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Abstract v

Abstract

This thesis problematises the bases of soft power, that is, causal mechanismsconnecting the agent (A) and the subject (B) of a power relationship. As theliterature review reveals, their underspecification by neoliberal IR scholars, theleading proponents of the soft power concept, has caused a great deal of scholarlyconfusion over such questions as how to clearly differentiate between hard andsoft power, how attraction (soft power’s primary mechanism) works and whatroles structural and relational forces play in hard/soft power. In an effort toascertain the bases, I address this issue not from the viewpoint of A’s policies orresources, like do IR neoliberal scholars, but in terms of B’s psychologicalperception of A. Employing social psychological accounts, I argue that attractioncan be produced in three distinct ways, namely 1) through B’s identification with A(“emotional” attraction), 2) via B’s appreciation of A’s competence/knowledge in aparticular field (“rational” attraction) and 3) by means of the activation of B’sinternalised values which contextually prescribe B to act in A’s favour (“social”attraction). Importantly, depending upon the way attraction is produced, it ispeculiar in a number of characteristics, the main of which are power scope, weightand durability. Insights from social psychology also show that unlike soft power,hard power requires not only B’s relevant perception of the A-B relationship (ascoercive or rewarding), but also A’s capability to actualise a threat of punishmentand/or a promise of reward. I argue this difference can be fairly treated asdefinitional rather than empirical, which implies that coercion and rewardnecessarily have both relational and structural dimensions, whereas for attraction,a structural one alone suffices, while a relational one may or may not be present.Having explicated the soft power bases, I illustrate each of them using three “mostlikely” case studies, namely Serbia’s policies towards Russia (emotional attraction),Kazakhstan’s approach to relations with the EU (rational attraction) and Germany’spolicies vis-à-vis Israel (social attraction).
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In Lieu of Introduction

“I almost wish I hadn't gone down that rabbit-hole—and yet—andyet—it's rather curious, you know, this sort of life!”― Lewis Carroll, Alice's Adventures in Wonderland, 1865.Back in 1990, former US National Security advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski referred toJoseph Nye’s then newly published Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature of

American Power as “a timely and forceful response to doomsayers” (quoted in Nye1990b: front cover, emphasis added). Fourteen years later, erstwhile US StateSecretary Madeleine Albright said that Soft Power: The Means to Succeed in World
Politics, another book by Nye, was “as brilliant as . . . timely” (quoted in Nye 2004:front cover, emphasis added). Disappointingly, as much as I might like to, a personliving and working in Europe today can hardly attach the epithet “timely” to adoctoral thesis on soft power. Indeed, in recent years, the 2014 Russia’s aggressionagainst Ukraine, the 2015 Greek government debt and refugee crises, the 2016Brexit, coupled with ceaseless terrorist attacks, the rise of Scottish and Catalanseparatism and an ascent of far-right parties and populist regimes all across the EUhave brought “harder” topics to the forefront. This is to say nothing of the fact thatthe very concept of “soft power” seems generally unpopular in the EU context.Indeed, European officials largely discard it as American and/or ideological, whilescholars researching the EU likewise prefer using other similar concepts, such as“normative,” “transformative” or “civilian” power, conceiving of them as betterreflecting the EU setting (Nielsen 2016: 8-9).This is not to suggest, however, that my thesis has no topicality. First, the factthat the “soft power” concept is relatively seldom used in Europe in no way meansthe same trend is observable everywhere else. Once coined vis-à-vis the foreignpolicy of the US, it has been later widely employed in research on other countries(including non-Western and non-democratic ones) and, what is more, in somecountries, it has become an indispensable part of domestic foreign policy discourseand undergone scholarly adjustments to account for the peculiarities of thosenations. The most exemplary in this respect is China, where “soft power” has notonly firmly entered the language of official speeches and documents, but also
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become the subject of a heated scholarly debate. This eventually resulted in thetransformation of “soft power” into “cultural power,” a concept which arguablyconsiders China’s specificities more carefully (for details, see Zhang 2017: 23-36).Internationally, applications of the “soft power” concept have become the focus ofthe special issues of well-reputed journals,1 monographs and edited volumesreleased by prominent publishers2 and well as academic and professionalconferences.3 In 2014, a group of Italian and Colombian political scientists chosethe expression “soft power” as the title of their newly founded academic journal.4Second, in general, the popularity of social science theories tends to hinge ontheir relevance for explaining the trends and needs of the time. To take a case inpoint, “soft power” appeared in the 1990s, around the end of the Cold War,reflecting, similarly to other academic accounts born at that period,5 the thenwidespread intuitive perception of encroaching international peacefulness. Yet,successful social science theories usually outlive the context in which they werecreated and, even if changing circumstances may make them temporarily forgottenor ignored, such theories often experience a rebirth once the time is right. During
1 See, e.g., Journal of Political Power’s 2016 special issue 9(3) on the soft power of BRICS, Politics’2015 special issue 35(3-4) of the soft power of “hard states” and Politics & Policy’s 2017 specialissue on soft power in the Indo-Pacific region. Incidentally, examples of special issues on soft powercan be found also in national scientific journals. Among them is the 2008 special issue 10(2) of theTurkish journal Insight Turkey, devoted to soft power in Turkish foreign policy, and the 2014 specialissue 9(2) of the Russian International Organisations Research Journal, dedicated to variations innational soft power strategies.2 The most recent examples include Zhang, Xiaoling, Wasserman, Herman & Winston Mano, eds.(2016). China’s Media and Soft Power in Africa: Promotion and Perceptions. New York: PalgraveMacmillan; Chatin, Mathilde & Giulio Gallarotti, eds. (2017). Emerging Powers in International
Politics: The BRICS and Soft Power. New York: Routledge; Jödicke, Ansgar, ed. (2017). Religion and
Soft Power in the South Caucasus. New York: Routledge; Kugiel, Patryck, ed. (2017). India’s Soft
Power: A New Foreign Policy Strategy. New York: Routledge; Chitty, Naren, Ji, Li, Rawnsley, Gary D. &Craig Hayden, eds. (2017). The Routledge Handbook of Soft Power. New York: Routledge; Zhang,Guozuo, ed. (2017). Research Outline for China’s Cultural Soft Power. Singapore: Springer; Hashimoto,Kayoko, ed. (2018). Japanese Language and Soft Power in Asia. New York: Palgrave Macmillan etc.3 Among them are, e.g., the panel “Soft Power and its Critiques” at the conference “Power, Cultureand Social Framing” (Centre for Research on Socio-Cultural Change, Manchester, UK, 3 September2015), the conference “Russian Soft Power: Moscow’s Struggle for Influence in Europe and How theEU Should Respond” (Rome Chamber of Commerce, Italy, 9 June 2016), the panel “The RussianLanguage as an Instrument in Russia’s Soft Power Toolbox” at the conference “The Politics ofMultilingualism: Possibilities and Challenges” (University of Amsterdam, Netherlands, 23 May2017), the conference “Cinema, Soft Power and Geo-political Change” (University of Leeds, UK,19-21 June 2017), the conference “Soft Power: Theory, Resources, Discourse” (Ural FederalUniversity, Yekaterinburg, Russia, 20 October 2017) etc.4 For its official website, visit Soft Power: Revista euro-americana de teorìa e historia de la politica y
del derecho. http://www.softpowerjournal.com/ (accessed: 30 October 2017).5 Among such, one can recall, e.g., “democratic peace” or Fukuyama’s “end of history.”
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the 2008 financial crisis, for example, Karl Marx’s Das Kapital suddenly acquired aparticular popularity in Germany, as both publishers and booksellers werecommonly noting (Connolly 2008). Hence, even though today “soft power” may beof limited timeliness in EU politics, one may expect it will get a closer attentionwhen the bloc overcomes the current difficulties.This study addresses the problem of soft power bases, i.e., causal mechanismslinking the agent (A) and the subject (B) engaged in a power relationship. Theirunderdetermination by neoliberal IR scholars, the primary advocates of the softpower concept, has entailed confusion around such issues as how to discriminatebetween hard and soft power, how attraction (soft power’s primary mechanism)functions and what roles structural and relational forces play in hard/soft power.In a bid to elucidate the bases, I address this issue not in terms of A’s policies orresources, like do neoliberal IR scholars, but from the standpoint of B’spsychological perception of A. Applying social psychological perspectives, I showthat attraction can be produced in three individual ways, that is, 1) through B’sidentification with A (“emotional” attraction), 2) by means of B’s appreciation of A’scompetence/knowledge in a certain sphere (“rational” attraction) and 3) via theactivation of B’s internalised values that situationally prescribe B to act for A’sbenefit (“social” attraction). Moreover, depending on how attraction is generated, itis peculiar in a number of qualities, the primary of which are power scope, weightand durability. Insights from social psychology also suggest that as distinct fromsoft power, hard power involves not only B’s relevant perception of the A-Brelationship (as coercive or rewarding), but also A’s capability to fulfil a threat ofpunishment and/or a promise of reward. I argue this distinction can be justlyconsidered as definitional rather than empirical, which follows that coercion andreward necessarily have both relational and structural aspects, whilst for attraction,a structural one alone is enough, whereas a relational one may or may not bepresent.Structurally, my thesis is divided into two parts. The first one, as its title “Soft
Power and Attraction: Academic Debate on Conceptual Issues” suggests, isdedicated to theoretical problems around the concept of soft power and the role ofattraction in it. To provide an insight into the larger social science debate on the
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essence of power, I review relevant literature in Chapter 1, making a special focuson dominant approaches to power in IR, their advantages and limitations. InChapter 2, I peruse an ongoing scholarly discussion on conceptual problemsassociated with soft power to identify the lines requiring further research. Finally,in Chapter 3, I present and substantiate my theoretical/analytical frameworkwhich addresses the problems discovered in the previous chapter. The second partof the thesis, “Attraction between IR Actors: Case Studies,” contains three“most-likely” case studies dealing with three distinct provisions of Chapter 3’sframework. In the beginning of this part, there is a methodological sectionexplicating case selection and basic assumptions and techniques used for the casestudies. Each case study in chapters 4-6 concentrates on the motives behind thepolicy of one IR actor (Serbia, Kazakhstan, Germany) towards another one (Russia,the EU and Israel correspondingly), making conclusions about the resultantcharacteristics of the latter ones’ power with respect to the former ones. Theanalyses in the first place aim to illustrate that what I argue in Chapter 3 is not onlytheoretically possible, but also can be empirically valid. However, I endeavour tomake the critical reviews of existing perspectives on the motives of the actorsunder research useful not only for exemplifying my theoretical propositions, butalso for enhancing our comprehension of the cases themselves. Following JackLevy’s formulations, I treat the case studies as both idiographic theory-guided(2008: 4-6) and hypothesis testing ones (or “theory-confirming” and“interpretative,” according to another terminology, see Bennett 2004: 22), anunderstanding that corresponds to the nature of a case as both “an end in itself”(Levy 2008: 4) as well as “[a] theoretically defined class[] of events” (ibid: 2).Finally, in “Concluding Remarks,” I elaborate on theoretical, empirical and policyimplications of my work, ponder on its limitations and suggest possible pathwaysfor further research.
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PART ONE. SOFT POWER AND ATTRACTION: ACADEMIC DEBATE

ON CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

1. Concept of Power in IR Theory: A Brief Survey

“[P]ower is a word the meaning of which we do not understand.”― Leo Tolstoy, War and Peace, 1867.
Introduction

In IR scholarship, approaches to power dramatically vary. Robert Gilpin’s (1981: 13)often-cited quote refers to this concept as “one of the most troublesome in the fieldof international relations,” which does not appear to be far from the truth, giventhat in the IR field, as David Baldwin (2013: 273) puts it, “scholars disagree notonly with respect to the role of power, but also with respect to the nature of power.”Even researchers coming from the same schools of thought do not seem to havemuch agreement with regard to this concept. Stephen Walt (2002: 222), forinstance, acknowledges that “the concept of power is central to realist theory, yetthere is still little agreement on how it should be conceived and measured.”Similarly, Stefano Guzzini (2013: 226) admits that “constructivism is ameta-theoretical commitment” and hence, “there is not one single conception ofpower which would be shared by all approaches.” Why is there such a profounddiscordance? Steven Lukes (2007: 83) argues that the reason is threefold. First,similarly to, for instance, the “truth,” “power” is a primitive concept, which meansthat it is complicated to define it with respect to other, less debatable terms.Second, power is an essentially contested concept, which signifies that it appearsnearly impossible to define it in a way that would totally exclude the researcher’svalues and interests. Third, this concept is performative in the sense that the wayone conceives of power reflects the way (s)he perceives the reality.However, this all does not mean that the study of power in IR is irreversiblysubjective and therefore impossible. One can agree with Baldwin that conceptsmay be influenced by the theories and approaches in which they are applied, butthey “do not derive their meaning completely from such theories” and “cannot be
completely determined by those theories” (2016: 60, emphases in original). This
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chapter aims to show various perspectives on the concept of power in IRscholarship, discussing their strengths and limitations. Section 1.1 makes a briefoverview of primary issues around this concept in social science literature,selecting those that are of importance for discussion in the subsequent sectionsand chapters. Section 1.2 analyses the main approaches to power in IR studies. Onepossible way to perform this task would be to discuss the whole spectrum of theusages of this concept by IR scholars: for example, one review shows that asapplied to IR actors, the term “power” can pertain to their identity, goal, means,mechanism, competition or capability (ibid: 102-122). However, what interests memore is to comprehend how the approaches to power are linked to the underlyingassumptions of the corresponding theoretical traditions, and explore whatpossibilities for power analysis those traditions open up and what, conversely,they close down. Guided by this logic, I make the overview on the use of theconcept of power by the leading IR schools of thought—namely, classicalrealism/neorealism, neoliberalism and constructivism—and conclude my mainrelevant findings in the “Discussion” section.
1.1. Overview on the Concept of Power in Social Sciences

1.1.1. Power: Definitions and Disputable Issues

Albeit power is often recognised as one of central concepts in the IR field inparticular, it is hardly possible to situate it in that field without providing at least acursory review on the concept of social power in philosophy and various fields ofsocial sciences—such as sociology, political science, economics and psychology.Since the middle of the last century, thinkers and scientists have traditionallyviewed power as embedded in a social relationship in which the agent (A) exerts itwith respect to the subject (B). This relationship has such characteristics as scope(the aspect of B’s conduct influenced by A), domain (the quantity or significance ofother actors exposed to A’s influence), weight (the extent to which A is able to alterthe likelihood that B will do a certain thing in his/her advantage), bases (the causalmechanism behind the power relationship), means (the tools used by A to makeinfluence attempts) and costs (the amount of resources A has to spend to influence
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B and/or B has to spend to conform to A’s requests) (Baldwin 2016: 51-56).The commonality of the relational understanding of power, however, does notimply that all scholars have the same conception of what aspects of socialrelationship count as power. In fact, as the classification provided by Fiske andBerdahl (2007: 679) shows, various powerful perspectives on power deem iteither as influence, or potential influence, or outcome control. The
power-as-influence approach defines it in terms of causality, of what power does: inthis vein, Herbert Simon (1957: 5) stated that “[f]or the assertion ‘A has power overB,’ we can substitute the assertion, ‘A’s behavior causes B’s behavior’” and FelixOppenheim (1981: 33) similarly argued that “to assert that R’s action x wasinfluenced by some action y of P is not merely to describe what R did, but also toprovide at least a partial explanation of P’s conduct. (Why did R do x? Because Pinfluenced him to do x).” Another tradition, considering power as potential

influence, seems to have originated in the works of Max Weber (1947: 152) whodefined power as “the probability6 that one actor within a social relationship willbe in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of the basison which this probability rests.” The Weberian account became powerful in themiddle of the last century: to exemplify, it was echoed in the writings of RobertBierstedt (1950: 733) who viewed power as “the ability to employ force, not itsactual employment, the ability to apply sanctions, not their actual application” andDorwin Cartwright (1965: 4) who argued that “[i]f O has the capability ofinfluencing P, we say that O has power over P.” Finally, the
power-as-outcome-control approach, which is especially strong in socialpsychology, while still embedding power in a social relationship, leaves influenceout of the definition of power and focuses on outcomes or resources instead.Among the adherents of this approach were, for instance, by John Thibaut andHarold Kelley (1959: 101) who stated that “[t]he power of A over B increases withA’s ability to affect the quality of outcomes attained by B” and Richard Emerson(1962: 32) who argued that “[t]he power to control or influence the other residesin control over the things he values.”
6 A number of scholars (Guzzini 2011c: 564; Baumann & Cramer 2017: 181) argue that “chance” or“ability” and not “probability” would be a more accurate English translation of this word.
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These three perspectives comprise the so-called power-over perspectivewhich presupposes that to talk about power is possible only provided theexistence of both A and B. The alternative, so-called power-to perspective treatspower in dispositional terms, by virtue of actors’ capacities to accomplish a certaingoal irrespective of whether this means affecting other actors or not. According toPamela Pansardi (2011: 522), the most thorough study of power in this fashion hasbeen done by Peter Morriss (2002) who approached power in terms of “an abilityto act and to bring about outcomes.” However, though this perspective is popularamong certain groups of researchers, especially feminist scholars and systemstheorists, it is seemingly less widespread among social scientists in general, whichis usually explained by pointing to the nature of social sciences that stimulatesresearchers to be primarily interested in interactions among people, conflicts andinequalities in society (e.g., see Lukes 1974: 30-31, Wartenberg 1990: 5).Incidentally, the two perspectives need not necessarily be seen as conflicting:indeed, some view them as two analytically discernible dimensions of the singleconcept of social power (Pansardi 2012), while others, contrariwise, consider themas two fundamentally different aspects of life (with power-over having little to dowith social life, since it may also relate to inanimate objects) which arelinguistically conflated into the term “power” (Wartenberg 1990).Aside from the relational or dispositional nature of power, there is a number ofother debatable issues regarding the question of what counts as power. The firstone concerns A’s intentionality: some of the definitions given above (e.g. Weber’sand Russel’s) presuppose this and thus, leave unintended effects completely out ofthe concept of power, while other definitions (e.g. Herbert Simon’s) do not rule outthe possibility of the unintended exertion of the power of A vis-à-vis B. The secondproblem regards the role of coercion. A number of Weber-inspired accounts ofpower treat A’s use of punishments as a definitional matter. To illustrate, HaroldLasswell and Abraham Kaplan (1950: 76) term power as “the process of affectingpolicies of others with the help of (actual or threatened) severe deprivations fornonconformity with the policies intended” and in a similar manner, Peter Blau(1967: 117) defines power as “the ability of persons or groups to impose their ownwill on others despite resistance through deterrence either in the form of
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withholding regularly supplied rewards or in the form of punishment, inasmuch asthe former, as well as the latter, constitute, in effect, a negative sanction.”Alternative approaches (e.g. Herbert Simon’s and Felix Oppenheim’s) do notexclude the possibility of “softer” ways to exert power. Related to this point isanother disputable issue: the Weberian tradition treats power as a zero-sum game,
i.e., A can either win or lose, and the more power A has, the less of it remains for B.This approach practically excludes the possibilities of collective action,cooperation and any outcome that would be favourable for both A and B. Analternative approach discards such an understanding of power as too narrow:feminist scholar Mary Parker Follett, for instance, puts forward the “conception of
power-with, a jointly developed power, a co-active, not a coercive power” (1942:101, emphases added). In a similar fashion, systems theorist Ervin Laszlo (1989)proposes to view power as a positive-sum relationship, arguing that conceiving ofthis phenomenon as a negative-sum or zero-sum game does not fully reflect theinterdependence of the modern world.Finally, the study of power in social sciences is largely affected by the debatebetween methodological individualists who explain social phenomena solely byreference to actors and their interactions and holists who treat some higher-levelentities or properties such as institutions, norms or cultures as ontologically andcausally important. In methodological terms, the former consider only
agentic/relational power, while the latter also take account of structural power thedegree of consideration of which varies depending on the general theoreticaltradition on which a study rests. This debate is sometimes called agent-structure

problem, the essence of which is nicely summarised by Alexander Wendt (1987:337-338):The agent-structure problem has its origins in two truisms aboutsocial life which underlie most social scientific inquiry: 1) humanbeings and their organizations are purposeful actors whoseactions help reproduce or transform the society in which they live;and 2) society is made up of social relationships, which structurethe interactions between these purposeful actors . . . Thus, theanalysis of action invokes an at least implicit understanding ofparticular social relationships (or “rules of the game”) in which theaction is set-just as the analysis of social structures invokes someunderstanding of the actors whose relationships make up the
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structural context. It is then a plausible step to believe that theproperties of agents and those of social structures are bothrelevant to explanations of social behavior.
1.1.2. Debate on the “Faces” of Power

Besides the aforesaid ones, there is another aspect that divides scholars over whatqualifies as power, which can be phrased as the depth to which B is affected by thepower relationship with A. A debate on this topic was launched by Peter Bachrachand Morton Baratz who argued in a series of publications (1962, 1963) that thethen popular Robert Dahl’s conception of power as “A has power over B to theextent that he can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do” (1957:202-203) does not fully grasp all aspects of the power relationship. Theycontended that A can use institutional procedures and rules to modify agenda in amanner that will limit B’s range of possible decisions in a way favourable for A. Forexample, A might intentionally depict a certain option initially preferred by B asillegitimate or hardly realistic to achieve etc, thus impacting on B’s final policychoice. Accordingly, Bachrach and Baratz stated that A’s power manifests itself notonly in getting B to do what (s)he would not otherwise do, but also in hamperinghim/her from doing something that (s)he would otherwise do and hence, to study apower relationship thoroughly, one must look not only at the decisions that havebeen taken, but also at those that have not. Bachrach and Baratz called this powerdimension the second face of power, contrary to Robert Dahl’s first face.A decade later, Steven Lukes (1974) contended that both first and second faceswere insufficient, for they comprise only the facet of power in which A affects B’s
behaviour, while his/her preferences remain unchanged (and, as a rule, conflictualwith those of A). The concept of power, he argued instead, should also embrace A’sshaping the preferences of B. In other words, in the Lukesian perspective, power ispresent even if B does something of his/her own accord provided that what (s)hedoes contradicts his/her “real”/“objective” needs.7 This face of power, which Lukes
7 Baldwin (2015: 217-218) contests Bachrach and Baratz’s and Lukes’ understandings of theDahlian conceptualisation of power, arguing that his definition does not necessarily imply that B’spreferences remain unchanged as a result of power relations and in fact, it covers all the three facesof power. This point seems fair, which, however, does not mean that the whole discussion on thefirst face of power loses its topicality, since political scientists frequently tend to explicitly define
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calls “domination” appears similar to Antonio Gramsci’s concept of “hegemony”and is called “hegemonic power” by some scholars (e.g. Johal et. al. 2014). Hence,the Lukesian third face of power differs from the first two faces in that it focuses onthe formation of B’s beliefs rather than solely his/her behaviour. Moreover, asdistinct from the first two faces, the third one does not necessarily presuppose A’sintentionality: according to Lukes, what indicates power is B’s objective interestsbeing modified in some way by what A does, no matter if that is an intentional orunintentional effect of A’s behaviour. However, what all the three faces share incommon is presupposing that the power relationship between A and B work in away which is at odds with B’s interests, be they distinct and clearly defined ones orabstract “objective” ones.The postmodernist account of power, most prominently represented in theworks on Michael Foucault (1978, 1980), challenges this assumption. His approach,which Peter Digeser (1992) calls the fourth face of power,8 conceives of power asthe construction of subjects through social relations. Contrary to the first threefaces, the fourth one denies the existence of B’s objective interests, presupposingthat an actor’s role identity, or self-understanding, is socially constructed ratherthan exogenously given. According to Foucault, power is ubiquitous, it is present inany kind of social practices and interactions, and no actor can escape from beingaffected by it. Similarly to Lukes, Foucault applies a subject-centered approach topower and therefore, states that it does not necessarily require A’s intentionality:his focus is placed on how social interactions affect B’s identity and not on A’sinterests and beliefs. Hence, by considering power as structural rather thanagentic/subjective, he explicitly rejects the assumption of the dispositional natureof power. Moreover, the Foucauldian conception of power is positive in the sensethat it presupposes that power is productive, for it produces social beings andpositive social effects. Nevertheless, Foucault also argues that nobody isbiologically predesigned to have one sort of personality and not another; therefore,
power solely in terms of its coercive dimension with the above-mentioned definitions of Lasswelland Kaplan as well as Blau aptly illustrating this point.8 Some researchers (e.g. Akram et. al. 2015) situate Foucault’s approach within the third face ofpower, focusing not on the principally new things it provides, but rather, on how it further specifiesand aids in better understanding the Lukesian argument.
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power relations invariably imply at least some sort of B’s resistance, be it in areflexive or deliberate form. All in all, the features of power as approached byFoucault are perhaps best summarised by Mark Kelly (2009: 37-38): “1. Theimpersonality, or subjectlessness, of power, meaning that it is not guided by thewill of individual subjects; 2. The relationality of power, meaning that power isalways a case of power relations between people, as opposed to a quantumpossessed by people; 3. The decenteredness of power, meaning that it is notconcentrated on a single individual or class; 4. The multidirectionality of power,meaning that it does not flow only from the more to the less powerful, but rather“comes from below,” even if it is nevertheless “nonegalitarian”; 5. The strategicnature of power, meaning that it has a dynamic of its own, is intentional.”It is worth mentioning that scholarly criticism in the debate on the faces ofpower is directed both back and forth, that is, the proponents of a certain face tendnot only to regard each previous face as insufficient, but also criticise thesubsequent faces as too unspecified and unnecessarily overbroadened, while oftenconcurrently acknowledging a certain usefulness in their contribution to theunderstanding of social relations. To illustrate, Lukes (2005: 12) admits thatFoucault’s research on power contains helpful “insights and much valuableresearch into modern forms of domination” and even confesses that his own initialconception of power as necessarily contrary to B’s objective needs was wrong andin fact, power may or may not be detrimental to B’s interests. Also, Lukes generallyacknowledges the importance of Foucault’s idea that “if power is to be effective,those subject to it must be rendered susceptible to its effects” (2007: 96).Nonetheless, he remains critical of Foucault for his allegedly unclear language thathas made many scholars interpret A’s domination as completely inescapable for B,as a result of which, argues Lukes (ibid: 97),it is no longer possible to distinguish between the exercise ofpower as indoctrination and the promotion of policies, proceduresand arrangements that render people more free . . . to liveaccording to the dictates of their nature and judgement.Yet, it is also worth specifying that the logic of the debate on the faces of poweris such that each subsequent face “does not displace the other faces of power, butprovides a different level of analysis” (Digeser 1992: 991) which, in fact, seems to
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strengthen the concept of power rather than overbroaden it unnecessarily.Provided that adding new levels to analysis is well justified and reasonably situatedwithin a certain larger theoretical paradigm, this enables scholars to opt for theperspective of power which best suits the goals of their studies. This becomesapparent in the discussion of how IR schools of thought approach power, whichfollows below.
1.2. IR Scholarship on the Concept of Power: A Part of Social Sciences or

Apart from Social Sciences?

1.2.1. (Neo-)Realist Conception: Elements of National Power

It will not be an overstatement to say that power analysis lies at the heart of the IRrealist tradition. As the founder of IR classical realism Hans Morgenthau stated inthe beginning of his Politics Among Nations (1948: 13), “[i]nternational politics,like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the ultimate aims of internationalpolitics, power is always the immediate aim.” Arguing this, Morgenthau explicitlyunderlined that power is of an agentic rather than structural nature: the strugglefor power, according to him, originates in people’s selfish nature, their “lust forpower” which, in turn, stems from two fundamental human drives, namely thedrive to survive and animus dominandi, the drive to dominate. Morgenthau termed
political power as “the mutual relations of control among the holders of publicauthority and between the latter and the people at large” (ibid), stressing that itrefers to “a psychological relation between those who exercise it and those overwhom it is exercised” (ibid: 14, emphasis added) and thus must not be confusedwith military power that implies physical force and hence, has little to do with apsychological relation. Political power, according to Morgenthau, gives one actor“control over certain actions” of another one via influence “over the latter's minds,”which “may be exerted through orders, threats, persuasion, or a combination of anyof these” (ibid). At first blush, Morgenthau’s account of power somewhat resemblesthe Weberian one, for both deem power in relational terms and highlight itscoercive nature. Yet, wholly equating these two seems scarcely fair: despite thedefinition given in the outset, later in his book Morgenthau discussed a state’s
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power as a combination of certain distinguishable and gaugeable elements that hecalled “elements of national power,” categorising them into material (geography,natural resources, industrial capacity, military preparedness) and human ones(population, national character, national morale, quality of government, quality ofdiplomacy) (ibid: 80-108).In a similar vein, another IR classical realist Edward Carr in his The Twenty

Years’ Crisis contended that international politics are “in one sense always powerpolitics” (1981: 102). Carr also applied a somewhat elements-of-national-powerapproach, presenting a nation’s power as the sum of its military power, economicpower and power over opinion, and explicitly stating that military power is themost important among them, while the other two are significant only in theirassociation with military power (ibid: 102, 141). Moreover, believing that “the
ultima ratio of power in international relations is war,” Carr considered militarypower to be such a vital aspect of a nation’s foreign policy that it constitutes “notonly an instrument, but an end in itself” (ibid: 111). Importantly, even the fact thathe singled out “power over opinion” hardly makes his take on power less“aggressive” and rooted in coercion, for under “power over opinion,” Carr simplyimplied political propaganda which he regarded as a “national political weapon”that, again, “cannot be dissociated from military and economic power” (ibid: 141).The “elements-of-national-power” approach permeates the writings ofneorealist IR scholars as well. However, in their conception, power elements aresolely of material origin: Robert Giplin (1981: 13), for instance, states that “powerrefers simply to the military, economic, and technological capabilities of states,”while John Mearsheimer (2001: 57) defines power as “nothing more than specificassets or material resources that are available to a state.” Like classical realists,neorealists tend to regard the military dimension of power as being of utmostimportance, while the other dimensions—as significant merely as long as theysupport the state’s military capability. Mearsheimer, for example, argues that thestate’s power is comprised of its military (based upon the size and strength of itsarmed forces) and latent power (based on its wealth and population size), wherethe latter’s role is auxiliary, for it simply represents “the socio-economicingredients that go into building military power” (2001: 55). Moreover, neorealists
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tend to explicitly reject the relational definition of power. For example, accordingto Kenneth Waltz (1979: 191-192), it “omits consideration of how acts andrelations are affected by the structure of action.”9 Likewise, Mearsheimer (2001:57) finds it somewhat analytically useless, stating that “[a]ccording to this logic,power exists only when a state exercises control or influence; and therefore it canbe measured only after the outcome is determined.”Neorealists generally share classical realists’ notion that internationalrelations are a constant struggle for power, however, they consider its origin to lienot in selfish human nature, but in the structure of the international system.Defensive neorealists like Waltz (1979) contend that in the anarchicalenvironment of the international system, where there is no supreme authority,states have to rely on self-help in order to secure their own survival. In order to doit, states must be alert to other states’ capabilities, so that they can amass enoughpower to guarantee their own security. Offensive neorealists like JohnMearsheimer (2001) go even further, arguing that a state’s ultimate goal is tosecure not its minimal survival, but to achieve global hegemony by gathering morepower than that of any other IR actor, since this is allegedly the best way toguarantee security. This seemingly puts offensive neorealists close to classicalrealists in that they treat power as an end rather than means.Neorealists believe that states can and moreover, do measure each other’spower to understand the distribution of capabilities in the international system:Waltz, for example, argued that “[s]tates spend a lot of time estimating oneanother’s capabilities, especially their abilities to do harm,” highlighting that theelements of those capabilities comprise states’ “size of population and territory,resource endowment, economic capability, military strength, political stability andcompetence” (1979: 131). Power measurement, according to neorealists, makes itpossible to rank the states; however, since, as I stated above, they distinctly reject arelational approach to power, they deem such rankings as necessary simply to
9 Interestingly, later in the same book, Waltz (1979: 192) implicitly resorted to the relational viewon power, stating that “an agent is powerful to the extent that he affects others more than they affecthim,” which, in fact, contradicts the elements-of-national-power approach that Waltz useselsewhere throughout his writings. This enables a number of scholars to criticise him forinconsistency (e.g. Baldwin 2016: 134-135).
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understand the general dispensation of power rather than predict concrete futureoutcomes. As Waltz put it (ibid: 131), “[r]anking states, however, does not requirepredicting their success in war or in other endeavors. We need only rank themroughly by capability.”Neorealists, hence, pay little attention to the different areas of states’ foreignpolicies: naming force the ultima ratio of politics (Waltz 1979: 113, Mearsheimer2001: 136) and stating that power politics is always a zero-sum game (Gilpin 1981:94, Mearsheimer 2001: 34), they appear to implicitly treat the actor’s capacity towin a possible war as the main criterion of measuring its overall power. In thislight, it is no wonder that neorealists consider power elements as fungible,10 andtheir fungibility—as contingent on the weight of the state: the stronger the state,the more fungible its power (Waltz 1986: 333). According to them, though powermay be hard to measure, it works in IR similarly to money in economics, as amedium of exchange (Mearsheimer 2001: 17, Waltz 1990), making sense only ifapproached cumulatively. To quote Waltz (1979: 131), “[s]tates are not placed inthe top rank because they excel in one way or another” and for this reason, “[t]heeconomic, military, and other capabilities of nations cannot be sectored andseparately weighed.”The criticism of the (neo-)realist conception of power is closely tied with thecriticism of this tradition’s basic assumptions. As nicely summarised by Baldwin(2016: 127-129),11 in the last century, those disagreeing with it mainly pointed toobscure and misleading conceptualisation of power, inattention to power contexts,treatment of power as resources and abundance of strong deterministic statementsregarding states’ foreign policy goals (in particular, critics questioned if power isreally the only foreign policy goal, if states really want to maximise it, and if military
10 A good is regarded as fungible “if it is of such a nature as to be freely replaceable by another oflike nature or kind without decreasing in value. Convertibility and mutual substitutability are henceforms of fungibility” (Guzzini 2011b: 266).11 To be precise, he summed up the points that critics raise in relation only to Morgenthau’swritings, but each of this points seems to be equally relevant to the realist approach to power ingeneral. The only exception are the so-called “modified,” or “neoclassical” realists (Stephen Walt,Randal Schweller, etc) who, while sharing the general realist assumptions about the role of militarypower and material elements, however, abstain from making strong deterministic statementsconcerning state preferences, considering leaders’ subjective perceptions of their states’ interestsand other states’ power to be a crucial factor that impacts on state behaviour (for details, seeSchmidt 2007: 57-60).
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power is really the most important). As for more recent criticism, Baldwin (ibid:66-68) contests the (neo-)realist view of politics as a zero-sum game: drawing onThomas Schelling’s works on strategy, he argues that though situations of pureconflict happen in real life, they are extremely rare and in fact, even wars need notbe treated as a zero-sum activity. Gallarotti (2011: 27) disputes neorealists’preoccupation with material resources which, according to him, stems fromtheir—highly questionable—Hobbesian understanding of anarchy. Put in a nutshell,in a situation where actors do not trust each other and everyone awaits a possibleaggression from other actors, material resources are more reliable to envisageprotection, be it offensive or defensive by nature. Joseph (2011: 638) criticises theneorealist conception of agents and structures as insufficient arguing that limitingthe former to rational nation-states and the latter to anarchical internationalsystem that impacts on rational nation-states, forcing them to act in a certainmanner, “makes it almost impossible to develop a meaningful dialogue with thosesupporting a notion of globalization, given that the two positions have verydifferent conceptions of international structure and its most relevant agents.”Guzzini (1998: 136-137) contests treating power as money, arguing that whilemoney for economists serves as a standardised criterion of wealth, political actorsdo not such a standard measure and hence, power resources should always beconsidered only in linkage to particular goals. In a similar vein, Guzzini disputesthe neorealist statement that fungibility of power resources increases as theiramount increases: as he puts it (ibid: 137; for a similar argument, see Baldwin2016: 71-72),[i]f power is so highly fungible, that it can be assumed to be usedin different scopes, then one does not need the variety-definition:economic capabilities can be used for producing political, ethicaland other outcomes. If one assumes a great variety of capabilities,one implicitly assumes that the strong state is strong not becauseit has a lot of overall power, but because it possesses differentcapabilities in distinctive domains.As for the elements-of-national-power approach in general,12 even its critics
12 Notably, the elements-of-national-power approach may be confused with the above-mentioned“power-to” approach, for they both focus on the actor that wields power and presuppose thedispositional rather than relational nature of power. However, while the “power-to” approach treats
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tend to admit that it can be analytically useful for forecasting the outcomes ofcertain events and comparing the certain abilities of IR actors. Joseph Nye (2011a:12), for instance, acknowledges that approaching power as a possession ofresources may be logical, for example, in the military context, stating that “[i]ngeneral, a country that is well endowed with power resources is more likely toaffect a weaker country and be less dependent upon an optimal strategy than viceversa.” However, as presented by neorealists, this approach is noted forengendering calculation problems: Schmidt (2007: 54), for instance, points to thefact that while neorealists single out certain elements of national power, they (inparticular, Waltz) are often unclear about the concrete criteria of theirmeasurement as well as the way they can be summarised in one score.13Furthermore, this approach appears to oversimplify such a complex phenomenonas power and hence, is fraught with a number of problems carefully listed by Hart(1976: 290): “1) it is not always certain that actors will be able to use resourceswhich are normally under their control; 2) it is not always clear what types ofresources should be included in a general measure of power, and one suspects thatfor different types of conflicts different combinations of resources will be neededto explain the outcomes of conflicts; 3) some types of resources, such a the will touse force, are extremely difficult to measure; 4) the focus on national powerprecludes the consideration of the role of non-state actors in determining theoutcome of conflicts; and 5) it is not clear how one is to deal with interdependence,coalitions, and collective action.” Finally, as Baldwin notes (2013: 277; 2016:69-70), although this approach may succeed in estimating an actor’s potentialpower, it fails to consider the contextual nature of power elements (specification ofdomain and scope), A’s skills and motivation as well as A’s and B’s intentions.
power as an actor’s capacity to achieve a certain outcome, the elements-of-national-powerapproach disregards outcomes and treats power resources as though they are power itself.13 While preoccupation with the possibility to measure national power quantitatively ischaracteristic especially of IR neorealists, in fact, social scientists have long been concerned with it.Hönn’s (2011: 74-230) comprehensive literature review on this topic contains 67 (!) variousmathematical formulas designed to measure national power, the earliest of which dates back to1741. Some of those formulas comprehend merely material elements while others are moreinclusive.



Concept of Power in IR Theory: A Brief Survey 19

1.2.2. Neoliberal Conception: Interdependence and Economic Wealth14
It is noteworthy that while the concept of power is central to realist thinking, itdoes not enjoy an equal role in other IR paradigms: in fact, some schools of thoughtcontribute relatively little, if anything, to power analysis and thus, their omittancewill barely harm this study. For this reason, this section limits the discussion to IRneoliberal institutionalist scholars, leaving out so-called commercial liberals,associating free trade and peace, republican liberals, associating democracy andpeace, and sociological liberals, associating transnational interactions andinternational integration (Baldwin 1993: 4).First of all, neoliberal scholars regard power in terms of social relationships,which, compared to the (neo-)realist approach, more closely reflects how power istreated in other fields of social sciences.15 Keohane and Nye, for instance, use theDahlian definition of power as “the ability of an actor to get others to do somethingthey otherwise would not do,” adding that the action should be performed “at anacceptable cost to the actor” (1977|2012: 10). Likewise, Susan Strange (1996: 17)terms power as “the ability of a person or group of persons so to affect outcomesthat their preferences take precedence over the preferences of others.” Therelational approach logically follows that power is not as measurable and itsresources are not as fungible as neorealists argue: in this respect, Keohane (1986:184-185) points to the fact that estimating the overall power of an actor appearssomewhat useless, since a resource useful in one policy area may be of less or nouse in another. Therefore, neoliberals propose to do power analysis within single“issue-areas,” where it is possible to more objectively estimate the capacities ofactors (Keohane & Nye 2012).Second, neoliberals pay a closer attention to the role of structures in a powerrelationship. While neorealists limit structures merely to the international system,Keohane and Nye (2012: 10) argue that asymmetries in dependence serve as a
14 This section does not contain any mention of the soft power concept, for it is discussed later inChapter 2.15 In fairness to the (neo-)realist paradigm, the dispositional approach to power has beenadvocated by best-known, but still not all (neo-)realist scholars: Baldwin (2016: 128) namesStephen Jones, Denis Sullivan as well as Harold and Margaret Sprouts as the IR students whocriticised Morgenthau’s elements of national power, arguing in favour of the relational approach.
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power resource for the less contingent actor of the power relationship. Arguingthis, they construct an ideal-type situation called “complex interdependence” thatcharacterises the world in which actors are inextricably linked to one another; thetwo theorists do not argue that it perfectly explains the world already now, butthey believe it shows the direction in which the world is developing (ibid: xxxiv).One implication of the growing interdependence16 is that it enables IR actors tomanipulate the IR structures which have emerged from interdependence (e.g.international institutions). Such structures may benefit or, on the contrary, restrictIR actors’ behaviour depending if their relative power capabilities are greater orsmaller than their position in IR institutions.17 To exemplify, established in thewake of the WWII, the UN Security Council still reflects the distribution ofcapacities existent at that time, which engenders imbalances in the current IRsystem: as a result, a number of currently strong countries, such as Germany andJapan, as well as rising powers, such as Brazil and India, do not have permanentseats in the UN Security Council, while the UK, the relative capacities of which havedeclined since 1945, enjoys a permanent seat there (Strange 1996). Anothercorollary of interdependence is that, albeit states remain main IR actors, powerrelationships take place not only between states, but also interstate organisationsas well as NGOs, transnational corporations, sub-national and regional authoritiesas long as they act internationally (Keohane 1989).Neoliberals argue that power relations not only in economic andenvironmental, but also even in military sphere, are not necessarily zero-sum: asKeohane & Nye (2012: 9) put it, “military allies actively seek interdependence toprovide enhanced security for all.” Sharing with neorealism such basic premises asthe primary importance of the state in IR, actors’ rationality and the anarchy of theinternational system, neoliberals contend that prospects for cooperation, evenunder anarchy, are higher than neorealists would have us think: states, accordingto them, are preoccupied with their absolute rather than relative gains in power
16 Importantly, it is fair to speak of interdependence only when there are “reciprocal (although notnecessarily symmetrical) costly effects of transactions”; thus it should be distinguished from mere
interconnectedness which happens “when interactions do not have significant costly effects”(Keohane & Nye 2012: 8).17 Putting this point in the discussion of the faces of power, for IR actors, interdependence raisesthe possibilities to exercise the second face of power and/or have it exercised over them.
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(that is, asking “what will gain me the most?” rather than “who will gain more?”),which allows for mutual benefits arising out of cooperation (ibid: 8-9). Unlike(neo-)realists who tend to make firm assumptions regarding states’ foreign policyobjectives and their priority, neoliberals, first, shift their attention from puresecurity to the multiplicity of states’ foreign policy goals and second, contend thatwhether states always attempt to maximise their power and whether security isalways states’ highest priority should be addressed as empirical questions in eachparticular context (Keohane & Nye 2012). To challenge the (neo-)realist emphasison military force, first, they cite examples of the situations where military force canhardly be helpful, such as Canadian-US and Australian-US relations and second,they build the above-mentioned “ideal type” of IR system named “complexinterdependence” where military force would be of minor significance (ibid:19-31).Reasoning this way, neoliberals conclude that interdependence considerablyimpedes the use of force, for coercive behaviour simply becomes irrational in theinterdependent world. Rosecrance (1986) argues that rising economicinterdependence has been coupled with a respective decrease in the worth ofterritorial conquests, since nowadays the benefits of economic cooperation andtrade among states are significantly higher than those of military rivalry andcontrol over territories. Traditionally, states used to regard territories as increasingeconomic wealth; however, in the contemporary world, where the key elements ofa state’s wealth lie in its share of the international market in value-added servicesand goods, new territories do not necessarily aid states in enhancing theireconomic situation. What is more, neoliberals argue that nowadays states are notas independent and self-sufficient as they historically were: first, aggressivebehaviour presently involves a risk that other states may impose economicsanctions and second, a rational state would not threaten its trade partners whosemarkets and investments it needs for its own growth. This all is underpinned bythe fact that wars over territories in the nuclear age are too risky and expensive forrogue states; it is both more attractive and potentially beneficial to try to increasewealth via trade and foreign investments.Except for neorealists who, for obvious reasons, completely disagree with



Concept of Power in IR Theory: A Brief Survey22

neoliberals over the impact of interdependence (see Grieco 1988, Waltz 1986 etc),other critics generally view the neoliberal approach as an improvement comparedto neorealist ideas, yet, often considering it as insufficient for various reasons.Baldwin (2016: 162-263), for instance, contends that Keohane and Nyesuccessfully demonstrated that power resources are of a limited fungibility;however, he labels their perspective on military power as “muted” and “overlycautious.” Whereas Keohane and Nye contend that military relations “need not bezero-sum” (2012: 9, emphasis added), Baldwin argues that they are never zero-sum.While Keohane and Nye maintain that “military power dominates economic powerin the sense that economic means alone are likely to be ineffective against theserious use of military force” (ibid: 14), Baldwin (2016: 180-181) argues that thisstatement does not factor in the context and the variety of spheres in which powerrelationship may take place. Similarly, Vyas (2011) praises neoliberals for theirtreatment of structural and relational power, but criticises them for not integratingactors’ identities and ideas in their theory: as a result, he argues, the neoliberalapproach may successfully explain the formation of integration groups, but fails tounfold why ASEAN, NAFTA and Mercosur do not deepen their integration like theEU has done. The ideational aspects of power relationships are well accounted forin the constructivist approach described below.
1.2.3. Constructivist Conception: Towards Multidimensionality

Hurd (2008) singles out four main distinctive features of constructivism. First,actors’ knowledge is not objective, but socially constructed. “Constructed” meansthat “people act toward objects, including other actors, on the basis of themeanings that the objects have for them” (Wendt 1992: 396-397); therefore, allsocial relations rest on the meanings that constitute them, and those meaningschange over time (though over short periods they may remain comparativelystable). “Socially” means that knowledge is constructed intersubjectively, throughlanguage which is neither totally objective, nor completely subjective—putdifferently, it does not exist irrespective of human minds, but at the same time, it isalways greater than how it is used by single individuals (Guzzini 2011a: 138).



