands of
theorizing is an altogether a negative phenomenon. In fact, the plurality in theorizing can
be seen as a source of strength for the discipline as well. Lakatosian/Quinean/Kuhnian
idea of the ultimately theory-laden nature of observation may make for a search for
commonalities between different strands of theorizing. Hence, no theoretical approach
has a monopoly on the truth as of now. This colour of pluralism in IR will assist the work

of dissertation to leap forward.

s <

According to Thomas Schelling’s ‘Social Mechanism and Social Dynamics’, “a social
mechanism can be defined as a plausible hypothesis or a set of plausible hypotheses that
could be the explanation of the social phenomenon. The explanation being in terms of
interaction between individuals or between individuals and some social aggregates”
(institution as the dissertation deals with the problems of institutionalization in EU-
Russia relation).but scholars like Hedstrom and Swedberg identifies social mechanism as
merely claiming the middle ground between identifying scientific laws and providing
mere description. According to these scholars social mechanism allows explanation but

no prediction.

* Verisimilitude or truthlikeness is the problem of articulating what it takes for one false theory to be closer
to the truth than another false theory. This problem was central to the philosophy of Karl Popper, largely
because Popper was among the first to affirm that truth is the aim of scientific inquiry while acknowledging
that most of the greatest scientific theories in the history of science are strictly speaking false. If this long
string of purportedly false theories is to constitute progress with respect to the goal of truth then it must be
at least possible for one false theory to be closer to the truth than others.



In recent years scientific or critical realism has gained momentum also in IR. While
accepting the theory-laden nature of the scientific enterprise, social scientists are more
concern with the intransitive objects of science as opposed to transitive objects of
science. It might not construct reality as conventionalist Thomas Kuhn in his book has
asserted but it would definitely offer a potential truth like description and also be
essentially mind-independent reality. (NII-a reality where mind is not rather mind like

entity is reformulated like human will, desires, and values.).

For scientific realists, causal relations are seen as operating within the open system of
conflicting tendencies which are not conducive to prediction yet it does not rules out the
possibility of giving explanatory accounts of the events we observe. It entails building
multi-causal social mechanism models that adequately account for the generative
mechanisms. This idea of mechanisms is the very heart of the multi-theoretical approach.

What is required is the evolution of the multi-faceted reality of International Relations.

The approach of multi-causal relations is a tedious approach in IR due to the overarching
trend of mono-causal effect in major paradigm in IR theory. For example, realists
advocates for power as an interplaying factor in anarchical international system
constructivists accounts for ideas or in other words it is the social construction of the
anarchy that counts. Although neo-liberal institutionalism seeks for the role of both ideas
and power but the theory has relegated ideas as an ‘intervening variables’ in a game

largely decided utilitarian substantive rationality and material power.

The prevalence of mono-causal accounts in IR often led scholars to seek to reduce the
complexity of studying IR by simplifying theoretical models with the hope of waxing the
explanatory power in academic orientation of the IR. But this tendency has led to the
problem of “Parsimony” in theoretical models along the line of Occam’s razor models®.
One more problem attach to the study of IR is that of ‘over determination’ .however there

is a substantial difference between overdetermination and multi-causality:

¢ "Entities must not be multiplied beyond necessity". This word is being attributed by an English logician
Franciscan William of Ockham. The concept says that it is effective to settle for the least complicated
sufficient account for the phenomenon at stake instead of asking how it reaily is.

10



In over determined explanations there are several factors that are individually sufficient
for an outcome, and in multi-causal mechanism several factors may jointly sufficient for

a particular outcome.

In the outcome, multi-causality in IR requires theoretical convergence or at least bridge-
building between different and competing paradigms in the discipline. Thus the work in
hand will take up complementarity in IR theories which in turn will help in adopting

multi-causality.