Concept of Power in IR Theory: A Brief Survey 23

Second, unlike neoliberals and neorealists who assume that IR actors are rationalwith fixed interests, constructivists argue that actors’ interests are socially formedand depend on actors’ identities, that is, “relatively stable, role-specificunderstandings and expectations about self” (Wendt 1992: 397), which are moldedand altered via interaction with other actors. Third, agents (actors) and structures(norms, institutions, shared meanings) are mutually constitutive, meaning that, onthe one hand, agents’ actions are conducive to making new structures, on the other,structures also affect, define and socialise actors. Finally, the IR system isanarchical, i.e., “not organized through hierarchical structures of authority andcommand” (Hurd 2008: 304), which, however, does not mean that states alwaysview one another as rivals, as neoreliasts assume. Rather, depending on theiridentities, states’ perceptions of one another may vary from friends to enemies.As this description manifests, constructivism is not a single theory, but rather,as Guzzini (2013: 226) puts it, ”a meta-theoretical commitment,” and therefore,“there is not one single conception of power which would be shared by allapproaches.” Moreover, due to the fact that constructivists place themselves inopposition to realism, the very word “power,” associated with IR realist accounts,does not occupy such a central place in constructivist studies (Barnett & Duvall2005: 40-41). However, Guzzini singles out several basic premises that arecommon for all constructivist interpretations of power (2011a: 138-141). First,power exists only in a social relation and can be analysed only given the scope anddomain of that relation. Second, objects can be deemed as power resources onlygiven a respective social context and actors’ respective understanding of thoseobjects; therefore, constructivists “would reject any power index based on someresource aggregate as basically meaningless” (2011a: 141). Third, power should beviewed not in causal terms, but as a part of constitutive relations, thus it is
impersonal and not necessarily intentional, has both agentic and structuraldimensions (2013: 226). Fourth, power relationship has performative aspects inthe sense that discursive practices affect actors’ identities and self-understandings.This conception of power, according to Guzzini, has a number ofmethodological implications. First of all, constructivism turns out to be chieflyinterested not in formal power, but rather in its intersubjective practice, in “what
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‘authorizes,’ ‘legitimates’ or ‘empowers’” (2011a: 140). Furthermore, aconstructivist analysis of power focuses on the formation of actors’ identity andinterests in the context of shared meanings and understandings; hence, a poweranalysis cannot simply assume that actors have certain interests—it should alsoexplain how those interests are shaped. Moreover, constructivists deem identitynot only as the basis for interests formation, but also as a factor that directlydetermines actors’ actions, what Guzzini calls “power politics of identity” (ibid).Finally—and the most importantly—power relationship should be studied interms of outcomes, which allows solving the neorealist “paradox of unrealisedpower,” when an actor possessing many power resources turns out to be unable toachieve the desired outcome (2011c: 565). The power-as-outcomes perspectivepresupposes that a power relationship is studied from the perspective of B andtakes account of B’s values, skills and motivation.18 More precisely (2011c: 564),by concentrating on the recipient of power exercises, relationalapproaches also stress the ‘latent power’ of actors (‘having power’)who do not necessarily need to act (‘exercising power’)—all ittakes is that the recipients adjust their behaviour in pre-emptingreal or even imagined (negative) sanctions, whether or not thepower wielder is even aware of this in every case. The causal linkfrom sanctions to the altered behaviour of the recipient is upheld,but the explanation is shifted from the recipient of power to itswielder, not the other way round.These constructivist assumptions make it possible to consider all the fourfaces in the analysis of power relations. It is best seen in the article by MichaelBarnett and Raymond Duvall’s “Power in International Politics” (2005), wherethey conceptualise power as “the production, in and through social relations, ofeffects that shape the capacities of actors to determine their circumstances andfate” (ibid: 42). They construct a fourfold taxonomy of power (see Table 1)depending on what it works through (interactions of specific actors or socialrelations of constitution) and its relational specificity (direct or diffuse).
18 Those are not the only advantages of studying power in terns of outcomes. In 1976, long beforeconstructivism emerged as an IR paradigm, Jeffrey Hart (1976: 303) posited that “[t]he control overevents and outcomes emerges as the best approach for the measurement of power in contemporaryinternational politics, because: 1) it is the only approach that takes into account the possibility ofinterdependence among actors and of collective action; 2) it is more general than other approaches;and 3) it produces a type of analysis which has both descriptive and normative advantages over thetypes of analysis which are associated with the other approaches.”
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Considering this, Barnett and Duvall end up with four types of power which theycall compulsory, institutional, productive and structural. Compulsory power ispresent whenever A is in a position to directly shape the behaviour of B, forexample, as a result of an order or command. Institutional power implies A’sindirect control over B through the rules, procedures and settings of some formalor informal institutions. Structural power is embedded in social structures, in thepositions of actors that determine their roles and, in turn, actions (for instance, amaster and a slave, a teacher and a student etc). As distinct from institutionalpower, which is mostly about placing constraints on actions, structural powerfocuses more on the capabilities that actors have due to occupying a certain socialposition. Finally, productive power is the constitution of social beings via systemsof knowledge and discursive practices in general. As the authors admit themselves(ibid: 43), in the order that they are presented, these four types of powersomewhat resemble, though do not completely coincide with, the first, second,third and fourth faces of power respectively, which allows Guzzini (2013: 217) toquite fairly refer to their approach as “Lukes-plus-Foucault.”Relational specificityDirect DiffusePower worksthrough Interactions ofspecific actors Compulsory InstitutionalSocial relationsof constitution Structural Productive
Table 1. Taxonomy of Power. Source: Barnett & Duvall 2005: 48.Whilst many would possibly regard this understanding of power asexcessively broad, there are scholars who, contrariwise, consider it too narrow.Baldwin (2016: 148-153), for instance, contests Barnett and Duvall’s approach,first, for explicitly excluding persuasion and processes of collective choice frompower relations (see Barnett & Duvall 2005: 42) and second, for allegedlyconceiving of power as necessarily detrimental to B’s interests. Regarding theformer, removing from analysis voluntary collective choice and persuasion as suchlogically follows from the subject-centered perspective on power: indeed, it doesnot seem necessary to take them into consideration if B’s choice is absolutelyindependent of A and/or A’s attempts to persuade have no behavioural effect on B.
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Consequently, when a study’s goals necessitate approaching power through B’seyes, excluding them from analysis seems, in fact, to be an advantage rather than adrawback. However, the context of IR, presupposing a limited number of actors andtheir close familiarity with one another, almost excludes the possibility of anactor’s choice being completely autonomous from other actors and in reality, a vastmajority of B’s actions that are favourable to A would fall at least in the category ofproductive power. As for the second critical point, on close inspection, it apparentlyconcerns not the constructivist approach per se, nor even the taxonomy provided inthe article, but, rather, its interpretation by the authors. Indeed, Barnett and Duvallstate that their conception of power “better reflects conventional understandingsinsofar as most scholars interested in power are concerned not simply with howeffects are produced, but rather with how these effects work to the advantage ofsome and the disadvantage of others” (ibid: 42). Yet, by saying this, they hardlyseem to postulate that a power relationship with A necessarily leaves B worse off;rather, they appear to imply that their approach is especially useful for the scholarsconcentrating on how power functions to the prejudice of B. In fact, neitherGuzzini’s above-cited constructivist principles of power analysis, nor Barnett andDuvall’s taxonomy in particular as such automatically presupposes an injuriouseffect of power on the subject.Another point of criticism addresses the consideration of identity as a level ofpower analysis: Baldwin (2016: 150), for instance, argues—quite fairly—that“identity” is a vague term that has multiple understandings, then criticises Barnettand Duvall for not providing the definition of identity in their article, after whichhe dismisses the constructivist conception of power on the following grounds (ibid:150-151, emphasis in original):The point is that it is quite common in everyday language to talkabout influence in terms of A causing a change in B’s identity. Theidea that parents should do things to make their children growinto better adults is often heard. The phrase ‘Mary is a differentperson’ does not mean what it seems to say. It means that herbehavior, attitude, beliefs, values, feelings, and/or predispositionshave changed so radically that it is as if she is a different person.This criticism can be interpreted twofold. If it is directed at the lack of thedefinition of identity in this particular paper, then strictly speaking, Baldwin is
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right in that every author should clearly define the concepts (s)he applies. Yet, inthis very case, the criticism appears a bit odd given that though the contexts, inwhich the term “identity” is used in IR, vary indeed, all constructivist studies—atleast those that have crossed my attention—rest on Wendt’s above-mentioneddefinition of identity as an actor’s “role-specific understanding of self.”19 However,if—what is closer to my understanding—Baldwin’s criticism is ontological andconsists in rejecting a causal link between the actor’s self-understanding andhis/her behaviour, then it can be addressed by pointing to a whole bunch ofpsychoanalytical and social psychological studies which argue the opposite (seesection 3.3.3).Finally, another sort of criticism comes from neoliberal scholars who point tohow constructivists treat structures in power analysis. While generally admittingthat structural forces constitute a part of power relations, neoliberals, nevertheless,argue that placing an emphasis on them makes power analysis too abstract andall-inclusive, “neither specifically contextual nor situational” (Gallarotti 2011: 32).However, it seems that the real problem here is that a close focus on structuresdoes not suit the purposes of IR research as deemed by neoliberals: as Nye (2011a:16) puts it, “[f]or some purposes this can be fruitful, but it is less useful forunderstanding the policy options that leaders confront.” Consequently, everythingdepends, in fact, on the research question under investigation: what is useless forNye’s policy-oriented agent-centered perspective may be helpful for thoseinterested in the underlying processes that shape B’s motives and interests, letalone that a better theoretical understanding of structural power may eventuallyoffer a useful insight to policy practitioners as well.
Discussion

This chapter has outlined the key issues that surround power analysis in socialsciences and provided an overview of how most prominent IR schools ofthought—namely, (neo-)realism, neoliberalism and constructivism—conceive of
19 This is not only my perception. For example, in her recent review on this concept in IR literature,Urrestarazu (2015: 131-133) singles out three constructivist perspectives on identity, which varydepending on whether they flow from social psychology, discourse analysis or sociologicalinstitutionalism, however, all three of them are consistent with Wendt’s general definition.
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power. Remarkably, rather than simply be an introductory part of symbolicimportance, this chapter serves a number of practical purposes in furtherdiscussion. First, it facilitates locating the key concept of this study—softpower—in the overall spectrum of approaches to power, which is necessary so asto make sense of the origin and evolution of the concept, explain its scope,characterise it with the use of relevant terminology and understand the argumentsmade by its supporters and critics. Second, the chapter has provided a utilitariantoolset for analysing power through the prism of the three IR paradigms, which willalso be of use in the subsequent chapters. In doing so, the descriptions I have givenare generally in accord with the recommendation of Baldwin (2016: 78) whoargues that “[i]deally, any attempt to create an operational measure of powershould begin with the following steps:1. Clear specification of the concept of power to be measured.2. Statement of the proposed operational measure.3. Reasons why this measure is preferable to alternative measures.4. Acknowledgement of the ways in which the operational measure is deficient,that is, the aspect of the concept that it fails to capture.”In general, the discussion of this chapter has exhibited that the right definitionof and approach to power do not exist; everyone is enabled to study power in theway that suits the goals of his/her study and moreover, as Nye (2011a: 10) argues,the selection of an approach to power frequently mirrors the researcher’s valuesand interests. Yet, one practical conclusion still can be drawn: in most academiccontexts, the relational approach to power appears more preferable to thedispositional approach. Estimating elements of national power to understand anactor’s potential may be of use to policy analysts and practitioners for forecastingpurposes, while academic researchers usually focus on actual interactions and
actual influence, though what exactly about those interactions counts as powerremains highly contingent on a research question under consideration. Keepingthis in mind, I proceed to the discussion of soft power.
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2. Conceptual Debates Around Soft Power

“Power is of two kinds. One is obtained by the fear of punishmentand the other by acts of love. Power based on love is a thousandtimes more effective and permanent than the one derived fromfear of punishment.”― Mahatma Gandhi.
Introduction

In the late 1980s—early 1990s, a so-called declinist movement emerged in the USforeign policy community. Its supporters were arguing that by that period, USforeign policy had overstretched beyond its resources, requiring excessive costs, asituation which they were expecting to engender the strengthening of a domesticmovement against foreign policy expenditures that would eventually sap thecountry’s power and enfeeble its international position. One of those who made acase against declinists was the neoliberal scholar Joseph Nye, who in a series ofpublications (1990a, 1990b) contended that IR at that period were undergoing a“diffusion of power,” which was caused by “economic interdependence,transnational actors, nationalism in weak states, the spread of technology, andchanging political issues” (1990a: 160). The diffusion of power, he argued, wasdiminishing the significance of traditional forms of power—military andeconomic—and raised the importance of another form of power, which he called“soft power.” The term immediately became widespread among policypractitioners, so Nye decided to develop a more academic account of soft power(see Nye 2004). That account, however, was received very critically in the scholarlycommunity with reflections ranging from suggestions to totally dismiss the concept(these were usually coming from realists, e.g. Layne 2010) to more modest oneswhich agreed with the basic idea of soft power, but criticised Nye’s tone ofpresentation for being allegedly too West-centric in general (e.g. Fan 2008) orUS-centric in particular (e.g. Knutsen 2007). Some scholars focused more deeplynot on Nye’s examples and case studies, but on the concept itself, its value andoperability, thus giving more constructive criticism of Nye’s account (e.g. BiallyMattern 2005, Lock 2010), which eventually encouraged Nye to clarify and further
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advance his concept (see Nye 2007, 2008b, 2010, 2011a, 2011b).The scholar that seems to most closely share Nye’s conceptualisation of softpower and the logic behind it is Giulio Gallarotti who argues in a series ofpublications (2010, 2011) that in the contemporary globalising world, the growthof democracy and international organisations has promoted a culture ofcooperation, which, coupled with the fact that use of force and coercion nowadaysseems practically impossible due to the high possibility of a nuclear war, raises theimportance of soft power in international relations (2011: 37-39). Gallarotti’saccount of soft power generally appears to be in line with the Nyeian neoliberalfashion; moreover, whilst Nye’s perspective is rather policy-oriented and therefore,mainly present in non-academic publications, Gallarotti has advanced a moreacademic account of soft power, partly clarifying Nyeian points and partlyamplifying them.This chapter presents and critically reviews academic debates around theconceptual/theoretical aspects of soft power, touching, where relevant, upon theissues of its empirical applicability. Section 2.1 defines soft power and situates itwithin broader relevant academic debates. Section 2.2 compares soft power withits opposite, hard power, particularly focusing on the problem of their cleardelimitation. Section 2.3 elaborates on attraction, the mechanism through whichsoft power operates; here, special consideration is given to the difficultiesassociated with the agent-centered approach to attraction, especially the problemof soft power resources. Section 2.4 discusses the agent-structure problem in thestudy of attraction. Section 2.5 covers the issue of power bases behind the processof attraction, noting the lack of a psychological approach to this problem in theliterature on soft power. Each section is commenced by the presentation ofneoliberals’ ideas on the topic under analysis followed by the analyticalexamination of the critical points raised by other scholars.20 Discussionsummarises the academic debate around the concept, focusing on thoseshortcomings that have been generally overcome and those which are still in need
20 Leaping ahead, however, it is worth mentioning that despite my hard efforts to eschew them, thesections of this chapter contain certain overlaps, since the topics they cover are mutuallyintertwined.
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of further clarification.
2.1. Definition, Its Evolution and the Concept’s Place Among Related

Concepts

As Nye developed his ideas about soft power, the concept’s definition was changingin two ways. First, it was getting increasingly formal and specific as Nye’s interestgradually shifted from solely US foreign policy to the academic debate on socialpower. Second, the definition’s specification was also accompanied by its extension.Initially, Nye termed soft power as what occurs “when one country gets othercountries to want what it wants... in contrast with the hard or command power ofordering others to do what it wants” (1990a: 166, emphasis in original). In his2004 book, where he accentuated the distinctiveness of soft power as collated withmilitary and economic power, he defined it as “the ability to get what you wantthrough attraction rather than coercion or payments” (2004: x). Later, however,under some criticism that followed, Nye had to admit that military and economicpower may also produce attraction and therefore, he re-conceptualised soft poweras “the ability to affect others to obtain preferred outcomes by the co-optive meansof framing the agenda, persuasion, and positive attraction” (2011a: 19).There is a certain confusion as to the relationship between the four faces ofpower and soft power. Originally, Nye explicitly equated soft power with thesecond face (2004: 5); however, that was later contested by Baldwin (2013: 289)who stated that Nye’s concept is actually closer to Lukes’ third face, since both aimto change B’s preferences. In his later publications, Nye stated that soft powerencompasses the second and third faces of power (Nye 2011b: 16). On the onehand, this explanation seems fair: indeed, as his latest definition shows, soft powerembraces both agenda-setting and attraction, somewhat corresponding to thesecond and third faces. At the same time, Lukes’ third face appears broader thanwhat Nye’s soft power allows including: Nye clearly states that he considers powerin terms of A’s intentions to get preferred outcomes and hence, is not interested inthe non-intended effects (2011b: 7) which, in Lukes’ conception, qualify as A’spower (see Section 1.1.2). The reason behind, argues Nye (2011a: 21-22), is that
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his approach is policy-oriented, thanks to which his interest lies in actionsthemselves, while Lukes’ concern is in actors’ false consciousness.Also, some authors (Baldwin 2013: 276, Gallarotti 2011: 29-30) find Nye’svision of soft power to resemble not only Lukes’ third face, but also AntonioGramsci’s concept of hegemony, arguing that the common idea behind all the threeconcepts is that “influence can be acquired if an actor is able to mold thepreferences and interests of other actors so as to converge closer to its ownpreferences and interests” (Gallarotti 2011: 29). Nevertheless, this does not seemto mean that all three of them thoroughly coincide. Gallarotti, for example, arguesthat the Gramscian hegemony and the third face of power presuppose a muchmore considerable conflict of interests between A and B compared to the notion ofsoft power. According to him, hegemony in IR is “exerted through the venues ofinstitutions that are portrayed as legitimate guarantors of collective interests inworld politics, but in fact are oriented around the interests and preferences ofdominant nations” (ibid). In turn, Lukes’ third face rests upon the assumption offalse consciousness which implies that “the interests of subordinate nations havenot really merged toward the interests of dominant nations, but that only aconcerted effort to sell a universal ideology has inculcated a false sense of interestsonto subordinate nations” (ibid: 30). Unlike these two concepts, soft power doesnot presuppose a strong conflict of interests: Nye’s vision presupposes that thechange of B’s preferences by A can be beneficial for B. Accordingly, it seems fair toagree with Zahran and Ramos (2010: 23-24) that Nye’s account is generally more“peaceful”: while Gramsci conceives of coercion and consent as complementary toone another, in Nye’s vision, they are opposite to one another, as his 2004definition explicitly shows. Concurrently, the fact that soft power implies much lessconflict of interest than the third face of power must not be interpreted as thoughit is identical to Foucault’s fourth face. While Foucault can be read differently as towhether actors can identify their objective interests other than those that areimposed on them in the course of subjectification, the neoliberal logic of soft power“embraces the idea that nations can ascertain their objective interests and thatthere are abundant possibilities of harmony among those interests” (Gallarotti2011: 31-32). In addition, whereas the fourth face deems power as something
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ubiquitous, going through all social relations, soft power is more concrete,referring to “the relationship between the actions and policy orientations ofparticular nations on the one hand and the responses to these actions andorientations by other nations on the other hand” (ibid: 32).Kearn (2011: 76) finds another similarity between soft power and hegemonyin that, similarly to hegemony, soft power is most pertinent “when considering thestrategy and behavior of the leading power . . . in a relatively hierarchicalinternational system.” This point is understandable, since in his writings, Nyeindeed devotes most attention to big influential powers like the US. Yet, Kearn’sremark seems inaccurate in general, for Nye also states that many instruments ofsoft power are available to small states, citing Norway as an example (for details,see Nye 2008b: 104).These comparisons show that while some critics question the originality ofsoft power, arguing that other scholars put forward similar notions before Nye(Baldwin 2013: 289; Fan 2008: 152),21 this criticism seems fair only to a limitedextent: while the general idea behind soft power contains little new, the concept ofsoft power is quite original, for it does not completely coincide with any similarones. In her profound conceptual analysis of soft power, Eggereide (2012: 83-88)shows that this concept is possible, since it is in accord with surrounding conceptsand the ordinary usage of “power”, and helpful, since it draws attention to theaspects that may otherwise be neglected in power analysis. Its main problem,however, is that it is hard to clearly operationalise (ibid: 97-98), which allows manyto speak of “conceptual stretching” of soft power (Rothman 2011: 50), tag it as a“power of confusion” (Fan 2008), “redundant and empty catch-all term” (Rawnsley2016: 19) and “empty signifier . . . [which] asserts — more than [] elaborates—howit can be a force in world politics” (Hayden 2017: 332). Since much of this problemlies in the relationship between soft power and its opposite, hard power, this is thenext topic that I discuss.
21 Oddly, Fan also argues that Nye simply recapitulated and popularised what other IR scholars,such as Hans Morgenthau, Klaus Knorr, Edward Carr and Ray Cline, said before him (2008: 149).This seems entirely wrong: even a brief glance at the Nyeian definitions of soft power suffices to seea big difference between his concept and the realist conception of power.
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2.2. Soft, Hard and Smart Power

Understanding how soft power works in the first place necessitates itsdisentanglement from its innate corollary, hard power. Yet, here comes the firstproblem: throughout his writings, Nye approaches the soft/hard power dichotomyin three different ways. Further, although Nye means to clearly distinguish betweenthe two kinds of power, saying that “soft power does not depend on hard power”(2004: 9), neither of those three ways appears to provide a well-marked distinctionbetween them. First, in some cases, Nye speaks of soft and hard power from theviewpoint of resources: such manifests itself, for instance, when he subdividespower into military, economic and soft (2004: xi),22 from which one can logicallydeduce that hard power is what is produced by military and economic resources,whilst soft power is everything else. This logic, nonetheless, creates a certainconfusion given that all the three definitions of soft power conceptualise it inbehavioural terms: it is simply not possible to define two parts of a whole from theperspective of resources and the remaining part in terms of behaviour. Yet, theresource-oriented logic appears to be exactly how the concept of soft power cameto Nye’s mind. Once, for example, he argued (2008a: ix):I developed the concept of soft power in 1989 when I was writinga book rebutting the-then conventional wisdom about the declineof American power. After examining American economic andmilitary power, I found that something was still missing—theability of the United States to attract others and thus increase theprobability of obtaining the outcomes it wanted.Second, sometimes he approaches the dichotomy in terms of A’s behaviour,focusing on the kind of conduct A uses to affect B. This becomes apparent in themetaphors to which he resorts— e.g. “[h]ard power is push, soft power is pull”(2011b: 20)—as well as a more formal explanation stating that hard powerembraces “the use of force, payment, and some agenda-setting based on them,”
22 This formulation may bear resemblance with Edward Carr’s above-mentioned classification ofpower into military, economic and power over opinion. However, equating them is inaccurate, for by“power over opinion,” Carr implied propaganda, whereas Nye (2008b: 101), on the contrary,highlights that propaganda undermines credibility and for this reason is detrimental to soft power.In this light, it is somewhat odd that Nye himself cites Carr in support of the statement that “only atruncated and impoverished version of realism ignores soft power. Traditional realists did not”(2011b: 82).
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while soft power embraces “agenda-setting that is regarded as legitimate by thetarget, positive attraction, and persuasion” (ibid).

Table 2. Hard and Soft Power. Source: Nye 2004: 8.Table 2 shows that for Nye, power may be viewed as a continuum of A’sbehaviours and regarded as soft when they are of co-optive and hard if of coercivenature. This approach to the two forms of power is the one that Nye seeminglypromotes most: in his latest writings, Nye states that resources are not central tothe understanding of the form of power we are dealing with, since, first, commandpower may generate resources that are capable of creating soft power and theother way round (2010: 216, 2011b: 21) and second, military and economic meanscan also produce soft power if they are used for co-optation and not coercion(2011b: 25-80). Whereas in 2004, Nye argued that the difference between hardand soft power lies “both in the nature of the behavior and in the tangibility of the
resource” (2004: 7, emphasis added), later he contended that his 2004 formulationhad aimed to draw special attention to the importance of non-material resources ofpower and in fact, he had never meant that (in-)tangibility of power resourcesshould be deemed as a necessary condition for differentiating between the twotypes of power (2010: 216). Incidentally, Gallarotti (2011: 35) has a similar view,however, concentrating not on the nature of resources, but on whether A uses themin a liberal manner with regard to B. As he notes (ibid),the real differentiation of power is in the context of its use. Inorder to affect soft power, the context of actions (whether tangibleor intangible) must be a manifestation of politically liberal
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principles . . .. In this vein, hard power itself can be used in amanner that engenders the respect and admiration of othernations if it manifests itself in actions consistent with theseprinciples (e.g., peace-keeping, protecting against aggression orgenocide, or providing economic aid on terms favorable torecipient nations).Third, at times Nye distinguishes between hard and soft power in terms of the
subject’s preferences. For instance, his conceptualisation of hard power as “theability to get others to act in ways that are contrary to their initial preferences andstrategies” (2011b: 11) seems to equate hard power to the first face, whichlogically follows that soft power, accordingly, embraces the second and third faces.This approach is more peculiar to his latest writings, where he devotes moreattention to B, albeit even in those writings, due to his policy-oriented perspective,Nye appears to be more interested in A’s policies than B’s preferences.Finally, sometimes Nye mixes up all the three perspectives. For example, in onearticle, he terms hard power as “the ability to use the carrots and sticks ofeconomic and military might to make others follow your will” (Nye 2003). All in all,this overview shows that in different cases, Nye turns to all the three possibleapproaches to power in social sciences that I described in Chapter 1.1.1, namely
power-as-potential-influence (a resource-based approach), power-as-influence (theagent’s behaviour) and power-as-outcome-control (the subject’s preferences). Onthe one hand, this conflation may be—perhaps, ironically—somewhat useful inthat it underlines the importance of including both power-over and power-toperspectives in the analysis of power, which Nye explicitly favours (2011a: 10-12).At the same time, it has generated two problems. First, it has created muchconfusion in the academic applications of Nye’s approach: as a result, scholarsapproach soft power in terms of behaviours, resources, policies and other factorsinterconnectedly. To exemplify, Fan unambiguously amalgamates the behaviouraland resource-based approaches to soft power (see Table 3, for a similar instance,see Gilboa 2008: 61).

Hard power Soft powerAbility to change others’ position byforce or inducement Ability to shape the preferences ofOthers by attractionMilitary and economic power Cultural power
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Coercion, force Co-option, influenceAbsolute Relative, context basedTangible, easy to measure, predictable tocertain degree Intangible, hard to measure,unpredictableOwnership specified Unspecified, multiple sourcesControlled by State or organisations Mostly non-state actors, uncontrollableExternal, action, push Internal, reaction/response, pullDirect, short-term, immediate effect Indirect, long-term, delayed effectManifested in foreign policies Communicated via nation branding
Table 3. Comparison of Hard and Soft Power. Source: Fan 2008: 151.Other scholars, following Nye’s misleading formulations, seem to strictlyequate a particular type of resources with a certain type of power. Rothman, forinstance, strictly categorises resources into four categories linking each of them toa particular type of power behaviour (see Figure 4) and hence, completely rulingout the possibility that military and economic resources can produce attraction(2011: 52). Likewise, Lee (2009) has come up with an explicitly resource-basedaccount of soft power, considering power as soft when A applies non-materialresources and hard when A uses material ones. Similarly, Kearn (2011: 74) andGallarotti (2011: 33-34) tend to label material resources as “hard power resources”and non-material resources as “soft power resources.” Hence, although Nye hastried—as he explicitly argues (2011a: 22)—to be careful with formulationsregarding the relationship between power behaviour and resources by using wordslike “usually,” “mainly” etc, researchers have largely interpreted his overfocus onresources as though they are the quality which determines the distinction betweenthe two kinds of power.

Figure 4. Dichotomous and Continuous Power. Source: Rothman 2011: 51.Second, a number of IR students has questioned Nye’s notion that hard andsoft power are really independent of each other. Some researchers dispute this
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point from a strategic perspective, arguing that soft power can be effective only ifcoupled with hard power to sustain it (e.g. Zahran & Ramos 2010: 19, Fan 2008:151-152). Nye generally contests such statements, maintaining that certainobjectives, such as democracy and human rights promotion, are best accomplishedby soft power alone (Nye 2006). At the same time, he admitted that from thepolicy-oriented perspective, the relationship between the two kinds of power isindeed complicated, for they “sometimes reinforce and sometimes undercut eachother” (Nye 2011b: 24). Saying that, he proposed another term, “smart power,”which denotes “the ability to combine hard and soft power resources into effectivestrategies” (ibid: 22-23).23 Eventually, this has paved the way for a big debate instrategic studies (e.g. see the special issue 38 (3) of the Journal of Strategic Studiesentirely devoted to smart power), which, however, lies beyond the scope of myresearch.More significant for my study is the criticism coming from those who contestNye’s approach from a conceptual perspective: questioning the idea that coercionand attraction are indeed autonomous of one another, those scholars argue that infact, even defined in behavioural terms, but from the agent-centered perspective,the two forms of power inevitably overlap. Put differently, “[t]he problem is thatchanging what others do is different from changing what others want, but it is notthe opposite of changing what others want” (Baldwin 2016: 166, emphasis inoriginal). In this vein, Bially Mattern (2005) argues that from a linguistic point ofview, soft power based on attraction in the form of “convincing others to follow” isgrounded on a so-called verbal fighting which is coercive in nature. She posits thatevery actor has the perception of reality which is in line with his/her role identity;and when one actor tries to persuade another, they fight over reality, using“representational force” that consists in threatening another actor’s identity withharm. Naturally, it does not contain any physical mischief, but is still coercive inessence. In a similar manner, Lukes (2007: 94) contends that “hearts and minds are
23 Gallarotti also shares this viewpoint, believing that the two forms of power are “neither perfectsubstitutes not rigid complements” (2011: 33) and that both are needful for effective strategies,since “the use of one set of resources may either economize on or enhance the need for another setof resources” (ibid: 34). In some of his writings (e.g., Gallarotti 2010), however, instead of “smartpower,” he uses the term “cosmopolitan power” which means practically the same.
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never won by pure argumentation without recourse to that black arts of rhetoric,”showing scepticism towards the idea that “there is a freedom-friendly ‘Western’way of winning hearts and minds that contrasts with a freedom-suppressing‘Islamic’ way,” as some passages of Nye’s works can be interpreted. Analogously,Zahran and Ramos (2010: 24) consider a strict difference between coercion andattraction in Nye’s writings as quite implausible, arguing that a closer connectionbetween soft power and Gramsci’s hegemony would describe social relations morerealistically. As they put it (ibid),[c]oercion is a mechanism intrinsic to consent: it lies down on asecondary level while the mechanisms of consent prevail in society,but it is still latent and emerges in moments of rupture of theconsent. Disregarding hegemony, Nye creates an illusion of anaspect of power that could exist by its own only through consent,ignoring the social reality populated by intrinsic mechanisms ofcoercion.In reply to this criticism, Nye (2010: 217) acknowledged that coercion andconsent may sometimes be complementary to one another, which indeed meansthat though “there is a distinction between coercive and attractive behaviour inmany instances,” soft power sometimes may be rooted in hard power. Analogically,he seems to have admitted—at least, to, some extent —the correctness of BiallyMattern’s argument, stating that US soft power is indeed partially grounded oncoercive verbal fighting (ibid).24 Moreover, in his latest publications, Nye appearsto have dropped the binary vision of power, instead presenting power as acontinuum of A’s possible behaviours that can be comparatively harder or softer(see Figure 5), but concurrently admitting that they may overlap, especially forwhat concerns the agenda-setting aspect: as he puts it (2011a: 22),[t]he behaviors in the spectrum the Diagram sometimes overlap,but they can be conceived in terms of the degree of voluntarism inB’s behavior. In the middle of the spectrum, payment has a degreeof voluntarism, and agenda setting can be affected by institutionsand discourses that B may not fully accept. That aspect of agendasetting is determined by hard power, but to the extent that hardpower in one period can create in a later period institutions thatlimit the agenda but are widely regarded as legitimate, then
24 Yet, saying this, Nye simultaneously contended that many in the world still share liberal valuesvoluntarily, interpreting it as a proof of the general accuracy of his account of soft power (ibid).
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agenda setting is part of co-optive and soft power.
Hard → Coerce Threat Pay Sanction Frame Persuade Attract ←Soft
Figure 5. A Spectrum of Power Behaviours. Source: Nye 2011a: 19.Hence, Nye confesses that his take on soft and hard power first, presupposesthe interconnectedness of the two power forms and second, does not allow to avoidan overlap between them. In general, this appears to diminish not only theacademic utility of Nye’s account, but also its analytical value from thepolicy-oriented perspective. Indeed, if soft and hard types of power are inevitablycomplementary and attraction is rooted in coercion, then those realists whodiscard soft power as “just a polite way of describing the ideological expansionism”(Layne 2010: 73) do not seem far from the truth. Yet, once Nye seems to haveprovided a possible clue on how the issue of drawing a clear distinction betweenthe two forms of power may be resolved: as the quote above suggests, Nye believesthat A’s actions “can be conceived in terms of the degree of voluntarism in B’s

behavior.” This logically entails that it is actor B that determines whether A’sactions are of coercive or attractive nature and therefore, the two forms of powershould be distinguished in subject-centered terms. On this point, one can agreewith Baldwin that “[t]he conceptual problem is that all the words juxtaposed onthe spectrum [in Figure 5] seem to refer to A’s behavior” (2016: 170, emphasis inoriginal). Accordingly, it seems that the subject-centered perspective which, as Iargued above, is auxiliary is Nye’s writings, can shed more light on how todiscriminate between the two kinds of power in a way that would not make themoverlap. Nonetheless, the disparateness between the two power forms is not theonly source of muddle in the Nyeian account. The other ones concern Nye’simprecision regarding attraction, the main mechanism of soft power, which Idiscussed next.
2.3. Attraction: An Agent-Centered Perspective

As it straightforwardly follows from all the three definitions of soft power, the mainmechanism of co-optation is attraction, to which Nye refers as soft power’s main“currency” (2004: 7). Considering it mostly from A’s point of view, he parallels
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attraction with seduction (2004: 5) and love (ibid: 7) in the personal life and deemsit as and the most co-optive possible behaviour in a power relationship that A canexhibit towards B (see Tables 2, 5). Stating that it “often leads to acquiescence”(2004: 8), Nye allows for the possibility of attraction being not necessarilyintentional: according to him, A’s approach to co-optation may be “passive,” whichworks like “shining city on the hill,” or “active,” which implies deliberate measures(2011b: 94-95)25. Besides attraction, Nye casually mentions two other mechanismsof soft power, namely agenda-setting and persuasion with the latter being definedas “the use of argument to influence the beliefs and actions of others without thethreat of force or promise of payment” (ibid: 93). Yet, albeit he does not say itdirectly, Nye seems to conceive of them as instances of attraction, which becomesapparent when he typologises power means into coercion, reward and attraction(ibid: 10). Further, Nye’s formulations like “in behavioral terms soft power isattractive power” (2004: 6) can also be expounded as the possibility to fairlyreduce the entire soft power to attraction. Gallarotti states that soft power worksthrough “a positive image in world affairs that endears nations to other nations inthe world polity” (2011: 27-28). More precisely (ibid: 28),[t]his positive image generates respect and admiration, which inturn render nations that have soft power more endearing in theeyes of other nations. The endearment can be so strong that othernations may even attempt to emulate the policies and/or actions ofsoft power nations, domestic and/or foreign.Gallarotti’s model of soft empowerment (2010: 61-66, 2011: 35-37, see Table5) illustrates how, as a result of attraction, the subject’s preferences are gettingcloser to those of the agent. Figure 1 below represents the bargaining spacebetween countries M and N at an initial point, while figures 2-4 show the samebargaining space during M’s enjoyment of N’s soft power. The model suggests thatdue to attraction, the interests of M are drifting closer to those of N, whicheventually results in the bargaining equilibrium getting more favourable for N (andN enjoying some soft power of M).26
25 The passive model, however, does not appear to enjoy much attention in Nye’s writings owing tohis policy-oriented approach.26 Gallarotti’s model seems to more closely reflect Nye’s 2004 and not 2011 version of soft power,



Conceptual Debates Around Soft Power42

Figures 6. Process of Soft Empowerment. Source: Gallarotti 2011: 36.Interestingly, soft power is about general rather than specific actions:according to Nye (2004: 16-17), the effect of attraction can be best seen withregard to long-term goals rather than singular moves. Likewise, Gallarotti (2011:28) calls soft power a sort of meta-power, a term signifying that “power relationsthemselves are embedded within some greater constellation of social relations thatinfluence those power relations and thereby influence final outcomes that derivefrom the interactions among actors.” According to Gallarotti, meta-power “is oftenequated with agenda control,” which allows him to posit that in the analysis of asoft power relationship, “little can be inferred about the balance of power in abargaining process merely by simply looking at the equilibria within the existingbargaining space. One actor may seem to be moving the other actor closer to
since it only includes A’s changing B’s interests (akin to the third face), while Nye’s 2011 definitionalso embraces agenda-setting, the second face, which implies not altering B’s interests, butrestricting his/her behavioural options in A’s favour.
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his/her preferred position within the bargaining space without, in fact, enjoyingmuch influence over the seemingly compliant actor” (ibid). Otherwise stated,attraction forms underlying, basic principles of relations between two actors,which does not exclude possible “[d]isagreements over minor policy differences”(Kearn 2011: 69).With respect to the active approach to attraction, Nye states that soft powerresources (discussed below) can be converted into outcomes via strategies that areeffected through “national intelligence services, information agencies, diplomacy,public diplomacy, exchange programs, assistance programs, training programs” etc(2011b: 99). Nye argues that such strategies may be intended “for both zero-sumand positive-sum interactions” (2011b: 90) with the former implying that A strivesto divest its competitors of attractiveness and legitimacy so that an increase in A’sattractiveness will lead to the diminution of that of its adversaries (Fan 2008: 151,Nye 2011b: 99). Yet, Nye regards the realisation of such strategies as problematic,since, first, it takes much longer time to influence the target with soft powercompared to hard power, second, the success of such strategies is too contingent onthe subject, and third, they require the participation of civil society and not onlygovernments (2011b: 83). Paradoxically, the strategic application of soft power isthe direction of research that has enjoyed most scholarly attention, though softpower is admittedly “intangible, uncontrollable and unpredictable” (Fan 2008: 154)and hence, hard to be intentionally wielded. What is more, research in thisdirection does not seem to treat the very concept of soft power seriously enough:to illustrate, Nye’s statement that public diplomacy is one of the tools of soft powerstrategies (2008b, 2011b: 100-109) has led to the two terms being used almostinterchangeably in empirical case studies, as some scholars note (e.g. d’Hooghe2015: 23, Hayden 2017: 335-336).Nye conceives of power as based on resources, at the same time explicitlydiscarding the elements-of-national-power approach as possibly helpful for policypractitioners, but hardly passable for academic research (2004: 2-3, 2010: 220-221,2011b: 8-9). However, as I showed above, Nye occasionally resorts to theresource-based approach for differentiating between soft and hard power. Withregard to attraction, he does the same: although he defines soft power in
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behavioural terms, however, in his endeavours to operationalise it, he givessubstantial consideration to soft power resources which he terms as the assets thatgenerate attraction (2004: 6). According to him, “[t]he soft power of a country restsprimarily on three resources: its culture (in places where it is attractive to others),its political values (when it lives up to them at home and abroad), and its foreignpolicies (when they are seen as legitimate and having moral authority)” (2004: 11).The word “primarily” seems crucial here, since Nye explicitly states that althoughhard power may be associated with hard power resources and soft power with softpower resources (see Table 2), “the relationship is imperfect” (2004: 7).Nevertheless, he frequently operationalises attraction in a way that embraces onlythese resources: Table 7 gives an instance of such operationalisation in one articlededicated to the conversion of soft power sources into outcomes through publicdiplomacy.Sources of Soft Power Referees for Credibility orLegitimacy Receivers of SoftPowerForeign policies Governments, media,nongovernmental organizations(NGOs), intergovernmentalorganizations (IGOs)
Foreign governmentsand publics

Domestic values andpolicies Media, NGOs, IGOs Foreign governmentsand publicsHigh culture Governments, NGOs, IGOs Foreign governmentsand publicsPop culture Media, markets Foreign publics
Table 7. Soft Power Sources, Referees, and Receivers. Source: Nye 2008b: 107.Gallarotti develops Nye’s account by providing a more detailed description ofthe exact aspects of a country’s culture, foreign policies and political values thatcan be regarded as sources of attraction (see Table 8). According to him (2011: 28),such sources include “the domestic and foreign policies that nations follow, theactions they undertake, and/or national qualities that are independent of specificpolicies or actions (e.g. such as culture).”International sources Domestic sourcesRespect for international laws, norms,and institutionsFundamental reliance on Culture

 Pronounced social cohesion
 Elevated quality of life
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multilateralism and disposition againstexcessive unilateralismRespect international treaties andalliance commitmentsWillingness to sacrifice short-cutnational interests in order to contributetoward the collective goodLiberal foreign economic policies

 Freedom
 Sufficient opportunities
 Tolerance
 Alluring lifestylePolitical institutions
 Democracy
 Constitutionalism
 Liberalism/pluralism
 A well functioning of governmentbureaucracy

Table 8. Foundations of Soft Power. Source: Gallarotti 2011: 30.In his latest publications, Nye generally shifts his perspective fromresource-based to behavioural, yet, continuing to consider attraction from theagent-centered perspective. In this vein, he states that military and economicresources may also serve as soft power assets providing that A uses them to attractrather than coerce (2011b: 85-87). Therefore, the key factor here is not the sphereto which this or that asset belongs—military, economic, cultural or another —butrather, whether a certain asset can “translate into the behaviour of attraction thatcan influence others toward favorable outcomes” (ibid: 84). Similarly, Gallarottistresses that the possession of military and economic resources (which he calls“hard power resources”) could produce soft power by strengthening respect andadmiration to A depending on the way A applies them. According to him, forproducing attraction, they should be used in manners which do not digress fromthe liberal principles (see Table 8): as possible examples, he cites “protectingnations against aggression, peacekeeping, or liberation against tyranny” (2011: 33).Moreover, he argues that “[h]ard power carries obvious disadvantages for image ifit is manifest in an aggressive-imperialist style: invasion, imperialism, economicsanctions, and threats” (ibid: 33-34).Disappointingly, albeit both Nye and Gallarotti explicitly state that resourcesare subsidiary for understanding attraction, the considerable attention both pay tothem has made the resource-based operationalisation of soft power popularamong scholars. Some case studies consider soft power exactly along the threeresources put forward by Nye (e.g. Gill & Huang 2006, Heng 2010), others modifythem to account for the peculiarities of the country they analyse (e.g. Cho & Jeong2008). In its purest form, however, the resource-based approach appears in soft
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power indexes that attempt to measure countries’ attraction quantitatively (e.g.Ernst & Young 2012, McClory 2015). Ironically, some theorists take Nye’s threeresources and turn them against him: Layne (2010), for instance, uses them tocriticise Nye’s account of attraction for being excessively based on ideas not takingaccount of material factors (which does not seem correct if military and economicresources are also factored in), whereas Hall (2010) takes the three resources touncover lack of psychology behind attraction (discussed below in detail).Resource-based operationalisations appear to eventually misconceive the veryidea of attraction: as Baldwin (2013: 289) justly noticed, “[t]his amalgamation ofthe discussion of defining characteristics of soft power with empirical observationsabout it has generated needless confusion.” Indeed, while the resource-basedapproach may in some instances be appropriate for policymakers working on theenhancement of their countries’ international images, academically this approachdistracts scholarly attention away from a more important problem, namely howattraction works. As Roselle et. al. (2014: 71) put it, instead of concentrating onhow influence takes place during the soft power relationship,soft power analysis has largely resulted in sophisticated countingof tools or resources. Soft power analyses suggested governmentsmust develop and maintain soft power capabilities. They paid lessattention to how such capabilities could have influence or impact.While hardly anyone would contest that the assets described by Nye can produceattraction in certain cases, understanding causal mechanisms behind soft power(i.e., soft power bases) necessitates revealing what always produces attraction, thatis, what can be called necessary or sufficient conditions of attraction.Perhaps the most compelling and comprehensive argument about the inabilityof the resource-based approach to uncover it has been made by Todd Hall (2010).In his study, he points to the fact that “Nye’s writings present attraction as apsychological mechanism, but the psychology behind it is missing” (ibid: 206).Trying to solve this problem, he analyses Nye’s three resources, deducing that, first,they do not necessarily generate soft power in the sense Nye understands it (e.g.appreciation of Hollywood films and liberal values may not necessarily lead to theacceptance of US foreign policies), second, B may not necessarily associate themwith A (e.g. films can be liked for their quality and special effects and not for
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ideational content) (for details, see ibid: 198-201). As a result, Hall concludes thatit is impossible to draw a psychological mechanism of attraction from thoseresources: they can be regarded as neither necessary, not sufficient conditions ofattraction.27 Arguing this, Hall proposes to completely dismiss attraction as toovague and too complicated a mechanism to uncover psychological foundations ofsoft power (ibid: 207-208). Instead, he suggests soft power be replaced by threedistinct “soft powers,” each with a clear psychological mechanism: those are
institutional power, described as “the options available to state actors according totheir membership and relative position within specific international organizationswhich enable those states to exercise influence within them” (ibid: 208),
reputational power, presented as “the manner in which particular reputationsprovide states with issue-specific forms of influence” (ibid: 209) and
representational power, defined as “the ability of states to frame issues, advancetheir own interpretations, and consciously seek to shape the beliefs of others” (ibid:210).Nonetheless, although Hall’s typology enables to clearly specify thepsychological pathways, it still contains its own problems. First, as he admitshimself (ibid: 207), it is not exhaustive, so it does not cover all dimensions ofattraction. Second, the types of power that he presents differ from each other in away that makes the typology discordant: Hall’s reputational power, for instance,works from B to A, while representational power—from A to B. Moreover, whileHall’s argument that A’s soft power resources in many cases are unlikely to lead toB’s acceptance of foreign policies appears compelling, it seems that his mainconclusion—that attraction should be totally dropped—is too hasty, and in fact, thereal problem of Nye’s account is that he mixes up the political goal of A’s attractionwith its other goals, amalgamating sources of attraction with its effects. On thispoint, Fan (2008: 149-150), for instance, notes that when giving examples of softpower’s proxy measures, Nye oddly mentions foreign immigrants and asylumapplications in the same category as life expectancy and spending on public
27 A similar argument can be found in Baumann and Cramer (2017: 195-197) who also make acritical review of Nye’s resources showing they alone hardly produce attraction. However, unlikeHall who simply analysed Nye’s culture-values-foreign policy triad, Baumann and Cramer engage ina careful reading of Nye’s writings, deducing a diverse list of resources.
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diplomacy.28 Hence, this hardly means that attraction should be totally discarded.Rather, this implies that Nye has failed to properly specify the scope of power,which, as Baldwin elsewhere argues (2013: 276, 2016: 31), is a necessary thing todo so as to make a meaningful statement about power. Furthermore, Hall’sargument in favour of dismissal of attraction contains the following passage (2010:207): [s]ome might argue for a more intensive theorization of attraction.Such a theory entails a more thorough explication of thepsychological underpinnings of attraction; an outline of itsdifferent forms; specification of its eliciting conditions, durability,and tangible effects; and ways to empirically disentangle attractionfrom processes that have similar consequences. This accomplished,there is still no guarantee that this mechanism is actually capableof generating important empirical effects.This argument appears scarcely convincing for two reasons. First, though onemay agree with Hall that explaining how attraction psychologically functionsrequires an extensive work, neither of the steps that he mentions seems animpossible task. Second, it is, of course, a matter of personal taste what exactly fallsin the category of important empirical effects: as the entire literature review in thischapter shows, the idea to clarify mechanisms behind attraction is welcomed bymany scholars. At first glance, it seems that the successful fulfilment of everythingto what Hall points may encourage policy practitioners to be more attentive tolinking their actions with the desired goals and researchers to carefully checkbefore concluding that a certain influence of A vis-à-vis B is really a case of
attraction and is likely to produce the effects that the neoliberal logic of soft powerwould expect.Thus far, IR scholars have pointed to a number of possible ways to overcomethe drawbacks of the resources-based approach without changing theagent-centered perspective. Neither of them, nonetheless, seems to have apotential success. The first one relates to the importance of the setting in analysinghow A attracts B. This is in accord with Nye’s statement that “[a] policy-oriented
28 This conflation of political and non-political attraction has engendered misunderstanding amongcase study researchers: for instance, one study (Treverton & Jones 2005) proposes to measure acountry’s attractiveness by asking people “where would you like to live other than your owncountry?” (ibid: 17), which seems to be helpful for some reasons, but hardly relevant to politics.