The justification for pondering theoretical integration can be couched in terms of
scientific progress. Niiniluoto has argued that in addition to theoretical innovation and
proliferation, science can also progress by reducing the amount of available theories by
building bridges that seeks to combine them. Hence, two different models of theoretical
rapprochement can be envisaged. The first is the so-called umbrella models’ that bring
together different branches of science that deals with the overall research problem. This
necessarily does not lead to an actual reduction in the number of rival approaches but
seeks to map the area of commonality between them in case of a certain application. In
other words, a multi-disciplinary approach can be adopted in social sciences that seek to
employ several theoretical approaches while appreciating their differences and keeping

them separate in the applications®

In the following dissertation this approach of multi-discipline will be called seeking
theoretical complementarities as opposed to the theoretical convergence and/or
integration, which is the second theoretical reapproachment. It is the approach by which
we mean a process that leads to set of previously separate theories being merged resulting
in an actual reduction in the number of theories in the field of IR. This however need not
conflated with the reduction in the conceptual plurality within a given discipline,

however, as the new theory should, by definition, be able to give an account of all the

7 >the umbrella model’ was first introduced by James N Rosse, Professor of Economics at Stanford
University in the mid-1970s.

8 Tan Hacking a member of ‘Centre for Interdisciplinary Approaches’ asserted that collaborations between

disciplines is not a tale of breaking down of disciplinary boundaries, but of mutual respect, which, may
create a new discipline

11



success of the previous theories while ideally providing some further conceptualization as

well.

Contemporarily in the field of IR, there are an incremental efforts to synthesize
rationalistic and constructivist strands of theorizing9. Perhaps the most exciting rallying
call has come from Andrew Moravesik in his book called “Theory Synthesis in
International Relation”. Who has argued that seeking synthesis is not only possible and
desirable but is constitutive of any coherent understanding of IR as a progressive and
empirical social science. The tendency to call for unification has been especially clear in

the study of international institution, a rubric under which the present work also falls.

The reason for synthesis has surfaced owing to the growing realization of the limits of IR
theories in explaining IR in an exhaustive manner. Thus, it can be observed that
combining theories of different perspectives can assist in gaining more insights in to
various issues of concern in IR. As Oran R. Young in his book “International
Cooperation: Building Regimes For Natural Resources And Environment” has
argued “that regime theory could act as a vehicle within which a reintegration of the
subfields of international politics, economics law and organization could yield significant
new insights into the working of international institutions.” James Fearon and
Alexander Wendt in “Rationalism Vs Constructivism :A Skeptical View” have
suggested that seeking such a synthesis is justified on the ground that the most interesting
research is likely to be work that ignores zero-sum interpretations of their relationship
and instead directly engages questions that cut cross then rationalist/constructivist

boundary as it is commonly understood.”

Although this line will be attempted in the work at hand, a serious caveat is in order. The
search for points of theoretical convergence cannot be treated as what Feyerabendian
relativism like to put it as “anything goes”. It is therefore imperative to grapple with the

issue of how to make informed theoretical choices. John Vasquez in his book “The

9 The call for unity is apparent in other disciplines as well. For example political scientists have come to
realize the need to blend together different varieties of new institutionalism in order to have a more
complete perspective on the political structures and process. In addition, the economists Douglass C. North
has argued how ‘integrating individual choices with the constraints institutions impose on choice sets’
would constitute a major unifying step not only in economics but in wider social science research as well.

12



Post-Positivist Debate: Reconstructing Scientific Enquiry and International
Relations Theory after Enlightened’s Fall” has tried to chart a way out of relativism by
arguing that empirically we know enough about the world already to conclude that ‘not
every imaginative narrative can be imposed on it. To him the word reality means the
resistance of the world to conform to every trend of imaginative conception that human
being creates. Vasquez then goes to criticize the main post-positivist claim of having no
theory —independent realities against which to test theories. He says although it is true
that all datas are theory laden this does not mean that they will have to be biased in favor
of any given theory in a sense that they will always result in the confirmation .Had it been
so we should have thousands of strong findings in IR. Vanquez concluded in his book

that ““....in international relations the most frequent finding is the null finding.”

Thus, the above argument has opened the avenue for the comparing theories. However,
although a comparison can be made perhaps but a significant question can be raised as to
on what grounds the theories can be combined? As Steve Smith pointed out that the three
prevailing paradigms in IR- realism, liberalism and constructivism —each has different
vision of seeing the world and is therefore highly incommensurable. Therefore
researchers should exhibit no sign of ‘eclectic and casual’ approach while proceeding
with the research dealing theoretical convergence. Clifford Geertz’s “The
Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essay” has summed up Steve Smith very
commendably. He said ‘Eclectism is self-defeating not because there is only one
direction in which it is useful to move, but because there are so many: it is necessary to
choose.” Although the above concern of Smith is not an insurmountable concern but
rather that something should be keep in mind as it implies embarrassing theoretical
pluralism based on the reorganization that theories can shed different yet meaningful light
on different aspects of same research problem. As Colin White oppositely commented
that inter-paradigm is feasible and does not require a set of common standards. To him,
what is required instead is an acknowledgement of the fact that instead of living in
‘different worlds’ constitute by the rival paradigms, scholars are in fact probing same

single world with at least partially overlapping conceptual schemes.

13



Imre Lakatos’s work on scientific research programmes never refers to the integration of
theories. Instead he was trying bridge the fine line between the rampant relativism
implied by the theory —laden nature of scientific rationality and progress through a
comparison and consequent eliminations of rival theories. His notion of scientific
research programmes would be our starting point when looking for points of
complimentarity between rival theories. Lakato’s Scientific Progress consists of two
kinds of conceptual entities: the ‘Hard Core’ of negative heuristic that essentially tell us
what path of research is to avoid, and the positive heuristic pointing towards the forms of
investigation that are permissible. For Lakatos research is progressive if each new theory
has some novel, hitherto unexpected fact. Therefore for Lakatos the proliferation of new
and rival theories is in fact a driving vehicle within which science progresses. In other
words, hoping for theoretical integration can be too tall an order but still should be
attempted in the research. By contrast, a research programme is degenerating if it fails to
yield new empirical insights and only results in tinkering with the ‘protective belt’ of the

positive heuristic and auxiliary hypotheses around the hard core of the programme.

Since, the dissertation is deeply concern in seeking complimentarity in IR; it is pertinent
to consider two progressing rather than degenerating programmes. It is only through the
carefully mapping of areas of commonality between different strands of thought that our
chances of improving current theories and consequently our general understanding of
international relations are plausible. Lakatosian hard core amounts to a set of
metaphysical statements concerning the world, which cannot be derived from a theory-
independent reality. As such, theory cannot be falsified or refuted on empirical grounds.
Instead, it is only replaced by a rival and supersedes it by a further display of heuristic

power '°

It is perhaps not very adamant attitude from the above discussion that it is indeed only on

the basis of Lakatosian ‘hard core’ of the heuristics that the quest for theoretical

10 Popper (‘Rationality of Scientific Revolution®) has advocated a similar position according to which a
new theory should be able to account for its predecessor’s successes as well as challenge them by
contradicting some of their key tenets. Thus, in some cases ‘the predecessor theory must appear as a good
approximation to the new theory; while there should be preferably other cases where the new theory yields
different and better results than the old theory.

14



convergence can take place. Therefore when pondering the possibilities of

complementarity, even integration, between theories, three steps can be taken:

1. We must pin ourselves down to a certain research programme.
2. We must identify its hard core.
3. We must look for points of complimentarity with other research programme in its

vicinity.

For the purposes of theoretical convergence it would seem to make sense to make the

initial selection of a theory on the merit of both ontological and epistemological scope.

Theories can be nested into each other given that they have at least some points of
compatibility or complementarity upon which theoretical integration can consequently be
built. But it is important to emphasize that the process boils down to the initial conceptual
choices and it is this option of ‘first choices’ that restricts the range available to the
researchers subsequently. As a consequence, a certain kind of conceptual path

dependence exists when one seeks to combine theories.

As the central theme of the dissertation is to conceptualize the relations between the
Europe Union and Russia as a process of international institutionalization, three different
approaches to international institutions can be taken to consideration- the English School,
Institutionalism and Wendtian thin constructivism. Among these three schools of
thoughts it is more prudent to accept the English school of thought in IR as a starting
point of the dissertation owning to its wide epistemological and ontological scope.
Whereas, the institutionalist research programme has a predominantly material and
Wendtian constructivism has an ideational ontology as its matter of study, the English
school of thought has always stressed the relevance of both material and ideational

factors in explaining international relations.

Nevertheless, there are limits of the English School. It has been predominantly interested
in the so called primary or foundational institutions, (such as sovereignty, territoriality
and fundamental principles of international law) and is ill-suited to the study of what can

be called secondary or procedural institutions, (ideas and norms that underlie and regulate

15



interactions and transactions between state-actors.) of which Russia-EU relation can be
surmised. Yet an English school reading of primary institutions is indispensable, as
secondary procedural institutions rest on the very basis of more foundational institution.
But from the vantage point of the present work, the interrelationship of the two is more
profound and interesting. In a sense the secondary institution can be likened to micro-
climates where the wider constitution of the international society takes its effect. In fact
the secondary procedural institution entails that they are the main fora where the

international society is reconstituted.