Conceptual Debates Around Soft Power 49

concept of power depends upon a specified context to tell us who gets what, how,
where, and when” (2011b: 7, emphasis in original) which, however, fails to specifyhow exactly the context matters. Along this line, Kroenig et. al. (2010) usepsychological insights to explore the conditions that may be favourable for A toachieve what it wants from B: the three ones that they have found are that “statesmust communicate to an intended target in a functioning marketplace of ideas,persuade the target to change its attitude on a relevant political issue, and ensurethat the target’s newly held attitude influences international political outcomes”(ibid: 412). Aside from the seemingly substantial practical usefulness of theirfindings for practitioners, the fact that they ground their study in social psychologyand pay a close attention to B should be certainly welcomed. Yet, their interest is
strategic and therefore, they explicitly build their article on the studies of
intentional persuasion. This strategy seems hardly able to explore the full potentialof attraction, since, as was argued above, first, persuasion is only a subcase ofattraction, and second, Nye’s “passive” model allows for a possibility of
unintentional attraction.The second way is to elaborate on the skills of A, the significance of which forproducing A’s desired outcome Nye (2006) also emphasises. Eggereide (2012: 77),however, compellingly argues that emphasis on skills reduces the usefulness of softpower as an analytical concept, since, as she puts it, “‘[s]kill’ hides the fact that thelink between behavior and outcomes is ultimately observable,” becoming a sort ofemergency exit for case study researchers.The third way consists in clarification of soft power resources understood ascertain qualities possessed by A—either by further specifying culture, politicalvalues and foreign policy and subdividing them into a number of more particularcategories (like did Gallarotti, see Table 7), or extending/diminishing the existentlist of resources (like did Nye by adding military and economic resources). Theproblem here is that practically everything that an actor does has at least someimpact—either positive or negative—on its reputation, let alone that listing allpossible actions of A is barely practicable and unlikely to add any value to theunderstanding of the mechanism of attraction. Therefore, though intuitivelyunderstandable, in the end this approach seems bottomless and leading the
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discussion to nowhere: as Eggereide (2012: 82) puts it, as a result, “[s]oft powersources and behaviour become categories without boundaries.” Some researchers,however, fall into this trap. Rothman, for instance, argues that defining soft powerby virtue of resources—information, philanthropy and diplomacy, rhetoric,persuasion and agenda-setting—generates the “conceptual stretching” of softpower, reducing its analytical utility (2011: 50). Having said that, he then proceedsto analysing all resources, from military to economic to rhetorical framing, and howthey can be used by A in “softer” or “harder” ways (ibid: 50-55), which appears toadd—perhaps, ironically—exactly to the conceptual stretching he mentioned.Likewise, Rawnsley (2016: 20) criticises the instrumental (resource-based)approach to the evaluation of soft power, arguing against a simple computation of“how many students are dispatched across the world on exchange, or how manytelevision viewers may or may not watch a particular television channel.” He alsoreminds that A’s attractiveness in a soft power relationship is “heavily dependenton the way receivers have socially constructed and filtered the image of the source,”which for case study researchers implies the necessity to account for “howaudiences see the source” as well as “how the source sees itself” (ibid). However,later he oddly argues that the “most valuable working definition” of soft power is “aform of national power that is based on ideational and cultural attractiveness,which is intentionally or unintentionally realised by actors in internationalrelations to achieve strategic imperatives” (Lee 2011: 11 as cited by Rawnsley 2016:22), a definition which legibly reflects the agent-centered perspective on soft power,leaving unclear how it contributes to taking B into account. In addition, Rawnsleyadvocates the idea “to unpack the term so that its core components, includingpublic diplomacy, cultural diplomacy, international exchanges, and internationalbroadcasting are used in the way they were designed to be used: as labels fordistinct communicative practices, each with its own methods, objectives, audiences,and architectures” (ibid: 19). Otherwise stated, what he proposes is to keepconsidering soft power in strategic, intentional, agent-centered terms, just moreclosely attending to B’s qualities. Yet, while the policy-oriented intentions here areintelligible, it is unclear how these steps factor in unintentional attraction, the
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possibility of which is stated in his above-mentioned definition.29These examples show that attraction seems impossible to be properlyoperationalised from A’s perspective, be it resource-based or behavioural, andmust be studied through the lens of B instead. As Baldwin rightly notes (2016: 168,emphasis in original), “[t]he instruments or techniques of statecraft are used tomake influence attempts, but it is power bases that determine how successful theywill be. Only thus can one maintain a clear distinction between foreign policy
undertakings and foreign policy outcomes.” Lock (2010: 36) makes a similarargument, pointing to discrepancy between Nye’s rejection of theelements-of-power-approach and obsession with soft power resources:[t]he suggestion that power is something that can be possessed isconceptually problematic . . . and it moves Nye dangerously closeto those scholars who have defined power in terms of resources.Nye . . . explicitly warns against this so-called ‘vehicle fallacy,’ buthis determination to describe an agent-centered concept of powerrepeatedly leads him back in this direction.This idea is somewhat reflected in neoliberals’ writings, however, under verycautious formulations. To exemplify, in his latest publications, Nye argues thatattraction is “socially constructed” (2011b: 84), meaning that, first, “production ofsoft power by attraction depends upon both the qualities of the agent and how theyare perceived by the target” (ibid: 92) and second, “attraction for one target mayproduce revulsion for another” (ibid), a statement akin to Gallarotti’s argumentthat “[t]he use of aggressive military force can generate a positive image withnations who are benefiting from such an initiative” (2011: 34). However, taking thisperspective on attraction would inevitably wash away the margins of hard and softpower defined from the agent-centered behavioural perspective. In Gallarotti’swords, “the separation of the two types of power resources can be somewhatarbitrary and imperfect categorically,” since on the one hand, “[t]he use of hard
29 In a similar vein, Hayden (2017: 343-345) elaborates on what he calls soft power “mechanisms,”however, explicitly noting that his study uses this term “as a signifier of how states mobilise orarrange specific resources to achieve expected effects” and not synonymously with “causalmechanisms” from a positivist perspective (ibid: 343). Important is also his remark that “any softpower case study of public diplomacy makes a de facto claim about a ratio of resources tobehaviours” (ibid, emphasis in original), for it draws attention to the fact that most empiricalresearch on soft power simply assumes causality, neglecting—or not even realising—the need of aclear causal mechanism.
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power resources can, in fact, diminish the hard power position of a nation invarious ways,” and on the other, “the use of soft power resources may alsoadversely affect a nation’s image no matter how innocuous the resources” (ibid).Praising the trend toward attending closer to the subject of power, Baldwin,however, considers the undertaken efforts as insufficient stating that “[t]hesubject’s perceptions (and values) not only play “a significant role”; theyapparently determine whether a resource produces hard or soft power” (2016: 169,emphasis in original). Moreover, contesting Nye’s statement that soft powerdepends more on the subject than does hard power (2008a: xiii, 2011: 83),Baldwin contends that “[s]oft power is no more dependent on the perceptions andvalues of the target than other forms of power” (ibid), i.e., whether or not A’sbehaviour is coercive or attractive is determined not by A’s interpretation, but B’sperception. This approach is firmly rooted in the constructivist interpretations ofattraction: Bae and Lee, for instance (2013: 11), completely eschew from listingany concrete sources of soft power, simply stating that “potential sources of softpower (whatever they are) become real sources of soft power only when a receivervoluntarily develops a policy interest in importing and emulating them throughprior socialization processes: there would be no natural or pre-given items (such ashuman rights, democracy and individual opportunities) to be sources of softpower.” This logically drives the discussion towards the subject of a powerrelationship, which comes in section 2.5.
2.4. Attraction Between Agency and Structure

Prior to proceeding to the subject, there is another issue that seems logical to cover,to wit, the neoliberal agent-centered approach is intensively criticised for itsarguably insufficient attention to the agent-structure problem. With regard to softpower, such criticism has been made from diverse angles, each of which merits adescription in this section. Some formulate it as the conflation of two types ofattraction. Bially Mattern (2005: 591), for instance, maintains that Nyeamalgamates two perspectives on attraction: on the one hand, when describingliberal values as universally attractive, he treats it as natural, and on the other,



Conceptual Debates Around Soft Power 53

when speaking of necessity of public diplomacy for changing foreigners’preferences, he approaches it as socially constructed. Nye, however, contests thisunderstanding, presenting the seeming conflation as a matter of short-term andlong-term perspectives: as he puts it (2007: 163),Bially Mattern argues that I treat attraction both as ‘natural’,assuming such broad values as freedom and human rights arenaturally attractive, and as socially constructed through reasonedpersuasion. But I am not convinced by her argument that this is anontological contradiction. In the short term, attraction to theprevalent ideas in any given era can be treated as a given, but theseideas are not necessarily universal or immutable.Lock (2010: 34-35) provides a similar criticism, phrasing it as a conflation of
relational and structural power in Nye’s writings: indeed, when the US promotesits values in the countries that do not share them, its power is embedded in abilateral social relation with that country; contrariwise, where the US uses its softpower over the states that already share the same ideas, its power is embedded in
social structures. According to Lock, in reality, attraction rests on both of them, butNye does not differentiate between the two, which results in two mistakes in hisaccount. First, Nye tends to focus on A, simultaneously underestimating the role ofB and its peculiarities (ibid: 36)—put under my study’s terminology, he tends todisregard power domain. Second, Nye commits what Baldwin (2016: 82) calls the
cui bono fallacy which pertains to the supposition that an actor that capitalisesupon a certain power dispensation is the one who controls or has organised it. Nyefrequently equates liberal values to US values, regarding them, in a sense, as a USpossession and treating the US as the only agent of the power relationship, whileother liberal countries as mere subjects. According to Lock (2010: 37-39), by doingso, Nye oversimplifies the phenomenon of power, disregarding that structures
constrain and constitute agents, are shaped by agents’ practices, but not owned bythem.30 To overcome this conflation, Lock proposes to integrate insights fromFoucault into the study of soft power to clarify that on the one hand, agency candirectly produce attraction, but at the same time, structures may also work to
30 The same point, but from a more policy-oriented perspective, is made by those who criticiseNye’s perspective as too US-centric: Fan (2008: 152), for instance, notes that “[h]undreds ofmillions of people around the world wear, listen, eat, drink, watch and dance American, but they donot identify these accoutrements of their daily lives with America”.
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actors’ advantage.In his reply, Nye (2010: 215) generally appreciated Lock’s critique, agreeingwith him that “humility is essential in our analysis of power” and focusing only onA is detrimental to the accuracy of research.31 Yet, he is still reluctant to includethe fourth face in his analysis for three reasons. First, Nye states that it would bedeleterious to the policy-oriented purposes of research, contending that “theinsights that Foucault and other structuralists provide are purchased at too high aprice in terms of conceptual complexity and abstraction” (2011a: 16). Thisargument, however, again brings us back to the previous section’s discussionwhether such complex phenomena as attraction can be appropriately explainedfrom A’s perspective. Second, Nye argues that his agent-centered treatment ofpower is closer to the dictionary definition and more widespread amongpractitioners than power’s structuralist understanding (2010: 215). Thisjustification appears valid, but insufficient, given that his agent-centered account iscriticised even by scholars like Baldwin, who give substantial consideration to thecompatibility of scientific definitions of terms and their everyday meanings (e.g.Baldwin 2016: 45). Third, Nye posits that his approach also allows taking accountof certain features of social structures, even though not all of them (2011a: 16).This point appears somewhat odd: both Lock and Bially Mattern criticise him notfor excluding structural power, but conflating it with the agentic power, notattending to a distinction between the two.It is noteworthy that, as with soft power resources, Nye’s preoccupation withthe agent has engendered scholars’ different conceptions of the role of structure inattraction. First, some researchers tend to deem the structural dimension as
unrelated to attraction. For instance, one case study tags Russia’s approach to itssoft power strategy as the concept’s misinterpretation on the ground that Moscowprimarily disposes of the structural rather than agentic dimension of soft power: toquote its author, “Russian policy in this regard seems to contradict the concept ofsoft power: instead of winning people over who do not share Russia’s foreign
31 Concurrently, Nye (2010a: 215) justifies his preoccupation with and overemphasis on the agentin his early writings as a methodological need dictated by the then goal of his research, namely todescribe US influence.
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principles and goals, the country seeks to mobilize those who already agree withthem” (Ćweik-Kaprowicz 2012: 9). Second, some scholars discard the structuraldimension as uninteresting or irrelevant from the policy-oriented perspective. Suchis particularly characteristic of those researching public diplomacy: one suitableillustration of this account is the following excerpt from a study on Chinese softpower (Rawnsley 2016: 28):It is possible to argue that in exercising soft power, actors aresimply reflecting and projecting the values they deem mostappealing. Yet if soft power can and does serve specific purposesand agendas—whether it is intent on changing the globalconversation to attract more investment or elicit sympathy for aparticular foreign policy via the promotion of culturalcapital—bringing interests into the discussion and downplaying
values returns the concept to the realm of political analysis andhelps to explain the enormous investment of many governments insoft power activities.Finally, some scholars seem to exhibit the understanding of soft power as only

structural. For Eggereide (2012: 78), for example, soft power means “toconsciously tap into your structural advantage, and use it as a foreign policy tool.”Likewise, Roselle et. al. (2014: 72) term attraction as “the ability to createconsensus around shared meaning,” which also implies that attraction has astructural nature. Similarly, Rothman (2011: 56-59) considers attraction as a
diffused form of power, accentuating the role of norm diffusion in attraction.Analogously, Zahran and Ramos (2010: 14) state that soft power resembleshegemony in that both function via agreement on a number of general principlesthat envisages the superiority of a group, concurrently giving a certain extent ofcontentment to the rest of groups.To solve it, one can consider the agent-structure problem by virtue of a conflict
of interests between A and B. The neoliberal perspective, however, formulates thispoint quite vaguely, stating that soft power presupposes some conflict of interest,though not much. To illustrate, while explaining the difference between hard andsoft power, Gallarotti (2011: 28) notes that[h]ard power exhibits a greater conflict of interests relative to softpower. Hard power contemplates nations compelling other nationsto do what the latter would ordinarily not otherwise do . . . Softpower, on the other hand, conditions the target nations to
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voluntarily do what soft power nations would like them to do:hence, there is far less conflict of interests in the process of softpower.In this regard, again, one can see a sort of paradox. On the one hand, as noted byFan (2008: 148), the logic of neoliberals follows that soft power makes sense onlywhen there is a conflict of interest, so that A has to attract B to alter its conduct.This directly follows from Nye’s statement that ordering an agitated kid to jumpdoes not involve power, because (s)he already wants to jump him/herself (2004: 2).At the same time, neoliberals also posit that A’s intentional attraction works bestwhen B does not recognise it as power—otherwise, B can conceive of it asmanipulation, but because “no country likes to feel manipulated, even by softpower” (Nye 2004: 25), A has to frame its arguments attractively, so that B willview them as legitimate and, in turn, persuasive (2011b: 93).32Another perspective on this problem—seemingly more full-fledged andcompelling—deems structural power as a necessary condition of attraction, whichmakes it possible for A to use its relational power. This stems from Nye’s discussionof legitimacy, credibility and attitudinal similarity (2011b: 92) which he describesas crucial for attraction to happen. Along this line, Bae and Lee (2013: 6-7, see alsoLee 2011) argue that Nye’s conception of attraction is based on themethodologically individualist logic of causation, which treats power as relational(presupposing a conflict of interest between A and B) and directional (implying A’sclear intention to change B’s conduct in a certain direction). According to them,this logic unnecessarily limits the concept, presupposing that first, A must have aclear target to influence and second, B’s change of conduct cannot but be theoutcome of A’s direct influence (ibid: 7). As a result, they argue, attraction isunavoidably tainted with hard power this way or another, which, at least to someextent, shows the truth of Bially Mattern’s argument about the coercive nature of
32 To address this paradox, one may resort to the account of the strategic scholar Geun Lee (2009:211), which can be interpreted as considering agentic soft power to be short-term, and structuralsoft power to be long-term: according to him, A’s intentional soft power may produce short-termchanges in B’s policy, while long-term attractiveness requires “institutionalization, global ornational standard setting, or the creation of social rhythms through ‘synchronization andorchestration’” (ibid)
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attraction (ibid: 7-8).33 To avoid it, Bae and Lee suggest soft power be viewed as,following Barnett and Duvall’s taxonomy, productive power, for this is the onlyform of power based on “pure” attraction and not implying any coercion. Theauthors also leave a possibility for structural and institutional power to count assoft power contextually, provided that A does not resort to manipulation withsticks and carrots (ibid: 9).34 Reasoning this way, they state that in order tosucceed, A’s possible direct attraction/persuasion must presuppose a priorsocialisation on B’s side (i.e., B should see A positively) coming up with twopossible models of how soft power functions, be it with or without A’s explicitattraction/persuasion (ibid: 9-11, see Table 9).Source of Soft Power (sender)→Diffusion of Sources→→Socialisation of Sources (receiver)→Policy Change (receiver)Source of Soft Power (sender)→Diffusion of Sources→→Socialisation of Sources (receiver)→Persuasion (sender)→Policy Change(receiver)
Table 9. Soft Power Process without and with A’s Explicit IntentionalAttraction/Persuasion. Source: Lee 2011: 39.The same perspective can be found in the study by Kearn who states that softpower is about B’s sharing “the same underlying goals” and “norms of appropriatebehavior” as those promoted by A, which eventually creates a situation in which Acan get B want what A wants without threats or bribes (2011: 69). For Kearn, softpower requires “a rule-governed institutional setting and the presence ofunderlying mutual interests” (ibid: 72) that activate the principle of similarity asfollows: “[s]tate B views behaviors and policies of State A, assesses the interestsand preferences of State A (as well as its values, ideals, and culture), and measuresthose against its own domestically constructed attributes” (ibid: 69).35 Similarly to

33 Yet, while generally appreciating the contribution of Bially Mattern, Bae and Lee (2013: 8) pointthat her basic assumptions ironically fall in the same trap as Nye’s in that “Mattern’s ‘verbal fighting’is designed to construct attraction by a sender’s [A’s] successful creation of threat towards areceiver’s [B’s] subjectivity, thus presupposing both relationality and directionality.”34 The authors (2013: 10) contend that a similar reconceptualisation of soft power may also bepossible by employing Foucault’s vision of productive power; however, similarly to Lukes, theycriticise him for explicitly highlighting the coercive nature of power and hence, providing no spacefor actors’ conscious choice.35 Kearn (2011: 73) also suggests that in Nye’s writings, the problem partially arises from hisarbitrary treatment of terminology, noting that under the term “attraction,” Nye conflates attraction
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Lock’s, Kearn’s discussion of A’s structural power questions the accuracy ofconsidering it as intentional and approaching it from A’s perspective. First, whileNye considers agenda-setting as the ability of A, Kearn (ibid: 73) speaks of
internalised norms on B’s side without any note of A’s intention, pointing that Nye’saccount “seems to confuse behavioral outcomes with interests and preferences.”Second, Nye simply mentions agenda-setting in the list of soft power mechanisms,which adds to the confusion, since while intentional attraction is relational,agenda-setting by definition has a structural character (ibid). In other words, whatseems to have conduced to the problem is Nye’s failure to specify the relationshipbetween agenda-setting and attraction: in his account, the former may beunderstood either as a subcase of the latter, or as something that necessarilyprecedes the latter.
2.5. Subject-Centered Perspective of Attraction: The Problem of Power

Bases

As was shown in section 2.3, the neoliberal agent-centered approach is contestedas unable to provide what Hall (2010: 206) refers to as psychological mechanismsbehind attraction, Baldwin (2016: 52) calls “power bases” and Lukes (2007: 91-92)describes as follows:Nye makes no distinction between different ways in which softpower can co-opt, attract and entice those subject to it; betweenthe different ways in which it can induce their acquiescence. Inshort, he draws no distinction between modes of persuasion orways of “shaping preferences.”However, in fairness to Nye, he has tried to shed some light on it, stating, forexample, that “[i]n persuasion, rational argument appealing to facts, beliefs aboutcausality, and normative premises are mixed with the framing of issues in
as an action and as the attractiveness of certain policies. Interestingly, such amalgamation happensonly in those languages where the word attraction, like in English, means both “the action or powerof evoking interest in or liking for someone or something” and “a quality or feature that evokesinterest, liking, or desire” (see “Attraction” in Oxford Living Dictionaries, available at:https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/attraction, accessed: 27 January 2017). In otherlanguages, there is no such conflation: for instance, in the Russian edition of Nye’s Soft Power: The
Means to Success in World Politics, attraction in the first sense is translated as “привлечение”(privlechenie) and in the second as “привлекательность” (privlekatel’nost’), see Nye, J. S. Jr. (2006).
Gibkaja vlast’: Kak dobit’sja uspeha v mirovoj politike. Moscow and Novosibirsk: Trendy).
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attractive ways and the use of emotional appeals” (2011b: 93). But again, as wasnoted earlier, considering it through A’s lens may hardly succeed in providing apsychological link between A and B, since attraction as A’s action does notguarantee a positive result: Nye himself admits that “[i]f you have a poor product,not even the best advertising will sell it” (2011b: 24).
Power

currency
Corresponding
dimension of the

agent’s life

Psychological
mechanism

Foundation in basic
human tendencies

Brilliance The agent’s relationswith its work First admiration,then imitation Learning from others’successes
Beauty The agent’s relationswith ideas, valuesand visions Inspiration Uniting with thosehaving similarvalues/goals; the needfor moral support andaesthetic experience

Benignity The agent’s relationswith other actors,particularly with thesubject of soft power
Gratitude andsympathy Reciprocal altruism

Table 10. Soft Power/Attraction Currencies (adapted from Vuving 2009: 8-12).Source: Patalakh 2017: 151.Yet in his latest publications, Nye makes a slight attempt to approach this issuefrom B’s side, stating that attraction is “socially constructed” and thus, “attractiondepends upon both the qualities of the agent and how they are perceived by thetarget” (2011b: 84). To develop this point, Nye cites a small conference paper byAlexander Vuving (2009), which points to the existence of three “clusters ofqualities of the agent and action that are central to attraction” (2011b: 92).According to Nye and Vuving, those three clusters, to wit, benignity, brilliance andbeauty, are necessary conditions of A’s attractiveness: as Nye puts it, “[w]ithoutsuch perceived qualities, a given resource may produce indifference or evenrevulsion—the opposite of soft power” (ibid). Vuving argues those three clusters(“power currencies,” in his terminology) produce attraction though variouspositive emotions. Precisely, if B sees A as successful at doing his/her job, B startsadmiring A, deeming him/her as “brilliant.” If in B’s view, A’s values, ideas andvisions are similar to those of B and A is devoted to them and promotes themconvincingly, B gets inspired, conceiving of A as “beautiful.” Finally, if B considers A
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as treating others (especially B him/herself) in a respectful, kind way, B startsfeeling gratitude and sympathy toward A, regarding him/her as “benign” (2009:8-12, see Table 10).Though Vuving’s typology certainly casts some light on psychological tiesbetween A and B, it does not seem to be free of its own problems. Firstly, it ispresented in a small conference paper that contains, first, no citations of anysources from where these causal mechanisms are taken and, second, no casestudies or, at least, examples that would demonstrate their relevance with respectto IR. A brief look at relevant fields reveals that some of Vuving’s suppositions arebetter grounded in science than others. To illustrate, while similarity, which hementions as a psychological principle on which “beauty” works, is indeedrecognised by social psychologists as a determinant of attraction (Finkel &Baumeister 2010, Montoya & Horton 2004), modern biology highly questions theassumption that reciprocal altruism is characteristic of the behaviour of, as Vuvingputs it (2009: 8), “most, if not all organisms” (e.g. Silk 2013). And even regardingsimilarity, the real picture seems far more complex than that described by Vuving(2009: 11), that is, “opposite values and causes provide a firm ground for regimesto see each other as ugly; and shared values and causes provide a push toward theperception that the other regime is beautiful.” In fact, psychologists contend thatfirst, attitudinal similarity is only one of several principles of attraction (for details,see Finkel & Baumeister 2010) and second, similarity as such does notautomatically imply attraction; rather, it may get converted into attraction undercertain conditions (Montoya & Horton 2004). Secondly, Vuving tends to reduce thewhole process of attraction to the generation of positive emotions, paying noattention to the role of cognition in the human tendencies that he indicated. Notonly is this at odds with Nye’s idea that soft power aims to win both “hearts and
minds” (2008b: 94, emphasis added), operating both in rational and non-rationalways (2010: 217), but also it contradicts psychological findings showing that actorsmight (and often do) reciprocate and seek like-minded actors both for cognition-and emotion-laden reasons (for reciprocity, see Stevens & Duque 2016, forsimilarity, see Montoya & Horton 2004). Thirdly, some passages by Vuving appearto exhibit a conflation of emotional coercion and attraction: to illustrate, when
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describing benignity, he presents A’s line of reasoning about B’s success as “you aremore capable than me or if you are more capable than most people, it is safer not toresist you” (2009: 10), which oddly amalgamates true admiration and fear. Finally,both Nye and Vuving fail to elaborate on how (if anyhow) the B’s behaviour differsdepending on the “power currency” on which his/her attraction towards A rests.This seems exactly what Hall means by “important empirical effects.”As with the debatable issues discussed in the previous sections, neoliberals’failure to provide soft power bases has engendered a variety of—often mutuallycontradictory—interpretations among scholars. Moreover, some of them approachthe issue of soft power bases from B’s perspective rather subconsciously, that is,they fail to explicitly address it, but a careful reading of their studies allowsdiscerning their understanding of how it works. Among various perspectives, oneviews attraction as having both logical-rational and affective-emotional dimensions:Roselle et. al. (2014: 72), for instance, state that “[a]ttractiveness may be based onboth or either rational and affective components of culture, values, and/orpolicies.” Yet, the method they propose to employ to unpack it—focusing on“strategic narratives” that A applies in his/her rhetoric to attract B—isagent-centered and therefore, is likely to fall into the aforementioned traps. Thesecond approach (Kearn 2011: 67, Vyas 2011) deems attraction as havingcognitive-rational roots on B’s side, putting at the core of soft power A’s success asperceived by B. The third perspective regards attraction as combining rational andnormative foundations, Rothman, for instance, argues that “[s]tates will pursuepolicies they believe are successful for their goals, and if those policies aresuccessful, the policy will become attractive to other seeking similar goals andmost likely adopted by them” (2011: 59), simultaneously pointing that often,“[r]ather than acting based on a rational calculation, actors behave throughconsiderations of what is normal or right” (ibid: 57-58). Finally, the fourthapproach neglects the rational dimension of attraction, conceiving of it asnormative and emotional. This approach appears, for example, in a study by Jheeand Lee who note that (2011: 52) “soft power could be measured on twodistinctive evaluative dimensions—that is, affective andnormative—corresponding to two core perceptual origins of soft power: attraction
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and legitimacy”.36 Moreover, some adherents of this perspective explicitly discardthe rational dimension as irrelevant to power relations. To exemplify, Baumann andCramer, admitting the ability of rational persuasion to alter B’s goals andpreferences, find it contradictory to the very nature of power-over (2017: 198),arguing that “cooperation based on interest, especially self-interest, has little to dowith cooperation secured by power” (ibid: 195).The seemingly most prominent perspective to be used to address soft powerbases appears in constructivist/postmodernist studies which factor in actors’
identities. Conceiving of attraction as “the ability to create consensus aroundshared meaning” (Roselle et. al. 2014: 72), postmodernists apply aFoucault-inspired approach to analyse it as communication that structures actors’identities. Along this line, Bially Mattern (2005: 588) notes that soft power isrooted in “others’ knowledge of one’s alluring qualities,” considering attraction as“constructed through communicative exchange” (ibid: 585) and arguing that “themost fundamental way to ‘harvest’ soft power is to spread social knowledge aboutone’s values” (ibid: 589). Likewise, for Hayden (2011: 43), attraction is a sort of“symbolic, influence-oriented communication that operates in both the passive andactive sense of soft power.” Through attraction, according to him, actors “relate toeach other in ways that are constitutive of their identity” (ibid: 46, emphasis inoriginal). Bae and Lee also argue that the basis for socialisation lies in B’sself-identification: as they put it, “[o]nce the receiver identifies a particular state orsociety to possess the sources of attraction, it is now a potential sender goingthrough self-identification process” (2013: 11). From this perspective, attraction isregarded as being completely down to B’s judgement and cognizable not as A’sability to influence B, but as B’s “reaction to compelling attributes” (Hayden 2011:45, emphasis in original). Put methodologically, the study of attraction, first, startsoff from B and not A (Bae and Lee 2013) and second, from A’s side may be viewedboth as an active strategy as well as a diffuse spread of knowledge. One recentstudy that applied this perspective suggested that (Feklyunina 2016: 791)
36 Their odd formulation “attraction and legitimacy” is apparently rooted in the (mis-)perception ofsoft power as being agentic or structural, aptly illustrating the relevance of the critical remarksdiscussed in the previous section.
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one of the key mechanisms of generating soft power is therenegotiation of collective identities . . . [W]e can assess the weightof a state’s soft power vis-a-vis another state by investigating theextent to which the discursively constructed collective identity isaccepted or rejected by different audiences in the second state,and by examining the ability of these audiences to affect theprocess of foreign policy decision-making.The subject-centered constructivist perspective seems potentially successfulat uncovering soft power bases, for it allows taking account of B’s needs andpsychological peculiarities without making any deterministic statements about A’sintentions. At the same time, its application requires cautiousness to avoidconclusions that appear somewhat sweeping. Solomon, for instance, seems toreduce the entire attraction to emotions and affect, arguing that the construction ofactors’ identities by attraction via language is impossible unless actors put affectiveinvestments to it: as he states (2014: 729),[i]f discursive structures constitute the system within whichsubjects and identities are constructed (as many in IR havedetailed), these structures alone cannot fully account for thepotency of identities. Language must be infused with affect, in asense, in order for it to have the ‘force’ that it often has.Incidentally, some realist scholars also interpret attraction as only emotional,but, unlike Solomon who welcomes such a conception, they use it to dismiss softpower as unrealistic. In particular, first, they tend to discard emotion-ladenattraction as excessively simplistic: among them is Fan (2008: 153) who criticisesNye’s account, inter alia, on the grounds that “[h]uman feelings are complicatedand quite often ambivalent, that is love and hate co-exist at the same time.” Second,they consider emotion-based attraction as scarcely manageable for A in thestrategic way suggested by Nye: to exemplify, Fan (ibid: 154) posits that “humanfeelings such as attraction and affection can be fickle, so soft power based on this isdifficult to sustain.” Third, they tend to directly link affect to policy-making andthen dismiss it on account that policy practitioners take certain decisions in favourof other states because their countries’ national interests require that and notbecause they “like” those states (ibid: 153, Layne 2010: 53). In fact, reducing theentire attraction to emotions is self-confessedly wrong, and the third remark inparticular seems to reflect a misconception of soft power. Indeed, the idea of
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attraction does not imply that B’s policy-makers get “in love” with A; rather, A’s softpower conduces to such an environment that induces them to consider taking adecision in A’s favour as corresponding to B’s national interest. Yet, the first twocritical remarks seem equitable in that they are illustrative of Nye’s insufficientspecification of the role of emotions in the mechanism of attraction. Clues to theanswer can be grasped from the posterior discussion in section 3.3.3.
Discussion

Despite the above-mentioned debatable points, hardly any study on softpower—no matter if supportive or critical—omits mentioning the popularity ofthis concept among policy-makers (e.g. Hall 2010, Kearn 2011, Rawnsley 2016).Many even find this success somewhat bewildering against the backdrop of theunpopularity of IR theory in general: as Kearn (2011: 65) puts it,[i]nternational relations . . . theory is often derided or outrightignored as not relating to the practical day-to-day matters thatinform policy-making . . . However, in the case of soft power, atheoretical concept has been enthusiastically adopted anddeployed by political leaders, policy practitioners, and mediapundits.Indeed, scholars rarely question the concept’s policy-oriented implications:for instance, generally sceptical of Nye’s account, Lukes (2007: 91) admits that“Nye’s central practical and political concerns, both immediate and more general,are clear.” Likewise, Baldwin (2016: 5) regards soft power as “a useful concept forpolicy analysis but also one in need of further clarification in order to become auseful social science concept.” Hence, debated is the concept’s analytical value, itsutility for academic research. Problems in this connection seem—at least, inpart—to have originated exactly in the policy-oriented intentions of the concept’scoiner, which Nye acknowledges himself when reflecting on his critics: “Perhaps itwould have been better if I had thought up the concept of soft power in the abstractrather than as a product of trying to think about the sequential problems ofdeclinism and triumphalism in American foreign policy” (2010: 226). Moreover,the wide success of the concept appears to have been a double-edged weapon aswell: according to some, its popularity is a factor that has poured oil on the flames,
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contributing to the concept’s vagueness, making it, as Kearn (2011: 66) phrases it,“a ‘buzz’ word of little theoretical content.”37 Probably the best comment on thispoint, again, has been made by Nye himself (2016: 3):With time, I have come to realize that concepts such as soft powerare like children. As an academic or a public intellectual, you canlove and discipline them when they are young, but as they growthey wander off and make new company, both good and bad. Thereis not much you can do about it, even if you were present at thecreation.In fairness to Nye, his critics often misinterpret him, as is evident in thediscussion of the chapter: to give some instances, Bially Mattern substitutesattraction for intentional persuasion, Layne equates attraction to emotional appeal,whilst Hall examined an earlier in lieu of the then up-to-date version of Nye’saccount of soft power resources. But again, such misunderstandings appear—atleast, partly—to have sprung out of Nye’s persistent inconsistencies andambiguous formulations, many of which can hardly be justified by reference to theconcept’s evolution and development38. On this issue, one can agree with Baldwin(2013: 292) that “his numerous attempts at clarification over a twenty-year periodhave not been completely successful.” At the same time, even those critical of Nyenote a certain success of soft power for academic research: to illustrate, BiallyMattern (2005: 590) admits that despite all deficiencies,Nye’s account of soft power subtly integrates into the policydomain some of the long-standing scholarly insights about theworkings of power, which have, until this point, been largelyignored as irrelevant to the bottom line of how to use power.Even Baldwin, who initially seemed censorious of Nye’s perspective, stressing thefact that it contains nothing new (2013: 288-289), later appears to have mitigatedhis view, admitting that Nye’s writings on soft power not only have drawnpolicymakers’ attention to the importance of national images and theirmanagement, but also successfully led scholarly focus away from military sphere,eventually resulting in the broadening of our comprehension of power (2016:
37 Incidentally, soft power is not the only modern concept the catchiness of which is argued todiminish its academic utility: “failed state,” for instance, suffers from its success likewise (Ezrow &Frantz 2013).38 In a recent interview, Nye himself admitted that in different periods, his utilisation of the conceptdiffered (Zhang 2017: 96).
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170-171).Additionally, it would be hardly fair to argue that the concept has notimproved at all: coined in the conditions of the 1990s as applied to the US inparticular, the concept has later demonstrated its flexibility over time andadaptability to various IR actors, with its popularity growing rather than decliningover years. A search on Google Scholar on the keywords “Nye” and “soft power,”performed on 25 April 2018, indicated 497 uses in 1990-1999, 1680 in 2000-2004,6220 in 2005-2009 and 17200 in 2010-2017. Moreover, the instances of theapplication of soft power in IR literature far exceed those of similar concepts,despite the latter’s appearingly better specified domain and scope. To exemplify,such concepts as van Ham’s social power39 or Gallarotti’s above-mentioned
cosmopolitan power may seem academically more precise, however, again, a searchon Google Scholar reveals that as of 25 April 2018, Nye’s book The Future of Power,published in 2011, has 1818 citations, whilst Ham’s Social Power in International

Politics and Gallarotti’s Cosmopolitan Power in International Relations, bothpublished in 2010, are dramatically less known, having only 133 and 79 citationscorrespondingly.Factoring in these points as well as the fact that what is most often contestedis not soft power per se, but, rather, its interpretation by neoliberals, it seemsoutspokenly unwise to completely discard soft power and attraction, as scholarssuch as Hall and Layne suggest. Quite the contrary, it appears more reasonable todo additional research on attraction, as proposed by Bially Mattern (2005), keepingin mind the goal described by Baldwin: “Future research on soft power shouldclearly distinguish between definitional matters and empirical ones” (2013: 289).In particular, what seems academically needful is “taking soft power seriously”(Kroenig et. al. 2010), constructing—at least to the extent that it is possible—amore positivist, rigorous framework which would enable to 1) clearly disentanglebetween the two power forms without making them overlap, 2) take into account
39 Social power refers to “the ability to set standards, and create norms and values that are deemedlegitimate and desirable, without resorting to coercion or payment” and includes “discursive power,drawing attention to the impact of framing, norm advocacy, agenda-setting, the impact of media andcommunications, as well as lesser-known practices like place branding and public diplomacy” (vanHam 2010: 8).
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all the aspects of hard and soft power relating to both agentic and structuraldimensions, 3) carefully exclude any aspects that do not correspond to the chosendefinition of power. What is more, an academic account of soft power necessitatesclear power bases, and since soft power, as I showed above, can be quite fairlyreduced to attraction, the question “how soft power works” may be justlysubstituted for “how attraction works,” which self-evidently requires a descriptionin psychological terms. Unfortunately, this task hardly appears to have beensuccessfully handled thus far. First, to date, virtually all research on soft power hasbeen purely data-driven. Compared to the above-cited number of papers applyingthe concept, those making at least some theoretical contribution are a drop in theocean. Second, the literature review performed in this chapter generates animpression that in place of taking cognizance of the already published argumentsand the terminology they use, neoliberals’ critics tend to steer the debate in theirown directions, which becomes especially apparent in the discussion of relationaland structural soft power. Considering this, a new framework on attraction shouldenable, as much as possible, to organise and integrate the accumulated ideas.Importantly, the implications of the psychological foundations of attraction are notlimited only to the theoretical field, given that the psychological reason making Aattractive for B eventually impacts on the logic and character of B’s behaviour. Putupside down, knowing what distinctions in B’s conduct, generated by differentpsychological bases, endows A’s policymakers with a potential ability to vary theirexpectations accordingly and—at least, to a certain degree—manipulate B’sbehaviour.Lastly—and most importantly—the literature review has revealed theinability to accomplish this aim by applying the neoliberal perspective. Its mostsignificant inconsistency is that though both Nye and Gallarotti contest theelements-of-national-power approach for neglecting that A’s endowment withresources does not necessarily mean his/her achievement of the intended goal,their agent-centered approach ultimately falls into the same trap: A’s activitiesaiming to attract B are uncertain to attain the wanted result. Accordingly, moresuitable for research on soft power bases seems the constructivist subject-centeredperspective, for it presupposes initially picking up those cases where B is already
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attracted to A. It is worth noting that changing the approach should not beinterpreted as a proposition to underhandedly supersede one concept by another,masquerading them under a common name. In the end, Vyas (2011) and Kearn(2011: 68) also conceive of soft power as being apt for both neoliberal andconstructivist paradigms, and, more importantly, Nye himself states that (2010:219) “[s]oft power is an analytical concept, not a theory” and it “fits with realist,liberal or constructivist perspectives.” Indeed, there seems to be nothing wrong inaltering the approach if we accept Nye’s statement that soft power is a real form ofpower and not just a catchy IR concept (ibid).40

40 Leaping ahead, it seems reasonable to state that what warrants in defence of Nye’s statement isthat social psychologists also differentiate between “soft” and “harsh” power, depending on bases(for details, see Fiske & Berdahl 2007: 681).
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3. Soft and Hard Power: Toward a More Rigorous Framework

“[B]eauty is power the same way money is power the same way agun is power.”— Chuck Palahniuk, Invisible Monsters, 1999.
IntroductionThis chapter aims to provide a framework that would overcome theunresolved deficiencies of the neoliberal account of hard/soft power. The chapter isstructured as follows. Section 3.1, as a mere formality, reiterates the goals of thisresearch as they ensue from the discussion in the foregoing chapter. Section 3.2elaborates on the study’s theoretical framework, specifying the use ofconstructivism and resort to social psychology as well as defining power means ina way that corresponds to the chosen subject-centered perspective. Section 3.3describes hard and soft power bases from social psychological perspective,particularising the definitional and empirical characteristics of each base ofattraction in detail. As one can notice, the bases discussed in this chapter receiveuneven attention. This is a consequence of not only asymmetries in availablematerial, but also the fact that the explanations they require differ in depth in thesense that while some points are intuitively clear, others necessitate moreprofound explications. Discussion summarises the findings of section 3.3, drawstheoretical conclusions on the behavioural impacts of soft power bases for A and B,dissects the advantages and limitations of the analytical framework and givesperspectives for future research.
3.1. Research Goals

As logically arises from the review performed in the preceding chapter, this study’sgoals comprise as follows:
 to define the bases of hard and soft power in a way that would enable to clearlydemarcate them,
 to find out the whole variety of causal mechanisms of attraction and explicatetheir defining attributes in a manner that would allow identifying thosemechanisms empirically and, at least to a certain degree, prognosticate behavioural
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effects.In doing so, the study takes into cognizance that
 power bases should be determined in psychological terms,
 social power embraces both relative and structural dimensions with the latterbeing necessary for soft power to happen,
 the new framework should take a subject-centered perspective to poweranalysis and comprise all the four faces of power.
3.2. Theoretical Framework

3.2.1. Constructivism, Social Psychology and Unitary Actor Assumption

My study is based on the constructivist account of power relationship asexpounded in section 1.2.3. Anticipating possible criticism, I consider it worthwhileto note that ontologically, constructivism and rationalism are mutuallycomplementary rather than mutually antithetic. As Choi (2015: 110-111) puts it,on the one hand, “the politically significant motives of social actions are broaderand more diverse than most rationalists allow for,” but concurrently, “solid andwell-defined self-interests formed by cost-benefit analysis can lead actors toforsake their normative values and identities.” Likewise, constructivism does notcontradict, but rather complements rationalism in epistemological terms: Barkin,for instance, argues that constructivism as a methodology does not necessarily haveto be based on idealism (although many often view it in such terms) and in fact, itis compatible with various IR perspectives including realism (2003: 336, 338). Allin all, the ontological and epistemological premises of constructivism can enrichrational-choice-based approaches by overcoming the limitations of materialismand methodological individualism (ibid: 338-339). On this point, Barkin contendsthat “[n]either pure realism nor pure idealism can account for political change,only the interplay of the two, subject to the assumption that morality is contextualrather than universal” (ibid: 337). Considering this, Barkin argues for a reconciledapproach that would “study the relationship between normative structures, thecarriers of political morality, and uses of power” (ibid: 338). More precisely, itwould “look at the way in which power structures affect patterns of normative
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change in international relations and, conversely, the way in which a particular setof norms affect power structures” (ibid: 337, for a detailed elaboration on it, seeBarkin 2010).Apart from its other premises, carefully listed in section 1.2.3, especiallyrelevant to this study is that constructivism shuns making deterministic statementsabout actors’ preferences and hence, it allows using psychological insights. Withregard to this, I follow Mercer (2005) who argues against detaching rationalityfrom psychology in IR research, despite that this is often done by political scientiststhat tend to believe that psychology explains only mistakes. Defining rationality as“using the best means to achieve a given end” (ibid: 79) and focusing on the
outcome rather than the process of decision-making, Mercer shows that rationalityis contingent on (and not free of) psychology—while the latter, in its turn, does notneed rational baselines. Most importantly, he argues that the study of rationaldecisions necessitates focusing not only on cognition, but also on emotions, since,as neuropsychological studies show, accurate judgements require emotions and infact, “hyperrational” actions tend to be as detrimental to their maker as overlyemotional ones. As Mercer puts it, “[e]xtreme emotion distorts judgement, as doesextreme cognition” (2010: 7-8) and “[i]magining that emotion only interferes withanalysis is wrong: someone deprived of all emotion becomes vacuous, not neutral”(ibid: 13, see also Stein 2013: 200-201). More specifically (2005: 93),[p]eople without emotion may know they should be ethical, andmay know they should be influenced by norms, and may know thatthey should not make disastrous financial decisions, but thisknowledge is abstract and inert and does not weigh on theirdecisions. They do not care about themselves or about others, andthey neither try to avoid making mistakes not are they capable oflearning from their mistakes.
3.2.2. Coercion, Reward, Attraction: A Subject-Centered Perspective

Before commencing to study power bases in psychological terms from asubject-centered perspective, I would like to show that such research is not againstthe scientific current in the relevant field. My analysis kicks off with Nye’sstatement that A’s power over B can be based on coercion, reward or attraction.Social psychology not only finds it possible to approach each of these from B’s
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viewpoint, but moreover, this perspective seems preponderate in that field. In thisfashion, rewards are conceptualised as “the pleasures, satisfactions, andgratifications a person enjoys in participating in a relationship”; they rest onresources that are termed as “any commodities, material or symbolic, that can betransmitted through interpersonal behavior and give one person the capacity toreward another.” (Sabatelli 2009: 1522). Coercion is defined as a force that makes Bto behave in a certain manner due to the feeling of fear or anxiety that it produces(Colvin 2000: 36). More precisely (ibid),[c]oercion occurs when one is compelled to act in a certain waythrough direct force or intimidation from others or through thepressure of impersonal economic or social forces. Interpersonalforms of coercion may or may not involve the use of violence.Coercion can involve the threat of or actual taking away ofsomething of value, such as a person’s job or other social supports.It is punitive in nature. It motivates behavior because it isphysically and/or emotionally painful and because it threatens toor actually does remove both expressive and instrumental socialsupports.Finally, the subject-centered view of attraction approaches it by virtue of Bhaving a positive attitude toward A: Berscheid and Walster (1974: 20), for instance,define it as “an individual’s tendency or predisposition to evaluate anotherperson...in a positive or negative way” and Huston (1974: 11) conceptualises it as“a constellation of sentiments which comprise the evaluative orientation of oneperson toward another.” Importantly, the attitudinal aspect of attraction rests onboth B’s affect and cognition (Finkel and Baumeister 2010: 419-420). Otherdefinitions, apart from the attitudinal dimension of attraction, include the resultant
behaviour as well. In this vein, Rogalin and Conlon deem interpersonal attraction as“a positive attitude one holds for another person, or the positive behaviors anindividual displays in response to another person over a prolonged period of time”(2007: 202) and Simpson and Harris consider it as “a motivational state in whichan individual is predisposed to think, feel, and usually behave in a positive mannertoward another person” (1994: 48). What is also relevant, the nature and quality ofattraction between A and B are affected by four types of variables: 1) variablespeculiar to A, 2) variables specific to B, 3) variables which describe the physicaland social environment in which attraction is embedded, and 4) emergent variables
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which are unique to the relationship between A and B, e.g. the fit between them(Kelley et al. 1983).Peculiar to all these definitions is that, first, they all pay special attention to B’sperceptions: in other words, it is valid to speak of coercion, reward and attractionwhen B perceives and interprets them as such no matter if A views the situationanalogously. Second, neither of these definitions excludes the possibility of agenticand/or structural origin of power relationship: the reason why B interprets A’sinfluence with respect to him/her in terms of coercion, reward or attraction may liein A’s, B’s qualities or the environment, while A’s intentionality may or may not bepresent. Finally, all of them allow taking into account both cognitive and emotionalsides of B’s actions.
3.3. Analytical Framework

3.3.1. French and Raven’s Bases of Power

To explicate the bases of soft power and distinguish it from hard power, I resort tothe typology created by two psychologists, John French and Bertram Raven(1959),41 and later developed in a series of publications by Raven (e.g. 1990, 1993,2008). Their account regards power as “a change in the belief, attitude, orbehaviour of a person . . . which results from the action or presence of anotherperson” (Raven 1990: 495). Importantly, they view the change in terms of thepsychological situation as exists for B (French & Raven 1959: 150) and inconnection with a certain system. Also, it has such characteristics as strength andrange.42The two authors then classify bases of power into five types (ibid: 155-156),each of which makes a distinct impact on A’s power over B. Those types include
 reward power, rooted in B’s perception that A is capable of rewarding him/her,
 coercive power, grounded on B’s perception that A is able to penalise him/her,
 referent power, rooted in B’s sense of identification with A,
41 It should not be puzzling that I ground my framework on a study that was performed over half acentury ago, for in social psychology, it is regarded as most influential to date (e.g. Fiske & Berdahl2007: 680).42 “System,” “strength” and “range” are entirely synonymous with “domain,” “weight” and “scope,”following my study’s terminology that I, in turn, adopted from Baldwin.
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 expert power, grounded on B’s perception that A possesses a particularknowledge or competence,
 and legitimate power, rooted in B’s perception that A has a legitimate right toordain conduct for him/her.In accordance with Nye’s perspective on power means, in the discussion thatfollows, I relate reward and coercion to hard power and the last three bases to softpower. Taking into account that the mechanism of soft power is attraction, Iidentify its three types, namely emotional, rational and social, which have theirroots in referent, expert and legitimate power accordingly. I take their causalmechanisms and emotional features from French and Raven’s research, describeand supplement them with the use of more recent relevant psychological and IRstudies and cite pertinent examples from the IR field.
3.3.2. Hard Power: Coercion and Reward

According to French and Raven (1959: 157), coercive power originates in B’sexpectation that (s)he will be penalised by A if (s)he does not yield to A’s influenceendeavour. Formally described, A’s weight is dependent on the importance/size ofthe negative valence of the threatened penalty multiplied by the perceivedprobability that B can eschew the penalty by subordination, i.e., the probability ofpenalty for insubordination minus the probability of penalty for subordination(ibid). Coercion engenders contingent change, and the level of contingency varieswith the level of A’s ability to control B’s conformity (what French and Raven referto as “observability” or “surveillance”). However, coercion may also result inautonomous side alterations: on this point, French and Raven cite the example ofbrainwashing that results in dependent changes in the prisoner’s life, which maylater lead to his/her identification with the aggressor and thus side changes inhis/her ideology that are autonomous of the coercion (ibid).Reward power, in its turn, hinges on A’s potential capability “to administerpositive valences and to remove or decrease negative valences” for B (ibid: 156). Inthis case, the weight of A’s power depends of the size/importance of the rewardsthat, in B’s perception, A is able to arrange (ibid). What are the distinctive features
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of this power base? First, it is heavily contingent on A, since it is A that brings aboutrewards and controls the probability that B will get them. Put formally, the changein B’s behaviour is equal to B’s subjective likelihood that A will provide him/her areward for conformity less his/her subjective likelihood that A will rewardhim/her even if (s)he reverts to the previous behaviour (ibid). Second, the scope ofthe reward power is limited to the areas where B perceives A as being in a positionto reward B for conforming (ibid: 157). What is also important, the usage ofrewards in order to alter B’s conduct within the scope of power tends to strengthenthe power by extending the probability tacked on future promises. In addition,unsuccessful endeavours to exercise power beyond its scope are likely to result inits decrease: to exemplify, if A offers to reward B for fulfilling an impossible action,it is likely to diminish B’s perceived probability of obtaining future rewards that Apromised (ibid). Third, when A applies real rewards (which has to be distinguishedfrom mere promises), it is likely to augment the attraction of B towards A, whichallows A to bring on changes that are comparatively autonomous of the reward(ibid: 156-157). Fourth, rewards and/or their promises will not arouse resistancein B if B regards it as legitimate for A to offer them (ibid: 157). As distinct fromcoercions, rewards generally augment attraction and lower resistance.These two power bases have one important commonality that distinguishesthem from the other bases, namely significance of A’s surveillance, or, simply put,high dependence of the change in B’s behaviour on A (Raven 1993: 233). While inthe case of reward power, A’s provision of rewards to B is necessary for A’sinfluence to continue, in the case of coercive power, A’s surveillance is needed forhis/her threats to be effective (ibid). The latter is because if threatened, B ismotivated to discontinue the relationship with A and therefore, in order to attainconformity via coercion, A needs not only to cause B’s fear, but also introducerestraints to hinder B from totally leaving the scope of A’s coercive power (French& Raven 1959: 158). Some may argue that this point is less topical for the IR field,where states are geographically fixed, yet, some European countries’ recentendeavours to re-orient their gas and oil trade in order not to be affected byRussia’s coercive “gas diplomacy,” aptly illustrate its relevance.As their descriptions show, the dynamics of the two powers are different:
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whereas reward power might lead to an autonomous domain, the results ofcoercive power are always dependent on A.43 Whereas reward power mayeventually generate/increase B’s attraction towards A, coercive power, on thecontrary, not only diminishes this attraction, but also spreads B’s negativeperception of A’s punishment to other spheres (ibid, see Baldwin 1971: 32-33 for asimilar argument). Yet, reward and coercive powers can be sometimes confused,since A’s refusal to give a reward/removal of penalty may be considered as equal toa punishment/reward correspondingly (and are likely to be interpreted this way byB). On this point, French and Raven (1959: 158) state that everything hinges on thesituation as B psychologically sees it, contending that in the real life, it oftenhappens that “receiving a reward is a positive valence as is the relief of suffering.”
3.3.3. “Emotional” Attraction44

“Emotional” attraction is based upon referent power which rests on B’s senseof identification with A, with “identification” referring to “a feeling of oneness . . . ora desire for such an identity” (French & Raven 1959: 161). The empirical effects ofthe identification vary depending on whether A is a group or a single actor: in theformer case, B would desire to join that group, while in the latter, B would want tobe densely associated with A (ibid). This endows A with the capability to affect B,albeit B might not be fully conscious of B’s power with respect to him/her. B’s lineof reasoning in this case is like “I am like A, and therefore I shall behave or believeas A does” or “I want to be like A, and I will be more like A if I behave or believe asA does” (ibid: 162). This makes it clear that referent power should be discriminatedfrom coercive and reward types of power by virtue of positive and negativesanctions (i.e., means of control over B) being meditated by A. While the logic of
43 Yet, as French and Raven later argue, as the legitimacy of coercion increases, it generatesincreasingly less resistance and repulsion (1959: 165).44 Since I have no psychological background and hence, I may not be absolutely certain whetherthis or that finding of empirical psychological research is applicable to the IR field—what is knownas the “external validity” problem (see Krause & Kearney 2006 on the context-specific perspectiveof the usage of power bases)—in this section, I chiefly draw not directly upon psychological studies,but upon their reviews made by IR scholars. Given that those reviews have been published inwell-reputed IR journals (or, in the case of books, by high-quality academic publishers) and, as theiracknowledgements indicate, presented at high-class conferences and prepared with the advice ofpsychological scholars, I feel fully justified to entirely rely on the arguments they make.
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hard power presupposes that it is A that mediates the sanctions, the idea ofreferent power implies B’s attraction towards A, that is, B avoids discomfort orgains satisfaction by conformity based on identification, regardless of A’s responses(ibid). Therefore, the alteration of B’s conduct can be contingent on or autonomousof A, but the level of dependence is not influenced by the degree of observability toA, and moreover, again, B might not even be cognizant of A’s referent power overhim/her (ibid: 163).What implicitly flows from French and Raven’s description is that the mostimportant characteristic differing the “emotional” attraction from its other twotypes is the crucial role of B’s emotions and affect in it.45 This is consistent with IRliterature arguing that cooperation and alignment have emotional as well ascognitive roots (e.g. Lebow 2007: 295-324). More precisely (ibid: 314),[a]ffection builds empathy, which allows us to perceive ourselvesthrough the eyes of others. Empathy in turn encourages us to seeothers as our ontological equals and to recognize theself-actualizing benefits of close relationships with others . . .Affection and reason together make us seek cooperation, not onlyas a means of achieving specific ends, but of becoming ourselves.Social identity, self-categorisation and intergroup emotions theories in socialpsychology provide a sound argument for the role of emotions in one actor’sidentification with another. Tajfel (1981: 255, emphasis in original, cited in Sasley2011: 457) defines social identity as “that part of an individual's self-conceptwhich derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups)together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership.”The logic of one’s identification with a certain group implies that (s)he makes the
45 This argument should not be interpreted as though emotions are of no consequence for therational and social types of attraction. Indeed, emotions are known as being ubiquitous andaccompanying cognition (Mercer 2010) and moreover, sometimes actors follow social rules andnorms for emotional reasons (Crawford 2000: 153-154). Yet, it is only in the identity-drivenbehaviour that emotions determine actions (see the discussion below). As observed by Mercer(2006: 297-298), “[e]motion is necessary for an identity to cause behaviour. Other variablescontribute to identity, but even in the case of ideas or material interests it is an emotionalconnection with a group that gives identity its power”. Otherwise stated (2014: 522),“[i]dentification without emotion inspires no action for one does not care. Whereas indifferencemakes identities meaningless (and powerless), emotion makes them important”. On the other hand,one should refrain from going to the other extreme, that is, completely reducing identity toemotions, for B’s identification with A implies that B’s “cognitive function is accompanied byevaluative and emotional functions that operate simultaneously” (Chafetz et. al. 1998: 9).
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group a part of him/herself, sees the world via its “eyes,” considering it as diverseand better than other groups (Mercer 2005: 96), which is a consequence ofhumans’ basic psychological need to evaluate themselves positively (Turner et. al.1987: 29-30, cited in Sasley 2011: 458). When this happens, “at the same time thatactors perceive and make predictions about themselves based on social stimuli,identities evaluate what these stimuli imply about the actors' worth and provideemotional input” (Chafetz et. al. 1998: 9). Importantly, identification with a certaingroup is different from a formal membership in that group: the former may bepresent without the latter, and vice versa. Actors identifying themselves with acertain group tend to be “adopting its perceptions and representations as theirown” (Sasley 2011: 457) and hence, to experience identity-based emotions, they“do not have to be directly involved in a given triggering situation, because simplyidentifying with the group produces emotional transference and shared emotionalexperience” (ibid: 459-460).Notably, identity-driven emotions may be experienced by social groups as wellas individuals. Drawing on works by psychological constructivists, Mercer arguesthat “emotions pertain to an identity and not to a biological individual” (quoted inMercer 2014: 522, emphasis in original) and presents them as an “irreduciblysocial” phenomenon in the sense that “[e]motion can be causally reduced to thebody (because nothing other than the body can cause emotion) but it cannot beontologically reduced to the body (because it feels like something to haveemotion)” (ibid: 518-519). He also points to four factors conducive to theorigination of group emotions, namely culture, group members’ interactions withone another, contagious nature of emotions as well as events having group-levelimportance (for details, see ibid: 523-525). Finally, building upon recent researchin psychology, Mercer contends that first, group emotion can be different from andis frequently more intense than individual emotion, second, members of the samegroup experience generally similar emotions and third, group emotions impact onconduct toward both in-group and out-group actors (ibid: 525-529). An importantimplication of this discussion is that “[i]dentities exist at individual, group, andstate levels of analyses because emotion exists at these different levels” (ibid: 530).In other words, provided that the state is considered as a social group, one can talk
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of state emotions and their influence on state conduct.A relevant perspective on the state is given by Sasley who theorises it as a“psychological-emotional group [which] chang[es] its members to think, feel, andreact similarly so that we can speak of ‘state’ emotions” (2011: 465). Emotionsexperienced by the members of this group “determine the group’s actiontendencies (inclinations toward a specific behavior) and thus actual behavior” (ibid:463). Remarkably, noting that the state as a social group comprises both thepolitical elite and the public, Sasley posits that the latter cannot be completelyomitted from an analysis of a state’s emotions, because leaders conduct foreignpolicy “within a particular (social) context and on that (social) basis” (ibid: 465).Yet, according to him, for methodological reasons, it makes sense to treat the elite,where relevant, as a separate category (ibid: 469). First, social identity is strongerand gets activated more easily among state leaders given that they are those thatdirectly represent states as psychological groups in front of other groups (ibid:468). Second, while giving emotional responses and taking political steps, leadersact not as ordinary members of their groups, but as members officially enjoying aspecial status (ibid: 469). Third, due to their position, ruling elites—especially indemocracies where they are publicly elected—tend to identify themselves strongerwith their states, being, as research shows, especially likely to be patriotic and/ornationalistic (ibid: 468)46.B’s identification with A is often coupled with the presence of the negativeOther, that is, an actor that B views as an enemy/rival. Nevertheless, the existenceof such Other is a probable, but not a necessary component of identification.Drawing on surveys and psychological research, Lebow (2008) shows thatidentities are normally shaped before the construction of the Other. Moreover, theOther does not have to be stereotyped negatively: in fact, borders between in- andoutgroups are rather supple and the Other may have a position on a continuum
46 Alternatively, one can use a study by Wendt who, drawing on philosophy of mind andpsychological studies, argues that states as IR actors can legitimately be viewed as superorganisms(2004: 309-311), which implies, inter alia, that they possess sufficient power to make intergroupcompetition subservient to their necessities (ibid: 311). The latter also seems to presuppose that toanalyse the emotions of a state, one has to especially focus on, first, its political elite (given theirpower to make political decisions and strong capabilities to influence public opinion) and second,the majority of its population (especially in democratic countries).



Soft and Hard Power: Toward a More Rigorous Framework80

from threatening/negative to friendly/positive (ibid). Similarly, Mercer (2005: 97)argues that “in-group trust does not require out-group distrust—which is a feelingof pessimism about another’s goodwill and competence—but it does require one todistinguish between trusting one’s group and not trusting an out-group.” Likewise,Chafetz et. al. (1998: 13, emphases added) contend that “[g]roup cohesion often
increases in response to external threats but such threats, by themselves, are not

necessary for cohesion to persist.” Nevertheless, while the existence of the negativeOther may be not necessary, the existence of the different Other is—in the end, agroup as such exists only in comparison with other groups. In the words of Stern(2013: 208, see also Sasley 2011: 457) “membership in a group leads to systematiccomparison and differentiation, and often, though not always, to derogation ofother groups.” For the IR field, the emotional component of a collective identitysignifies that “groups of states require neither the external threat, as posited byneorealism, nor the institutional tasks, as predicted by institutionalism, to exist asdistinctive collectivities” (ibid).Importantly, empirical studies suggest that B’s identification with A gets moreintense during conflicts with the Other and accordingly, B’s negative emotionstoward the Other also augment in such periods (Sasley 2011: 460, Mercer 2005: 97,for a detailed literature review on identity and conflict, see Stein 2013: 207-212).As Crawford (2000: 130) argues, “[e]ven though emotions are ubiquitous, they aremost likely to be articulated and noticed in a crisis.” According to French and Raven(1959: 162), the strength of A’s referent power vis-à-vis B hinges on the strength ofB’s identification with A and moreover, the greater the attraction of B towards A,the wider the scope of the referent power of A. This is in tune with more recentstudies on group emotions which posit that “[s]tronger identification leads to moretypical and intense group emotions” (Sasley 2011: 460). Yet, although particularevents and circumstances may play a significant role in the activation andstrengthening of emotions, identity-based emotions as such arise out ofidentification with the group per se, so they are more inveterate and long-lastingthan those particular events (ibid: 461).In general, emotional attraction is characterised by an especially long

durability and wide scope of A’s power with regard to B, which is a consequence of
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the fact that the sense of identification may lead B to sacrifice his/her “objective”interests for the sake of aligning to A. On this point, French and Raven (1959: 165)state that the scope of reference power is the broadest of all the power types.Bloom (1990) depicts identification as a psychological bond which induces thewhole population of a country to support a particular foreign policy even if it leadsto a significant social pain and generates few tangible rewards. In a similar vein,Sasley (2011: 464) contends that it is “the intensity of emotional experience”which “can shape group behaviour even in the face of material disincentives.”Likewise, Mercer (2005: 97) posits that “[a] strong feeling of group identity leadsto sharing, cooperation, perceived mutuality of interests, and willingness tosacrifice personal interests for group interests.” Therefore, actors expressingemotional attraction towards others tend to be biased in their favour, behavingcontrary to cost-benefit calculations. Emotions, according to Mercer, may bringabout “irrational or empirically unfounded beliefs,” “contribute to irrational beliefsand self-destructive behavior” (2010: 7-8) as well as make “possible ageneralization about an actor that involves certainty beyond evidence” (ibid: 2).One study arguing that Georgia’s approach towards the EU is identity-driven,asserts that “[Georgian] attempts to integrate their country into Europeanstructures is often seen as strategic idealism which goes against all geopoliticalarguments and even common sense” (Rondelli 2001: 195, quoted in Kakachia 2015:175-176). Incidentally, in the development of identity-related emotions, animportant role is played by traumas which, if experienced by a community (in thiscase, a nation), acquire a social meaning, mobilising emotions which bind thecommunity members more strongly to one another (Hutchison 2010: 67-69). Also,depending on how they react to representations of a trauma, other actors eitherget affectively connected with the community experiencing the trauma or fail to doso (ibid: 71-73).The intervening variable, which lies between the emotional dimension of B’sidentification with A and B’s readiness to sacrifice his/her interests, is trust that Bfeels towards A as a result of the “feelings of warmth and affection” (Mercer 2010:6). Naturally, the behavioural impact of this kind of trust differs from the impact oftrust described from a rationalist perspective as a consequence of incentives.
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Mercer (2005: 96) maintains that identity-based trust engenders a situation inwhich “individuals will forgo their short-term interests and cooperate to solve acommon problem.” More precisely (ibid: 96-97),[t]rusting individuals cooperate (by restricting their consumptionof a shared resource) even when they have information that othersare not restricting their own consumption. Others have shown thatidentity is crucial to reducing competition within the group, andthat identification with a group is linked to a willingness toconserve communal resources. Even when it is in the interest ofcooperators to leave their group, they do not.Additionally, conducive to the long durability of A’s power is the fact that onB’s side, emotional attraction presupposes a lower degree of dependency on theperceived results of interactions with A than does, for instance, rational attraction.While the latter implies that the attractiveness of A in B’s eyes diminishes if A’sactual competence turns out to be lower than what B initially expected, in the caseof emotional attraction, B’s affinity with A still remains considerable even after anegative interaction experience with that actor. The reasons for this are, again,dictated by emotions: when B closely identifies with A, his/her emotions tend tomake this actor rationalise his/her past alignment to A no matter what result it hasbrought. Crawford (2000: 142) argues that irrespective of their real utility in acertain situation, B’s previous policies that (s)he currently associates with positivefeelings are likely to be regarded in a positive light, while the actions B associateswith negative feelings are likely to be considered negatively, thus biasing his/herevaluation of policy options. Moreover, actors that are highly affected by emotionsare especially likely to resort to analogical reasoning: such actors “use historicalanalogies that fit in terms of sharing important characteristics or causal featureswith the present situation, yet analogies are often poorly chosen” (ibid: 141). Inaddition, such actors tend to be particularly biased against counterfactual thinking,which “may be overdetermined despite the potential positive consequences ofcounterfactual analysis, which includes giving people a sense of control inotherwise stressful situations” (ibid: 143). Such digressions from regular rationalreasoning lead to the actor affected by identity-based emotions having anespecially strong motivation to achieve his/her goal. Oyserman (2015) argues thatwhen one conceives of a certain goal as relevant to his/her identity, it affects
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his/her judgement about its difficulty/achievability. More specifically (ibid: 3),[s]ince actors feel that identity-congruent conduct will feel right(easy to do), yet taking action is often difficult, requiring bothfocused attention and inhibition of the impulse to do somethingelse, interpretation of experienced difficulty matters. If an actionfeels identity-congruent, then experienced difficulty in engaging init will reinforce the identity-congruent interpretation, so that thedifficulty will be interpreted as meaning that the action isimportant and meaningful. Conversely, if an action feelsidentity-incongruent, then experienced difficulty in engaging in itwill reinforce the identity-incongruence interpretation, so that thedifficulty will be interpreted as meaning that the action ispointless and “not for me” (or if the incongruence is with a socialidentity, “not for people like me”).Relevantly to IR, the idea of identity-based motivation implies that identity(and consequently, emotions associated with it) may be an intervening casualmechanism that impacts on one’s actions—in other words, identification alonemay determine an actor’s behaviour (for a similar point, see Sasley 2011: 463).Naturally, this happens only when one perceives a certain policy as relevant tohis/her identity. The identification argument does not mean “that the group is theorientation point at all times. Rather, . . . [it] only becomes relevant under certaincircumstances, when social categorization is activated by cues that make theintergroup categorization more salient than the individual sense of self” (ibid: 458).Urrestarazu (2015: 137) refers to this as the “performative dimension” of identitywhich rests on the premise thatactors (or representatives of ‘foreign policy actors’, that is,individuals) might advert to several different possible narratives ina given situation – like a person that can consider himself to be afather, son, political scientist and European and German citizensimultaneously; yet the specific constellation of these narratives isentirely situational and determined by the situation-specificinteraction with others. Hence, this dimension represents asynthetization of several (potentially different) narratives into onemeaningful ‘self ’, constituted in a specific situation in whichforeign policy is put into practice.What is also important, B’s change of identity as a result of objectivelynegative interactions with A is possible, but, as Chafetz et. al. (1998: 12) argue, IRactors do it “reluctantly and with difficulty,” for such a change is impeded by twoidentity defense mechanisms. One is “the need for predictability and consistency,”
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which thwarts the ability to realise and deal with the stimuli that are at variancewith B’s sense of self. Another one is a psychological need for “a minimal level ofstability of expectations.” Identities are a sort of schemas that resist easyalterations due to the perseverance effect, which takes place because a schemaimproves cognitive efficiency by drawing attention to information that iscompatible with one’s earlier categorisations, while the information incompatiblewith them is likely not to get considered by him/her (ibid: 11-12).Not only positive emotions towards A, but also negative emotions towards theOther tend to be long-lasting and hard to change. According to Stein (2013: 208),“[actors] are motivated to form and maintain images of an enemy as part of acollective identity even in the absence of solid, confirming evidence of hostileintentions.” For instance, such a negative emotion as fear of the Other may becontinuous over time only because of its instances in the past. On this point,Crawford (2000: 140-141) argues that simply “thinking about a past fearful eventmay cause a person to feel fearful in the present.” Emotions also may generateactors’ bias regarding threat perception, no matter if the threat actually exists ornot: in this respect, evolutionary biology highlights that emotions perform anadaptive function, stating that “humans are hardwired to detect threats so that theycan increase the likelihood of surviving them” (ibid: 136). According to Öhman,“[t]he perceptual system is likely to be biased in the direction of a low threshold fordiscovering threat. . . . [T]he system is biased sometimes to evoke defense inactually non-threatening contexts” (cited in Crawford 2000: 136).Likewise, B’s tangible identity-based bias in favour of A is resultant not onlyfrom strong in-group emotions, but also negative emotions—such as fear and/oranger—towards the Other (obviously, in the cases when this negative Other ispresent). This naturally affects decision-making by impacting, for example, on riskassessment. Empirical research shows that decision-makers with negative moodstend to exaggerate the odds of negative occurrences and underrate the odds ofpositive occurrences; contrariwise, decision-makers with positive moods overstatethe likelihood of positive occurrences and consistently underrate the odds ofnegative occurrences (Crawford 2000: 143). Furthermore, “actors with positiveaffect tend to be more cautious in situations where a significant loss is highly likely
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and more accepting of risk if the perception of risk is low” (ibid: 144). Amongparticular negative emotions, anger is conducive to stereotypical and prejudicialthinking about outgroups (Renshon & Lerner 2012: 3). Also, anger “is associatedwith optimistic risk assessments,” that is, angry actors tend to think that “they willovercome whatever obstacle stands in their way” (ibid). Fear, for its turn, is knownto impact on actors’ risk-assessment: as phrased by Stein (2013: 204), “fearprompts uncertainty and risk-averse action, while anger prompts certainty andrisk acceptance.” Moreover (ibid: 203),[p]eople feel more pain from losses than they feel pleasure fromequivalent gains. It is this asymmetry in feeling which underliesdecision makers’ efforts to avoid loss. Fear is such a powerfulemotional experience in part because the pain of loss iscommensurately greater than the pleasure of equivalent gain. It isthis kind of dynamic, for example, that has led decision makers touse their weapons early—sometimes starting a war—rather thanrisk the loss of these weapons later on. This is the most dangerousdynamic of escalation that scholars have identified, a dynamic thatis very difficult to control until leaders feel reassured that theirmilitary capabilities will survive a debilitating first strike.Examples of emotional attraction in IR include the Baltics’ and Georgia’salignments to the EU, the overall logic behind which, as some case studies argue(Berg & Ehin 2009, Gvalia et. al. 2013, Kakachia & Minesashvili 2015), has beengenerally inconsistent with the rationale of cost-benefit analysis, but instead,strongly identity-driven and coupled by simultaneous “othering” of Russia. Anotherexample is Serbia’s approach vis-à-vis Russia that I analyse in detail in Chapter 4.
3.3.4. “Rational” Attraction

The second, “rational” type of attraction is based on expert power, the weightof which varies with the extent of the knowledge or perception that B ascribes to Awithin a certain sphere; this ascription may pertain to A’s expertness comparedwith B’s subjective knowledge and/or an absolute standard (French & Raven 1959:163). Illustrations of this kind of attraction in IR include, for example, countries’aspirations to learn from other states’ experience of political or economic reforms,implement certain technological achievements etc. Nowadays, for instance, anumber of developing countries are copying the Chinese developmental model,
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based on a combination of liberal economic policies and authoritarian one-partygovernance. To quote one commentator, “from Vietnam to Syria, from Burma toVenezuela, and all across Africa, leaders of developing countries are admiring andemulating what might be called the China Model” (quoted in Zhao 2010: 419).According to French and Raven, the scope of this sort of attraction is moredemarcated compared to that of emotional attraction. First, they argue that expertpower impacts on B’s “cognitive structure and probably not on other types ofsystems” (1959: 163). The word “probably” is crucial here: as I mentioned above,recent neuropsychological studies of emotions prove the inseparability of emotionfrom cognition, so it seems fair to mitigate French and Raven’s statement by sayingthat while both cognition and emotion are present in both types of attraction,emotional attraction is determined by emotions, while the rational attraction is
determined by cognition.47 Second, the logic of rational attraction presupposes thatB views A as possessing superior knowledge in particular spheres, and therefore,the scope of A’s power over B is mainly bounded to those spheres (ibid 1959: 164).In international politics, this often reveals itself, for example, in autocracies’readiness to follow the West’s recommendations concerning economic and socialreforms and their simultaneous rejection to liberalise domestic political regimes(for a relevant example, see Chapter 5).Moreover, the logic of rational attraction implies that if A attempts to exerciseits power in relation to B beyond its scope, it is likely to undermine B’s confidencein A and, consequently, decrease A’s expert power (ibid: 164). Again, this trend isespecially noticeable in relations between autocracies and Western democracies.Since the former often strive only for economic, but not political changes, theyusually oppose the West’s democracy and human rights promotion. Sometimes,fierce and active democracy promotion tends to worsen the overall power ofdemocracies over autocracies, including in the economic sphere. In this regard,some commentators note that in the 2000s, Putin’s Russia was viewing the EU as agreat source for its own economic modernisation, expressing readiness to
47 In fairness to this interpretation, French and Raven also seem to have acknowledged the role ofemotions in expert power: later in their article, they argued that expert power necessitates both B’s
perception of A’s knowledge and B’s trust towards A—while both perceptions and trust are rooted inemotion as well as cognition (see Mercer 2010, Stein 2013).
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cooperate with the bloc and learn from its experience in that sphere. Yet, the EU’sconstant push for human rights and democracy impaired the Kremlin’s view of blocas a whole, which was one of the factors that have eventually sapped bilateraleconomic ties triggering a general rise of anti-Westernism in Russia (Balcer &Petrov 2012, Póti 2002, Zagorski 2013).As distinguished from “emotional” attraction, where affective ties between Band A make it possible that B’s positive evaluation of A persists even despitenegative experience of bilateral interaction, in the case of rational attraction, A’sunsuccessful exercise of power tends to decrease this actor’s attractiveness in theeyes of B relatively fast. To illustrate, the IMF’s inability to effectively deal with the1997 Asian financial crisis and the 2001-2002 Argentine great depression have hada long-term negative impact on the reputation of the fund. While before the crises,Asian and Latin American countries had been prone to borrow from the fund andstick to its conditions, after the crises, those countries largely turned to newdonors and created new regional funds in order to avoid dealing with the IMF inthe future (Weisbrot 2007).Also, French and Raven (1959: 164) state that expert power generates a newcognitive structure that is originally comparatively contingent on A,48 but is likelyto become less dependent over time. What is also important, in rational attraction,the level of power dependence on A is not influenced by the degree of observability,as it happens in the case of hard power. An apt illustration of this point isMongolia’s democratisation which, albeit initiated from inside—unlike Central andEastern Europe, Mongolia did not have an outward pull in the form of accession tothe EU—was still highly dependent on assistance coming from external donors,
48 French and Raven (1959: 163-164) distinguish between expert power based on the initial
credibility of A in the eyes of B and informational influence grounded on characteristics of the
content of actual communication (the logic of the argument or the self-evident facts). In his laterpublications, Raven categorises the latter into a separate power base, calling it “information power”and arguing that unlike the former, it entails a socially independent change in B’s conduct, in which Bwould entirely accept/internalise the alteration and A would become inconsequential (Raven 1993:232). However, given that in IR context, the cases of this “pure” persuasion are far between, I do notdiscriminate between the two types of expert power. In my fairness, a number of psychologists alsoprefer applying French and Raven’s initial five-base typology. Wood (2014: 39), for example, notesthat albeit many papers raised certain criticism of French and Raven’s model “in terms ofdefinitional and theoretical vagueness,” their typology is still considered as successful and in fact,“most empirical work continues to focus on the original, five-base model.”
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such as the US, Japan and Germany. However, ultimately Mongolia has managed tobuild quite a stable consolidated democracy which functions well without asubstantial external influence (Fritz 2008). Remarkably, it is currently one of thefew Asian countries that Freedom House (2017) marks as “free.”Notably, rational attraction may be confused with reward-based hard power,for they share a number of empirical characteristics. Both have a relative nature,that is, in both cases, the strength of A’s power over B depends on whether thereare other actors that can provide B with an equal (or greater) desired reward orknowledge/skills. Both end when B no longer perceives A as having them. On B’spart, both presuppose pragmatic, instrumental behaviour towards A (what isknown in social sciences as “logic of consequentiality,” see March & Olsen 2006)and if their mutual interactions go successfully, both may eventually lead to a risein A’s attraction in B’s eyes. However, different between them is the psychologicalsituation which exists for B. Consistently with one of the above-mentioneddefinitions of attraction, social attraction presupposes B’s thinking, feeling andbehaving positively toward A, while reward-based hard power includes only thethird. Therefore, if we consider imaginary B that cooperates with A only forrewards, then the sole reason why this B would treat such A positively is thepositive sanction A can provide, while at the same time, A may loath and despise allthe qualities related to B. On the other hand, if B cooperates with A only because ofthe needed knowledge and competence A possesses, this would mean there is atleast one area where A has a positive image in B’s eyes. Furthermore, the rationalebehind reward-based hard power implies its dependency on A’s ability toadminister a reward and accordingly, his/her desire to provide B with such areward. This is not the case in rational attraction, whose logic implies that Bconsiders A to be an expert no matter if A wants it. Hence, in the case of rewards,both A and B need each other, while in the case of rational attraction, it is only Bwho necessarily wants to interact with A, while vice versa may or may not be atplay. All in all, at the empirical level, a B driven solely by rational attraction shows ahigher own initiative to cooperate with A than a B driven solely by rewards.Moreover, in case of negative interaction experience with A, a B guided only byrational attraction turns round its previously friendly behaviour toward A to a
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lesser degree than a B guided only by rewards.
3.3.5. “Social” Attraction

The last, “social” type of attraction, rests on legitimate power which has itsorigin in B’s internalised values prescribing him/her that A is in a legitimateposition to influence him/her and moreover, s(he) is obliged to accept thisinfluence (French & Raven 1959: 159). In this case, B’s acceptance of A’s powermay be explicitly reflected in his/her statements which would largely use suchformulations as “should,” “ought to,” “has a right to” etc (ibid). In this regard, twopoints are noteworthy. First, social attraction has a normative nature with normsbeing defined as “standards of appropriate behaviour for actors with a givenidentity” (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998: 891) or “collective expectations for theproper behavior of actors within a given identity” (Katzenstein 1996: 5).Accordingly, especially relevant for social attraction are not official rules(international treaties, charters etc), but informal norms of conduct to which IRactors adhere in their foreign policies. Second, as the aforementioned definitionsshow, whether or not B follows such norms depends on his/her role identity andself-understanding. However, unlike emotional attraction, social attraction doesnot stem from B’s identification with A. Rather, in this case, B’s positive assessmentof and behaviour towards A proceeds from the rules that B deems as proper tostick to.On the basis of empirical studies, Raven (1993: 234-235, 2008: 4) singles outfour qualities that produce legitimate power, namely position, reciprocity, equityand responsibility. Legitimate position power originates in a social norm suggestingthat people obey those who occupy a superior status in a certain social structure.The instances of such structures in human life include relations betweensupervisors and students, parents and children, older and younger people etc (ibid).In IR, such sort of power manifests itself, for instance, in the so-called“neocolonialism,” that is, the privileged position former mother countries enjoy inrelations with their erstwhile colonies. For example, the well-known term
Françafrique denotes France’s advantaged position in economic and financialrelations with its one-time colonies as well as Paris’ informal right to politically and
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militarily intervene into their domestic affairs. These privileges may or may not bereflected in formal agreements, but they are always informally recognised in thosecountries at the domestic level (Martin 1985). As Omar Bongo49’s often-cited quotesuggests, “Gabon without France is like a car with no driver. France without Gabonis like a car with no fuel” (quoted in Agyeman 2014: 103). In other cases, suchinformal legitimate position power may have cultural roots. For instance, theregional leadership of Saudi Arabia derives, inter alia, from its being, at least to acertain extent, the informal leader of all Sunnis (Dazi-Heni 2014, Kamrava 2011).
Legitimacy of reciprocity presupposes that if A does something that benefits B,then B should feel obliged to repay (Raven 1993: 234, 2008: 4). With respect to IR,reciprocity first emerged in the studies of neoliberal scholars (e.g. Axelrod 1984,Keohane 1986) who regarded it as the attempt of selfish rational states to engagein cooperation so as to avoid future retaliation irrespective of the fact that thePrisoner’s Dilemma game dictates them to detect. However, as Larson (1988)shows, their perspective used to overlook the psychological base of reciprocity.Contending that “contrary to game theory, policymakers do not assume that theenemy is rational” (ibid: 285), she argues that instead, decision-makers always tryto understand the underlying motives behind the other side’s moves and whatreally counts is whether they perceive, interpret those moves as cooperative ordefective. Drawing on psychological research on reciprocity, she shows that B ismore likely to reciprocate those favors of A which (s)he perceives to have beendone freely and/or represented a sacrifice to A. As she puts it, “foreign policyofficials . . . are impressed by concessions which are both intentional and relativelycostly to the other side, because these factors evidence good intentions” (ibid: 292,see Bogumil 2002 for an example of a case study employing psychologicalapproach to reciprocity to IR).
Legitimacy of equity may be understood as “righting a wrong,” sticking to acompensative norm (Raven 1993: 234-235, 2008: 4). In IR, this manifests itself, forinstance, in interstate apologies which have recently enjoyed some scholarlyattention (e.g. Cohen 2004, Daase et. al. 2016). Arguably, the significance ofapologies for recipients and the manner in which they are supposed to be made

49 President of Gabon in 1967-2009.
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considerably vary across cultures. For instance, while in the Chinese tradition,apology genuinely “proclaims the delinquent’s subjugation to authority,” theindividualistic Anglo-Saxon tradition deems apology as only a formality entailinglegal responsibility of the guilty side (Cohen 2004: 181-185). Cohen (ibid: 186-193)classifies diplomatic apologies into three types: 1) those expressing remorse anddesire to atone for a deep injustice (e.g. the US and Canada officially apologised forinterning citizens of Japanese origin during the WWII), 2) those expressing sorrowfor a violation of international law, aiming to reinstate normal relations (e.g. in1924, the Persian government paid the total of $170,000 to the US after RobertImbrie, US consul general in Tehran, was killed in Tehran by a crowd while thePersian police and army were nearby) and 3) those called “diplomatic“nonapologies”; they contain regret but not remorse, refusing to admit legalresponsibility (e.g. this is what the UK did in 1980 after the British televisioncompany ATV showed the documentary Death of a Princess containing the episodein which a Saudi princess was executed for adultery). Cohen (ibid: 193-195)considers apologies to be neither a necessary, nor sufficient a condition forreconciliation, simultaneously pointing out that, although states are just legalabstractions and apologies can never mean for them the same as what they meanfor people, they are still of great use for normalising interstate relations. Recent
Apology and Reconciliation in International Relation: The Importance of Being Sorry(Daase et. al. 2016) provides a number of case studies exemplifying how apologiesmight contribute to the normalisation of bilateral ties (e.g. Germany and Israel, seealso Chapter 6 in this thesis) and, contrariwise, how refusals to apologise may putpaid to mutual diplomatic relations (e.g. Armenia and Turkey).Finally, legitimacy of responsibility, or in Raven’s words (1993: 235, 2008: 4),“power or the powerless,” implies that B has some obligation to facilitate thosedependent on him/her and/or those unable to aid themselves. To illustrate, thispower seems to be one of the factors that accelerated the creation of the State ofIsrael. Bell (2001: 171) argues that before and during the WWII, Britain wasinconsistent on the establishment of the Jewish state, while in the aftermath of it,due to the “wave of sympathy” toward the persecuted European Jews, the UK cameunder growing stress to allow Jews’ immigration into Palestine, especially from the



Soft and Hard Power: Toward a More Rigorous Framework92

US. On a smaller scale, a good example of this kind of power is internationalassistance received by the states facing natural disasters, mass epidemics, terroristattacks etc.French and Raven’s description of legitimate power also sheds some light onthe empirical characteristics of social attraction. First of all, its scope is usuallyspecific and narrow, though the authors contend some culturally established basesof legitimacy may be broader (1959: 160-161). Like the other two types ofattraction, social attraction does not depend on the degree of A’s observability and,similarly to what happens in rational attraction, is likely to diminish if A attemptsto employ his/her power over B beyond its scope (ibid: 161). Moreover, in the caseof social attraction, the alteration of B’s behaviour may originally highly depend onA, but later become more autonomous (ibid). This is determined by the logic ofhow values function. A’s induction activates the values and relates them to theaffected sphere, but over time, because B’s values have a greater stability than theenvironment, this new conduct of B can become comparatively steadfast andconsistent through cases and need no further intervention by A (ibid).Importantly, in the IR context, particular about “social” attraction is the weightof A’s power over B. To start with, norm compliance in general seems to be a hotlydebatable topic in the field. A pure rationalist approach totally denies thepossibility that IR actors may pursue normative foreign policies. Thompson (1980:179), for instance, contends that states “define international morality to coincidewith the demands of national survival” and hence, norms “are peremptory onlywhen national interest is not endangered.” An alternative view holds that actorsmay act in accordance with norms alone if they conceive of them as legitimate. Toillustrate, Björkdahl (2002: 22) argues that[a] sophisticated understanding of foreign policy, necessary forethical reflection, will avoid the assumption that moral principlesare merely reflections of state interests, practices and structuresand, ultimately, a reflection of power. Moral principles are moralbecause they are norms that can be deployed independently andtransform aspects of international politics. An ethical foreignpolicy is based ideally on norms and rules rooted in domestic andinternational moral values. The more settled the norm, and thebroader the consensus on the moral values that underpins thenorm, the more influential it will be on interests, individual actors’
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behaviour and the collective practices of like-minded actors.In fairness to this statement, there are case studies showing that in single

actions, actors may be guided by norms alone in the absence of substantialinstrumental benefits or a strong identification with the object of policies. Glanville(2016), for example, interprets Obama’s decision to push Resolution 1971 in theUN Security Council50 as an illustration of the effect of the R2P norm. Instances ofpurely—or, at least, predominantly—norm-driven overall foreign policies are rare,but still can be found, for example, in the studies on Germany’s Ostpolitik in the1960s onward (Cordell & Wolff 2005, 2007) and Sweden’s foreign policy since itsaccession to the EU (Brommesson 2010). A major problem here is that discerningnormatively guided conduct is always complicated, since if one’s behaviourcorresponds to a norm, it does not yet mean that it is the norm that inspired thatbehaviour. Indeed, norm compliance may be coincidental or, as Glanville (2016:188) argues, actors can sometimes act in accordance with the norm “forinstrumental reasons within the parameters of socially acceptable behaviourrather than accept the reputational costs of ongoing violation.” Some case studiesconfirm this point. For instance, while the norm of moral responsibilitypresupposes that the more someone is in need, the more help (s)he should get,Fink and Redaelli’s study (2009) shows this does not seem to be the case in IR.Their quantitative analysis of 400 cases of natural disasters concludes that inproviding assistance to damaged states, actors tend to be more generous towardsformer colonies, geographically closer, politically less affine and oil exportingcountries. They also found multiple evidence for bandwagoning, that is, actorsbeing induced by their partners to provide aid. In a similar vein, DuBois (2015: 19)discovered that by October 2015, the campaign on fighting the outbreak of ebola inWest Africa had received $3.75bn from a wide variety of donors. This is nine timesas great as the sum of money allocated to deal with the consequences of the 2015Nepal earthquake, though the latter entailed far more considerable losses anddestructions.
50 That resolution, passed on 3 March 2011, ordered the UNMIL to recall its military staffenvisaging security for the Special Court for Sierra Leone, reposing the responsibility for securitywith the police of Sierra Leone.
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One can, perhaps, agree with Glanville (2016: 188) that it is fair to speak abouta purely norm-guided behaviour only “when an actor chooses to comply in theabsence of significant social pressures or clear material or strategic interests fordoing so.”51 Björkdahl (2002: 22-23) usefully suggests that the main role normsplay in foreign policies is that[they] help define goals and purposes of states, they affect actors’interests and the way actors connect their preferences to policychoices . . . [and] they create permissive conditions for action andestablish the boundaries for foreign policy deliberation andexecution.At the same time, the impact of norms alone on foreign policies tends to be limitedand, while norms often affect foreign policies, they rarely determine them. As shefurther argues,[u]ltimately, the potential for a norm-based foreign policy strategyis enabled and constrained by a world order shaped by materialconditions, institutions and ideas. There are profound limits on themoral nature of foreign policy because of structural constraintsand ideological commitments within states as well as withininternational society (ibid: 23).Psychologists argue that actors easily follow norms when they do notcontradict their self-interest and they tend to try to avoid adhering to themotherwise. Drawing on insights from political psychology, Shannon (2000)ambitiously argues that “norms are what states make of them.” Importantly, hegenerally disagrees with the realist idea that states hold to norms merely whenthey benefit them. Instead, he contends that IR actors are inclined to follow norms,a predisposition stemming from their three basic psychological needs, that is, “(1)organize and simplify reality for the purpose of effective action; (2) build andmaintain social approval for one’s peers; and (3) maintain and enhance one’sself-image and esteem” (ibid: 298). Nonetheless, in the case of value conflicts, i.e.,situations in which norm prescriptions are at variance with an actor’s interests,(s)he frequently feels justified to violate them if (s)he is able to situationallyinterpret them in a way that will make him/her feel exempt from conforming withtheir prescriptions (see Figure 11). To sell a norm violation to the audience, actors
51 Incidentally, similarly to Nye, Glanville (2016: 189-190) asserts discerning the impact of norms iseasier in cases of their violation than compliance.
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tend to resort to apologies, denials, excuses or justifications (ibid: 304).52

Figure 11. Framework for Decision: Conform or Violate? Source: Shannon 2000:301.This argument is in tune with what broader social sciences research suggests.Göbel, Vogel and Weber (2013: 39-40, emphasis added) conclude their profoundliterature review on reciprocity in social sciences and psychology by arguing that[it] documents not only that reciprocity is broadly relevant to thesocial science, as indicated by the number of related publicationsin various disciplines, but also that both benefit (i.e., utility) andmorality are operative as motives for action, with benefit being the
dominant one.A similar assertion can be found in March & Olsen (2006: 705). Havinganalysed multiple empirical instances of logic of consequentiality (i.e., behaviourbased on cost-benefit analysis) and logic of appropriateness (that is, norm- andidentity-driven behaviour) in social relations, the two scholars conclude thatrules are likely to be abandoned when rule following createscatastrophic outcomes, and in periods of radical environmentalchange, where past arrangements and rules are defined asirrelevant or unacceptable. Similarly, recourse to rules andstandard operating procedures is likely when consequential

52 Another line of research links norm violation more to leaders’ personality types than thenorm-interest dichotomy. According to this logic, leaders’ likeliness to violate norms is determinedby their sensitivity to the political environment and readiness to outwit internal institutional andnormative restrictions (Shannon & Keller 2007).
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calculations are seen as having produced catastrophes.
Discussion

The chapter has put forward an analytical framework characterising the soft/hardpower dichotomy. Moving forward Nye’s above-cited assertion that A’s powervis-à-vis B can rest on coercion, reward and attraction, I addressed thesephenomena in psychological terms from B’s perspective. Given that there are threepathways to generate an effect consistent with the psychological definition ofattraction, overall, the study came up with five power bases, that is, fivepower-producing causal mechanisms, two of them relating to hard and three tosoft power. Their most important traits can be briefly recapitulated as follows(Table 12).