Therefore it is the nature of the institutionalized practices crystallizing within the
procedural institution which has the power to either make or break any given constitution
of the international society. Thus, as is understood one must study the wider constitution
of an institution as it sheds light on the nature of the game in which the components (state
actors/non-state actors) interplays in the context of the secondary institutions. It is also
imperative that without the full appreciations of the dynamics at play at the secondary
level any analysis of the institutional relations among its members merely provides the
static snapshots with relatively less analytical value to the possible changes taking place

in the working of its members and the institution as a whole.

In practice, therefore, international institutions provided by the English school must be
complemented with a more grass-root theory that deals with international procedural
institution (to impart secondary institutional element to the English School of thought).
In the work at hand, this is done by essentially nesting the institutionalist research
programme into wide and extensiveness of the theoretical structure ingrained in the
English School. However, the careful weaving of theories is required in order to avoid the
common problems of pandemonium while exploiting the multiple theories when
explaining the basic crux of the dissertation to avoid logical inconsistencies and

contradictions in the theory.

In this respect it is imminent to notice that the methodology of theoretical
complimentarity applied in the dissertation does not violate the basic tenets of the English

school as by its proponents it is always willing to embrace theoretical pluralism in an
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integrative way. In this context therefore, it is even not deleterious to combine the
Institutionalist research programme with the English school of thought owning to the

presence of ample ground for common concern and key theoretical issues like —

1. Both are Grotian'' and therefore are related to the rights of humanity. In the sense
they deem rules and values to render high esteem in the study of IR.
2. They also consider the tenets of power and interests to be central to the

understanding of IR.

Thus, the two theoretical approaches are essentially mutually complimentary. The
Institutional theory would give the English school perspective of the secondary
institution. Finally the resting of institutional theorizing into the framework of the
English school requires the relaxation of the strict rationality assumption by supplanting
the substantive with more contexts- sensitive notion of contextual rationality. This would
be dealt subsequently. It is also important to acknowledge that sociological or thin
Wendtian constructivist insights concerning the role of culture is required too for
heralding relative homogeneity between the worldviews of individual players in

International Relations.

The main theoretical argument will also put Russia-EU relation in the context concerning
the constitution of the international society in both its ideational and material aspects,
helping the work to envisage the relationship as an instance of secondary
institutionalization that is always constrain by the primary institutions while acting as a
factor that shapes them (a reason why there is different world views). Thus, first, the
strict rationality assumptions of institutionalist research programmes will be relaxed by
adopting a concept of contextual rationality, which allows for a subjective element in the
conditions for utility maximizing. This is not to deny that actors make choices based on
self-interests, but this utilitarian rationality is modified by their underlying worldviews
which affects their readings of the situation at hand and what their particular interests are

in a given situation. The existence of distinctive worldviews makes it meaningful to talk

' Grotian tradition views international relations where states are not only bound by the rules of prudence
and expediencies but also by morality and law.
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about differences in terms of commonality concerning the normative foundation of the
Russia-EU relationship. Second, merely locating the differences in the worldviews is not
enough. Although it has clear descriptive value, the salience of these differences also
needs to be explained therefore the work has tried to bring in power into play by

conceptualizing Russia and EU as situated actor.
Theorizing Russia-European Union interaction:

To begin with, the existence of interaction at the unit level is the basis of international
relation and the conceptual emergence of the international system/society. When
individual exchanges between actors first became the common place, they can become
institutionalized. As Guys Peter in his book ‘Institutional Theory in Political Science:
The New Institutionalism’ stated that “as a consequence institution transcends
individuals to pattern interactions that are predictable, based upon specified relationships
among actors”. “More often than not, institutionalization is the result of conscious
settlement born out of struggle and bargaining between the group of actors. And as such
they reflect resources and power but crucially also the ideas of those who enact them”
says John Campbell’s “Institutional Change and Globalization”. The institutionalized
interaction and consequent practices that rest on a normative foundation creates
expectation concerning future behavior within the institutionalized setting. In other
words, there should be some sense of shared values and meaning among the member of
the institution. The normative foundation of an institution can be formally codified in a

treaty, but need not be and can rest on informal assumptions and practices instead.

Traditionally international institutionalization, be it in the form of institution or regimes
has been envisaged as an issue-specific process'?. For example, John Ruggie in his book
called “Constructing the World Polity: Essays on International Institutionalization”
has emphasized that ‘institutionalization represents agreements that certain aspects of
national behavior and not all will be channeled into certain direction’. Even IR scholars

like Robert Cox and Oron Young contended that some regimes may encompass several

'2 many scholars like Herbert Simon, L.Martin have pointed out that from the beginning of the 1990 the
term ‘institution’ has replaced ‘regime’ but often some scholars uses them interchangeably like Keohane
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issue areas but within well-defined geographical areas, such as Svelbard regime" or
Antarctic Treaty System'* This concept reiterated by the scholars is closely related to the
notion of sovereignty. States are more unwilling to delegate more authority than is
absolutely necessary to international institutions and want to do only in strictly defined
circumstances and limited issue-areas. There is no carte-blanche for international
institutions to take over states as the final guardian and arbiters of national and
international life. For the same reason, international relations portray an underinvestment
in explicit and binding compliance mechanisms, with states preferring more informal and
less binding form of conflict resolution. This coupled with the fact that there is usually no
higher authority to interpret the true meaning of provision is of course another factor that
highlights the importance of the commonality variable in explaining the problems in

international institutionalization.

Usually international institutions are also seen as fora of hard international — interstate
bargaining. Their working is seen as reinforcing rather than undermining the sovereignty
of the participating states. Yet the Russia-EU relationships is not an ordinary
international institution, but one where we are dealing with highly institutionalized
treaty-based structures and procedures, giving grounds for speaking of a post-sovereign
international institution. The post-sovereign international institution is one of the main
conceptual innovations of this study and it is the main theoretical concept through which
the problems of institutionalization between Russia and European Union are gauged in.
the concept has never been practically conceptualized specially in the context of
international institution. In comparison to the traditional concept of institution as
explicated retrospectively, it challenges the essence of issue-specificity, strict sovereignty
and the very logic of interaction and in certain respect is more akin to integration rather
than traditional interstate cooperation. to be sure, the coexistence of several issue-areas in

itself constitutes hardly a new phenomenon in IR but what is new in IR is the linking of

13 Svalbard Treaty, was signed on February 9, 1920, recognizes the full and absolute sovereignty of
Norway over the arctic archipelago of Spitsbergen (now called Svalbard). All signatories were given equal
rights to engage in commercial activities (mainly coal mining) on the islands

14 This treaty regulate international relations with respect to Antarctica, The treaty, entered into force in

1961 and eventually sets aside Antarctica as a scientific preserve, establishes freedom of scientific
investigation and bans military activity on that continent
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an unprecedented number of different 1ssue-areas into a wider political architecture based
on political conditionality and the Unions insistence on the universal applicability of its
own internal mode of governance for the third parties. What is more is the envisaged
relationship within the institution is asymmetric, with the EU preferring bilateral
agreements in which it can use all its economic and normative clout. as Robert O
Keohane in one of the chapters in an edited book by Smith “Ideas and Ideal: Essays In
International Theory” asserts although internally pooling of sovereignty might be an
apt description of European Integration, in its external policies the EU has a more
variegated logic whereby it advocates a host of sovereignty challenging practices while
seeking to preserve its own sovereign prerogatives in full. This too is a characteristic that
sets a post-sovereign institution apart from more traditional undertakings that usually
entail a more symmetrical limitation of sovereignty from all sides. Taken together these
characteristics give us grounds to argue that the Russia-EU relationship is based on the

Union’s attempt at regional normative hegemony.