54 Importantly, in French and Raven’s description, the rule “[t]he stronger the basis of power, thegreater the power” applies to all five bases (1959: 165). This column “Weight” in this table simplyendeavours to cover certain specificities, especially those pertaining to the IR field. Moreover,French and Raven contend that the rule “[a]ny attempt to utilise power outside the range of powerwill tend to reduce the power” (ibid) also holds to each power base, which is also to beremembered.
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Table 12. Characteristics of Hard and Soft Power in Subject-Centered Terms.What advantages does this framework bring about? First, it shows that themechanism which the neoliberal account of soft power presents as “attraction,” infact, conflates three distinct causal mechanisms that may generate A’s powervis-à-vis B differently from and independently of one another. Hence, Nye’sstatement that soft power’s “[b]asic resources include culture, values, legitimate
54 Importantly, in French and Raven’s description, the rule “[t]he stronger the basis of power, thegreater the power” applies to all five bases (1959: 165). This column “Weight” in this table simplyendeavours to cover certain specificities, especially those pertaining to the IR field. Moreover,French and Raven contend that the rule “[a]ny attempt to utilise power outside the range of powerwill tend to reduce the power” (ibid) also holds to each power base, which is also to beremembered.

Power Base Weight54 Scope DurabilityHARD
Coercion A’s capabilityto punish B

and B’sperception ofthatcapability
Depends on the strengthof A’s capability tointroduce a punishment
and B’s perception of thepunishment’s magnitude

Specific to the areaswhere A can punish B
and B perceives A asable to punish (thelatter tends to gobeyond those areas)

As long as A isable to punishB and B isthreatened ofthepunishment
Reward A’s capabilityto reward B

and B’sperception ofthatcapability
Depends on the strengthof A’s capability tointroduce a reward andB’s perception of thereward’s magnitude

Specific to the areaswhere A can reward B
and B perceives A asable to reward

As long as A isable to rewardB and Bperceives A asable to rewardSOFT
Rational
attraction

B’sperception ofA’scompetence/knowledge inan arearelevant to B

Depends on the strengthof A’s competence asperceived by B. Tends tobe initially strong, laterhinges on the quality ofmutual interactions
Specific to the areas ofA’s competence asperceived by B As long as Bconsiders A ascompetent (inabsoluteand/or relativeterms)

Social
attraction

B’sinternalisedvalues Depends on the strengthof B’s values. Often weakif what the valuesprescribe contradicts B’sperceived self-interest
Specific to the areaswhere B accepts A’slegitimacy to influenceB’s conduct. Dependingon the base oflegitimacy, may bebroader

Relativelysteadfast dueto the stabilityof B’s values
Emotional
attraction

B’sidentificationwith A Depends on the strengthof B’s identification withA. Often goes againstwhat others perceive asB’s “common sense”self-interest
Not limited to aparticular area anddepends on thestrength of B’s sense ofidentification

Relativelysteadfast dueto B’semotion-ladentrust toward A
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policies, a positive domestic model, a successful economy, and a competentmilitary” (2011b: 99) fails to discriminate between various power bases that,considered in psychological terms, produce A’s power over B in diverse manners.Importantly, neither of them contradicts the social psychological perspective onattraction and hence, contrary to Hall’s call to repudiate it, this framework showsthat it is possible to integrate these three bases under the umbrella term“attraction” provided that a researcher understands which causal mechanism(s)is/are at play in his/her empirical case study.Second, the framework demonstrates that depending on the actual mechanismthat produces attraction, its behavioural impacts may differ in weight, scope anddurability. Not only does this matter from a theoretical viewpoint, but it alsoenriches Nye’s policy-oriented perspective on soft power. Indeed, for A’spolicymakers, the accurate comprehension of their country’s power with regard tothe target actor is certainly needed for the correct determination of their futureexpectations from and policies toward that actor.Third, the framework allows distinguishing between hard and soft power,concurrently furthering the debate on relational and structural forces in soft powerrelationship. Indeed, Table 12 visibly demonstrates that hard power has bothrelational and structural nature, presupposing that a change in B’s behaviour in A’sfavour is contingent on two factors, namely A’s ability to administer respectivesanctions (“surveillance” or “observability,” as French and Raven formulated it) andB’s perception of that ability. By contrast, soft power is structural, implying thatwhat gives A a power asset with respect to B is rooted in B’s knowledge/perceptionabout a certain quality related to A. Importantly, relational forces also play acertain role in soft power, which varies from being little in the case of emotional,greater in social and quite significant in rational attraction. However, while A maytry to influence B’s perception, in no sense does (s)he control it and hence, thepresence of relational power is not a necessary condition for attraction to happen.Therefore, dependence on A’s observability and structural/relational characterseem to require should be apparently treated as definitional and not empiricalcharacteristics of soft and hard power, as scholars have presented them so far.This argument aids in shedding light on a number of other soft power related
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issues. It facilitates, for instance, to clarify the aforementioned debate between Nyeand Baldwin on the contingency of the two types of power on B.55 On the one hand,it illustrates the correctness of Baldwin’s argument that perception matters forcoercion as well as attraction. At the same time, it shows that Nye is also intuitivelyright in that in the case of soft power, A’s actions are not as crucial for A’s powervis-à-vis B as they are in the case of hard power. In addition, Baldwin (2016: 167)finds it puzzling why Nye rejects to include exchange relations, and especiallyrelations of social exchange, into soft power, given that they embrace “no coercion,no formal negotiation, no explicit contract, and no money.” Again, my frameworktreats this question as definitional rather than empirical: regardless of its powerbase, attraction functions upon B’s own, internalised forces, while hard powerrepresents B’s compliance and is rooted in induced forces. Therefore, reciprocity, anorm of social exchange, can be regarded as a form of soft power only if the reasonwhy B reciprocates comes from his/her internalised values rather than imposed byA. Put differently, to qualify as attraction, B’s reciprocation should, in accordancewith the definition, be coupled with B’s positive evaluation of A. Finally, the pointabout the essentiality of A’s surveillance for hard power perfectly fits with Nye’soften-cited assertion that investing more in soft power will allow countries toeconomise resources in the future.Fourth, this framework is more adequate than Nye’s for studying a soft powerrelationship in which A is a geopolitically small and weak actor and B is a big andinfluential one. As was noted earlier, Nye’s agent-centered approach to soft powerand its presentation as a strategic tool have made some draw parallels betweenand even equate soft power and hegemony, although perceptions of this sort maynot be accurate. Indeed, neoliberals’ depiction of attraction as A’s ability, coupledwith the emphasis they put on A’s skills and instruments, are likely to convey theimpression to some readers that soft power is an asset available primarily tostrong and rich actors. Presentation of soft power in terms of psychologicalmechanisms simplifies finding instances where the competence or legitimacy of a
55 It is to be recalled that Nye considers soft power as more dependent on the subject than hardpower, while Baldwin argues that coercion is not less dependent on B’s perception than isattraction.
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geopolitically small A would attract a relatively greater B.It is noteworthy that a three-element typology of attraction from B’sviewpoint corresponds to a long tradition in psychology that divides human mindinto cognition, affection and conation (for details, see Hilgard 1980), andrespectively, human attitudes into cognitive, affective and conative (Eagly &Chaiken 1993). This idea is reflected in multiple fields of social sciences as well. Togive some instances, Habermas (1984) separates reality into objective, social andsubjective worlds, Eisenegger and Imhof (2008) divide reputation into functional,social and expressive types, Risse (2000) singles out three logics of social action,namely logic of arguing, logic of consequentialism and logic of appropriateness.More closely to the IR field, a similar framework is applied in European integrationstudies, where researchers mark out three strategies that EU and national elitesuse to legitimise European integration in the eyes of citizens (Eriksen & Fossum2004, Sjursen 2006), to wit, instrumental (or logic of consequentiality), contextual(logic of appropriateness) and communicative (logic of justification). Interestingly,social psychologists that study interpersonal attraction classify its types along withsimilar lines: McCroskey and McCain (1972), for instance, suggest that it embracesthree dimensions, namely social attraction, physical attraction, and task attraction.This study, however, leaves a number of questions unanswered, making thempossible topics for future research. First, the neoliberal approach is labelled as toostatic with some arguing for the need of a more dynamic and process-orientedapproach which would “pay more attention to the constructional mechanisms andprocesses associated with soft power in addition to the roles played by differentagents” (Kudryavtsev 2014: 7). My framework allows disentangling this probleminto a number of sub-problems, some of which, such as norm internalisation (e.g.Finnemore & Sikkink 1998) and identity dynamics (Sasley 2011: 464), areresearched both inside and outside IR. A related interesting question is how (ifanyhow) one power base may evolve into another, an answer to which wouldrequire an extensive review of psychological and IR literature.The second issue that remains unheeded concerns combinations of powerbases, which is significant since in empirical instances power bases are most oftenpresent in junctions rather than in complete isolation of one another and hence,
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the characteristics given in Table 13 should be considered in relation to empiricalcases probabilistically rather than deterministically. Since French and Ravencreated their framework, several psychologists have studied how variouscombinations of power bases produce outcomes (Wood 2014: 39); yet, because thefindings of such research are highly field- and context-dependent (Krause &Kearney 2006), a direct integration of their insights into IR appears hardly possible.At this stage, following March and Olsen’s recommendations regarding logic ofappropriateness and logic of consequentiality (2006: 703-705), it seems just toargue that 1) it is important not to subsume one power base as a special case ofanother, for this would deny the peculiarities of each of them, 2) it is alsosignificant not to suppose any hierarchy between them, for this assumption is notsupported by empirical studies, 3) it is fair, however, to assume that a moredominant power base will dominate the less dominant ones, 4) finally, whetheractors’ behaviour is norm-driven, identity-driven or calculation-driven alsodepends on the resources available to them.
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PART TWO. ATTRACTION BETWEEN IR ACTORS: CASE STUDIES

A Note OnMethodology and Case Selection

Some theoretical perspectives on decision-making in IR conceive of actors’ideas/identities solely as “simply another rather than the causal factor” (quoted inParsons 2003: 11, emphasis in original), as something that can influence states’policies only together with instrumental considerations, assuming that “[it is] ‘howmuch’ questions [that] make all the difference” (ibid). This study, however, rests onthe theoretical tradition that allows for the possibility that ideas/identities candetermine states’ foreign policies independently of self-interest (e.g. Parsons 2003;Tannenwald 2005; Tsygankov 2014). This tradition obviously does not rule outthat many, if not most, foreign policies represent a combination of different kindsof motivations, however, given the goal of my research to show a link between B’spsychological motives and the qualities of A’s power with respect to B, I selected“most likely” cases, where the independent variables seem to be stronglypronounced.Following the rules of case selection, I chose cases on independent variables(George & Bennett 2005: 23, Levy 2008: 8-9) on the basis of both my priorknowledge as well as the preliminary review of media publications and researchpapers (George and Bennett 2005: 24). I selected Serbia’s approach toward Russiaas an instance of emotional attraction, because it is arguably complemented by thefirm perception of closeness to Russians on the basis of being Slavic and Orthodox,which is deeply inherent in the national identity of Serbs and which is arguablyeven stronger than similar perceptions that can be encountered among somenations of the post-Soviet space. Concerning rational attraction, I selectedKazakhstan’s policy vis-à-vis the EU, since, on the one hand, it is commonlydescribed as being driven by pragmatic reasons and coupled with opposition tohuman rights and democracy promotion, but at the same time, unlike otherpost-Soviet autocracies whose friendly behaviours toward the EU appear drivenmainly by short-term (geo-)political considerations, Kazakhstan’s is accompaniedby the seemingly genuine motivation of its government to use European experience
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for the country’s technological, economic and partially social modernisation (andhence, Brussels’ power vis-à-vis Astana seems to follow the logic of rationalattraction and cannot be easily reduced to reward power). As for social attraction, Iopted for Germany’s policy with respect to Israel for it is usually argued to besubstantially affected by the moral factor, that is, the feeling of guilt for theHolocaust, which, furthermore, is stronger in comparison with the other states thatonce conducted similar crimes.56All the three case studies in outline share identical steps of research process,namely, 1) showing that the case represents the declared kind of attraction, 2)demonstrating that the competing interpretations of B’s behaviour toward A foundin the literature are weaker compared to the one I suggest, 3) exhibiting that A’spower over B corresponds to the characteristics of that type of attraction, 4)possibly giving relevant comparisons with the other two cases, 5) providing policyimplications of the case study. Noteworthy is that while implementing step 1, asidefrom presenting the direct evidence supporting my argument, I also sometimesresort to confronting B’s policy toward A with B’s policy in relation to other actors,assuming that one can sensibly expect a good deal of consistency between B’s goalsand methods across various foreign policy vectors (Tannenwald 2005: 28-29,Tsygankov 2014: 27). Also, I devote certain attention to A’s recognition of B’s policy,assuming that a policy’s viability hinges on whether the target audienceacknowledges it as such (Tsygankov 2014: 27). Regarding alternative explanations,depending on the number and significance of those present in the literature, Ieither reflect on them in a separate section (chapters 4 and 6) or integrate them inother relevant places (chapter 5).Regarding sources used in case studies, for building my main arguments, Iprimarily rely on secondary ones (academic and think tank papers), using primarysources (documents, speeches and media publications) mostly for giving examplesand drawing parallels. The usage and availability of sources ultimately determines
56 One may contend that to ensure a better illustrative capacity, cases had to be selected in amanner such that there is either one A and three different Bs or one B and three different As or atleast all the three cases belong to the same geopolitical region. Yet, given that the “most likely” casesI needed are few and far between in IR, I failed to choose my cases in any of these ways howeverhard I tried.
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the value of these case studies as independent research works. The Serbia-Russia

case, which had not been formerly addressed from this angle in the scientificliterature and where I use comparatively many primary sources, is of great worthas an autonomous research. The Kazakhstan-EU case also purports to hold asubstantial value independently of this thesis, for it provides a critical review ofnumerous recent papers on various aspects of Kazakhstan’s foreign policy, aimingto critically analyse them and, put metaphorically, allow seeing the forest for thetrees. By contrast, the Germany-Israel case, where the role of values/self-interest inBerlin’s conduct had been previously addressed in many papers and where myinability to speak German and Hebrew did not allow me to use sources in any ofthese languages, seems to be only of limited value as an autonomous paper.The usage of secondary sources allows me not only to save time for being ableto perform three case studies within a short period of time, but also utilise theresults of previously done research in my analysis, underpin my intuitiveobservations with conclusions made by other researchers, many of whom aregenuine experts in those topics (particularly regarding the Germany-Israel case,about which I possessed very limited knowledge prior to starting working on it)and, finally, integrate papers written in Russian by Russian, Kazakh and Serbianauthors, many of which had previously been somewhat overlooked byinternational IR scholarship. Careful about the possibility to repeat the analyticalbiases of those studies’ authors (Levy 2008: 9), I try to draw on different types ofpapers (i.e., ones using diverse methods, belonging to various theoretical traditionsand written by international researchers and ones coming from those countries) aswell as analyse alternative explanations.Whilst the question “how B is attracted” constitutes a matter of theoreticalconcern, an important methodological concern is posed by the problem of “who
exactly is attracted.” In the context of IR, where actors A and B are mainly statesand international organisations consisting of abundant social and political groupswith dissimilar interests, the possibility of treating B as a unitary actor isquestionable. Authors like Kearn (2011: 77-79) call for “unpacking” B by looking atits domestic policies, culture, institutions and other conditions in which a softpower relationship takes place. Strictly speaking, this point seems fair, yet, opening
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the Pandora box of states’ complex structure would digress the study’s focus from
how soft power works to who participates in the power relationship. Ultimately,
some simplification of states’ complex nature seems inevitable, while the questionof how much accuracy can be sacrificed is to be decided by each particular scholardepending on the goal of his/her research.Most feasibly, attraction could be considered at the elite and societal levels,which not only stems from accounts theorising states as groups (see discussion onpp. 75-76), but is also proposed by Nye himself who distinguishes between a directand an indirect models of attraction (2011b: 94-95, see Table 11). The formerimplies that B’s political class directly gets attracted by A and then pursues aparticular policy in its favour, while the latter presupposes that it is B’s public thatfinds A attractive first, which creates an enabling (or, contrariwise, disabling)environment that stimulates B’s government to carry out a certain policy to theadvantage of A. Nye, nonetheless, did not provide any empirical evidence tosupport the two models, allowing his critics to question them by arguing thatpublics have little influence on foreign policy and thus, it seems sufficient for A toattract only B’s decision-makers (Bially Mattern 2005: 611, Fan 2008: 153, Layne2010: 56-57). In response, Nye (2011b: 96) agreed that public opinion tends to beweak, stating, however, that completely discarding its effect on decision-makingwould be excessively simplistic, for this would not factor in “direct effects, mattersof degree, types of goals and interactions with other causes” (2010a: 218).

Model 1Direct effectsResources→government elites→attraction→elite decision and outcome
Model 2Indirect effectsResources→publics→attract/repel→enabling or disabling environment→elitedecision

Table 13. Two Models of Attraction. Source: Nye 2011b: 95.For my study, however, since the constructivist approach considers power interms of behavioural outcomes, it is crucial to clarify the degree to which societycan impact on foreign policy. A look at empirical studies reveals two relevantmatters in this regard. First, the higher the perceived salience of a given foreign
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policy issue, that is, the comparative significance that the public attributes to it, thehigher the chance that the public will try to affect their country’s policy on it (foran overview, Oppermann 2010: 5-6). Second, while empirical studies show that indemocracies, public opinion generally constrains foreign policy in a number ofways (for an overview see Tomz et. al. 2017), the picture is far from clear as far asautocracies are concerned with some case studies arguing public opinion limitstheir foreign policies too, although less than in democracies (e.g. Ojieh 2015, Li &Chen 2018) and other studies concluding the opposite (e.g. Dosch 2006). Takingthese into account, I take account of the societal level of attraction while analysingthe Serbia and Germany cases: not only are these states democratic, but also a lookat opinion polls and civil society activities (see sections 4.1 and 6.2) reveals asizeable public interest in their policies toward Russia and Israel correspondingly.In Kazakhstan’s case, I omit considering the public for two reasons. First, because itis an autocratic country and so, its society is comparatively less likely to be able toaffect decision-makers. Second, nearly all the available data (including opinionpolls) on Kazakhstani people’s foreign policy views and their attitudes toward theEU come from pro-governmental sources and hence, are of limited reliability. Thefew available independent opinion polls date back to the 2000s and what is more,their reliability is also debatable, for 33-58% of their respondents reportedKazakhstani people’s fear to freely express their views (IRI 2010: 20).
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4. “Emotional” Attraction: Serbia—Russia

“One ought to hold on to one's heart; for if one lets it go, one soonloses control of the head too.”― Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Part II, 1883.
Introduction

On 5 October, 2000, the so-called “Bulldozer Revolution” overthrew Serbia’sautocratic leader Slobodan Milošević, putting the end to the country’s decade-longconfrontation with the international community. Since then Serbia, like the otherWestern Balkan states, has pursued EU accession as its primary strategic goal,having achieved, to date, a great deal of success on this path. To illustrate, thecountry started its membership talks in January 2014, overtaking the region’s allother countries except Montenegro. Yet, researchers widely describe Serbia’s EUambitions as instrumental, pragmatic and originated not in internalisation ofEuropean values, but in a mere desire to receive material benefits from the bloc(e.g. Subotić 2011, Stahl 2013, Radeljić 2014, Economides & Ker-Lindsay 2015). Asone study notes, Serbs’ support of EU integration “relies mostly on the assumptionthat merely joining brings great economic advantages, yet that great social ormental adjustments are supposedly not required to achieve this” (Dimitrijević2009: 44). In this vein, scholars argue that Serbia and the EU have “entirelydifferent identities, i.e. world views, perception of the state, political cultures andthe meaning of international politics”, characterising the country as a “problemchild” of EU integration, stating that Serbia’s accession to the bloc is “strategic”(Stahl 2013: 447), that is, the country technically adheres to all EU requirements,simultaneously undergoing no normative shift (Stahl 2013, Economides &Ker-Lindsay 2015). Both at the societal and elite levels, Serbia is arguably drivenchiefly by short-term interests, a trend manifesting itself in voting behaviour(Schimmelfennig et. al. 2006: 94), public opinion surveys (Wohlfeld 2015: 5) andelite approach to foreign policy (ibid: 1). One paper posits that this stems fromwider traditions of the country’s political culture, stating that “[t]he word ‘nationalinterest’ is easily appropriated in a Serb context, thus short-term tacticaladvantages and disadvantages are often presented as long-term interests, making it
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easy to change opinions about them” (Dimitrijević 2009: 45).Against this backdrop, it appears interesting to delve into the underlyingfoundations of Serbia’s attitude to Russia, a country presently acting as probablythe most prominent challenger of the EU. In recent years, Russo-Serbiancooperation has strengthened to an unprecedentedly high level. Suffice it to saythat economically, Serbia is currently the sole state outside the post-Soviet areawhich enjoys a free trade zone with Russia. As Đukić (2015: 35) notes, “[n]o othercountry than Serbia can boast of having such a widely open door to Eastern andWestern integration markets, stretching from Vladivostok to Lisbon.” Similarly, inthe security sphere, Serbia is the only Western Balkan country and EU candidatewhich has signed a “strategic partnership” agreement with Russia, regularlyconducts joint military exercises with that country and enjoys the status of anon-member observer in the Russia-led CSTO. In this chapter, however, I contendthat for Serbia, its collaboration with Russia is primarily an emotion-ladenidentity-driven issue, with instrumental considerations to improve nationalsecurity, economy etc being mainly peripheral, an approach that stems from thebeliefs and values which are widely shared both at the societal and, to a slightlylesser extent, elite level. My argument does not imply that the bilateral cooperationgives Serbia zero objective gains—albeit whether Serbia receives rational benefitsseems indeed questionable in many instances—rather, I maintain that, even wherepresent, they hardly determine Serbia’s rationale to hold friendship with Russia.Finally, I argue that the fact that Serbia strongly identifies with Russia, concurrentlyhaving limited rational considerations to cooperate, to a large extent determinesthe nature and peculiarities of Moscow’s power vis-à-vis Belgrade.I develop my argument, using recent media publications, academic and thinktank research articles on Serbian national identity, Europeanisation and foreignpolicy, including those authored by Russian and Serbian researchers.Chronologically, my discussion covers the entire post-Milošević period, principallyfocusing on the recent decade, when both Russo-Serbian cooperation andRussia-EU confrontation have been especially intensive. Structurally, myargumentation in outline corresponds to the key features of emotional attractiondescribed in section 3.3.3. First, I show that both the Serbian society and political
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elite are especially friendly towards Russia (section 4.1). Then, I discuss the recenttrends in Serbian identity formation, showing that the West is constructed as anOther in the country’s socio-political life and Serbia’s attraction to Russia riseswhen the country finds itself in conflict with the West (section 4.2). Next, Ielaborate on how the sense of trauma and victimisation contributes to Serbia’s“othering” of the West and attraction to Russia (section 4.3). Then, I analyseBelgrade’s behaviour toward Moscow against the background of Serbia’s EUaspirations and the Kremlin’s conduct toward Serbia, demonstrating that in itsdesire to be friends with Russia, Serbia tends to highly rely on historicaljustifications, sacrifice its rational interests, overrate the positive and ignore thenegative experiences of the bilateral interaction (sections 4.4-4.6). Following that, Ireview alternative accounts of Serbia’s motives to cooperate with Russia, showingtheir incompletenesses and drawbacks with respect to my explanation (section4.7). In Discussion, I summarise the crux of my argument and utilise it to speculateabout the possible behaviour of Serbia toward the EU and Russia.
4.1. Serbia’s Identification with Russia: Society and Political Elite

Multitudinous opinion polls exhibit Serbians’ particular attachment to Russia,showing that they truly consider their ties with that country to be what RussianDeputy PM Dmitry Rogozin called “marriage for love” and not “marriage ofconvenience” (Helsinki Committee 2013: 8). Russia tops the list of Serbia’s friendlystates by a large margin (Helsinki Committee 2013: 7, Mihailović 2017), isperceived as number one country maintaining good relations with which is toSerbia’s best interest (IRI 2015: 20-22) and caps the list of the countries thatarguably influence the Serbian foreign policy positively (BCSP 2017: 16).Furthermore, Russia enjoys the most positive views of Serbians among allcountries—far more positive than the EU (Bechev 2015: 3)—with Serbia’s alliancewith Russia being supported by them more than their country’s accession to the EU(Szpala 2014: 8). In parallel, remarkable is high popularity Russian PresidentVladimir Putin has in Serbia among world leaders (Gallup International 2017:7-10), being, according to one poll, the foreign leader Serbians trust most (NewSerbian Political Thought 2015). This attitude also manifests itself in people’s
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own—often exotic—initiatives: to illustrate, in November 2016, the citizens ofAdžince, a small village in Southern Serbia, voted to change their village’s name toPutinovo (Hopkins 2017). A month earlier, a similar proposition came from thedwellers of the small Serbian town of Banstol who decided to dedicate to Putin achurch under construction (Sputnik International 2016). Notably, the country’scivil society also reflects this stand: reportedly, there are over a hundredpro-Russian NGOs and media in Serbia (Knezević 2017).Interestingly, Serbians do not seem to be clearly divided into the pro-EU andpro-Russian camps: in 2014, for example, 50% supported Serbia’s EU accessionand 70% closer relations with Russia (Torralba 2014: 2-3). Researchers generallystate that Russia enjoys Serbians’ support foreign policy issues, whereas when itcomes to their own and their families’ lives, Serbians tend to give preference to theEU (Atlagić 2015: 118, Simić 2017b): as formulated by Serbian sociologist SrdjanBogosavljević, “[w]e [Serbs] love Russia, but we don’t want to be part of Russia.And we don’t like Europe, but we want to be part of Europe” (Brunwasser 2017).To give but a few examples, in 2015, more than 70% of Serbians wanted theirchildren to live in the EU, while merely 17% preferred Russia (Nelayeva & Semenov2015: 53). At the 2012 and 2016 parliamentary elections, the results of stronglypro-Russian parties never exceeded 20% of votes in total, whereas at the 2014elections, those parties did not manage to enter the Parliament at all. In 2014, morethan a half of respondents were opposed to a closer collaboration of Serbia withthe Russia-led Eurasian Economic Union (Atlagić 2015: 116).Similarly to the Serbian citizenry, the country’s leaders tend to be notorious forpraising Russia in general and Putin in particular. In the 1990s, the idea of Serbsbeing a traditionalist Orthodox nation was the base of the official state ideologywith Milošević himself declaring that “[e]very Serb is looking with hope eastwards,is looking where the Russian sun comes out” (quoted in Schimmelfennig et. al.2006: 84). Among Serbian leaders in the post-Milošević period, Russia’s probablykeenest supporter was Tomislav Nikolić, the country’s President in 2012-2017,whose attitude to Russia is best reflected in such of his phrases as “the EU onlyblackmails, humiliates, seizes our territory, while Russia helps” (quoted in Subotić2011: 322), “Serbia must join all economic alliances worldwide, which suit it,
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especially the alliances formed with Russia’s participation,” “[t]he only thing I lovemore than Russia is Serbia” (Helsinki Committee 2013: 5), “Serbia...sees Russia asits major ally” (quoted in Wohlfeld 2015: 2) and, probably best of all, “When hardtimes come, a man remembers his mother, Serbia remembers Russia’’ (quoted inVelojić 2017: 4) etc. Notably, Nikolić used to direct this sort of commendations notonly toward Russia in general, but also Putin in particular: among his statements ofthis sort are such as “I wouldn’t have won the election only if I had Vladimir Putinrunning for Serbia’s presidency” (Helsinki Committee 2013: 3), “I would like you[Putin] to know that Serbia is Russia’s partner in the Balkans...Serbia loves you.And you deserved this love by the manner you rule Russia” (ibid: 4) etc.Remarkably, even those Serbian leaders who enjoy the reputation of beingpro-Western—such as the country’s ex-President Boris Tadić and its currentPresident Aleksandar Vučić—have made outstanding pro-Russian moves. It is Tadićwho put forward a foreign policy doctrine naming Russia one of the “pillars” ofSerbian foreign policy (Varga 2016: 191). Both Tadić and Vučić paid visits to theKremlin during their reelection campaigns—officially, to discuss security andeconomic issues, but unofficially, to ensure Putin’s support in the upcomingelections: Vučić, for instance, was noted to proudly state that he had met Putin“more than all others [the other candidates] combined” (Rudić 2017). Evenincumbent Serbian PM Ana Brnabić—who, as an LGBT activist and an open lesbian,can hardly be expected to have personal pro-Russian attitudes—once said that theEU is Serbia’s “partner” while Russia is Serbia’s “friend” (B92 2017c).One may question the sincerity of these statements, deeming them as mereattempts to gain public approval. Indeed, the current Serbian political culture givesroom for leaders to act opportunistically, attaching little value to ideas andchanging their political affiliations throughout their careers. As a result, Serbianpoliticians’ statements tend to contradict their real actions. For example, despitehis pro-Russian statements, Nikolić and his administration “proved to be morecommitted to EU accession, both in word and deed, than anyone had expected”(Economides & Ker-Lindsay 2015: 1035), not to mention that his primary advisorduring his 2012 electoral campaign was a US official who was also laterinstrumental in the government’s formation (Helsinki Committee 2013: 5).
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Remarkably, after being elected, Nikolić paid his first official visit to Brussels andonly second to Moscow (B92 2012a). On the other hand, one can recall that initially,both Nikolić and Vučić started in the fiercely pro-Russian and nationalistic SerbianRadical Party, then left it to found the center-right Serbian Progressive Party whichfavours EU integration. All in all, stating that Serbia’s leaders are generally morepragmatic than its society appears reasonable. Yet, the continuance and enduranceof their pro-Russian statements, the fact that they are expressed by politiciansbelonging to various, sometimes opposite, camps as well as a more general logic ofSerbia’s approach to Russia (discussed below) indicate the rather high importanceof identity considerations for Serbia’s political elite.
4.2. The West as the Other

This subheading may appear odd in relation to a state whose strategic goal is EUintegration. Nonetheless, it seems to perfectly reflect the findings of recent studieswhich largely depict the contemporary Serbian identity as somewhat reminiscentof that of present-day Russia rather than compatible with European values. First,Serbs are commonly described as entrapped by and obsessed with their history,“stuck in a 19th-century world of nationalism” (Dulić 2011: 26), which tends tohamper their willingness to accept the realities of contemporary politics (Radeljić2014: 254). Serbian political discourse is arguably highly influenced by the“perception of sanctity of territorial integrity” (Dimitrijević 2009: 42) and“[t]reating Serbia and Serbdom as one and the same” (ibid: 40), which, again,appears to date back to the 19-century principle of nation-state. Remarkably,scholars argue that in contemporary Serbia, “instead of describing and analyzingpast reality, [history] became a kind of experimental science” (Stojanović 2011:222) with official history textbooks presenting Serbs as “chosen people” whoconstantly fell victims of their neighbours and great powers throughout theirhistory and never began any annexionist wars themselves (ibid: 228). Thosetextbooks are also argued to posit that both world wars started and finished inSerbia (ibid: 227) and endeavour to whitewash the Serbs who collaborated withNazis in the WWII. With regard to this, Ramet (2010: 33) notes that “[n]owhere inEurope has there been such enthusiasm for the rehabilitation of Axis collaborators



“Emotional” Attraction: Serbia—Russia 113

as in Serbia, and this desire to embrace the defeated side in World War Two is notwithout psychological and political consequences.”Second, Serbian identity in general seems to have undergone little substantialchange since Milošević was cashiered. Domestically, it is still distinguished by theprevalence of culture of violence, the supremacy of economic sphere of life, socialacceptance of bribery—on top of the standard set of traditionalist mentalityincluding nationalism, clericalisation, traditional gender roles, enmity againsthomosexuality etc (Dulić 2011: 28-32). Internationally, Serbs keep ambitiouslyfancying themselves as the region’s dominant power (Subotić 2011: 322).Importantly, in Serbia’s case, inclination towards conservatism and collectivism canhardly be reduced to the lot of uneducated people, for it is shared by a great part ofintellectuals who in recent years have been increasingly coming up with newintellectual theoretical accounts of “Serbianness” (Bianchini 2011: 98-99).Moreover, as Pešić (2009: 185-188) argues, Serbs have not fully assumed neithercriminal-legal nor political nor moral responsibility for the Milošević regime’s warcrimes: since his overthrow, no lustration has taken place and his crimes tend to be“normalised” in the country’s mainstream media with those responsible for themhaving been sent to the ICTY merely for technical reasons, due to internationalobligations. In this context, one can agree with Bianchini (2011: 78) that the West’sgeneral presumption in the 1990s that Serbian nationalism would be over onceMilošević is defeated seems to have naïvely mistaken cause for effect. Indeed, whilethroughout the second half of the 20th century, most Western and Central Europeanautocrats hardly enjoyed genuine domestic popularity, receiving publiccondemnation after being toppled, Milošević proved to be “more of an “electedautocrat” than a “dictator” (Schimmelfennig et. al. 2006: 84), getting criticised incontemporary Serbia principally for his inefficiency rather than immorality. Asnicely summarised by Subotić (2011: 321),the predominant political narrative in post-Milošević Serbia rejectedMilošević’s wartime strategies as wrong and destructive; not becausethey caused great suffering and mass casualties in Croatia, Bosnia, andKosovo, but because they economically, politically, and diplomaticallydevastated Serbia and denied it aspirations to regional domination. Inother words, Milošević was not wrong to fight the wars; he was wrongto lose them.
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Notably, Serbs’ attitude to EU accession is mostly neutral-positive, but again,they largely associate the positive component with instrumental (in the first place,material) benefits. This becomes evident in opinion polls showing that most Serbsfavour EU accession because of employment and travel opportunities it willprovide (Ramet 2010: 37, BCSP 2017: 33) with a half of them reporting they wouldfeel indifferent if one day the bloc went out of existence (BCSP 2017: 34). Moreover,the European idea and support for EU integration are less perceptible in Serbiathan elsewhere in the Balkan region (e.g. Subotić 2011: 322) and, as was shownabove, they are coupled with widespread anti-EU sentiments. As Subotić (ibid: 326)puts it, “Europe came to be constructed in Serbia as an other, not quite a foe (thatwould be the United States and NATO), but never a friend (that would be Russia).”A number of factors have kept Serbian conservatism and nationalism afloat,partially even strengthening it and making it, according to Dulić (2011: 36), “a fargreater threat for Serbia than for other European countries.” Some of them—suchas “the low standard of living of the majority of the population; low educationallevel and modest social mobility; great disparities in the level of development ofdifferent parts of the country” (ibid: 31)—are objective and seem identical to thosein most European countries. However, specifically in the post-Milošević Serbia, afavourable ground for conservatism also appears to be the result of particularactors’ activities. The first of them is Serbia’s political elite which chiefly includesthe country’s old nomenklatura who has successfully made use of freedom ofspeech and democratic procedures to stay at power (ibid: 27, 33). Subotić (2011:320, 326) argues that it is largely their responsibility that, whilst publiclypromoting EU integration agenda, they tend to prioritise short-term over long-terminterests, inflaming nationalism and conspirational thinking and trying tocapitalise on “the confusion and conflation that existed in Serbia about what,exactly, Europeanization entails” in place of “delinking requirements ofEuropeanization from more contested national myths” (for numerous examples ofthese, see Velojić 2017). Second, the mainstream Serbian media—both state-ownedand private—are also notorious for simply following and exploiting the popularmindset with little care about social implications this may generate. As Dulić (2011:33) puts it, “[t]he media, state-run, and independent institutions have done little to
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inform and enlighten the Serbian populace, and are quite reluctant to revisit thepast. The mainstream nationalistic-conservative ideological matrix remains inalmost all the media.” To cite but one example, the majority of the Serbian mediaare sympathetic to Putin’s position on the Ukrainian crisis, inflaming the alreadywidespread nationalistic attitudes (that is, the idea of “Great Serbia” connoting thatall Serbs should live in one country) of a large part of Serbs who perceivecontemporary Ukraine as similar to Croatia in the 1990s and therefore, regardedthe 2014 Ukrainian Euromaidan with suspicion (Varga 2016: 181-187).Third, however paradoxical it may sound, human rights NGOs also conduced toSerbia’s failure to successfully “come to terms” with its past. According toObradović-Wochnik (2013: 225), they proved to be too inflexible, ruling out all theviews that contradict their own ones, which has resulted in the exception ofordinary people from the public debate on recent Serbian history. Moreover, Ostojić(2013: 243) notes that NGOs strongly demanded that the state assumeresponsibility for war crimes, in particular, for the Srebrenica genocide. Thisencountered opposition even from reformists, for assuming that sort ofresponsibility would have been catastrophic for Serbia’s worldwide legitimacy andobliged the country to pay significant compensations to Bosnia. Fourth, the Westhas its share of accountability for reinforcing Serbian nationalism by beinginsensitive to Belgrade’s requests to protect Kosovar Serbs. In March 2004, forinstance, Serbs presumed the West would take strong measures in response to theongoing outbreak of hostility against Kosovar Serbs—yet, instead, Westernpoliticians replied by increasingly agreeing to concede to Kosovo’s independencedemands (Simić 2008: 6).
4.3. Affection toward Russia and Serbia-West Conflicts

Serbia’s “othering” of the West, coupled to the country’s simultaneous attachmentto Russia, becomes especially activated when it comes to concrete issues on whichBelgrade finds itself in conflict with the West. Among them, three particularly standout, namely the ICTY, Kosovo and NATO. First of all, reluctant to effectively distanceitself with Milošević, the present Serbian elite seems to have inherited his stanceon the ICTY, regularly labelling the court as illegitimate and criticising verdicts it
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issues against those associated with Milošević (Stahl 2013: 457-458). Notably, thisstance was perceptible already at the very outset of the first democraticgovernment in 2000 (Schimmelfennig et. al. 2006: 80) and is widely shared bysociety. Polls tend to show that a large portion of Serbs keep considering RadovanKaradžić and Ratko Mladić (both charged with war crimes by the ICTY) as nationalheroes (Ramet 2010: 31-32, Ristić 2012) and widely deny the actuality of theSrebrenica genocide, simultaneously showing little interest/knowledge in ICTY’sactivities (Obradović-Wochnik 2013: 210-211). Russia, in its turn, actively kindlesSerbia’s rejection of the ICTY by positing the court should be dissolved due to itsalleged anti-Serb partiality. This happened, for instance, when the ICTY inNovember 2012 ruled to exonerate two Croatian generals previously charged withwar crimes (Nelayeva & Semenov 2015: 51).The second identity-based and “emotionally fraught” (Wohlfeld 2015: 2) issuewhich heightens Russia’s attractiveness in the eyes of Serbia is Kosovo, whose loss,in Dulić’s words (2011: 34, see also Subotić 2011: 325), “represents a damagingblow to Serbia, given its place in collective memory and national consciousness.”57In this vein, Serbian history textbooks for schoolchildren continuously presentKosovo as a historically Serbian territory, talking about its “liberation” as a result ofa Serbian military operation (Ramet 2010: 24). In the first years following thedeclaration of Kosovo’s independence in February 2008, Serbia was taking a harshstance on the issue, referring it to the ICJ and widely using diplomatic means toprevent Kosovo’s recognition by new states and its entry into internationalorganisations. At that period, the pledge “to be committed to the preservation ofKosovo and Metohija within the Republic of Serbia” was added to the Serbiangovernment’s official oath (cited in Ramet 2010: 25) and Serbian officials—both ofthe reformist and conservative camps—were elsewhere arguing that giving up
57 In fairness, Serbia is hardly the sole country showing such conduct: Spain, for instance, alsodisplays resolute reluctance to allow Catalonia to hold an independence referendum. However,while in the Spanish official/public discourse this issue is mostly regarded as economic, in Serbia,the Kosovo problem has a clear identity-oriented connotation. As Subotić (2011: 326) puts it,“Serbia’s emotional hold on Kosovo cannot be explained in rationalist terms, as the territory doesnot provide any material benefit to Serbia - it is extremely resource poor, is inhabited by a 90%Albanian population that has grown increasingly hostile to the Serbian state, and has always been adrain on already limited Serbian resources. Something else, not material interests, are at workhere.”
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Kosovo for an EU membership would be unacceptable (Subotić 2011: 325, HelsinkiBulletin 2013: 4), a position still prevailing in Serbia’s public opinion (IRI 2015: 15,BCSP 2017: 30).In mid-2010, however, Belgrade softened its stance, agreeing to embark on thenormalisation of its relations with Pristina under Brussels’ patronage, the moveresearchers widely interpret in terms of Serbia’s desire to enter the EU (e.g.Economides and Ker-Lindsay 2015). In 2013 and 2015, the two countriesconcluded a number of agreements mostly regulating the position of ethnic Serbsin Kosovo and certain issues regarding Kosovo as an international actor (e.g.Belgrade agreed on Kosovo’s having an international dialing code). As Serbia’s EUmembership negotiations continue and the country’s accession to the bloc seemsincreasingly more tangible, the country’s leaders apply a progressively softerrhetoric toward Kosovo, especially when talking outside Serbia: to illustrate, in onerecent interview to a Swiss magazine, Vučić expressed his desire “to start a newpath,” “to openly and fairly discuss the solution of the Kosovo conflict,” at the sametime regrettably noting that “the Serbs are not yet ready for that” (B92 2017e). Yet,the sincerity of this rhetoric is debatable, given that Serbia still tends to employharsh measures concerning whatever goes beyond the minimal EU requirements.In 2015, for example, Belgrade launched a worldwide lobbying campaign to opposeKosovo’s entry into UNESCO, which finished successfully for Serbs (Lobanov andZvezdanović Lobanova 2016: 135). More recently, in January 2017, a Serbian trainpainted in the colours of the Serbian flag and having the “Kosovo is Serbia” sloganwas prohibited from crossing Kosovo’s border, which provoked a determinedreaction from Nikolić who announced his readiness to use, upon necessity, theSerbian army to protect Kosovar Serbs (BBC News 2017).In 2008, Moscow supported Belgrade’s resolute stance against the Kosovoindependence, following which Serbia made several moves in Russia’s favour, suchas establishing a visa-free regime for Russian citizens (Moscow repliedsymmetrically some days later), expressing its “understanding” for the Russian2008 initiative to conclude a new treaty on European security and voting at the UNGeneral Assembly against the resolution that recognised the right of expellees tocome back to Abkhazia. At that period, one author noted on this point: “Vladimir
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Putin has reason to thank the Western powers: They have allowed him to succeedwhere Stalin failed, namely in securing Russian political and economic influence inBelgrade” (Reljić 2008: 2). Thus far, Serbian leaders have elsewhere named theKosovo issue as one of the main questions determining the Belgrade-Moscowfriendship, thanking Russia for supporting Serbian territorial integrity (e.g.Hellsinki Bulletin 2013: 4, Rudić 2017).However, the rational benefit Belgrade gains from the strategic collaborationwith Moscow appears questionable—with this questionableness not being limitedto the intuitive notion that this collaboration is at variance with Serbia’s EUintegration path. More significantly, the Kremlin’s support on Kosovo seems to begenerally apathetic and mainly limited to criticism of Western policies instead ofthe elaboration of its own initiatives, an approach to which Lobanov andZvezdanović Lobanova (2016: 134, my translation) refer as “the position of anoutside observer.” In view of this, Moscow chiefly takes measures that require no orlittle active efforts and expenses—for example, vetoing resolutions favouringKosovo in the UNSC—and have no critical influence on the issue’s settlement. Bywithdrawing its troops from Bosnia and Kosovo in 2003, Russia deliberatelyabstained from being seriously involved in the peaceful settlement any longer,making its further support of Bosnian and Kosovar Serbs principally verbal.Furthermore, Moscow itself seems to treat its position on Kosovo far lessaffectively than how it is interpreted inside Serbia: in this respect, Petrović (2010a:28-29) notes that Russia’s official framing on Kosovo in mid-2000s accentuated thedefence of the principle of territorial integrity and sovereignty,58 while insideSerbia it used to be mostly perceived and expounded as the defence of Serbia. In asimilar vein, Simić (2008: 7) points to the fact that throughout the 2000s, Russiapossessed its self-interest in supporting Serbia’s territorial integrity, given thepresence of separatism inside Russia (in Chechnya), the overall background of theprogressively increasing Russia-West confrontation as well as the Kremlin’s desire
58 To illustrate, on 3 June 2007, Putin stated: “We advocate dialogue and the implementation ofinternational law, which implies respect for the territorial integrity of states. If we decide to givepreference to the principle of ethnic self-determination over territorial integrity, that should bedone everywhere in the world, particularly in Southern Ossetia, in Abkhazia and Transdnistria”(quoted in Simić 2008: 7).
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to demonstrate that its policies and interests in the Balkans were no longer asweak as in the 1990s. Moreover, the wide recognition of Kosovo’s independence byWestern states allowed Russia to deem the principle of territorial integrity asrelative, getting a free hand in the post-Soviet space: in February 2008, the RussianForeign Ministry announced a change in Russia’s position on Abkhazia and SouthOssetia in light of Kosovo’s declaration of independence (Vedomosti 2008) and on11 March 2014, the Ministry recognised Crimea’s succession from Ukraine, directlyciting Kosovo as a precedent proving its legitimacy (MFA of Russia 2014). All in all,Moscow seems to conceive of the Kosovo issue more from the perspective of theRussia-West confrontation than in terms of its bilateral relations with Belgrade. Inthis vein, the Kremlin somewhat opposes the EU-led Serbia-Kosovo normalisationprocess, sometimes resorting to overt criticism of Belgrade’s “softness.” Forinstance, commenting on his country’s stance on Serbian territorial integrity,Russia’s former ambassador in Belgrade Aleksandr Konuzin said (B92 2012b):We [Russians] cannot be more Serb than Serbs. For that reason, whenunder outside pressure—which, by the way, has not relented to thisday—Belgrade changed its previous position completely and asked usto support its new stance, there was nothing left for us to do but tosatisfy that plea. Although, for us, from this point in time, I can tell you,that was completely unexpected. Russia—Serbia's sole strategicpartner—was faced with a fait accompli! That was not in line withrelations of a strategic partnership that we strove to build.The third such issue is NATO, the alliance which Serbians perceive as anadversary, being the region’s only nation that does not want to join it. According torecent polls, only 17% (13%, according to another survey) of Serbians favouraccession to NATO, while 71% (53%) oppose it (Altagić 2015: 116). By contrast, in2016, 47.3% of Montenegrins (Government of Montenegro 2016) and 73% ofMacedonians (IRI 2016) wanted their countries to enter the alliance. Serbians’rejection of NATO is usually attributed to the 1999 bombing of Yugoslavia, despitethat throughout that campaign, the alliance kept underlining that its target was theMilošević regime and not Serbian people (Stahl 2013: 460). Moreover, researchersargue that the Serbian political elite mostly shares the negative perception towardthe alliance and, similarly to the public, treats it as an identity issue (e.g. Subotić2011, Stahl 2013). The same seems to hold for Serbian intellectuals: even liberal
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scholar Vojin Dimitrijević calls the bombings “unreasonable,” for they exacerbatedthe already widespread anti-Western sentiments in Serbia (2009: 44).Serbs’ unacceptance of NATO has been inextricably parallel to their emotionalattachment to Russia, which manifested itself most demonstratively in April 1999,when the country’s Parliament voted to one-sidedly accede to the Union of Russiaand Belarus. Nowadays, Serbia and Russia are the mere Eastern European stateswhere the majority of citizens regard NATO as a threat (B92 2017a). Serbianofficials tend to assure their Russian counterparts that Serbia has no intention toenter NATO, a move which would transgress Russia’s “red line” (Torralba 2014: 6).Few joint Russia-Serbia events do without highlighting their contemporaneousopposition to the alliance: to illustrate, during his visit to Belgrade in 2014, thethen speaker of the Russian Parliament Sergey Naryshkin visited the monument ofthose killed by the 1999 NATO bombings, vigorously stressing in his speech thatthe “NATO aggression angered Russian society” (ibid: 3).On this point, however, two concerns may be raised. First, while the Russiangovernment and society indeed in the 1990s treated Yugoslavia moreempathetically than Western powers, Russia still was generally adhering to theWest’s line, supporting ICTY formation in 1993 and not vetoing economic sanctionsin the UNSC in 1992-1994 and 1998. During the 1999 NATO campaign, Russia’ssupport of Yugoslavia appears to have been, in the words of Nelayeva and Semenov(2015: 48, my translation), “of rather symbolic importance.” Indeed, not only hadMoscow failed to prevent the bombings, but also it teamed up with the West tocompel Milošević to surrender: the plan jointly elaborated by Russian PM ViktorChernomyrdin and Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari served as the basis for UNSCResolution 1244 sanctioning the deployment of international military forces inKosovo.Second, it remains debatable whether rejecting NATO is to Serbia’s bestrational interest, given that, as Petrović (2010b) fairly notes, Serbia sharescommon objective security threats with its neighbouring states, all of which havejoined or want to join the alliance. Furthermore, for Serbia, NATO’s significance isalso linked to the fact that the alliance’s Kosovo Force is accountable for protectingSerbs in Kosovo, an idea that Serbian officials overtly express, emphasising the
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magnitude of not reducing the forces’ size. (Torralba 2014: 6). Moreover, theparallel increase in Belgrade’s cooperation with the CSTO, a military alliancecomprising a number of post-Soviet states, involves the country into the securityissues of the region Serbia has little, if anything, to do with. Additionally, especiallyin the noughties, Serbia’s emotional unacceptance of NATO tended to somewhat
exceed that of Russia: according to Gligorijević (2010), fearing to raise Moscow’sconcern, Belgrade was reluctant to cooperate with NATO, showing “ideologicalmisperceptions,” “emotional judgements” and “irrational thinking” (ibid: 95),whereas Russia itself at that period was enjoying a formal strategic partnershipwith the alliance, pragmatically collaborating with it. This, however, seems to havechanged in the current decade: while Russia-NATO cooperation has come to naughtin light of the Ukrainian crisis, Serbia has intensified its collaboration with thealliance, having conducted in the 21 century in total 197 events of NATO and 370operations jointly with NATO in contrast to solely 36 military events with Russia(Movchan 2017: 5-6). This appears to further widen the gap between emotionalityand rationality in Serbia’s approach to the alliance.
4.4. Trauma and Victimisation

Serbs’ disinclination toward the West and their parallel affection to Russia appearto be partially consequential of the trauma the nation experienced back during thefive-century-long Ottoman control of the Balkans. At that period, the feeling ofisolation along with the need to preserve their national identity induced Serbs toadhere closer to their families, prioritising collectivist values over individualistones (Ristić 2007: 191-192) and, consequently, traditionalism over liberalism, forthe former is more effective for preserving the unity of a group, be it a family or anation (Bianchini 2011: 99-100). Dulić argues that this type of collectivism, deeplyrooted in the Serbian mentality, favours affective and impedes critical thinking,vastly resembling what Edward Said named “Orientalist attitude” consisting in “theself-containing, self-reinforcing character of a closed system, in which objects arewhat they are because they are what they are, for once, for all time, for ontologicalreasons that no empirical material can either dislodge or alter” (quoted in Dulić2011: 26).
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The trauma seems to have two major implications on the contemporarySerbian identity, both of which are conducive to its revulsion at the West andattraction to Russia. First, in the absence of a Serbian state under the Turkish rule,the primary bulwark of the national identity was the Orthodox church, whichshaped a sense of organic unity, or “symphony,” between the Serbian state, churchand people (Ristić 2007: 191-192). The “symphony” is mirrored in thecontemporary political process: as Đorđević (2009: 268; see also Bianchini 2011:94) puts it, “the state is more interested in clericalization than the Church itself”,arguing that regarding the Kosovo issue, “these interests are intertwined, and notat all easy to establish when the state determines the SOC [Serbian OrthodoxChurch]’s position on Kosovo, and when the opposite happens: the Churchdetermines and dictates state politics at such important historical moments” (fordetails, see section 4.7). Second, the occupation period cultivated the nowadayswidespread sensation of Serbs as victims of international injustice which, followingStojanović (2011: 229), “starts from the premise that, despite its own historicalrighteousness, ‘the people’ were the historical victim of all the neighbors, and evensome more distant peoples.” Dulić (2011: 26) argues that the victimisation “hasinformed Serbian nationalism, which is strongly characterized by the theme ofconspiracy against Serbs.”In the 1990s, the deep sense of victimisation among Serbs contributed well tothe success of Milošević’s traditionalist rhetoric and the popular support of hisinvolvement in the Bosnian war. Perhaps ironically, at that period, this sense gainedfurther strength as a consequence of a decade-long international isolation andeconomic sanctions, when the country was being treated, in Bianchini’s words(2011: 78), as “the ‘pariah’ of the ‘European family’”: the West’s coercive measuresbackfired, raising Milošević’s domestic popularity. Simultaneously, the isolationproduced a sense of claustrophobia among those who disagreed with Milošević: asBianchini (ibid: 83) puts it, “[a]lthough mostly underestimated by the transatlanticsocieties, these components of the Serbian society have been notable in numberand consistency (while politically divided) throughout the 1990s: however, sincethe isolation concerned Serbia as a whole, they did not understand why they had tosuffer from a punishment connected to a policy they never supported.” As a result,
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Serbs came out of the 1990s with mixed feelings, conceiving of EU membership “asthe only available way out from a distressed sense of enclosure”, simultaneouslypossessing “a high degree of self-reliance” (ibid). The fact that nowadays mostSerbs tend to deny the Srebrenica massacre and have difficulty in naming at leastone Serbian army’s crime in the Bosnian war, while being capable of easily recallingseveral crimes others perpetrated against Serbs at that period (Ramet 2010: 35),perfectly illustrates the extent to which victimisation is rooted in the Serbiansociety. Another apt illustration of this phenomenon is the dominant publicattitude toward EU integration, according to which, as Stahl (2013: 463) puts it,“Serbia deserves EU membership per se and the EU is conspiratorially hinderingSerbia’s overdue accession.”
4.5. Relations with Russia and Accession to the EU

Serbia is a unique EU candidate whose official ideology, while setting EUmembership as the country’s strategic goal, postulates that its foreign policy restson four pillars, namely the EU, the US, Russia and China (Żornaczuk 2015: 1). Thisdoctrine reflects a general perception among the Serbian political elite that Russia,like the EU, is the country’s strategic partner, a close collaboration with whichshould be kept even where/when it runs counter to Serbia’s primary strategic goal.In recent years, this has manifested itself along a number of lines. First, Belgradehas been steadily increasing its collaboration with Moscow on petroleum and gas,while the EU, conversely, has been seeking to minimise its energy dependence onRussia. In 2008-2011, the Serbian government sold 56,15% of its shares of NIS, thecountry’s national oil and gas company that possesses two oil refineries, to theRussian state-owned enterprise Gazprom Neft. At the same period, Belgrade alsoagreed to take part and invest in the South Stream, a project of a gas pipeline fromRussia to the EU.Second, since the very outset of the Russo-Ukrainian crisis, Serbia has beendetermined not to join EU sanctions on Russia, despite Brussels’ continuousrequests to express solidarity and bring the country’s foreign policy in balancewith that of the bloc. Yet, the most of the region’s other EU candidates joined thesanctions: notably, even Montenegro did so, in a risky move for a country for which
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Russia at that time was the main source of FDI, accounting for about 30% of them(Central Bank of Montenegro 2015: 108). Importantly, identity-based motives seemto have determined a substantial part of Belgrade’s decision, which is evidenced byits official justifications given by Serbian officials. Foreign Minister Ivica Dačić, forinstance, noted that “Serbia will not join any sanctions on Russia, as that state isnot just our friend and economic and political partner but a state that neverimposed sanctions on Serbia” (Ristić 2014) and, in like manner, Nikolić said that“Serbia will not endanger its morality by any hostility towards Russia” (Borger2014).59 Remarkably, Belgrade not only fails to show solidarity with Brussels, butalso appears to be willing to capitalise on the bloc’s confrontation with Russia,although this seems to be reputationally detrimental to Serbia’s EU aspirations.After in August 2014, Putin introduced a food export embargo against thecountries that had imposed economic sanctions on Russia, Vučić assured EUofficials that Serbia would not use the embargo in order to boost re-export, goingas far as warning Serbian farmers they could “end up in prison” for such actions(Euractiv 2014). Nevertheless, as early as in March 2015, the Russian FederalService for Veterinary and Phytosanitary Surveillance (Rosselkhoznadzor)suspected that Serbia was re-exporting Polish apples to Russia. In the followingyear, Serbia became the largest supplier of apples to Russia, selling 185 times (!) asmany apples as on an average year for 10 years before 2014 (Buravich 2017).Third, alongside with its rapprochement with NATO, Serbia cooperates withRussia in the military sphere. In 2013, Moscow and Belgrade signed bilateralagreements on military cooperation and strategic partnership and since then,Serbia has held the status of Permanent Observer in the CSTO. In November 2014,during the peak of the Ukrainian conflict, the two countries organised a jointmilitary exercise for the first time in eight years and have held such exercisesregularly ever since. Remarkably, the exercises tend to be met with discontent fromSerbia’s neighbours: in August 2016, for example, Croatian President Kolinda
59 This compares with Macedonia, the other EU candidate which rejected to join the sanctions aswell, yet, citing the grounds unrelated to its relations with Russia. Skopje’s reasoning was thatpenalising Russia for a violation of the international law would be unfair, since Greece, an EUmember state, also breaks international norms by blocking Macedonia’s accession to NATO and theEU, facing, however, no punishment from the bloc for that (Pajaziti 2014).
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Grabar-Kitarović overtly expressed her concern over the upcoming “SlavicBrotherhood” exercise that was about to be conducted in Serbia a month later (B922016).60The special relations Belgrade enjoys with Moscow impede Serbia’s EUintegration success. At the most basic level, it concerns the highly pro-Russianrhetoric of the Serbian political elite: in this respect, one EU member state’sdiplomat recently said about two Serbian ministers that they “often go a littlefarther in their declarations of love to Russia, which worries officials in Brussels”(B92 2017f). Also, because Serbia systematically refuses to support EU officialdecisions regarding Russia, the country demonstrates the smallest rate of alignmentwith the bloc among its candidate countries: according to the recent progressreports, in 2016, Montenegro and Albania aligned with 100% of relevant EUdeclarations and Council decisions, Macedonia with 73%, while Serbia with only59% (European Commission 2016a: 84, b: 80, c: 80, d: 78).61 In response, the EUtends to slow down Serbia’s integration pace due to its concern that Moscow mayuse Belgrade as its “Trojan horse” in the bloc (Lobanov & Zvezdanović Lobanova2016: 138).62 This notwithstanding, the EU has yet to punish Serbia, which somescholars attribute to Brussels’ apprehension that excessive pressure might furtherstrengthen the Russia-Serbia friendship (ibid). On this point, it is notable thatexpressing solidarity with the EU’s foreign policy is not formally obligatory for itscandidate states; however, EU relations with Russia, especially concerning the
60 Interestingly, that exercise was taking place simultaneously with NATO’s exercise in neighbourlyMontenegro, in which Serbia itself and all its neighbours were taking part (Batchelor 2016).61 Noteworthy is that when relations with Russia or the three above-mentioned identity-sensitiveissues are not involved, Serbia generally complies with EU demands even when it comes toproblems of high salience: as the country’s foreign Minister Ivica Dačić said in May 2015, “[w]e[Serbs] back all EU decisions except sanctions on Russia” (quoted in Wohlfeld 2015: 2). For instance,Serbia’s handling of the refugee crisis has been very positively appreciated by EU officials(Lilyanova 2016; Bjelotomić 2017), while even inside the bloc, the crisis has provoked considerablecontroversies between and resistance of some of its member states.62 It seems, however, debatable how legitimate this concern is. Just prior to being elected asPresident, Nikolić spoke in favour of Serbia being the “backbone of Russia in Europe” (SNS 2012),however, in a more recent period, Serbian officials have tried to somewhat dissociate themselvesfrom Russia. To exemplify, in July 2017, the country’s minister of European integration JadrankaJoksimović said: “We are Serbs, we are not ‘little Russians,’ nor are we a ‘Trojan horse’ for Russianinterests in the EU” (MEI of Serbia 2017). Also, some authors doubt whether Serbia will be capableof furthering Russian interests once it enters the bloc, given that small states’ weight in EUdecision-making process is limited. Đukić (2015: 32), for instance, reminds that Bulgaria also usedto promise to be Russia’s voice in the EU, but this hardly seems to have happened.
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Ukrainian crisis, is what the bloc considers to be a crucial dimension of its foreignaffairs, solidarity on which is strongly desirable. In the words of Michael Roth,German Minister of state for Europe, “[i]n such matters there can be no ‘neutralposition’ for a state that wants to be part of Europe” (cited in Wohlfeld 2015: 6). Thebloc’s critical standpoint on Serbia’s support of Russian foreign policy hassystematically manifested itself in multiple official documents adopted since 2014:to illustrate, the EU Parliament’s recent resolution summoned Serbia,in line with the requirements of its candidate status, to progressivelyalign its foreign and security policy with that of the EU, including itspolicy on Russia; considers the conduct of joint Serbia-Russia militaryexercises regrettable; is concerned about the presence of Russian airfacilities in Nis; regrets that in December 2016 Serbia was one of 26countries that did not support the resolution on Crimea at the UnitedNations calling for an international observation mission on the humanrights situation in the peninsula (European Parliament 2017).
4.6. Russia’s Attractiveness—and Russia’s Serbia Policies: History and

Contemporaneity

Serbian domestic discourse commonly justifies (and perhaps reinforces) Serbs’positive attitude to Russia and Russians by reference to historical arguments: asexplained by Altagić (2015: 115, my translation),[t]his conception has been dominant for the last 300 years of the longand complex political cooperation of Russians and Serbs63 . . . Russianmilitary, political, financial and educational support of orthodox Serbsin their fight for the liberation from the yoke of the Ottoman empire in18 and 19 centuries as well as the cultural and spiritual closeness ofthe two nations nowadays remains the foundation for Serbs’ empathytoward Russians and the basis of Russia’s image as a “defender,” “eldersister,” “saviour of Serbia, Serbs and the orthodox spirit” etc.Notably, a narrative grounded on this conception is widespread among thenational political elite and tends to be utilised as a rationale for Serbia’s foreignpolicy orientation even by those politicians that have the reputation of beingpro-Western (e.g. Konitzer 2011, Subotić 2011, Đukić 2015). This narrative is alsowidely exploited by Russian officials both on formal and informal occasions: to give
63 Noteworthy is that in different historical periods in 15-19 centuries, Serbs’ dominant perceptionof Russia rested on diverse ideas—of Moscow as “the Third Rome”, of the Russian tsar as “the greatOrthodox emperor” and of Russia as the leading force of aroused Slavism—all of which stem fromtheir national identity (Jovanović 2010: 17).
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a telling example, in his last interview as an ambassador, Konuzin said (B922012b): It seems to me that during the years that I spent in your country, Ilearned about the character and mentality of its people fairlywell—they are bright representatives of the Slavic tribes. I would liketo wish to Serbs that they recapture the faith in their own strength,that they find inspiration in the examples set by their heroes and theirhistory, that they strengthen their national unity around the idea ofbuilding a new Serbia—that they guard every inch of their Serb land,which was safeguarded and left as a legacy by their ancestors. Russiawill always be your closest friend.The rationality of this discourse and its usage, however, can be put intoquestion from two perspectives. Firstly, and most intuitively, historical references,even if well-justified, may successfully lay the foundation for amicable ties betweenordinary people, however, they tend to fail to account for contemporary(geo-)economic and (geo-)political realities and thus, can hardly serve as areasonable base for a state’s foreign policy. One can agree with Đukić (2015: 33)that the rationality of “bask[ing] in the old glory of Serbian-Russian relations” atpresent is impugnable, even if Russia’s “great historical role in the Balkans” (ibid:32) and its particular importance for Serbia in the past are admitted.Secondly, studies show that the history of Russo-Serbian relations has been farmore complicated than what the above-mentioned narrative is able to comprise: asKonitzer (2011: 104) puts it, “Russia’s and Serbia’s shared diplomatic historyprovides a more heterogeneous set of legacies than suggested by the underlyingassumption of an unalloyed ‘historical friendship.’” Decades/centuries ago, theRussian Empire indeed managed to successfully create the reputation of the patronof Slavic orthodox Balkan nations, making its mark on the majority of their fatefulevents. Yet, scholars note that Russia mostly assisted them when it was beneficialfor Russia itself: for instance, both when declaring war on the Ottoman Empire in1877 and starting mobilisation against Austria-Hungary in 1914, Russia hadterritorial pretensions to those states, while officially using the pretext ofdefending Balkan Slavs (Bulgarians in 1877, Serbs in 1914) against aggression (fordetails, see Jovanović 2010, Timofeyev 2010, Konitzer 2011). Furthermore,Russo-Serbian relations have experienced several periods of cooling. In 1878-1903,
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Russia deliberately focused its attention to Bulgaria, leaving Serbia underAustria-Hungary’s influence (Jovanović 2010: 16). Likewise, in the interwar period,when the two states enjoyed very limited relations due to their ideological polarity,the Soviet Russia/Union had no intention to “patronise” Yugoslavia: on this point,Timofeyev (2010: 22) tellingly notes that “the USSR’s neutrality was notinterrupted even after the lightening destruction of Yugoslavia by the Wehrmachtin 1941.” During the Cold War, the two states mostly had partnershiprelations65—as Wohlfeld (2015: 2) notes, “Serbia’s collective memory of this periodis free of negative experiences”—yet, researchers primarily view their cooperationat that period as pragmatic rather than identity-laden. For instance, as Reljić (2008:2) puts it,[t]he Soviet Union was the Eastern hegemon, while Yugoslavia wasone of the pioneers of the Non-Aligned Movement. There was nomention of fostering “spiritual links” or other special sentiments; onthe contrary, the Yugoslav People’s Army, which long remained thefourth-largest military force in Europe, trained hard in the defense ofboth its western and its eastern borders.Yet, even if faulty, historical analogies appear to be a more powerful rationaleBelgrade might use to justify its balancing between Brussels and Moscow than, forinstance, material motives. Serbia does not seem to benefit much from its freetrade area with Russia, established in 2000. Indeed, Russia’s impact in Serbiantrade is comparatively insignificant and is declining even further: from 2013 to2016, Russia’s share in Serbia’s exports fell from 7.3% to 5.3%, in imports from9.2% to 7.9%, while the EU’s respective shares rose from 62.8% to 66.1% and from61.8% to 63.1% (EU Delegation to Serbia 2017c, 2017d). On top of that, the EU isSerbia’s by far largest donor: in 2000-2015, the bloc allocated €3 billion to thecountry, which 4.5 times exceeds €679 million, the contribution which the US,Serbia’s second largest donor, made over the same period (EU Delegation to Serbia2017a). Moreover, the EU is also Serbia’s largest source of FDI: the bloc’s annualFDI to Serbia in 2005-2015 exceeded those coming from the rest of the world morethan two times (EU Delegation to Serbia 2017b). The sole significant benefitsSerbia has managed to gain are thanks to the re-export of agricultural products
65 Except for the 1948 Tito-Stalin conflict which, however, was a personal dispute between the twoleaders and cleared up after the latter’s death.
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from the EU to Russia, however, its effect is temporary and potentially hurtful tothe country’s reputation in the EU. Furthermore, as Russian economist AndreiMovchan (2017: 5) notes, Moscow cooperates with Belgrade primarily where itpursues its own self-interest (be it the construction of a Russian humanitarian baseor the restoration of a Serbian railway, linked to a bilateral agreement on gaspipelines), simultaneously showing little interest in supporting Serbian export toRussia. Lastly, Russia does not reward Serbia’s loyalty in the same way as how itdoes with its other friends: on this point, it is notable that Serbia pays more forRussian gas than even some EU members that have no special relations with Russia(e.g. Austria, Italy), not to mention Russia’s traditional allies in the post-Sovietspace (Kates & Luo 2014).Additionally, in Serbia, Russia seems to play its own game, pursuing its owninterests which stem from its present geopolitical confrontation with the EU. Inthis vein, Moscow tries to exploit and inflame Bosnian Serbs’ nationalism anddisappointment in official Belgrade. To exemplify, in July 2015, Russia supportedthe call for a referendum on whether Bosnia’s national court has authority over theautonomous Serb region of Republika Srpska, launched by the region’s PresidentMilorad Dodik. That move was in discordance with the Serbian government’sofficial position which disfavoured the call (Bechev 2015: 3). Occasionally, in itspolicies toward Belgrade, Moscow resorts to strong/unfriendly measures which,however, appear less coercive than its policies in the post-Soviet space, Russia’s“special zone of interest.” Among the recent instances of these measures are theabove-mentioned discontinuation of the South Stream, the 2015 warning to banthe import of Serbian fruit on the (perhaps, well-grounded) suspicion that theywere from the EU and the diminution of gas supply to Serbia by 30% a few daysafter Putin visited Belgrade in 2014. Officially, the last was done due to Serbia’sunpaid $200 million debt, yet, unofficially, it was largely interpreted as Moscow’sdesire to penalise Belgrade for the then ongoing investigation aimed to assess thelawfulness of the purchase of NIS by Gazprom Neft in 2008 (Torralba 2014: 11).Also, not officially opposing Serbia’s EU path (as Russian officials directly stateelsewhere, see Reljić 2008: 4, B92 2012b, B92 2014a), the Kremlin still supportsSerbia’s alternative media which promote anti-NATO and Eurosceptic sentiments
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(Atlagić 2015: 117),66 let alone the fact that Russian officials tend to describe theWest’s treatment of Serbia as unfair and biased and, while expressing Serbia’s EUintegration aspirations “with understanding,” they present them as somethingSerbia does somehow involuntarily, proceeding from situational material needs(e.g. B92 2012b, B92 2014a). In a recent interview, Rogozin accused Americans of“sowing the seeds of hostility” in the Balkans, arguing that Montenegro’s NATOmembership is against Serbia and describing the West’s alleged dislike for Serbiaas chronic and stemming from the fact that Serbs are perceived as “the BalkanRussians” (B92 2017b). On this point, he added,there's no way you [Serbs] can change that. No matter how much youtry to get them to like you, they will never like you. One needs to bewho one is, respect one's ancestors, one's Orthodox faith, hold one'sown truth. The world only respects people like that, trust me—asSerbs and as Russians (ibid).Serbians generally seem to reason about politics emotively, expressingsomewhat indifference about ongoing foreign affairs. In 2016, for instance, half ofrespondents could not name a single EU integration-related event that happened in2015, only 9% recalled the conclusion of a new agreement with Kosovo and 19%the opening of the first chapters at the EU membership talks (Lobanov &Zvezdanović Lobanova 2016: 132). This mindset seems to favour Russia, givingthat country a considerable—and sometimes seemingly exhaustless—preferenceover the EU. In Serbia, Russia tends to be loved by default, independent from andirrespective of what it does: perhaps the most telling evidence of this point is thatin 2014, 47% of Serbians were naming Russia the greatest provider ofdevelopment aid to Serbia, while in reality, 89.49% of the contributions wascoming from the EU and the US, whereas Russia’s aid was not even mentioned instatistical statements (Szpala 2014: 3). Remarkably, this perception of Russia trulyseems to spring from Serbs themselves: while noting a gradual growth of Russia’spresence in Serbia through government-financed NGOs, foundations and massmedia (Varga 2016: 186-187), researchers argue that it would be wrong to
66 Commentators note Russia’s growing media presence in Serbia, which seems identical toeverywhere, nonetheless, in Serbia, the Kremlin-financed Sputnik news agency arguably enjoys aparticularly high popularity both due to the already auspicious public opinion as well as the factthat it is better financed and hence, has wider opportunities than most local media. (Sajkas 2016).
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completely impute Russia’s positive image to its intentional activities, pointing tothe fact that the analogous presence of the West in Serbia far exceeds that of Russia(e.g. Atlagić 2015: 116-117).Remarkably, in Serbian domestic discourse, Russia enjoys a position of thecountry, has a special status: in this respect, Jovanović (2010: 13) argues thatnarratives about Russia are present “at the level of dominant socialstereotypes/myths, which have been present in the Serbian culture for twocenturies now and which have become part of collective mentality.” According tohim, Russia is treated as “a symbol with a functional value exclusively in theSerbian political speech and ideological battles” with even those disliking Russiaand/or having little knowledge about Russia using that country as a point ofreference in their reasoning (ibid: 14). On this point, he notes that “[m]ost authors,when writing about Russia, experience it as equal to themselves, i.e., Serbia, and atthat level, from both sides, they even keep instructing Russia (e.g. what kind of amore “proper” policy it should apply to protect Serbia” (ibid: 15). In their turn,Russians apparently attribute smaller importance to Serbia, the evidence of whichcan be found both at the governmental and social levels. Today’s Russian ForeignPolicy Concept makes no mention of Serbia among Russian foreign policydimensions, while giving consideration to several states which Moscowtraditionally considers as insignificant, for instance, Australia and New Zealand(MFA of Russia 2016). This seems to be an apt illustration for the argument ofNelayeva and Semenov (2015: 54, my translation) that for the Kremlin’s foreignpolicy, Serbia is currently a “sleeping resource,” a country which is “on theperiphery of its interests.” Furthermore, in 2004, merely 18% of Russians hadspecial empathy to Serbs, while 69% considered them as just a European nation(Antonenko 2007: 12). Analogously, in a poll annually conducted since 2006, whereRussian citizens are asked to name five countries they regard as their country’sclosest friends, Serbia’s result has never exceeded 8% (Levada Center 2017). Hence,one can agree with Konuzin that historically, “according to the opinion of manySerbs, Russia was a Serbian strategic partner, although the significance of Russia asa strategic partner was not the same for all of them” (quoted in Petrović 2010a:39).
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Another notable point is that strong emotional bonds ensure the persistence ofRussia’s attraction in Serbia even in the cases of negative bilateral interaction.Illustrative of this point was the very moderate reaction which Vucić showed inanswer to Russia’s unilateral decision to stop the South Stream project inDecember 2014.67 Calling it “not good news for Serbia,” Serbian PM regrettablynoted that “[w]e [Serbs] have been investing in South Stream for seven years andwe in no way contributed to that decisions, it is obvious that we are sufferingbecause of a clash between big [countries]” (B92 2014b). Incidentally, the majorityof the main Serbian media responded similarly: they employed stricter rhetoricabout Russia solely for a short period of time and soon came back to their wontedway of news coverage, directing all their criticism toward the EU (Wohlfeld 2015:4). Noteworthy here is how different were Brussels’ and Moscow’s behaviourstoward Belgrade: while the Russian ambassador simply suggested the Serbiangovernment ask the European Commission for compensation (ibid: 3), the EUextended its helping hand to Serbia, offering that country an inclusion in the bloc’senergy union, loans for energy projects and an assistance in constructing theSofia-Dimitrovgrad-Nis gas interconnection (Żornaczuk 2015: 2).Perhaps realising its pre-existing advantage, Russia especially concentrates onan affective rather than a rational domain in its activities in Serbia, which manifestsitself across various areas. In international fora like the UN, Russia mostlyadvocates those interests of Serbia which are identity-laden and which tend to beconcomitant with Serbia-West contradictions (e.g. voting against the recognition ofthe Srebrenica genocide and Kosovo’s membership in UNESCO). The same holdstrue for Russia’s economic aid, much of which is devoted to its “spiritual”dimension: in 2012, for instance, Moscow allocated $2 million on the restoration ofdamaged orthodox monasteries in Kosovo (TASS 2012). The two states’ leaders
67 This happened because Bulgaria had suspended its activities on the pipeline due to Gazprom’sfailure to satisfy the terms of the EU Third Energy Package concerning separation of energygeneration and supply. In response, Putin cancelled the project, blaming the European Commissionfor allegedly hampering the pipeline’s construction. His justification, however, seems hardlyconvincing, given that the Kremlin had been perfectly familiar with the Third Energy Package’srequirements while initiating the South Stream. Considering this, a more compelling explanation ofthe Kremlin’s move is that suggested by Wohlfeld (2015: 3) who believes that “economic crisis inRussia meant that it was simply no longer able to afford the largely politically driven project – andthat economic concerns had significantly higher priority over friendship.”



“Emotional” Attraction: Serbia—Russia 133

often participate in each other’s events having great emotional connotation and,remarkably, they are frequently unique in these participations. In October 2014, forexample, Putin was a guest of honour at the Belgrade Military Paradecommemorating the 70th anniversary of Belgrade's liberation from Nazis, whileNikolić was the only EU member/candidate leader who attended the VictoryParade in Moscow on 9 May 2015. Conducive to reinforcement of emotions are thepersonalities the Kremlin appoints to represent Moscow in Belgrade. Konuzin, forexample, was nicknamed a “Serb ambassador to Serbia,” for the tone, presentationand content of his messages were especially strong in conservatism andanti-Westernism, sometimes being hardly compatible with the role of a diplomat.The Serbian Helsinki Committee (2013: 3) describes him as “a diplomat who neverwithheld his criticism of the government he was accredited with,” who“admonished Belgrade relentlessly as if he thought the greater part of Serbiaunderstood him better than its own government.” Most memorably, at the 2011Belgrade Security Forum, when Russia was being strongly criticised for its growingmeddling in the Balkans, Konuzin stood up and asked “Are there any Serbs here?”(ibid).Incidentally, that Russia picks up events having strong affective implicationsand receiving substantial public attention and media coverage seems to strengthenRussia’s positive image even in the cases when the country’s objectivecontribution/role appears minor. While, as was argued above, the Russian supportof Yugoslavia in 1999 hardly had any decisive impact on the NATO campaign, manyremembered forever how the then Russian Premier Yevgeny Primakov U-turnedhis plane when he learnt that NATO’s bombing had begun. Equally memorable wasthe unexpected occupation of the Pristina airport by Russian forces before NATOmanaged to deploy its troops there. Among more recent instances is the flood thatoccurred in Serbia in May 2014, to which Moscow reacted fast, providinghumanitarian aid and sending rescue teams, the catchy image of which the Serbianmedia used to depict Russia-Serbia “brotherly” ties. The EU, in turn, responded byallocating €60 million directly plus raising €995 at a conference of internationaldonors (Torralba 2014: 3), the reaction which was more considerable in scale, butless eye-catching in emotional terms. Also, in recent years, Russia has been
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particularly active in helping Serbia to fight forest fires, which tends to receiveemotional appeals even from the liberal Serbian media: to illustrate, the Serbianindependent news agency B92 recently published a news report on this topic,pathetically entitled “Any large fires in Serbia would be put out by Russians” (B922017d).
4.7. The Church Factor

In Serbia, the actor that appears to perhaps most actively repulse the West andfavour Russia is the Serbian Orthodox Church, the influentiality of which shouldnot be neglected both due to the above-mentioned sense of state-church“symphony” among Serbs and the fact that it is the most trusted institution in thecountry with the popularity rate of 74% (PASOS 2016). Moreover, most Serbiansregard being Orthodox as a significant quality for a genuine citizen of Serbia (PewResearch Center 2017: 12) and consider “orthodox brotherhood” to be one of themain two reasons (along with Russia’s ability to confront the West) why keepingstrong ties with Russia is supposedly to Serbia’s best interest (IRI 2015: 24). TheChurch is notorious for its hard-edged stance on Serbia-West problematic issues, inwhich it enjoys popularity among radical conservative groups and rarely seeks todissociate itself from them (Đorđević 2009: 279). The most exemplary of theseissues is Kosovo, the Church’s position on which some scholars describe as“blindness to the real state of affairs” (ibid). The Church actively uses the Kosovoquestion to ignite radicalism, emotionally portraying Kosovo as “the holy Serbianland,” “Serbian Jerusalem,” “the holy land we [Serbs] will never renounce” and “thecradle” of Serbia (Đorđević 2009: 270, Bianchini 2011: 94), spurning the Serbiangovernment’s talks with the Kosovar authorities as a national betrayal (Đorđević2009: 279). Importantly, the Church also describes Kosovo as “the canonicalterritory of the Serbian Orthodox Church” which may have a strong affective effecton religious believers and is generally an accurate depiction, yet, in reality, asĐorđević fairly notes, “the state borders and the borders of the SOC’s canonicalterritory are not the same, and they have never been the same” (ibid). To justify itsviewpoint, the Church primarily resorts to historical facts which scholars describeas correct, but one-sided, focusing only on the importance of Kosovo for Serbs and
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disregarding that for other nations (ibid: 272-274).68 Narratives of this sortdominate the Church’s official position, although certain bishops tend to be moremoderate (ibid: 277, Bianchini 2011: 94).Furthermore, the Church is a strong proponent of closer ties with Russia, aposition that it propagates using Milošević- and Nikolić-style emotional rhetoricparticularly at the meetings with Russian religious and state officials: as, forinstance, Serbian Patriarch Irinej once told Russian Patriarch Kirill,[t]he leadership of our country [Serbia] is now influenced by the West,and the Serbian Orthodox Church makes enormous efforts topersuade the Serbian authorities to maintain ties with Russia and theRussian Orthodox Church. I often remind them the words of NikolaPašić, famous Serbian politician of the first half of the 20th century,who said that we need to tie our small boat of the Serbian OrthodoxChurch to the ship of the Russian Orthodox Church (Russian OrthodoxChurch 2013, for other examples, see Barišić 2016: 106-107).Kirill, in his turn, generally shares all critical remarks about the Serbiangovernment made by his Serbian counterpart, believing that “the politicalleadership of Serbia is lacking for this adherence to principles,” and “it should lendan ear to the voice of the Serbian Orthodox Church instead of ignoring it” (RussianOrthodox Church 2013). In recent years, he has visited Belgrade on a regular basisand had meetings not only with the local clergy, but also Serbia’s high-rankedofficials, expressing an attitude practically identical to that of the Russiangovernment, that is, the unacceptability of Kosovo’s unilateral declaration ofindependence, the illegitimacy of the 1999 NATO operation, the presence of deephistorical and spiritual ties between Russia and Serbia etc (Barišić 2016: 116-119).
4.8. Alternative Explanations

Before giving concluding remarks, it is worth reviewing the competing analyticalexplications of what drives Serbia to be friends with Russia. All of them, however,appear at worst blatantly wrong and at best relatively compelling in explaining
single actions/events, but insufficient to shed light on the entire picture. Some
68 Perhaps ironically, such seems to somewhat coincide with the Serbian government’s approach toKosovar Albanians: to illustrate, while claiming the whole Kosovo to belong to Serbia, thegovernment registered solely Kosovar Serbs as voters at the 2006 Constitutional referendum (Stahl2013: 459).
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authors (e.g. Szpala 2014: 1-2, Żornaczuk 2015: 1, Varga 2016: 194) portraySerbia’s amicable policies toward Russia as somewhat involuntary, involving agreat deal of Russian coercion and/or chiefly springing from Serbia’s energydependency on Russia. While these accounts, as the discussion above shows,certainly contain a grain of truth, they still apparently underestimate the degree offree will in Serbia’s conduct. First, especially collated with Putin’s policies in thepost-Soviet space, his coercive measures against Serbia seem rare in time andlimited in strength. Whereas the Kremlin does not challenge Serbia’s EU choiceprovided that Belgrade does not intend to join NATO, in 2012-2013, Russia wasstrongly resisting Armenia’s and Ukraine’s aspirations to conclude EU associationagreements. In Armenia’s case, that eventually resulted in Putin pushing thatcountry into the Russia-led Eurasian Economic Union and in Ukraine’s case, inRussia annexing its region (Crimea) and inflaming a war in another one (Donbas).Second, in Serbia, both public opinion and all major politicians steadily supportcooperation with Russia, which starkly contrasts with, for instance, contemporaryMoldova or pre-Euromaidan Ukraine with their politicians and societies beingclearly divided into sizeable Western and Russian camps (Bucataru 2015; Polyakov2015). As for Serbia’s contingency on Russian gas, it should be noted that first, theSerbian government does not seem to have tried to reduce it and second, such acontingency does not prevent a good deal of EU members (e.g. Poland, Germany,the Baltics) from taking a hard stance on Russia.Equally unconvincing seem the accounts pointing to the primacy of Serbia’sinstrumental motives in its friendship with Russia. Arlyapova (2015: 33) regardsRusso-Serbian relations as “rational and pragmatic,” arguing that their main driveris economic collaboration rather than historical proximity.69 Yet, this appears tofail to take account of the above-described trends in the evolution of Russia’s imagein Serbia and the fact that it is exactly history, religion and culture that arecommonly emphasised in the Serbian discourse about Russia. Furthermore, as was
69 This idea, incidentally, is sometimes directly voiced by Vučić. To illustrate, in October 2015, hetold Russian PM Dmitry Medvedev that “Serbia will remain a friend of Russia for rational reasons”(TASS 2015). Likewise, addressing the Serbian Parliament in July 2017, he said Serbia wants to beRussia’s friend in order to cooperate economically rather than “because of Pushkin and Dostoevsky”(EurAsia Daily 2017, my translation).
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shown above, for Serbia, its trade with Russia is of comparatively minorimportance, strategic economic benefits from that cooperation are questionable,while reputation costs are high.According to Bieri, what drives Belgrade toward Moscow is that “Putin’s Russiais more amenable to the Western Balkans elites and their self-interest in retainingpower than the EU” (2015: 3, see also Wohlfeld 2015: 3). This fairly accounts forthe close connections that many members of the Serbian elite have in Moscow,however, it hardly explains why Serbia still seeks EU integration instead of, forexample, participating in EU-led initiatives just formally without assuming legallybinding responsibilities (similarly to the conducts of Belarus and Azerbaijan in theEastern Partnership). A more moderate and correct formulation of this argumentcan be found in Szpala (2014: 5) who, when talking about Moscow’s allies in Serbia,mentions not the national elite in general, but only “the oligarchs who have builttheir position by undertaking unlawful actions and using their political ties.”Torralba (2014: 8) believes that balancing between Brussels and Moscow putsBelgrade in a unique position the Serbian government could use to endeavour toreconcile the two sides—for instance, in the Ukrainian conflict. In fairness toTorralba, Nikolić once indeed casually mentioned the possibility of such amediation (Kharkov 2015). Moreover, Serbian officials elsewhere express theirdiscontent with the increased EU-Russia confrontation (e.g. Varga 2016:194)—apparently, for it is progressively shrinking the room for Serbia’s “sitting ontwo stools.” Yet, again, there seems to be no evidence that Belgrade has seriouslypursued this goal and acted accordingly, unlike Belarusian President AlexanderLukashenko who, taking advantage of his friendly ties with both Putin andUkrainian President Petro Poroshenko, organised peace talks between them inMinsk in 2014-2015, which consequently helped him enhance EU-Belarus ties aswell. On this point, one can agree with Đukić (2015: 33) that currently Serbia is a“watershed” rather than a “bridge” between the West and the East, despite that thelatter notion is popular in Serbian domestic discourse.Finally, Torralba (2014: 7) also argues that in formulating its foreign policydoctrine, the Serbian government seems to follow the positioning of Tito’sYugoslavia and its non-aligned status during the Cold War. On the one hand, a
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certain influence of inertia in contemporary Serbia’s foreign policy should not becompletely ruled out. To exemplify, Vučić explicitly referred to Tito when proposinga free-trade area in Western Balkans, praising him for excelling at linking Balkannations to each other (Karnitschnig 2017). Moreover, given that the idea ofneutrality enjoys considerable popularity among Serbians70 and they still deemTito the best leader their country has ever had (Pantović 2016), one may supposeVučić conducts Tito-style policies to gain more popularity. On the other hand, oneshould not neglect significant differences between today’s Serbia and the formerYugoslavia. First, the invariable emotional stresses of Russia’s particularity inSerbian domestic discourse appear at odds with the above-discussed Yugoslavpragmatic realpolitik approach to the Soviet Union. Neither is today’s policy ofSerbia toward the West identical to that of Tito, given its status as an EU candidatestate and regular military trainings with NATO forces. Second, in terms ofgeostrategic importance and capabilities, contemporary Serbia is hardly equal tothe former Yugoslavia which was the leader of the Non-Alignment Movement andwhose stability was “of decisive importance for maintaining the status quo inEurope” (Reljić 2008: 2). Importantly, Serbian leaders themselves appear to havethe same vision: Vučić, for instance, elsewhere presents Serbia as “a numericallyand territorially small country” which is ready “to do everything to never be on thelist of the countries that were today being sent to hell by the American president”so as to survive in a dangerous world (B92 2017g).
Discussion

The chapter has demonstrated that in the post-Milošević period, Serbia has largelytreated its relations with Russia as an identity issue with the country’s approach tothem having been mostly emotionally-driven rather than deemed in terms ofinstrumental cost-benefit calculation. Serbia’s behaviour towards Russia generallyshares all the characteristics of emotional attraction, implying the durability ofRussia’s power vis-à-vis Serbia despite conflicting rational interests and negative
70 In 2017, for example, 59% of them supported keeping the policy of neutrality (BCSP 2017: 36)and 51% argued Serbia should abstain from supporting any side in the Ukrainian conflict (ibid: 23).In 2015, 61% considered Serbia to be neither a Western, nor an Eastern state (IRI 2015: 26).
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experiences in bilateral interaction; the spread of the power’s scope towardsmultiple areas, including those seemingly unrelated to identity (e.g. military andeconomic cooperation); the parallel existence of the Other (the West) and theespecially strong intensity of Serbia’s attachment to Russia during its conflicts withthe Other. Moreover, if considered in parallel with Belgrade’s approach towardBrussels, this case study represents a curious situation, where one actor, whendetermining its foreign policy orientation, finds itself in a position between a sideto which it perceives a strong emotional attraction in the practical absence ofrational motives to cooperate and another side which it perceives as almost a polaropposite. This situation is probably best summed up by Serbian sociologist SrećkoMihailović who calls Serbia “a country whose heart is in the East and its pocket inthe West,” noting that “[w]here emotions are concerned, Russia has the advantage,whereas reason is on the side of the Western countries” (Simić 2017b).This configuration of motives makes Serbia a particular case among countriesbalancing between different (often competing) powers. Some countries navigatebetween other powers chiefly for instrumental benefits: for instance, as will beshown in the next chapter, Kazakhstan’s “multi-vector” foreign policy is usuallyregarded as a mere attempt to pragmatically capitalise on the comparativeadvantages of the EU, Russia and China. In other cases, countries manoeuvrebetween two diverse identities, each of which appeals to substantial parts of theirpopulation: to illustrate, Ukraine’s straddling between Russia and the EU in2010-2013 was mostly due to the country’s identity being split between thepro-Russian East and the pro-EU West (Kropatcheva 2014). Against this backdrop,Serbia’s balancing between a strong affective attachment on one side andconsiderable instrumental gains on the other is peculiar.If viewed without a linkage to the EU, Serbia’s approach to Russia can serve,following Chidley’s (2014: 154) constructivist framework of alignment, as anillustrative case of “alignment for identity” (as opposed to security-drivenalignments, traditionally considered by neorealists). Also, if viewed as a “specialrelationship” case,71 Serbian-Russian relations may add to the IR literature on this
71 As defined by Oppermann and Hansel (2016: 4), a special relationship is “exclusive and relativelydurable bilateral relations between states in the international system which are based on mutual
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concept. Indeed, while the US-Israeli special relationship is mainly based on theinstrumental benefits both sides receive from it (Bar-Siman-Tov 1998), Germany’sspecial relationship with Israel is primarily grounded in morality, in the country’sperception of historical responsibility towards Jews for the Holocaust (Oppermannand Hansel 2016, see also Chapter 6 in this thesis), Serbia’s special relationshipwith Russia mostly rests on a sense of identification and an attendant affectiveattachment.An important peculiarity of this case study is that it focuses on emotion andidentity as foreign policy determinants, proceeding from the theorisation of statesas groups of people. Indeed, while the general argument that affect may play a keyrole in interstate friendship is not new, existent studies on this topic (e.g. Eznack2013; Eznack and Koschut 2014) center solely on decision-makers’ emotions.Likewise, Gvalia et. al. (2013), arguing that Georgia’s foreign policy is largelydefined by its state identity, explicitly consider only its political elite’s views on it.This chapter’s analysis also provides opportunities for speculation about thefurther tendencies in Serbia’s foreign policy. First, thanks to emotions, Serbia’saffection to Russia tends to be long-lasting with little dependence on Russia’scurrent level of development. By contrast, whether Serbia finds its alignment withthe EU to be rewarding hinges more strongly on the bloc’s present success andobjective (in the first place, socio-economic) accomplishments. Second, to keep itsreward power high, Brussels needs to regularly reinforce it by intense deliberateactivities (public diplomacy projects, material aid etc). Moscow, contrariwise, isable to widely capitalise on the emotional ties created by the preceding generationsof Russians and hence, the activities the Kremlin has to undertake nowadaysgenerally need not be as expensive and intensive as those of the EU. In the long run,if the EU falls into a deep crisis or if Russia’s socio-economic developmentsignificantly enhances, Belgrade is likely to voluntarily drift towards its traditionalally.Yet, speculating on the shorter-term dynamics of Serbia’s conduct necessitatesassessing the current weight of emotional and pragmatic forces among the Serbian
expectations of preferential treatment and which are recognised by its members and by outsidersas being qualitatively distinct from other interstate relations in international politics.”
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society and political elite. Some analysts argue that the affective component is ofparticular importance in Serbian politics. For example, Dimitrijević (2009: 44)fears that support for EU integration in Serbia is “shallow” and “can thus beannulled by any stronger emotional experience.” Đorđević (2009: 267) posits thatSerbs are especially obsessed with historical references, a feature which he,however, regards as common for the whole region, arguing that “the Balkan nations‘produce’ much more history than they are able to digest.” Toporov (2017)considers Russo-Serbian partnership to rest on “the Serbs’ irrational love forRussia,” stating that “[u]nlike the Russian and Serbian leaders, the Serbian votersare not pragmatics or cynics but idealists.” Finally, Jovanović (2010: 13) imputesaffective reasoning to the Serbian political culture in general, contending that “[t]hesuppression of the rational and the domination of an emotional attitude to politicsis one of the serious constant features and faults of the Serbian political mentality.”On close inspection, nonetheless, it appears that these analysts somewhat overratethe role of emotions in Serbian political life and in fact, Brnabić’s recent statementthat should Serbia face a strict choice between Russia and the EU, the country willeventually opt for the latter (Simić 2017a) reflects both the above-describedopinion polls results and the country’s foreign policy in the recent past (e.g., in thecases of ICTY and NATO with which Serbia, after some resistance, eventually beganto collaborate) as well as in more distant history. Indeed, while Serbia may havelong wanted to align with Russia on the basis of identity,mundane considerations of geography, along with historical economicdisparities between the East and West, places Serbia in a situationwhere the bulk of its economy remained linked to “the West,” whetherin the form of the Habsburg Empire, Germany, or today’s EU (Konitzer2011: 109).Serbia’s present-day policy of balancing seems to mirror how the countrycurrently perceives the strength of the rational and affective forces. On the onehand, the EU’s reward power is high enough to keep Serbia on a European trackdespite the growing sense of enlargement fatigue inside the EU and a series ofcrises the bloc has been lately undergoing (for details, see Patalakh 2017), but tooweak to induce Serbia to totally relinquish its stance on the sensitive issues of itsnational identity (Russia, NATO and Kosovo). Concurrently, the country’s emotional
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attraction to Russia seems sufficiently strong to ensure Belgrade’s friendlinesstowards Moscow despite Brussels’ pressure and the Kremlin’s occasional coercivemeasures, but too scanty to encourage Serbia to voluntarily fall into the Russianorbit without palpable material benefits.Lastly, one may argue that if Serbia enters the EU, emotional attraction to theWest is likely to develop in the Serbian mentality over a long horizon. In socialpsychological terms, nonetheless, this is possible, but not necessary. Researchshows that proximity correlates both with strong attraction and strong repulsion(Finkel & Baumeister 2010: 432): otherwise stated, there are always higher oddsthat you will love or hate someone who is close to you or with whom you often deal,here everything depends on the experience of interaction in each concrete case.Under the current conditions, a boost in the EU’s attractiveness for Serbia hardlyseems likely, for attraction is known to correlate with dyadic reciprocity, that is,someone can be expected to be particularly liked by someone (s)he particularlylikes (ibid: 429-430). Currently, the EU may be providing more material assistanceto Serbia than Russia, but the bloc treats Serbia in the same way as it treats anyother EU candidate. By contrast, Russia is perceived in Serbia as the country whichwas most actively standing for Yugoslavia in 1999, which most actively supportedSerbian independence aspirations during the Ottoman rule and which most activelybacks Serbia on Kosovo and ICTY issues.
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5. “Rational” Attraction: Kazakhstan—EU