In essence the nature of Russia-EU relationship as a post sovereign institution implies
that the room for misunderstandings and outright lack of shared understandings is much
wider than in more traditional arrangements. This highlights the main hypothesis —
namely could it be that the parties perceives the normative foundations of Russia-EU
institution differently and deters the situated actors in the context of the institution. This
can be probe in the light of IR theory of Institutionalism, neoliberalism and
constructivism. Neoliberalism is often seen as having most prestigious history. According
to Kenneth Waltz in his book “Theory of International Politics”, ‘the neorealist
stressed the centrality of the material factors in explaining international life. International
relations are basically a function of the distribution of power within an anarchic
international system and it is that structure of the system which conditions the behaviour
of its primary units- the states’. As a consequence in neorealist argumentation the
ideational factors are given only scant attention .states has fixed preferences and
unproblematic or unvarying and acontextual identities. For realists, the name of the game,
the struggle for power, is well known to all the participants in the international system

and entailing full commonality also between the actors. The anarchic nature of
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international system ensures that states are always interested in preserving their own
freedom of maneuver, thus making them averse to legally binding normative
entanglements that would jeopardize their sovereignty and consequent autonomy.
Therefore for realists institutions do not really make a difference at the international
level. Instead, they are mere surface reflections of underlying process that involves the
dynamic of power and there relevance 1s mainly diagnostic as the changes in them are

really helpful in gauging the evolution of the structure of power in international society.

This brief discussion shows that neorealism poses a problematic starting point for
conceptualizing secondary institution. If we assume the basic tenets of post-sovereign
character of the Russia-EU institution and the possibility of divergent interpretation
concerning its normative foundation, then material factors alone are clearly not sufficient
in grasping and explaining its basic dynamism. Thus we must seek to incorporate
ideational factors into the equation as well. It is however important to emphasize that
material factors are by no means discarded altogether from the analysis. The next straw

of IR that would be taken into consideration is the ‘institutionalism’.

The culture of institutionalism as a theory in this dissertation will brings in a new
dimension to inter-state relations. The institutionalists think that the degree of
institutionalization ‘prescribes the behavioral roles, constrains activity and shapes
expectation’ of states interacting within the international system'* The institutionalists do
not deny the relevance and even the primacy of material factors in framing international
relation. But they emphasize that the strict logic of anarchy propagated by neorealist is
moderated by the need and the ability to cooperate. This understanding has been
expressed perhaps most elegantly in Keohane’s functional theory of international
regimes.'® Combining the rational choice analysis with micro-economics, Keohane argues

that it is in fact the anticipated effects of the institutions that explain their causes. This

15 This definition can be compared with the one rendered by Oran Young in his book on International
Cooperation. He has linked international institutions with roles. Social institutions are identifiable practices
consisting of recognized roles linked by clusters of rules or conventions governing relations among the
occupants of these roles.

'8 K eohane asserted that cooperation is only possible in the climate of conflict and not in harmony.
Cooperation should be understood in opposition to conflict and not in absence of conflict
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‘anticipated effects’ aide in overcoming the deficiencies that makes it impossible to
consummate even mutually beneficial agreements’ in international relations. By reducing
the uncertainties and the cost of making and enforcing agreement, international institution
helps states achieve collective gains. For Keohane these useful functions that
international institution can perform have resulted in the emergence of a host of

institutions in international politics.

Keohan’s definition included an important new facet into the discussion by drawing
attention to the degree of institutionalization in the international system as a factor that
prescribes the behavioural roles, constrains activity and shapes expectations of states
interacting within the international system. The constraining quality of the institutions
stems from the adoption and the development of persistent and connected set of rules,
which in addition to structural factors stressed by neorealist; act as a basis of international
relations. Therefore instead of an international system the picture of institutional life
painted by institutionalists resembles that of international society developed by the
English School where the logic of anarchy is tempered by commonly accepted norms and
values. In fact in 1980°s the so called consensus definition of international regime
(congruence of material interests and values) hinted that there is more to international
institution then a mere cool calculus and clashing interests. By defining regimes as set of
implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around
which actor’s expectations converge in a given area of international relations;” a
distinguished American scholar opened the door for the examinations of subjective and
even inter-subjective dimensions of international institutionalization. Thus as discussed in
the first chapter that how when the precincts of neorealist is overarched on

institutionalism, the epistemological and ontological scope of institutionalism widens and

17 According to Krasners an IR scholar, principles are beliefs of fact, causation and rectitude. Norms are
standards of behaviour defined in terms of rights and obligations. Rules are specific prescriptions or
proscriptions for action. Decision making procedures are prevailing practices for making and implementing
collective choice’. Instead of defining Russia-EU relation on disaggregating normative terms this work will
draw the c