“In some rare cases, a friendship between two people benefitsboth of them, and what’s more, in some rarer cases, it benefitsboth of them equally.”― Mokokoma Mokhonoana, The Selfish Genie: A Satirical Essay onAltruism.
Introduction

In the post-Soviet space, and especially in the Central Asian region, the EU’srelations with Kazakhstan stand out. To cite a few facts, Kazakhstan is the countrywhere the bloc in 1993 opened its first—which until 2010 was its only—delegationin Central Asia. Moreover, Kazakhstan is the sole Central Asian state thatparticipates in the Bologna Process and has a second generation agreement withthe bloc.72 Furthermore, Kazakhstan is the region’s only state for which the EU isthe main source of FDI and the largest trade partner, accounting for more than athird of its foreign trade and over a half of its FDIs (EU External Action 2017).To some, the topic of the Kazakhstani policies toward the EU may appearunoriginal, since it has attracted some scholarly attention in recent years. Yet, thispaper is peculiar in its focus and scope. While other studies approachAstana-Brussels relations from either a chronological (e.g. Anceschi 2014,Kurmanguzhin 2016) or a law perspective (e.g. Kembayev 2016) or focus on onesingle dimension of Kazakhstan-EU ties (e.g. Bossuyt & Kubicek 2015, Collins andBekenova, 2017), this chapter concentrates on driving motives behindKazakhstan’s EU policies as well as factors attendant on their success. In so doing, Iargue that Astana’s approach vis-à-vis Brussels to a large extent fits with therational attraction rationale, introduced in section 3.3.4. Importantly, under theassumption that the Kazakhstani elite’s policies toward and perceptions of theEU—as well as vice versa—are part of their broader and coherent understandingsof their country’s place in the world, this study widely resorts to relevant parallelsfor building and substantiating its argument. The chapter primarily draws on abroad range of existing studies on EU and Kazakh foreign policies (including those
72 The EPCA was concluded in December 2015 to replace the 1999 EU-Kazakhstani PCA.
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published in Russian), aiming to perform their systematic review in order to notonly make their critical assessment, but also gain a complete picture on the topic.In terms of structure, the study consists of three parts, successively discussing, first,the primary determinants of Astana’s foreign policy in general (section 5.1), second,the driving motives of its behaviour toward the EU in particular (section 5.2), andthird, factors contributing to Brussels’ readiness to cooperate with Kazakhstanregardless of its regime remaining authoritarian (section 5.3). The analysisconcludes by pondering on the role of pragmatism and identity in Kazakhstan’s EUpolicies as well as the strengths, weaknesses and further dynamics of Brussels’power with respect to Astana.
5.1. Astana’s Foreign Policy: Fundamental Motives

Even a brief look at primary sources and academic studies on Kazakhstan’s foreignpolicy reveals its two primary characteristics, namely the prioritisation ofeconomic goals and propensity to multi-vectorism (that is, collaboration with allregional powers), with the latter being consequential on the former. Both seem toemanate from the objective needs of Kazakhstan’s development as well as thepersonal ideas of the country’s elite and, in the first place, its long-standingautocratic leader, Nursultan Nazarbayev. Indeed, on the one hand, Kazakhstan’slocation in the center of Eurasia predetermines that the country would highlycapitalise on the region’s possible reconnection (Kuchins et. al. 2015: 2). Moreover,being landlocked and situated distantly from the world’s main communicationchannels makes it especially important for the country to have friendly relationswith its neighbours (Bolekbaeva and Selivanova 2015: 210). Concomitantly, whatqualitatively distinguishes Kazakhstan from the other Central Asian states is itsleader’s strong personal dedication to the idea of economic modernisation, whichdominates most of his speeches and addresses (Ambrosio and Lange 2014),epitomising itself in his argument that “an open economy and integration into theworld’s powerful economic zones is the only means of survival for a nation and astate” (Nazarbayev 1999, my translation). Nazarbayev’s simultaneous commitmentto economic modernisation and preservation of authoritarianism (discussed below)seems reminiscent of the developmental patterns of contemporary China and the
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so-called “Asian tigers” in the 1970-1990s. Incidentally, Nazarbayev himselfcontends he is influenced by the ideas of Lee Kuan Yew (Vanderhill 2017: 47),Singapore’s first PM who, for many, symbolises authoritarian modernisation.Nazarbayev’s ideas are largely reflected in his policies which make him stand outamong the region’s leaders: Jarosiewicz (2016: 29), for example, considers him oneof the only post-Soviet autocrats who tend to respond to a growing external anddomestic pressure by acceleration of economic reforms rather than isolation andscrew-tightening. Importantly, his economic reforms have resulted in a substantialgrowth of the middle class, reduction of poverty as well as increase in the averageincome per capita and monthly wages (for details, see ibid: 22), which maysubstantially explain why Kazakhstan is one of the few post-Soviet states, wheremost people feel positive about the Soviet Union’s break-up (ibid: 21).Nazarbayev’s economic motivations correlate well with his rejection ofgeopolitical competition, in particular, the ongoing so-called “New Great Game” inEurasia (Konopelko 2018: 3). In this vein, the Kazakhstani elite contests Putin’sefforts to transform the EAEU from an economic to a political integration group(Kuchins et. al. 2015: 9, Jarosiewicz 2016: 27, Konopelko 2018: 13, Patalakh 2018:37-38). Simultaneously, Astana criticises US foreign policy for prioritising securityand political issues over economic ones, arguing that Washington’s harsh stanceson Russia and Iran are detrimental to Kazakhstan’s energy and economic needs(Kuchins et. al. 2015: 9): incidentally, Nazarbayev personally decried the West’seconomic sanctions on Russia, calling them “barbaric” for being deleterious toKazakhstan’s economy (RFE/RL 2015).Another peculiarity of Nazarbayev is positive thinking inherent in his speeches:in this spirit, admitting the challenges in which Kazakhstan finds itself due to itsgeographical situation, he still tends to present them as an opportunity rather thana limit to the country’s development (Ambrosio and Lange 2014: 546). Foreignpolicy issues occupy, on average, 18.5% of Nazarbayev’s annual addresses, theshare which is comparable to Russian Presidents’ addresses in the noughties,however, unlike them, Nazarbayev’s are primarily devoted to economic issues (ibid:541-542). Rather than criticising any state’s developmental model, Nazarbayevprefers speaking of comparative advantages which characterise each of them and
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which Kazakhstan, according to him, needs to integrate (ibid: 546). Apart from theobvious security motivation to keep good neighbourly relations with its twobiggest neighbours, Russia and China (ibid: 549), Astana’s approach toward them islargely driven by economic reasons. In a nutshell, Kazakhstan’s interest in China isdetermined by, first, its developing model, commonly attractive for autocracies,second, China’s rapidly growing economy which provides a fruitful ground to theenhancement of mutual trade, and third, China’s growing investments in theKazakh economy—in the first place, infrastructure projects, the main of which is“The Silk Road Economic Belt” (Hug & Zhang 2010: 6-7, Konopelko 2018: 3).Importantly, all these also represent China’s advantages over Russia, which furtherreinforces Astana’s desire to collaborate with Beijing (Koch, 2013: p. 114). As forcooperation with Russia, Kazakhstan is chiefly motivated by the aspiration to findnew markets (Nurgaliyeva 2016: 95) and draw long-term benefits from the mutualeconomic integration (Kuchins et. al. 2015: 9),73 the results of which, however,have been rather pessimistic thus far for Astana: not only has Kazakhstan’s tradevolume with the EAEU’s members declined (Eurasian Economic Commission 2017:18), but also the Russia-West sanctions war and the Russian rouble’s steepdepreciation has pulled down the EAEU’s other members, including Kazakhstan.To justify the multi-vectorness, Nazarbayev bases his foreign policy on theideology of Eurasianism,74 which, in his own words, presupposes that “our[Kazakhstan’s] model for development will not resemble other countries; it willinclude in itself the achievements from different civilizations” (quoted in Engvalland Cornell 2015: 69). One of the main components of his Eurasianism is aEurasian Union, an integration group encompassing the former Soviet Union’s
73 Those who regard Kazakhstan’s participation in the EAEU to be political may dismiss thelong-term-economic-benefits argument as cheap talk, citing the organisation’s poor record as wellas the fact that although Russia and Kazakhstan share their longest borders with one another,Moscow is Astana’s only third largest trade partner. Yet, orientation toward long-term resultsseemы to be a common line in Nazarbayev’s presidential style, largely manifesting itself in hisannual presidential addresses (for details, see Ambrosio & Lange 2014), Eurasianist ideology (fordetails, see Mostafa 2013) as well as the Kazakhstan-2030 and Kazakhstan-2050 developmentalstrategies. Moreover, inclination to long-dated goals is also evident in his foreign policy moves. Forinstance, such is the case with Kazakhstan’s recent accession to WTO, of which Nazarbayev hadbeen an active proponent, though it will hardly give his country any short-term gains given that, asAnceschi (2014: 5) notes, “[there are] limited benefits that full WTO membership could bring to arecourse-based economy.”74 There are also domestic goals for the use of this ideology (for details, see Mostafa 2013: 166).
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states, the idea of which Nazarbayev expressed for the first time in 1994. Asbecomes clear from the analysis of his articles and speeches, his understanding ofthe union’s basic principles has been practically invariable over time. Indeed, in1994, 2004 and 2011, Nazarbayev methodically suggested that the then-futureintegration group should be grounded on economic pragmatism, voluntarymembership, equality of its members and taking cognizance of differences in theirdevelopmental levels (Mostafa 2013: 164-165; Nurgaliyeva 2016: 95). Unlike theRussian version of Eurasianism, which has a neo-imperial, anti-Western andanti-globalisation character (Mostafa 2013: 161-163), Nazarbayev’s is formulatedin a positive manner (i.e., from the in-favour-of rather than against perspective) andcentres around economic integration, chiefly omitting the issues of ideology andsecurity (ibid: 167, Nurgaliyeva 2016: 97). In this vein, aiming to better engageKazakhstan in international economic relations, he contends the integration groupshould, first, function as a platform for interregional cooperation (Mostafa 2013:165; Konopelko 2018: 14) and second, be open for other states, among which hementioned, in particular, Western countries (Nurgaliyeva 2016: 97) and Turkey(Kuchins et. al. 2015: 21). Primacy of economic considerations manifests itself inNazarbayev’s policies in the EAEU. For example, Nazarbayev advocates a carefulapproach to the pace of integration and the acceptance of new members, which isin a particularly marked contrast to geopolitically inclined Putin’s Russia that callsfor acceleration of integration and pulls other states into the union with little heedof the potential economic consequences of such moves (Patalakh 2018: 37).Remarkably, whereas in Russia, Eurasianism is mostly a domain of—conservativeand often marginal—intellectuals and is employed by the government only on ad

hoc basis (Mostafa 2013: 161-163), in Kazakhstan, Eurasianism is not only anessential element accompanying various areas of the country’s social and politicallife (for numerous examples, see Mostafa 2013: 166), but also seems to be seatedrelatively deeply in people’s minds and not dismissed as ideological bunkum. Toillustrate, Kuchins et. al. (2015: 3), having interviewed numerous Kazakh expertsand officials, note that it is their common trait to identify their country as Eurasian.Some studies (e.g. Engvall & Cornell 2015, Jarosiewicz 2016, Nurgaliyeva2016), however, appear to view the Russia factor as most critical in Kazakhstani
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foreign policy, sometimes going as far as reducing the entire policy of balancing toNazarbayev’s desire to ensure protection from Russia’s possible aggression.Consider, for example, the following excerpts.Kazakhstan’s expanding partnership with China has been imperativefor reducing its dependence on Russia (Engvall & Cornell 2015: 68).To reduce the dependency on Russia, Nazarbayev worked to create afavorable environment for foreign investors (Nurgaliyeva 2016: 97).Reforms are Kazakhstan’s way of protecting itself from plunging intothe zone of Moscow’s civilisational, political and economic influence,from economic stagnation and the feudal socio-political order seen inAzerbaijan (Jarosiewicz 2016: 7).Economic cooperation with China, Russia’s important economicpartner, is intended to mitigate Moscow’s aspirations in Central Asia,but also to boost the country’s economic development (ibid: 48-49).At one level, accounts of this sort seem to possess a grain of truth: indeed, anumber of empirical studies point to the Kazakhstani elite’s growingconsiderations of sovereignty in light of Russia’s coercive energy measures in the1990s (Koch 2013: 112-113) as well as some concern they have about Russia’saggression in Ukraine (Kuchins et. al. 2015: 10) and Kazakhstan’s overdependenceon Russia (Koch 2013: 114). Moreover, Nazarbayev himself tends to praise Chinafor pursuing a policy that is “aimed against hegemonism” (quoted in Engvall andCornell 2015: 68), which could be plausibly interpreted as criticism of Russianneo-imperialism. Also, especially in recent years, he has undertaken a numberof—mostly symbolic, but still—steps arguably designed to reduce Russia’sideological influence in Kazakhstan and prevent Russian separatism in its northernregions (for details, see Holmquist 2015: 2, Roberts 2015: 5, Jarosiewicz 2016:41-43).Nonetheless, viewing this motive as primary would seemingly mean placing anoveremphasis on its significance in Astana’s foreign policy which, in fact, wouldapparently be of little difference had Russia no neo-imperial ambitions. First, suchaccounts underestimate the important role of the considerations of economicdevelopment and modernisation, deeply rooted in Nazarbayev’s thinking, as wellas the EU’s (discussed below) and China’s high instrumental value for these goals.Second, as some scholars rightly point out, in Central Asia, the EU does not
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possess—and does not even try to possess—hard power capabilities comparableto those of Russia (e.g. Kuchins et. al. 2015, Konopelko 2018). Hence, for Astana,closer ties with the bloc may hardly serve as a workable counterbalance againstMoscow, especially considering that in 2014, the bloc failed to protect even Ukraine,a country whose ties with the EU are far closer than those of Kazakhstan. Third,should reducing Moscow’s leverage be Nazarbayev’s primary motive, he would nothave likely entered the Russia-led Customs Union and its successor, the EAEU, thusdramatically heightening its level of dependence on Russia—all the more so giventhat the Customs Union was initiated in 2009, a year after the Russian aggressionin Georgia, and the treaty on the EAEU was signed in May 2014, at the peak of theRusso-Ukrainian conflict. Fourth, in case of a revolt, Putin is perhaps the only onethat may try to save Nazarbayev’s regime, similarly to how he acts in Syria. In viewof this, it comes as no surprise that the two countries enhanced their cooperationin 2011, against the backdrop of the Arab Spring and intensifying protests in Russia(Engvall & Cornell 2015: 69-70).75 Fifth, Moscow hardly appears in a position torepeat the Crimean scenario in Northern Kazakhstan: as empirical analysis shows,potential pro-Russian irredentism in that region, while not impossible, is stilllimited (Diener 2015), which starkly contrasts with the pre-2014 Crimea, whereseparatist notions, already strong, were being further inflamed by the Kremlin’sactivities (Roslycky 2011). Last, in light of the growing discontent among ordinaryKazakhs about China’s increasing influence in their country, coupled with theirgenerally positive view of Russia (Koch 2013), Astana’s friendship with Moscowseems itself to be a balancing act with regard to Beijing.Consequently, it appears fairer to deem Russia as a factor limiting Kazakhstan’sforeign policy options rather than determining them. This point can be illustratedon Kazakhstan’s foreign policy freedom in security sphere which Ambrosio andLange (2014: 550) describe as “more aspirational than practical.” For one thing,
75 For the same reason, wrong seem those authors who argue that Kazakhstan would love toenhance its cooperation with the West, though its geographical location limits such aspirations:Ambrosio & Lange (2014: 549), for instance, state that “the full extent to which this foreign policy istruly multi-vectored is limited by Kazakhstan’s geographical realities: its immediate neighbourhoodis obviously more consequential than those farther afield, which means that true multi-vectornessis restricted by the precedence that relations with Russia and China take over relations with theUnited States and Europe.”
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Astana refrains from getting involved in any form of military collaboration withBeijing for that may engender a harsh reply from Moscow (ibid). In a similar vein,Kazakhstan’s cooperation with NATO, although substantial compared to those ofthe Central Asian states, is still limited, in large part because Nazarbayev realisesthe alliance will never have the same influence in the region as Moscow (Kuchins et.
al. 2015: 17-19) and hence, for him, the possible danger this cooperation producesexceeds the benefit it gives.
5.2. Kazakhstan’s Approach to the EU: Key Determinants

Kazakhstan’s approach to the EU can be probably best summarised by the word“instrumentality” which for the Kazakhstani regime is apparent in two aspects. Thefirst of them is the bloc’s perceived competence, that is, the available knowledge,technologies and investment which Nazarbayev needs for Kazakhstan’s economicdevelopment and modernisation. Importantly, the EU’s competence manifests itselfboth against the absolute standard as well as compared to the other regionalpowers: Koch (2013: 112), for instance, notes that “the strategy of encouragingWestern involvement in the resource economy [was] a response to concreteeconomic conditions in the early 1990s, and the fact that Russia lacked sufficientfinancial capacity and technology to develop Kazakhstan’s immense oilresources.”76 Indeed, the idea of the EU being advanced and competent ispronounced in Kazakhstan’s official discourse with Nazarbayev elsewhere citingthe need to utilise European experience in various areas, such as judicial system(Vremya 2017), education (Tengri News 2014), EAEU integration (Forum 2014) etc.Perhaps the most vivid example in this regard is the 2009-2011 “Path to Europe”national program which Nazarbayev personally initiated to enhance all-roundcooperation between the EU and Kazakhstan and use “positive Europeanexperience” across multiple spheres (President of Kazakhstan 2008). Europe andthe West top the list of the regions which Nazarbayev mentions in his addresses,with the majority of those references dealing with the economic sphere and beingdedicated to such international organisations as the EU, the OSCE and the EBRD
76 Jarosiewicz (2016: 30) views it as a paradox that Kazakhstan turns to the West for advise ondevelopment, though it is commonly considered as one of the most committed friends of Russia.
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(Ambrosio & Lange 2014: 543). Also, Astana resorts to the help of Westernconsultants to conduct economics reforms: since 2011, for example, one of themhas been “Tony Blair Associates”, a company owned by former British PM.77Consistent with the competence argument is also the fact that Astana appearsto need partnership with Brussels more than vice versa. Analysing EU-Kazakhstanrelations in the two recent decades, Kurmanguzhin (2016: 107-114) shows that itis Astana that has primarily been pushing them forward, suggesting initiatives thatwere often ahead of the bloc’s the then approaches to cooperation with CentralAsia. Moreover, a closer look at Astana’s major initiatives, made in 2000, 2006, butespecially in 2009-2014, during the work on EPCA, makes it clear that their focuswas on the long-term investment, economic and energy collaboration (2015: 36-40,2016: 107, 109). Some propositions also regarded political cooperation anddemocratisation, yet those were rather of auxiliary character and furthermore,Nazarbayev’s sincerity in their regard may be generally called into question givenhis reluctance to carry out any substantial political reforms in Kazakhstan (seebelow).Notably, instrumental competence seems to determine Astana’s approachtoward the West in general, of which the EU is—perhaps the most illustrative, butstill—only a particular instance. To illustrate, elaborating on Kazakhstan’saspiration to cooperate with its second largest FDI source, the US, oneinterview-based qualitative study points out thatKazakh elites emphasize that the United States possesses competitiveadvantages in technology, business and legal best practices,institutions, and overall values that, if applied in the region, would bebeneficial to its long-term development (Kuchins et. al. 2015: 18).Also, in contradistinction to the other Central Asian countries, whosecollaborations with NATO are constrained to the Partnership for Peace program,Kazakhstan also participates in the alliance’s Planning and Review Process and hasagreed NATO’s Individual Partnership Action Plan and Partnership Action Planagainst Terrorism. Despite certain negative outcomes that partnership may bring
77 Western commentators, however, tend to heavily criticise this cooperation (e.g. Mendick 2016),in particular, because Blair was noted for providing Nazarbayev with PR recommendations on howto cope with the reputation consequences of the violent breaking of a workers’ strike in the city ofZhanaozen in 2011 (the so-called Zhanaozen massacre).
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about, given Kazakhstan’s membership in the Russia-led Collective Security TreatyOrganisation (see Shaymergenov & Biekenov 2010: 37-38, 47), the country stillengages itself in NATO’s initiatives, viewing them as a way to train and moderniseits national army in accordance with the best world standards and enhance itsprestige through participation in international peacekeeping operations (fordetails, see ibid: 39-44).The second dimension of the EU’s instrumentality relates to Nazarbayev’s wideimage-promotion campaign which serves him not only to attract investments, butalso, importantly, to legitimise his regime.78 For this goal, the usefulness of theWest in general and the EU in particular is determined by the fact that they seem tosymbolise, in Nazarbayev’s view, progress and modernity. In this respect, even hispositioning of Kazakhstan as a Eurasian rather than a Central Asian state should bemost likely interpreted through these lenses. In this respect, in 2014, he went evenfurther, suggesting to rename the country to “Kazak Eli” to get rid of the “stan”suffix that, according to him, makes the country poorly distinguishable from itsneighbours, pushing off tourists and investors (BBC, 2014).79 To promote theimage of Kazakhstan as a forward-thinking country, in recent years, theNazarbayev regime has been especially active in hosting big international events,such as the 2011 Asian Winter Games, EXPO-2017 etc. Importantly, from the
78 According to Dzhuraev (2012: 2), autocracies frequently point to the arguably important rolethey play in world debates and international organisations so as to gain domestic legitimacy.Moreover, as argued by Schatz (2006), resorts to foreign policy as a strategy of domesticlegitimation are especially common where and when authoritarian regimes have a shortage ofinternal sources of legitimacy. Albeit this is not exactly Kazakhstan’s case in general, given thatNazarbayev can always point to the relative success of his economic reforms, one can still argueinternational sources of legitimacy came in handy for him, for instance, during the 2014-2015dramatic depreciation of the Tenge, Kazakhstan’s national currency. Interestingly, in hiscomparative study on the foreign policies of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan on the one hand andKyrgyzstan on the other, McGlinchey (2012) came to the conclusion that sometimes autocraticleaders may be more supportive of the West than democratic ones, which happens exactly becauseof the formers’ need for an additional source of gaining domestic legitimacy.79 Though that particular proposition has never been implemented, it was consistent with theoverall spirit of Nazarbayev’s rule, which provides for taking highly revolutionary, sometimesovertly radical, steps. Among such, one can remember the 1998 transfer of the national capital toAstana, the 2017 decree on the Kazakh language’s transition to a Latin-based script, the call togradually establish a so-called “trinity of languages” which will transit to English all nationaleducation starting from the penultimate year of high school (Nazarbayev 2017) as well as the 1993initiation of the Bolashak program providing talented Kazakhstanis an opportunity to study in theleading international—predominantly Western—universities with a state scholarship if they laterwork in Kazakhstan for at least five years.
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Kazakhstani elite’s perspective, such events appear to serve, in the first place, thegoal of image-enhancement, aiming at economic development only to a lesserextent. Indeed, as Nurmakov (2016: 121-123) shows, the messages accompanyingthose events represent the goals and the will of the ruling class with littleconsideration of the public’s desires, mostly addressing foreign governments andinvestors and not tourists, as officially claimed by the government. Moreover, mostof such events take place in the country’s most developed cities, making little, if any,contribution to bridging the gap in regional disparities.Also, Kazakhstan widely uses its membership in international (primarily,Western) fora for the purposes of nation-branding and regime legitimation—or,put another way, “[t]he legitimacy of the Nazarbayev regime, in the post-2007years, became, inter alia, the function of the degree to which Kazakhstan is formallyengaged with Western-sponsored initiatives related to the human dimension”(Anceschi 2014: 17). For example, researchers commonly note that Kazakhstan haslargely portrayed its 2010 OSCE Chairmanship as the evidence of the country’sbeing a reliable member of the international community. Yet, again, as scholarswidely argue, albeit the chairmanship was coupled with political and human rightsreforms within the framework of the 2009-2012 National Human Rights ActionPlan, they turned out to be mostly cosmetic, failing to make real improvements(Hug & Zhang 2010: 10, Engvall and Cornell 2015: 44-47, Tsertsvadze andAxyonova, 2013: 1, Bossuyt & Kubicek 2015: 186-187, Kuchins et. al. 2015: 20).This discussion brings us to the need to take a closer look at the EU’ perception ofKazakhstan, which is done below.
5.3. Kazakhstani Political Regime and Brussels’ Approach to Astana

According to Kembayev (2016: 202), Kazakhstan’s poor record on democracy andhuman rights is the primary factor which hinders the deepening of theBrussels-Astana relations. As he puts it, the mutual dialogue in this field, unlike inthe security area, “cannot be qualified as harmonious” (ibid: 194), given that the EUcontinuously has concerns in this regard (ibid). Yet, this notwithstanding, the
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overall approach of the bloc toward Astana remains positive.80 Indeed, despite anautocratic regime, the EU conceives of Kazakhstan, in the words of Kavalski andCho (2018: 56), as “[a] potentially promising pupil[]” in the Central Asian region(along with Kyrgyzstan). Researchers largely note that the bloc’s officialscommonly appreciate Kazakhstan’s ambitiousness, influentiality and predictability(Bolekbaeva and Selivanova 2015: 226), calling the country the region’s “anchor ofstability” (Kuchins et. al. 2015: 21) and prizing its reliability as an energy partner(Konopelko 2018: 7). Remarkably, in 2014, at the peak of the Ukrainian crisis,when Putin’s Russia was being highly isolated, European leaders and high-rankedofficials—for instance, François Hollande and German Foreign MinisterFrank-Walter Steinmeier—paid official visits to Kazakhstan to discuss, first, theircountries’ own cooperation with Kazakhstan, in particular in the energy andinfrastructure areas, and second, the possibility of Astana serving as a possiblehost of Russian-Ukraine peace talks, the plan which, however, was never actualised,for all rounds of those talks eventually took place in Minsk instead (Engvall &Cornell 2015: 70; Kuchins et. al. 2015: 21).81What has contributed to the EU’s overall positive attitude to cooperation withKazakhstan? The first reason seemingly consists in the country’s progressivenessrelative to its Central Asian fellows. More precisely, Kazakhstan appears to be thesole stable well-to-do Central Asian country with an open foreign policy: indeed,while Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are too poor, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan are toowithdrawn and inclined not to follow the rules of the game (Dave 2007: 4, Kuzmina2014: 5). Furthermore, notwithstanding a poor democracy record in absoluteterms, Kazakhstan is the region’s second most democratic country after Kyrgyzstan(EIU 2017), thanks to which the EU, guided by the principle of “not put[ting] allCentral Asian countries within the same authoritarian basket” (Anceschi 2014: 16),tends to somewhat close its eyes on electoral fraud in that country.
80 Incidentally, the academic community seems to replicate a similar approach: in the author’sobservation, Western researchers, even while taking account of the country’s authoritarian regime,still portray Kazakhstan in a somewhat positive light, which compares with, for instance, Russia thatis usually depicted negatively.81 Interestingly, not only Western powers view Kazakhstan as a potentially good mediator: in late2016, for instance, Russia, Turkey and Iran backed for holding peace talks between the Syriangovernment and opposition in Astana, seven rounds of which the city hosted in 2017 (seeMühlberger 2017 for details).
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The second factor deals with the behaviour of Kazakhstan itself, which set itapart from the other post-Soviet autocracies. On this point, Nazarbayev isemblematic of what Hug (2009: 3) calls “smart authoritarianism”, i.e., utilisingpronouncedly temperate methods to stay in power, “not boiling his opponents, butusing the levers of power to more subtly suppress dissent”. Indeed, thecomprehensive analysis done by Vanderhill (2017: 46-48) shows that, in contrastwith some of his fellow autocrats, Nazarbayev tends to justify his right to rule byreal socioeconomic results rather than pure repressive measures, usecomparatively lenient ways to block access to information (e.g. in Kazakhstan,foreign websites do not get blocked and local ones get restricted only sometimes),allow foreign NGOs to work in the country and fund national NGOs. Also,Kazakhstan somewhat resists adopting Russian-like restrictions on civil society,especially when it comes to the issues salient for Western audience. In this vein, theNazarbayev administration avoids supporting the harsh stance on gay rightspromoted by Russia, both at home and internationally (for examples, see Patalakh2018: 36-37). In other instances, Kazakhstan passes softer versions of Russianregulations: this is the case with the recent Kazakhstani law on NGOs which placescertain restrictions on them, but, unlike a similar Russian law, does not obligeNGOs receiving international funding to get registered as “foreign agents”, anexpression meaning “spies” in Russian (EurasiaNet 2015).Kazakh political scientist Rustem Kurmanguzhin (2016: 110) argues that theKazakhastani government considers democratisation as a long-term goal whichshould be attained gradually and where external intervention is counterproductive.He also points to the fact that Kazakhstan’s 2009-2011 “Path to Europe” programcontained reforms in the country’s electoral legislation, thanks to which, inter alia,the national parliament was transformed into a multi-party one (ibid: 113). Yet,arguments of this sort should apparently be regarded with a grain of salt, bearingin mind that in recent years, as international rankings show, Kazakhstan hasbecome even more authoritarian. For instance, in Democracy Index, the country’sscore decreased from 3.30 (132nd rank) in 2010 to 3.06 (139th rank) in 2016 (EIU2010: 7, 2017: 10), its Freedom score worsened from 5.5/7 in 2010 to 6/7 in 2017(Freedom House 2010a, 2017a) and its press freedom score deteriorated from
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78/100 in 2010 to 85/100 in 2017 (Freedom House 2010b, 2017b). Moreover,many of those policies are likely to have been part of Nazarbayev’s PR campaign.This is, for instance, the case with the “Path to Europe” program, the adoption ofwhich was overtly linked to Kazakhstan’s upcoming OSCE chairmanship (Presidentof Kazakhstan 2008). Remarkably, the program included a humanitarian dimension,yet, hardly considering it a priority: not only it was listed last, but also, whileofficially it was aiming to develop the social partnership institution, tolerance andliberal attitude toward other religions as well as use European experience ingender policy (ibid), in fact, in implementing those provisions, the governmentconfined itself solely to organisation of four conferences and attraction ofvolunteering organisations from Europe to develop the institution of volunteeringin Kazakhstan (Government of Kazakhstan 2008). This program seems to illustrateNazarbayev’s general approach to human rights initiatives, with regard to which, asone interview-based study notes,the Kazakh authorities’ working agenda is punctuated by . . . ‘strategicdeadlines’. Those coincide with major bilateral events such ashigh-level conferences or review meetings. Once a conference or ameeting of this type is over, the implementation and follow-up ofagreed-upon activities tends to be put on hold or slows downfundamentally because of bureaucratic obstructionism and the lack ofpolitical will (Voloshin 2014: 48).Therefore, more compelling is the argument of Dave (2007: 6) that deemsNazarbayev’s political reforms as instrumental, directly linking them to the West’spressure and noting that they have mainly led to the regime’s furtherstrengthening thus far despite that they have laid some foundation for a possibledemocratisation in the future. Hence, it is open to debates whether Nazarbayev’sdevotion to modernisation in general should necessarily be regarded as a sign oflofty ideals, given that, despite the innumerability and magnitude of his reforms(for their overview, see Jarosiewicz 2016: 30-32, 45), they hardly touch hispersonal leadership. In view of this, some authors suggest that Nazarbayev and hiselite need economic reforms because economy is the source of their ownenrichment as well as the foundation of the legitimacy of their rule, noting that theKazakhstani regime is based on an unwritten “social contract” which implies thatsociety stays silent on the authoritarian regime, getting in return peace, stability
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and relatively high income (Koch 2013: 115, Jarosiewicz 2016: 23-24).The “smartness” of Nazarbayev’s authoritarianism is especially striking inKazakhstan’s approach to the EU, especially if viewed in comparison with the otherpost-Soviet autocracies. For instance, the country’s high officials actively work withthe Western audience by publishing in international magazines articles arguingthat Kazakhstan is a democratic state (e.g. Idrissov 2011) and proudly highlightingAstana’s accomplishments in establishing close economic ties with the EU (e.g.Nazarbayev 2014). More importantly, instead of resolutely rejecting EU suggestionson human rights, like other post-Soviet autocracies tend to do, Kazakhstan tends totreat them with conspicuous consideration and politeness. In 2011, for example,EU and US criticism induced Nazarbayev to refrain from holding a referendum onthe prolongation of his presidential term till 2020. Later, answering to remarksabout violations at the 2011 presidential elections, Astana promised to makeimprovements, a behaviour which at that time was in a stark contrast to the overtlyfalsified 2010 Belarusian elections and violently stifled protests after them (Sivokin2011). In general, when accused of human rights violations, Astana tends topolitely reply in a manner that—at least to some extent—recognises democracyand human rights as values, acknowledges Kazakhstan’s underdevelopment in thisregard compared to the West, and accepts the need to improve. At worst,Nazarbayev, similarly to other post-Soviet leaders, asks to respect Kazakhstan’sinternal traditions, but still using a polite language. In July 2013, for instance, heresponded to a British journalist as follows: “We are grateful to you for the advice,but no one has the right to instruct us as to how to live and how to build ourcountry” (Savchenko 2015). In other cases, Nazarbayev endeavours to shift theattention from Kazakhstan’s weakness toward its achievements: in this vein, inMarch 2016, Nazarbayev gave the following reply to Jean-Claude Junker’s remarkabout human rights in Kazakhstan:[The EU] is a very important, both economic and political, partner [ofKazakhstan]; therefore, we take very positively all friendly advice ofmy friend, Mr. Junker, regarding the political situation [in Kazakhstan]and so forth. I am grateful to you for congratulating me on last year’selections and this year’s parliamentary elections, when observers from60 countries, who amounted to over a thousand, said our elections areheld on the full basis of democracy, freedom, competition and
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adherence to all the laws which are necessary in such cases (RadioAzattyq 2016, my translation).To draw a parallel, in such cases, Putin widely resorts to blaming the West fordouble standards (for details, see Headley 2015),82 while Belarusian PresidentAlexander Lukashenko tends to have recourse to overt insults: to exemplify, in2011, when the then President of the European Commission José Manuel Barrosoaccused him of human rights abuse, Lukashenko gave the following comment:On the subjects of bastards like Barroso and others—who is Barrosoanyway? There was a Barroso in Portugal. But they kicked him out andput him to work in the European Commission. The last thing I want toknow about European officials is who said this or that. There arethousands of them. They're all crooks. So I don't want to talk about anyBarrosos or other bastards like that (Rettman 2011).Furthermore, Astana agrees to participate in the EU’s human rights dialogues(HRDs) which, according to Anceschi (2014: 16), go far smoother than the bloc’sHRDs with, for instance, Turkmenistan. Likewise, in 2011, Kazakhstan agreed totake part in the 2011 Civil Society Seminar in Almaty, where the other CentralAsian delegations declined to take part (ibid: 17). However, again, the Nazarbayevregime’s participation in the HRDs should be viewed in terms of itsaforementioned desire to seek legitimation rather than democratise. In this vein,Anceschi (ibid: 16) notes that Astana tends to—quite successfully—marginalise themost disputable matters at HRDs. Similarly, as the analysis of the agenda ofKazakhstan’s 2010 OSCE chairmanship shows, the regime managed to shift thefocus from democracy and human rights in their liberal sense to the issues ofsecurity, environmental security, interethnic and interreligious relations, illegallabour migration etc (Faizova 2011). In their analysis of how the Kazakhstani andEU elites depict each other, Ospanova et. al. (2017: 79) point to a general differencein the areas the two sides accentuate: while Kazakhstani politicians mainlyconcentrate on bilateral economic and energy ties, the EPCA and the facilitation ofthe visa regime, largely underlining their country’s role in improving the bilateral
82 Notably, the fact that anti-Westernism and strong unacceptance of the West’s criticism is presentin Putin’s and absent in Nazarbayev’s foreign policies across various instances correlates well withtheir approaches to domestic protests: while Putin is known for never conceding at any price,Nazarbayev is more attentive to public opinion (Jarosiewicz 2016: 29). This may refer to thepsychological complexes, such as narcissism and bullyism, intrinsic in Putin’s personality (fordetails, see Forsberg and Pursiainen 2017: 233-238) and apparently absent in Nazarbayev’s.
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collaboration, EU officials focus more on Kazakhstan’s reforms of the rule of lawand regional governance, making no mention of visa regime simplification. In likemanner, while describing the EU, the Kazakhstani elites primarily highlight itsachievements on the integration path, in building a single market and reaching ahigh status in the world economy, whereas European officials tend to put theemphasis on the value-based nature of the bloc (ibid: 79-80). Declininginternational organisations’ human rights reports as allegedly biased and imposingWestern standards, Astana resorts to creating national commissions which take an“alternative perspective” of democracy and human rights to defend the regime(Savchenko 2015). This is largely in accord with Nazarbayev’s alternative narrativeon democracy which, following the summary of Vanderhill (2017: 47), rests on1) arguing that liberalism or democracy must be a gradual,evolutionary development in Kazakhstan and that political stability ismore important than immediate reform; 2) using the language ofdemocracy to describe the political regime in Kazakhstan; 3) claimingthat the process of democratization in other countries has resulted inviolence, instability, and economic hardship; 4) arguing that externalinvolvement or pressure is inappropriate and not conducive fordemocracy.Even a brief look at this alternative narrative reveals certain contradictionsbetween its elements, which seems to mean that the Kazakh regime has littleintention to present any coherent replacement of the common understanding ofdemocracy, but rather, aims to exploit any appropriate argument to halt it. Thisnotwithstanding, as opinion polls show, the Kazakhstani public at large mostlyaccept—or at least report the acceptance of—this official narrative, believing thattheir country is democratic (or moving toward democracy) and needs a strongleader (see ibid: 49 for details). Similar contradictions are evident in Kazakhstan’sapproach toward Europe as well. On the one hand, Nazarbayev generally followsthe international community’s rules of the game, uses Kazakhstan’s OSCEchairmanship and friendship with the EU for his own PR and tries to convinceEurope of his regime’s being democratic. On the other, he sometimes rejectsdemocratisation attempts, labelling them as pressure and intervention, as reflectedin statements like “[w]e have seen attempts to use instruments such as observermissions during national elections to apply pressure by one group of countries on
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another” (quoted in ibid: 48). To give a similar example, in 2011, Astana threatenedto designate persona non grata one European parliamentarian that had visited thecity of Zhanaozen after the massacre (Anceschi 2014: 15).The third factor relates to the EU’s perception of and interest in Kazakhstan.One significant aspect of this factor is the relative unimportance of Kazakhstan forthe bloc, which is a manifestation of the EU’s general treatment of Central Asia,83the region that Kavalski and Cho describe as “[a] ghost[] in the vacuum of the EU’sexternal affairs” (2018: 53) and “merely a bridge (if not—quite literally—a mererefueling station) between the EU’s other and strategically more importantcommitments” (ibid: 54). On the one hand, this may appear puzzling, given that theEU—unlike the US, Russia and China—possesses a well-defined long-term formalstrategy which delineates its priorities in Central Asia. Yet, because of the region’sdistance from the EU, both in geographical and political terms—in the 1990s,Brussels remarkably perceived it as a Russian sphere of influence—as well asintegration-related problems inside the bloc and problematic interstate relations inCentral Asia, the bloc’s policies in that region tend to be, as Kavalski and Cho put it,“lack[ing] focus” and “largely reactive” (ibid: 54; see also Kuzmina 2014: 4). A goodmanifestation of this point is that fact that the EU elaborated a common strategytoward the region only in 2007, sixteen years after the Soviet Union’s break-up.84The Strategy’s adoption itself was, as phrased by Voloshin (2014: 43-44), “aconcerted attempt to recalibrate the EU’s ties on a modified basis where realismand idealism no longer contradict each other.” This reflects the bloc’s failure to
83 Remarkably, to understand EU policy toward Kazakhstan, considering the bloc’s approach toCentral Asia as a whole seems important, because, even though the 2007 EU Strategy for CentralAsia underlines the significance of treating each Central Asian state individually (Council of the EU2007: 6) and moreover, as I stated above, the EU is argued to conditionally discriminate betweenthe region’s “potentially promising pupils” and “problematic cases” (Kavalski and Cho, 2018: 56),allocating 70% of its aid through bilateral instead of region-wide programs (ibid: 59), the discourseanalysis of the media shows that European officials tend to relate EU ties with Kazakhstan to thebloc’s overall policy toward the region. As Ospanova et. al. (2017: 79) put it, “[a]lthough Europeansrecognize closer relations with Kazakhstan compared to its neighbors, they do not treat Astana as aprivileged partner in the region,” noting that the Kazakhstani elites, by contrast, willingly emphasiseevery accomplishment of their country in its ties with the EU.84 This does not mean EU members are equally interested in and contributing to collaboration withCentral Asia: pointing to the fact that the 2007 Strategy was primarily authored by Germany andadopted during its presidency, scholars extensively contend the document somewhat portraysGerman interests in the region as common EU ones (Laumullin 2011: 31, Voloshin, 2014: 43).Moreover, Kavalski and Cho (2018: 59) note Germany’s successors have arguably been less prone tocontinuing Germany’s active stance on Central Asia.
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view democracy promotion in Central Asia as its moral duty (Kavalski & Cho 2018:54)—all the more so because its current priority in this respect is the WesternBalkans (ibid: 60)85 and because EU members generally feel Central Asia lacksbreading ground for democratisation (Bossuyt 2016). In this light, it comes as nosurprise that the EU allocates relatively scarce resources on the region’sdemocratisation (Voloshin, 2014: 45), the mission of the EU’s SpecialRepresentative for Central Asia is, as Kavalski and Cho (2018: 60) put it,“understaffed and underfunded” and instead, the bloc mostly opts to deal with theregion “together [through] coordination among international structures” (quotedin ibid).86 Also, with respect to various EU documents on Central Asia, such as the2007 Strategy and Indicative Programme, the 1999 PCA, the new EPCA etc,researchers widely point out that they mostly contain general phrases, being vagueon specific actions concerning democracy and human rights and failing to clarifyconditions linking EU assistance to compliance with democratic norms (Hug andZhang 2010: 4; Tsertsvadze and Axyonova 2013: 2, Voloshin 2014: 46, Bossuyt andKubicek 2015: 178). Interestingly, that the EU treats Central Asia as a region ofsecondary significance seems to epitomise a larger trend, beneficial for theNazarbayev regime. Indeed, while China and Russia are mainly involved in a rivalrywith the West in East/Southeast Asia and Eastern Europe correspondingly,Kazakhstan finds itself in an opportune position of a country with which majorpowers want to collaborate, simultaneously paying relatively little attention to it.Of higher salience, however, seems another aspect, namely the EU’sinstrumental need of Kazakhstan. Indeed, scholars widely use the word“pragmatic” to describe not only Astana’s approach toward Brussels, but alsoBrussels’ interest in Astana. Gubaidullina (2011: 36), for instance, defines the twoapproaches as “attendant pragmatism” and “liberal pragmatism” respectively, whileAnceschi (2014: 21) goes even further, referring to the entire EU-Kazakhstani ties
85 Again, this is not to say that all EU members share the same perception of the bloc’s democracypromotion priorities: Bossuyt (2016), for instance, shows that Poland’s relative passivity in CentralAsia is balanced by its active engagement in democracy promotion in the Eastern Partnershipstates.86 Interestingly, the EU, in turn, tends to play the role of a scapegoat for its member countries whichrefrain from criticising Kazakhstan, trying to make Brussels do this “dirty job” instead (Bossuyt andKubicek 2015: 184).
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as “a tyranny of pragmatism” (for similar accounts, see Malysheva 2010), notingthat it is energy issues that are at the core of bilateral agenda while values anddemocracy are of marginal importance (ibid: p. 16). Some researchers (e.g.Akkazieva 2012: 220, Kuzmina 2014: 5; Voloshin 2014: 55) note that the bloc’smain interest—in Turkmenistan as well as Kazakhstan—lies in the energy sphere,in line with the diversification of its energy supply: indeed, with these two states,the EU signed Memoranda of Understanding regarding energy issues as early as in2006 and 2008 respectively.87 Of some importance for the EU are also
infrastructure, given that routes for the growing EU-China trade run throughCentral Asia, and security sphere, for Brussels deems Central Asia as, first, a transitcorridor for the smuggling of narcotics from Afghanistan and, second, a regionwhere political destabilisation may produce terrorism and extremism (Akkazieva2012: 220).To enhance their attractiveness as investment recipients, the EU seeks toadvance Central Asian states’ financial stability and economic reforms as well astheir further integration in the world economic and financial systems (Kuzmina2014: 7). Accordingly, in its policies toward Central Asia, the bloc, as the indicativeprogrammes of its Development Cooperation Instrument suggest (EuropeanCommission 2007, 2011, 2014), primarily concentrates on the furtherance ofregional collaboration and good neighbourly relations, improvement of livingstandards and lessening of poverty as well as energy, environmental and waterprojects. Incidentally, the 2007 Strategy also mentions human rights anddemocratisation as dimensions of the EU’s activities, but they are coupled withgood governance (Council of the EU 2007: 7-9), to which the EU, as someresearchers argue, tends to give priority. Meden (2012: 59), for instance, points outthat Brussels is shifting its focus from democracy promotion to fight againstcorruption, on paper, however, continuing to demand democratisation. Likewise,Bossuyt and Kubicek (2015: 178) note that the budget of the European Instrumentfor Democracy and Human Rights for Central Asia is relatively scarce and within
87 Remarkably, in view of the bloc’s desire to lessen Russia’s energy influence, the 2007 Strategyconsiders the development of infrastructure in the North-South direction and pipelinediversification as European security issues (Council of the EU 2007).
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the framework of the Development Cooperation Instrument, 60-90% of aid isdevoted to poverty reduction, economic reforms and good governance.Hence, prioritisation of stability over human rights88 reflects the bloc’s overallattitude to the entire region, yet, this particularly manifests itself in relation toinstrumentally important states. In this spirit, in 2008-2009, the EU removed alleconomic sanctions from Uzbekistan, even though its regime had hardly shown anyimprovements in its treatment of human rights following the violent suppressionof protests in Andijan in 2005. Commentators largely interpreted that decisionpointing to Uzbekistan’s significance as the host of a German military base and apotential gas supplier for the Trans-Caspian gas pipeline, the idea of which the blocwas being actively promoting at that time (Malysheva 2010: 31-32, Voloshin 2014:49). By the same token, the study of Bossuyt and Kubicek (2015) contends that inKyrgyzstan, the EU is comparatively more active on advancing liberal democracythan in Kazakhstan, where the bloc primarily promotes conditions which may laythe long-term foundation for it, such as administrative capacity of the state: hence,instead of increasing pressure and demands on Nazarbayev, Brussels preferscooperating with him on the issues he welcomes. Among the reasons for thisdifference, the authors point to Kazakhstan’s importance relative to resource-poorKyrgyzstan, the fact that the Kyzgyz government asks for some help indemocratisation whereas Astana rejects it as well as the fact that a possibleinstability in Kazakhstan may have more negative consequences for the region thaninstability in Kyrgyzstan (ibid).
Discussion

The study has shown that Kazakhstan’s cooperation aspirations vis-à-vis the EUare largely dictated by instrumental considerations of economic modernisation andregime legitimation, corresponding to the general multi-vectorism of its foreign
88 Again, this point should not be interpreted as though all EU members and institutions share thesame attitude. The European Parliament, for instance, is traditionally stronger committed todemocracy and human rights, criticising Astana more than the other EU bodies (Tsertsvadze andAxyonova 2013: 3; Kembayev 2016: 189-190). A similar situation is in OSCE, where the US and theUK, driven by political and ideological rather than economic considerations, used to strongly opposeKazakhstan’s 2010 chairmanship, while the position of Germany and Germany-led EU members wasfar more moderate (Fülscher, 2007: 2).
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policy. Moreover, the success of Nazarbayev’s EU policies is possible to a greatextent thanks to Brussles’ concomitant positive stand on friendship with Astana,which stems not only from the relatively high instrumental value of Kazakhstan forthe bloc and its generally passive approach to democracy promotion in Central Asia,but also because of Kazakhstan’s being more progressive and pro-European incomparison with the region’s other states. This argument is in line with Anceschi’s(2014: 21) conclusion that “pragmatism may be viewed as the essential glue of theentire relationship between the European Union and Kazakhstan,” a statementwhich, however, seems to necessitate further specification, for the very assertionthat Astana pursues a pragmatic foreign policy89 may be interpreted in multipleways. Indeed, depending on an IR study, the notion of pragmatism may pertaineither to an actor’s preferences (referring to practical rather than ideologicalconsiderations) or an actor’s methods (synonymously with such words as“instrumental”, “useful”, “expedient”). Accordingly, one can observe commonalitiesand differences between the foreign policy of Kazakhstan and those of other stateswhich researchers also describe as “pragmatic.” Unlike “pragmatic” Uzbekistan(Sayfullayev 2016) and Azerbaijan (Makili-Aliyev 2013), both of which carry outisolationist policies so as not to fall into the orbit of any big player, Kazakhstan,contrariwise, endeavours to open up to the world, actively participating ininternational organisations and integration groups. While Tashkent has U-turnedits foreign policy orientation at least twice in the two recent decades, Astana triesto conduct a steady and predictable foreign policy. Unlike Qatar, whose foreignpolicy Khatib (2013) describes as pragmatic in the sense that it rests on short-termneeds and contains incoherences, Kazakhstani foreign policy, contrariwise, isdriven by long-term interests and involves considerable planning. Similarly to thepragmatism of Indian foreign policy—meaning “a rejection of . . . ‘idealism’ or‘moral posturing’ and, instead, a focus on power and material interests” (Miller &
89 Notably, my argument is that Astana pursues a pragmatic policy toward the EU for real, which, infact, may be different from merely talking about pragmatism. In Kazakhstan’s case,pragmatism—however ironical it may seem—seems to be part of the country’s foreign policyideology: the notion of pragmatism seems to have penetrated into the country’s official discourse soprofoundly that few, if any, official speeches and documents fail to mention it. It is illustrative thatKazakhstan’s Foreign Policy Concept (Embassy of Kazakhstan in Armenia 2017) makes sixmentions of the word “pragmatism” and its derivatives, while Russia’s Concept (MFA of Russia2016), which is 2.5 times longer, mentions this word only once.
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De Estrada 2017: 27)—Nazarbayev, while not overriding ideology completely, usesit not to derive his decisions from it, but, rather, to support what he wants to do onthe basis of material interests. This seems identical to what Khan (2014: 1) refersto as Obama’s “liberal pragmatism” which was grounded in the “understanding therealities of the situation and making decisions based on thorough research of theserealities.”This is not to say that Kazakhstan’s relations with the EU are completelyunrelated to its identity: having friendly relations with the bloc corresponds to itsself-portrayal as a Eurasian state and a bridge between the West and the East. Onthis point, however, noteworthy is that the notion of a bridge can be found in theofficial discourses of many states, each of which, again, uses it in a particular way:while the Serbian elite utilises it to balance the instrumental and identity-basedforeign policy needs and the Putin regime exploits it to dissociate itself from theWest and justify Russia’s “great power” status amidst the decline of its influenceafter the Soviet Union’s collapse (Svarin 2016), Astana applies it preponderantlyfor the purposes of domestic modernisation, to justify its close collaboration withmultiple actors with the aim to capitalise on their competitive advantages. Anumber of studies maintain that in Central Asia, Kazakhstan possesses thestrongest European identity (e.g. Engvall & Cornell 2015: 57), one of themanifestations of which is that its elite openly criticises the legacy the Soviet Unionleft in their country (Jarosiewicz 2016: 40).90 The idea of Kazakhstan having aEuropean identity, however, should be considered with a reservation, sinceKazakhstan hardly falls into the group of post-Soviet states whose strong andwide-ranging self-identification with Europe is coupled with their rejection ofRussia which they deem as a barbaric, uncivilised state.91 In Kazakhstan’s case,friendship with the EU, even though fervently desired, appears to be simply
instrumental to the dominant official narrative of the country striving to beprogressive and modern—mostly in the economic and technological areas—and
90 This makes him different from other Central Asian leaders, in particular, Kyrgyz PresidentAlmazbek Atambayev who is notorious for regretting about the Soviet Union’s collapse (Regnum2012).91 Such is, for instance, the case with Georgia (Kakachia and Minesashvili 2015) and the Baltics(Berg & Ehin 2009).
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therefore, is limited to these areas. Hence, for Astana, collaborating with Brussels
per se seems to have little to do with self-identification and is largely delinked fromthe Kazakhstani elite’s emotional perception of the EU as well as other actors.Concurrently, it is connected to their conception of the bloc’s strengths relative toother actors—again, primarily in the areas that interest them.Yet, one may wonder whether this state of motives is stable and whether it ispossible that in the mid or long term, Kazakhstan, identically to Russia, will end uphaving a strong anti-Western identity, all the more so because analogies betweenpresent-day Kazakhstan and Russia during Putin’s first two presidential terms areoften cited (e.g. ibid: 23). From the viewpoint of domestic factors, this seemsunlikely, since the Kazakh society lacks the imperial ambitions which are deeplyrooted in Russians, making Putin’s anti-Westernism especially effective. Yet, theforeign policy of Kazakhstan, similarly to those of other post-Soviet autocracies,largely hinges on the ideational beliefs of the incumbent leader, due to which somestates (e.g. Belarus) are or were engaged in a long-term confrontation with theWest with no imperial ambitions. From this perspective, since Nazarbayev hasconcentrated all power in his own hands and has yet to nominate a successor,which researchers consider to be one of his main drawbacks (e.g. ibid: 6), it isbarely possible to foresee whether Kazakhstan’s next leader will shareNazarbayev’s foreign policy beliefs.92For Brussels’ power vis-à-vis Astana, the current configuration of Kazakhstan’smotives represents both opportunities and limitations. For example, one mayassume that the Nazarbayev regime will undertake more profounddemocratisation if the occurrence of certain changes in external or internal factorsenhances the bloc’s instrumental value for and, consequently, its leverage overAstana. In this respect, one may draw a parallel with the West’s efforts to push fortransparency in Kazakhstan, which had been largely fruitless until 2014-2016,when a worsening economic situation in Kazakhstan induced Astana to initiate
92 On this point, an analogy can be drawn with Uzbekistan: after the death of its lonstandingdictator Islam Karimov in September 2016, pundits commonly argued the victory of former PMShavkat Mirziyoyev would imply the regime’s toughening. However, contrary to such expectations,Mirziyoyev proved himself to be rather a reformist in the first year of his presidency, albeit thesincerity of his moves remains open to interpretation (Abdurasulov 2017).
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major institutional reforms in that regard (Öge 2017). Likewise, Nazarbayev’senthusiastic push for rapprochement with the bloc in 2009-2010 was arguablyassociated with negative consequences of the 2008 financial crisis for Kazakhstan(Kurmanguzhin 2016: 111). The opposite tendency also seems to be at play.Ospanova et. al. (2017: 78), for instance, note that in 2011-2013, the officialframing of the EU in the Kazakhstani media was more negative than before andafter, with the emphasis being put on the bloc’s inability to cope with the Eurozonecrisis, shortage of solidarity and growing social tensions between its members.Approximately at the same period, as pointed out by Tsertsvadze and Axyonova(2013: 1), Kazakhstan’s interest in the EPCA was seemingly diminishing. Bothobservations are suspiciously simultaneous with the EU’s the then arguablyincreasing demands of a stronger commitment to democracy (ibid) and theabove-mentioned Russia-Kazakhstan rapprochement, related to the unfolding ArabSpring and the Zhanaozen massacre. Interestingly, since Brussels’ approach towardAstana specifically and Central Asia in general is also substantially determined byinstrumental benefits, shifts in the bloc’s stance toward the region have also beencommonly related to changes in external conditions which augmented the region’sinstrumental value for the EU. For instance, after 9/11, the EU’s (and the West’s ingeneral) focus toward the region increased because of the incipient internationaloperation in Afghanistan (Kavalski & Cho 2018: 56).In general, one can sense some commonalities between the Kazakhstani andSerbian elites. Both view themselves as “bridges,” trying to pursue balancingpolicies. Both have suffered from the Ukrainian crisis, for it narrowed the room forthe balancing. Both often resort to the notion of pragmatism to explain theirpolitical decisions. Yet, while Vučić’s “pragmatism” seems actual only with respectto the EU (in the form of reward-based alignment), remaining largely ostentatiousin relation to Russia, Nazarbayev’s is at play toward both.93 All in all, Kazakhstan’sapproach vis-à-vis the EU is by and large in accord with the rational attractionrationale, that is, it is to a great degree determined by the expertness the
93 Though it is slightly off the point, it can be noted that regional contexts around the two countriesalso differ. While Kazakhstan has the image of one of, if not the, most Europe-oriented in CentralAsia, Serbia tends to be seen from outside as a failure of Europeanisation in the Western Balkans,much due to its friendship with Russia.
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Kazakhstan elite ascribes to the bloc in the areas they deem as priority with itsscope being generally limited to those areas and its weight hinging on theexperience of previous interactions. This compares with Serbia which cooperateswith Russia even where the cooperation brings frankly questionable benefits andwhose attraction to Russia does not appear to substantially decrease even whenMoscow behaves coercively. Remarkably, Astana’s collaboration with Brusselsseems to represent a case of true attraction and is hardly reducible to thecharacteristics of the reward-based hard power. Indeed, though Kazakhstan’sdesire for partnership has an overall instrumental and pragmatic nature withemotions and values being of hardly any significance, it is coupled with a genuineand firm long-term motivation to modernise the country, for which Europeanexperience is of use. Consequently, it is Astana that usually pushes the bilateral tiesforward and not Brussels, which would be observed in the case of hard powergrounded in rewards. Moreover, as I showed above, mere geopoliticalconsiderations, although present, hardly play the main role in Astana’s approach toBrussels.Given this, what is the potentially most successful way for the EU to forward itsagenda? A number of NGO researchers (Dave 2007, Fülscher 2007, Hug & Zhang2010, Tsertsvadze & Axyonova 2013, Boostra & Tsertsvadze 2016) and academicscholars (Konopelko 2018) suggest the EU take a harsher stance on democracy andhuman rights promotion in Kazakhstan, which generally seems somewhatidealistic,94 given that they all concomitantly note that Brussels can hardly use itsconditionality if there is no membership opportunity for Kazakhstan. Thosescholars fairly point to the fact that the bloc has some leverage over Astana, whichstems from the fact that Kazakhstan cares about its international image (Hug 2009:16),95 is afraid to be completely locked into the EAEU and is economically
94 Especially implausible seem the accounts arguing human rights should be at the core of thebloc’s attention: Boostra & Tsertsvadze (2016: 7), for example, suggest that “[a]lthough the EU haslittle influence in Central Asia, adherence to democratic principles should be the centrepiece ofengagement”.95 Yet, some of these accounts seem to push this argument too far, idealising Nazarbayev’sintentions and neglecting the fact that no matter how much Nazarbayev cares about Kazakhstan’simage and modernisation, staying in power is ultimately more important for him. A good instance ofsuch an account is Tsertsvadze and Axyonova’s suggestion that “[a] clear EU stance on Kazakhstan’sdemocratic and human rights commitments would be mutually beneficial: political stability rooted
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connected too closely to the EU (Boostra & Tsertsvadze 2016: 8). Thus far, however,Nazarbayev’s regime seems to have generally succeeded in mitigating it even whenBrussels was in a stronger position. For example, even though NGOs commonlyadvised the bloc to use its leverage in the talks over EPCA (e.g. Tsertsvadze &Axyonova, 2013: 2), Astana eventually managed to get the long-hoped-foragreement with only cosmetic political reforms. What seems to limit the EU’spower with regard to Astana is not only the skilfulness of Nazarbayev’s diplomacyand the bloc’s interest in Kazakhstan as an energy partner, but also the fact thatAstana’s multi-vectorness leaves it options to manoeuvre, a factor due to whichBrussels tends not to exert too much pressure on Astana not to induce it toexchange its partnership with the bloc for closer friendship with Russia and China(Fülscher 2007: 3, Bossuyt & Kubicek 2015: 183). Also, some authors (e.g. Hug &Zhang 2010: 10) advise the Western states to take cognizance of the fact that thetime window when they have a comparative advantage in technology is graduallyclosing, so their leverage over Kazakhstan is progressively waning. This argument,nonetheless, appears questionable at least for two reasons. First, some studiesshow that though the economies of a number of developing states are growing fast,developed Western states are still likely to have far better GDPs per capita and lifestandards by 2050 (e.g. PWC, 2015). Second, scholars commonly argue that thanksto democracy, freedoms and liberal values, the West has the environment ensuringits long-term competitive advantage in research, science and innovations (e.g. Cox,2012).

in democratic principles would strengthen the country’s profile on the global stage, while the EUwould gain a more reliable partner” (2013: 2).
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6. “Social” Attraction: Germany―Israel“[T]o be a complete victim, may be another source of power.”― Iris Murdoch, The Unicorn, 1963.
Introduction

A wide variety of scholars, commentators and politicians depict German-Israelirelations with resounding commendations. The two states enjoy what their elitescommonly label as “a special relationship,” the references to which in bothcountries’ political lives are so common that, as one paper notes, “there are fewspeeches on German-Israeli relations from high-level representatives of the twocountries which do not in some way or the other include such references”(Oppermann and Hansel 2016: 5). Moreover, diplomats and politicians oftenportray the special relationship as something miraculous, saying that the twostates “have made the impossible possible” (quoted in Wittlinger 2018: 1-2), giventhat after the end of the WWII, in light of the then exceptionally strong—andapparently insurmountable—fury toward Germany inside the Israeli society, theodds that the two states would once become close friends seemed indeed outside(Engert 2016: 29). On their part, scholars, in like spirit, describe German-Israelirelations as one of the most illustrative instances of a special relationship in IR,along with US-UK and US-Israeli ones (Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 2).The relationship’s “specialness” is manifest above all in the two countries’ closeties across various areas. To give some examples, Israel is one of the few countrieswith which Germany holds annual government consultations with both countries’delegations being invariably led personally by the heads of their governments.96Bilateral scientific cooperation is such that, as one study puts it, “[b]y the beginningof the twenty-first century, few Israeli scientists had not worked with Germancolleagues or had not received German funding, and no field of science remainedoutside a German-Israeli purview” (Gardner Feldman 2012: 162). Germany topsthe list of countries having twin cities in Israel, while Israel for Germany is secondamong non-European states in this respect (ibid). Finally, since 2014, Israeli
96 Since 2008, the consultations have taken place every year with the sole exception of 2017, whenChancellor Merkel cancelled it over her disagreement with the continuous construction of Jewishsettlements.
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citizens have been able to get assistance in German diplomatic missions in stateswhere Israel has none (Asseburg 2015: 2).No less important is the two countries’ perceived significance of each other.Germany considers Israel as one of its top partners, by and large alike to the US,France and Poland (Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 5). Likewise, inside Israel,Germany is commonly named its second (after the US) best friend (Aruch 2013: 45,Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 5). With regard to the latter, what the US and Germanyhave in common is not only their importance as perceived by Israel, but also thecontent of their policies toward that country. In this respect, Gardner Feldmanpoints to, first, the contiguity of Washington’s and Berlin’s approaches toward TelAviv,97 which can be observed even throughout the periods of their deep bilateralcontroversies, for example, in the first half of the 2000s (2012: 180), and second,the fact that certain German-Israeli instruments of cooperation, such as the R&Dfund, are directly patterned on analogical US-Israeli ones (ibid: 163).Of interest for this particular study is the fact that Germany’s98 approachtoward Israel is coupled with the sense of guilt for the Nazi regime’s anti-Jewishcrimes, which makes Germany “the gold standard for guilt” (quoted in Engert 2016:30) and “a role model in confronting the past” (Engert 2014: 96, see also ibid: 111).Rensmann (2004: 169) argues that Germany represents “a central arena foranalyzing the impact of collective guilt” in the sense that Germans’ feeling ofcollective shame and guilt toward Jews are honest and true, are echoed throughouta wide range of life spheres and constitute a substantial part of their nationalidentity. Research shows that not only has the FRG’s policy of “coming to termswith the past” (Vergangenheitsbewältigung) succeeded far better compared to theanalogous policies of Germany’s WWII allies (see Schmidt 2016 for Japan, Art 2005for Austria and Sierp 2009 for Italy), but also this process has given certaininspiration to other EU member states, reinforced European integration and maystill serve exemplary to other regions, in the first place, East Asia (Nijhuis 2016).
97 Following some international authors (e.g. Khderi 2016) and given the non-recognition ofJerusalem as Israel’s capital city by most countries, I use “Tel Aviv” as the metonymy for Israel―andnot “Jerusalem,” as do Israeli scholars (e.g. Aruch 2013, Alperovitch 2017).98 In the discussion hereinafter, the words “Germany” and “German” always pertain only to the FRGin the sentences that contextually refer to both the pre- and post-reunification periods.
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This chapter makes a critical overview of Germany’s attitude to Israel since theWWII, making a specific focus on the two recent decades, that is, thechancellorships of Schröder and Merkel. Using primarily secondary sources, I showGermany’s policy vis-à-vis Israel has continuously been substantially affected bythe normative factor (so-called “historical” or “moral responsibility”) which has notalways been strongest, but it has invariably had a substantial impact on the FRG’spolicies regarding issues crucial for Israel. To put in this thesis’ terminology,German foreign policy has been to a great extent consistent with the logic of socialattraction which, in the end, has secured the overall high level and relative stabilityof bilateral relations against the background of changes in the international systemand the material needs of the two countries. Structurally, I first analyse the role thismotive has played at the elite (section 6.1) and societal levels (section 6.2) inGermany, following which I confront my argument against alternative explanationswhich emphasise the principality of rational considerations in Germany’scooperation with Israel (section 6.3). In the last section, Discussion, I recapitulatemy argument, ponder on the characteristics of Israel’s power vis-à-vis Germany,speculate on their possible development in the future and make relevantcomparisons with the cases analysed in the two previous chapters.
6.1. German Political Class and the Theme of Moral Debt

Starting from Konrad Adenauer, the FRG’s first post-war chancellor, Germanleaders have continuously recognised their state’s crimes against Jews committedin 1933-1945, offering their apologies and noting German moral responsibilitytoward Israel. Though the scope of those recognitions has been ranging fromAdenauer’s mere excuses presenting the crimes as perpetrated by a small group ofNazis to Presidents von Weizsäcker’s 1985 and Rau’s 2000 full-fledged apologiesadmitting the guilt of the German nation as a whole (see Engert 2016 for details),all German leaders repeated the very idea of German historical responsibility forthe crimes. Notably, what gave those apologies a high degree of plausibility is thefact that the speeches of German leaders have been constantly underpinned withevidence of their remorse, such as the readiness to bear high domestic costs (seebelow) and/or make substantial material payments (ibid: 30). All in all, throughout
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the post-WWII period, not only has the German elite fulfilled all the componentsnecessary for the Christian account of the apology, namely doing penance(Adenauer’s offer of material compensation), demonstrating genuine remorse(Chancellor Brandt’s 1970 kniefall in front of the Warsaw ghetto memorial) andadmitting Germans’ guilt (Weizsäcker’s 8 May 1985 speech to the Bundestag,where he publicly confessed the crimes committed by Germans), but also theypublicly asked Israel for forgiveness (Rau’s 2000 speech to the Knesset), a stepgoing beyond the minimal constituents of contrition (Engert 2014).At one end, one hardly can fully disprove the argument of sceptics likeWittlinger who reminds us that “[i]t is difficult, if not impossible, to judge to whatdegree these expressions of guilt and remorse are sincere or merely symbolic,rhetorical or even strategic” (2018: 10). Yet, some observations cast doubt onwhether German leaders’ sincerity can be dismissed so easily on such grounds.First of all, Germany’s moral responsibility for the Holocaust has been confessed byall Germany’s post-WWII governments irrespective of their political orientations(Khderi 2016: 140-141). On top of that, since 1998, the country’s specialresponsibility toward Israel and the recognition of Israel’s right to existence havebeen mentioned in all coalition agreements, be they dominated by the SPD or theCDU/CSU (Streletz 2014: 312). Even those chancellors that were commonlyconsidered to be indifferent toward and/or critical of Israel never went as far as toreconsider the special relationship with Israel which has remained, as Belkin (2007:9) puts it, “the cornerstone of German policy in the Middle East” for manyconsecutive governments of the FRG. Indeed, even though Adenauer used to refrainfrom admitting the German nation’s collective guilt for the Holocaust (GardnerFeldman 2012: 135), he still publicly acknowledged Germany’s moralresponsibility toward Israel as a driver of his behaviour (ibid: 133). Even thoughBrant was a proponent of balancing between Arabs and Israelis in the MiddleEastern conflict, he still confirmed a few times his commitment to the specialrelationship, emphasising their “historical and moral character” (Oppermann andHansel 2016: 14). And even though Gerhard Schröder was noted for his coolnessvis-à-vis Israeli diplomats (Gardner Feldman 2012: 154) and publicly stating hewould not stand criticism of Germany for its part crimes any longer (Engert 2016:
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43), his government included a number of Israel’s articulate supporters (see below)and it was him who later famously said “Israel will always get what it needs touphold its security, at the time when it is needed” (quoted in Oppermann & Hansel2016: 15).Second, noteworthy are the particular strength and expressiveness of Germanhigh officials’ statements about Berlin-Tel Aviv friendship, which sometimes makethem somewhat comparable with those of the Serbian elite about Russia. In the lasttwenty years, these have included references to Germans’ responsibility towardIsrael as part of their national identity (Gardner Feldman 2012: 134) and, evenmore prominently, references to Israel’s security as Germany’s raison d’etat(reason of state)99 with the latter being widely used, inter alia, to defend theexports of weapons to Israel that are argued to sometimes nearly contraveneGerman export control norms (Aruch 2013: 49-50, Busch 2013: 2, Oppermann &Hansel 2016: 22). Remarkable is German ministers’ occasional resort to especiallyhigh-flown phrases, such as “whoever threatens Israel also threatens us[Germans]” (quoted in Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 18), “[w]henever it comes toIsrael, things run differently” (quoted in ibid: 22) with the special relationshipbeing named “a cornerstone of German foreign policy” which “is not negotiable”and “is not attached to any reservations” (quoted in ibid: 16). Also, in differentperiods, German leaders were noted for mentioning their country’s historicalresponsibility toward Israel in their conversations with the third parties, inparticular, US officials (Bartos 2006: 38-39, Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 12). Finally,in their support of Israel, the German elite shows the willingness to overcomedomestic public opposition to it, a trend not only observed by researchers (e.g.Belkin 2007: 15), but also directly mentioned by German leaders. Consider, forexample, how one study describes Merkel’s 2008 speech to the Knesset:Merkel asked what it meant to have a “unique relationship” in concretepolicy expressions, and how Germans should react to the reality “that aclear majority of European respondents say that Israel is a biggerthreat to the world than Iran.” She continued her questioning: “Do wepoliticians in Europe fearfully bow to public opinion and flinch fromimposing further stricter sanctions on Iran to persuade it to halt its
99 A principle that postulates the superiority of a state’s interests, justifying any steps which arenecessary for their defence, even if they contradict legal and moral norms (Aruch 2013).



“Social” Attraction: Germany—Israel 175

nuclear programs?” Her answer was clear and indirectlyacknowledged the dualities underlying German attitudes: “No,however unpopular we make ourselves, that is precisely what wecannot afford to do” (Gardner Feldman 2012: 177).Third, notable is the treatment of German moral responsibility toward Jews asa matter of personal importance by a number of German high-ranked officials.Among those currently in office, perhaps the most vivid example is Angela Merkelwhose particular attention to the Israeli issue scholars attribute either to the factthat she spent her childhood in the GDR, a country that refused to assumeresponsibility for Nazi crimes (e.g. Khderi 2016: 142, Streletz 2014: 314) or to herbeing a priest’s daughter (e.g. Bartos 2006: 29). As evidence of her special personalfriendliness toward Israel, one can remember that Merkel was its ardent supporteras early as in 2002-2005, when she was the opposition’s leader in the Bundestag(Bartos 2006: 29), that as the chancellor, she paid her first official visit to Israel(Streletz 2014: 314), started to actively deal with Middle Eastern issues personally,while in the Schröder government it had mainly been the FM’s sphere (ibid),initiated annual Israeli-German governmental consultations with her personallybeing the invariable leader of the German delegation (ibid: 315) and put forwardthe initiative to recognise Israel as a “Jewish state” (Asseburg 2015: 6, Khderi 2016:142, Streletz 2014: 313). Among the figures of the 1998-2005 SPD-led government,apt examples are FM Joschka Fischer whose personal concern for Israel, in thewords of Gardner Feldman (2012: 150-151), “made possible an unlikely personalconnection between a Green Party member and the then-Likud prime minister,Ariel Sharon” (see Bartos 2006: 9, 27-28 for details on his activities) and OttoSchily, the Minister of the Interior (for details about him, see ibid: 29). In general,examples cited by Gardner Feldman (2012: 150-154) show that having friendly tieswith their Israeli counterparts has been common among many Germanstatespeople since the 1950s, including those whose political affiliations may havebeen at odds with those of respective Israeli officials.100 In the 2000s, the
100 Israel, on its part, admits and appreciates German leaders’ personal contributions to theGerman-Israeli special relationship. Remarkably, even though since 2010, Merkel has beenincreasingly more critical of Israel’s policies in Palestine, Israeli officials have never reversed it. Forexample, in recent years, PM Benjamin Netanyahu named her “a true friend of Israel and the Jewishpeople” (The Jerusalem Post 2017), prizing her for “genuine commitment to the security of Israel”
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German-Israeli friendship group was second largest in the Bundestag,outnumbered only by the German-American friendship group (Bartos 2006: 19).Leading officials’ personal commitment to the Israeli issue is of particularlyhigh importance, because a heightened media attention they receive makes iteasier for them to attract public attention. This is well illustrated in a study byRauer (2006) focusing on the effect of Brandt’s 1970 kniefall. Rauer shows that themove had a stronger influence than the multiple societal initiatives of that period,since Brandt, as the chancellor, “was equipped with the maximum amount of socialpower available to a citizen of that nation” (ibid: 275). Because he did itspontaneously and because as an activist of an anti-Nazi movement, Brandt boreno personal responsibility for the Holocaust, many regarded his falling on his kneesan extraordinary manifestation of an individual’s desire to repent for his nation’scrimes (ibid). Thanks to this, the kniefall has always been covered in the Germanmedia with a special focus on Brandt’s emotions in front of the memorial,eventually becoming “a continuously renarrated and emphatically recollectedsymbol of atonement and the acknowledgement of guilt” (ibid: 274) in massperception and embarking on a qualitatively new period in Germany’s
Vergangenheitsbewältigung with ordinary Germans increasingly accepting theirnation’s guilt (ibid: 257-258).
6.2. Where Controversies Appear: Public Opinion and Civil Society

A number of authors depict Germany’s special relationship with and historicalresponsibility toward Israel as narratives promoted and supported predominantlyby the country’s political elite. In this vein, one study analysing Germany’s memorypolitics throughout the post-WWII period observes that[p]olitics have certainly not always represented the public sentimentor memory, and at times there has been a ‘radical disjuncture in manyrespects between the abilities of the government and of the generalpublic to ‘come to terms’ with the Nazi period’ (Warburg 2010: 59).Scholars like Wittlinger (2018: 16-17) go even further, arguing that one can speakof the German-Israeli reconciliation solely from a “weak” perspective on this
(MFA of Israel 2018), while President Shimon Peres awarded Merkel with a Presidential Medal ofDistinction, calling her visits to Israel “always a refreshing historic experience” (Tablet 2014).
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concept (i.e., the end of violence), while speaking of their reconciliation from a“thicker” perspective (i.e., forgiveness and trust) is possible only as far asGermany’s political class is concerned.While the overall idea that the German elite is in general a stronger inspirer ofthe “moral responsibility” argument seems beyond question, certain nuances makeit clear that the German society favours the idea of historical responsibility morethan what one could think after reading statements of this sort. In the aftermath ofthe WWII, indeed, ordinary West Germans were rather cool on the idea ofadmitting German guilt, but this was because, first, they were mostly concernedwith their immediate needs, food and work, which were not small issues in thepost-war FRG and second, the aggressiveness of the Allies’ social re-educationprogram often caused people to avert their faces from the topic of crimes (Engert2016: 34). In subsequent periods, however, public sentiment was gradually gettingmore positive about that idea. While in the early 1950s, only 11% of West Germanssupported paying reparations to Israel (ibid: 37), in 1970, already 41% of themfavoured Brandt’s Kniefall (ibid: 40) and in 2005, as many as 72% of Germansconsidered it significant to commemorate Nazi crimes (ibid: 45). Hence, on the onehand, as Merkel once admitted, a full admission of their guilt took Germans 40years (quoted in Bartos 2006: 30) and, as sceptics highlight, it happened whenmost of the Nazi regime’s witnesses were already dead and memory about it wasgetting transformed from “communicative” into “cultural” (Wittlinger 2018: 10).On the other, the overall positive trend has allowed German governments to evolvetheir attitudes toward Nazi crimes correspondingly. As Warburg (2010: 59) puts it,[e]ach political generation has inherited and dealt with the collectivememory of the Holocaust in a way tailored to the times. Adenauer’sclosed-door posture changed into Brandt’s Ostpolitik, Schmidt’seconomic revitalization, Kohl’s emphasis on European Pangaea, andprogressed to the Schröder government’s attempt at a “Kulturnation.”Speaking of the current period, some authors contend that, as one study puts it,“the concerns of the present and the worries about the future have eroded thedominance of the past” (Langenbacher 2010: 63) and as a result, the issue ofGerman guilt is going out of public sight. Admittedly, one of this tendency’s roots isgenerational change which is viewed as a challenge by politicians and activists
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both in Israel and Germany (for examples, see Gardner Feldman 2012: 157,179-180, 183). On the one hand, research and opinion polls generally support suchconcerns. In 2015, solely 40% of Germans agreed with the idea of Germany’sspecial responsibility vis-à-vis Jews (Hagemann and Nathanson 2015: 38) with66% (79% among 18-30-year-olds) expressing anger that the Holocaust is stillheld against Germans (ibid: 24). Surveys also show that young Germansdemonstrate shortage of knowledge about the Holocaust in spite of multiplegovernmental efforts to improve education about it (The Local 2017, Wittlinger2018: 13-14). One 2006 social psychological study found that collective shame forNazi crimes among German students was coupled with a substantial audienceeffect, that is, it was mainly manifest in their interactions with out-groups ratherthan in-groups (Dresler-Hawke and Liu 2006: 146).Yet again, a closer look at social trends shows a less negative picture. Firstly,compared with the results of previous social surveys, some of those of nowadaysare slightly more favourable to Israel. Indeed, in 1991 and 2007, 60% and 58%respectively wanted to draw a line under the past (55% in 2015), while only 20and 37% disagreed with that idea (42% in 2015) (Hagemann and Nathanson 2015:23). This is coupled with a slight rise in public interest: from 2007 to 2013, thepercentage of Germans reporting a strong or moderate interest in Israel grew from62% to 69%, whereas the share of those with a weak or no interest declined from38% to 30% (ibid: 29). Secondly—and more importantly, not denying the idea ofmoral accountability per se, most Germans (61%) believe their country holds it inrelation to the world in general rather than solely Jews (ibid: 38). The rationalebehind this notion is that the evil inflicted by Nazi crimes makes contemporaryGermany responsible not for Israel or Jews specifically, but for the preservation ofhuman rights in toto (Asseburg 2015: 3, see Krell 2015 for an elaborated version ofthis argument). This logic, hence, proves that a moral component in Germans’reasoning about Israel is rising rather than diminishing and nowadays they tend toemploy it not only towards Israel as such, but also Israel’s policies towards some ofits neighbours (especially Palestine). In view of this, it is little wonder that while in2013, 46% of Germans were of a good opinion about Israel as a country, only 19%liked its government (Hagemann and Nathanson 2015: 31, 33). It is also no
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coincidence that criticism of Israel in Germany rises in times of military conflicts inwhich Israel sends its troops outside its borders. This was the case in the 1967Six-Day War, the 1982 Israeli intervention in Lebanon (Oppermann & Hansel 2016:14), Israel’s suppression of the Second Intifada in early 2000s (Gardner Feldman2012: 166) and the 2006 Israel–Hezbollah War, when Germans were more criticalof Israel than Brits and Americans (Belkin 2007: 8). Consistent with this argumentis also the fact that in the 1990s, after the demise of the communist system inCentral and Eastern Europe, German historians and societal actors started towidely use new available data to extend their focus from solely Jews towards abroader range of the Nazi regime’s victims, particularly those residing in thosecountries (Langenbacher 2010: 48). All in all, one can agree with Khderi (2016:140) that the public fatigue of the Holocaust in Germany today hardly implies itsdenial and/or a substantial rise of anti-Semitism.101 Rather, as Hagemann andNathanson put it, Israelis and Germans seem “united by the past, divided by thepresent” (2015: coverpage).Remarkably, throughout the post-WWII period, society has frequently playedthe trigger role, inducing the German political class to take the issue of moralresponsibility more seriously. In the 1950s-early 1960s, before the FRG and Israelestablished diplomatic relations, it was German students who organisedGerman-Israeli study groups, maintaining ties with the Israeli civil society(Gardner Feldman 2012: 157). Moreover, as Art’s detailed study shows (2005:64-96), the FRG’s turn towards the confession of its guilt started with a rise of leftmovements in the 1960s that consisted mainly of the youth. Those movements putforward a contrition frame to talk about Nazi crimes which became increasinglydominant among the elite, leading to its institutionalisation and themarginalisation of the previously dominant frame portraying Germans as Nazis’victims. The effect was so powerful that the latter left the political scene almostcompletely until the early 2000s, when it somewhat revitalised, but its impact onthe German society has been rather minor ever since and is predicted to remain
101 This, however, is not to say that anti-Semitism is absent in contemporary Germany: in 2017, forinstance, 9-10% of Germans reportedly had anti-Semitic feelings (CNN 2018) and the policeregistered the total of 1,453 crimes against Jews, 95% of which were committed by far-right groups(DW 2018).
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such (e.g. Langenbacher 2010: 50).102 Similarly, Weizsäcker’s 1985 speechencouraging the nation to accept its guilt would have hardly been possible withoutNBC’s Holocaust television series that were broadcast in the FRG in 1979,producing such a profound social effect that, as phrased by Engert (2016: 40),“[a]ll at once, the Holocaust became a nationwide topic and turned German societyinto an affected nation.” Also, the initiative to construct a Holocaust memorial inthe center of Berlin, which was eventually inaugurated in 2005, originally camefrom two German activists, neither of whom had a Jewish origin.Naturally, one can take a different perspective to look at all those socialdiscussions, arguing that the very fact that there were hot debates on the meaningof Nazi crimes at this or that period was a sign of immaturity. Wittlinger (2018:12), for instance, points to the 1986-1987 dispute of German historians in supportof the argument that there was still no consensus about Germans’ guilt in WestGermany at that period. However, those who assume the result and not the processto be the main criterion of judgement might find Art’s (2005: 76) description ofthat debate more compelling:Intellectual controversies rarely produce clear winners and losers. TheGerman Historians’ Debate, however, is an important exception to thisrule. The majority of the German media . . . and the German historicalestablishment sided with Habermas’s position.It is noteworthy that even though German society at large may exhibit somefatigue of the topic of the Holocaust, the country’s civil society, contrariwise, seemsactive about it. There are currently eight NGOs in the country that directly dealwith German-Israeli reconciliation and memory work by doing research, providingeducation programs, organising conferences, exchanges etc. Interestingly, four ofthem were created before and four after the German reunification (for details, seeGardner Feldman 2012: 138-143). In the 1990s, following the fall of the communistregime in the GDR, public interest to the history of oppressive regimes in Germany
102 This point may appear debatable given the recent rise of the far-right Alternative for Germanyparty which occasionally expresses anti-Semitic views and which came as third largest party in theBundestag. Yet, among voters’ main driving motives in favour of that party, researchers nameimmigration issue (mostly with regard to refugees), Euroscepticism and general disappointment intraditional parties, while anti-Semitism is not mentioned by any of them (Berning 2017, Goerres et.
al. 2017, Neu & Pokorny 2017, Schwander & Manow 2017). On the other hand, the same paperspredict that this party will establish a firm foothold in the country’s party system, which maychange the place of anti-Semitism in German politics for worse.
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(including the Nazi one) rose again in large part thanks to various societalinitiatives, such as films, photo exhibitions, historians’ books etc (seeLangenbacher 2010: 47 for details). Moreover, at that time, German businesscircles used to co-fund the payment of compensations to the overseas victims ofNazi crimes, while insurance companies agreed to honour the policies of the Naziperiod (ibid: 44-47). In general, as Gardner Feldman (2012: 162) notes,non-economic considerations are often expressed by the leaders of big Germanenterprises, even though their main interests obviously lie in the trade sphere.Remarkably, German civil society’s success in its memory initiatives is especiallytelling if contrasted with those of other countries. For instance, in neighbouringAustria, as distinct from the FRG, first, the 1960s youth movements hardly tried tocontest the then dominant Austria-as-victim narrative and second, the contritionframe, which emerged in the 1980s, failed to achieve consensus among the politicalclass. As a result, in contemporary Austria, far-right ideology enjoys much morelegitimacy than in Germany (Art 2005: 120-143).
6.3. Limitations of Realpolitik Explanations

Having shown the influence of the moral factor on the German elite’s and society’sapproaches toward Israel, I proceed to demonstrating how it affects thecharacteristics of the German state’s policies. Again, without denying the impact ofpragmatic and, at times, coercive forces on them, I argue that any explanationdepicting Germany’s approach to Israel exclusively in terms of those forces wouldbe insufficient. My first point is that even in the “least likely” cases, where their

considerable influence on German leaders was beyond question, the moral factor still

could hardly be totally disregarded as empty rhetoric. I will cite two examples ofsuch cases. The first one is Adenauer’s offer to reconcile with and pay acompensation to Israel. Engert (2016: 35) points to a certain element ofinternational pressure in that decision, citing American officials’ warningstatement that the US would deem Bonn’s treatment of the Jewish question as an“acid test.” Wittlinger (2018: 10) attributes Adenauer’s friendly moves towardIsrael to economic considerations and power politics rather than morality, citing insupport of this argument the unsuccessful attempt of two historians, Eugen Kogon
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and Walter Dirks, to convince the FRG’s government to improve ties with Jews in1949. Both arguments, however, are far from unambiguous. First, Washington’sdesire to coerce Bonn regarding its relations with Israel at that time is open toquestion, since, as Schmidt (2016: 6) observes, the emerging Cold War diverted theUS’ focus even from West Germany’s denazification,103 let alone its relations withIsrael. Second, the fact that Adenauer was initially paying little, if any, attention tothe problem of reconciliation with Israel appears to have sprung from the objectivereality of that time that impelled the West German government to focus, in the firstplace, on rebuilding the country’s economy and normalising relations with itsclosest neighbours. Incidentally, at that period, not only the FRG failed toconcentrate on its moral responsibility for Israel, but also Israel was primarilydealing with its security and economic problems, remaining largely silent oncompensation requests (Gardner Feldman 2012: 135, Alperovitch 2017: 69-70). AsIsraeli scholar Lior Alperovitch (2017: 67-69) shows, Adenauer initial offer tovoluntarily pay DM 10 million to Israel in 1949, solely four years after the WWII,was surprising for the Israeli government that was not expecting such a proposalso soon and had no clear plan on how to react to it.Another criticism of Adenauer is that he pronouncedly treated the payment asa technical rather than a moral question (Engert 2016: 37) or, as Wittlinger (2018:8) puts it, his offer “concentrated on the material rather than the moral dimensionof German crimes.” Yet, it is noteworthy that this behaviour may not havenecessarily reflected his personal views, given that a public confession of theGerman guilt was impossible for Adenauer to sell even to parliamentarians fromhis party, let alone the public at large (Engert 2016: 37) With respect to the former,it is noteworthy that they seem to have been opposing paying to Israel not becauseof their denial of the crimes, but rather, their fear of the Arab world’s reaction(Gardner Feldman 2012: 136).
103 This is, however, not to say that the international factor played zero role in the FRG’s attitude toNazi crimes. Researchers commonly view the European integration as a factor which created anenabling environment that reinforced West Germany’s Vergangenheitsbewältigung. This compareswith Japan, where in the early 1950s, partly due to the absence of a similar factor, the Cold War anda communist threat, drew the focus away from the then ongoing liberalisation, cementing theconservative political class in its position (Schmidt 2016, see also Dresler-Hawke & Liu 2006:148-149, Nijhuis 2016: 6-8).
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In fact, taking into account Adenauer’s psychological characteristics (few, if any,studies do not portray him as a pragmatist) and his policies in other areas, thepragmatic concerns to re-build the image of post-Nazi Germany and contribute toits faster integration into the post-WWII world (the motives pointed out by Aruch2013: 47, Gardner Feldman 2012: 135-136 etc) most likely have played aconsiderable role in his offer of compensations. Yet, it seems fair to agree withBelkin (2007: 2) that a moral commitment also was of (perhaps not a key but) asizeable importance in it, given that “reparations to Israel were neither required bythe international community not wholeheartedly endorsed by the German andIsraeli people.” Remarkably, Adenauer’s decision was pioneering in the sense that itwas the first case in history that a sovereign country made such a payment not asthe formal condition of a peace treaty, but voluntarily, as a sort of moralresponsibility (Engert 2016: 38). A number of leading US figures of that timeconfirmed that Adenauer’s government was genuinely considering Germany’sspecial responsibility for Israel to be real and even the then Israeli PM Ben Gurionhimself admitted the Jewish issue was “of conscience and religion” for the WestGerman Chancellor (Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 12). Notably, even in their talkswith other countries, West German officials were highlighting their country’s moralresponsibility for Israel (ibid).The second example is Chancellor Erhand’s 1965 decision to establishdiplomatic relations with Israel, which Tel Aviv had been trying to achieve startingfrom 1955. According to Wittlinger (2018: 8), “it was German-German competitionthat played a crucial role in West Germany’s decision under Chancellor LudwigErhard to offer the establishment of diplomatic relations with Israel.” However,historical studies show the opposite: in fact, confrontation between two Germanieswas a factor that had hindered the FRG’s government from taking that step until1965 because of the fear that this could have made West Germany lose its influencein the Arab world and induced Arab states to recognise the GDR (Gardner Feldman2012: 138-139, Stauber 2003: 111-114). Moreover, prior to 1965, Bonn increasedits economic aid to Israel as a compensation for the refusal of establishingdiplomatic relations (ibid) with Adenauer in 1960 saying the recognition of Israelwas a matter of time and not of principle (Stauber 2003: 113-114). Furthermore,
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the effectiveness of Tel Aviv’s pressure on Bonn rose precisely when Israeli officialschanged their main argument from a pragmatic to a moral one, that is, from tryingto convince the FRG that Arab leaders could not be trusted because they werealready supportive of the Soviet bloc to arguing that the possible recognition ofIsrael would clearly signalize to the world that West Germany had broken with itsNazi past (ibid: 111-114). This was coupled with growing domestic costs, that is,the above-mentioned rising social movement trying to urge the West Germangovernment to fully reconcile with Israel, which in the early 1960s included alsoinfluential parliamentarians representing both leading political parties in theBundestag (Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 13). It is against this background that theErhard government decided to neglect pragmatic considerations and solve theissue of Israel’s recognition “for its own sake,” i.e., on moral grounds (GardnerFeldman 2012: 138-139). Incidentally, Israel was not the sole country therelationship of West Germany with which was affected by the changing domesticnormative setting, that is, the growing desire to pay off the damage incurred by theNazi regime. As Cordell and Wolff (2007) show, starting from the late 1960s, thisfactor largely impacted on the FRG’s policies toward Poland and Czechoslovakia,later ensuring their long-term stability under evolving international conditions andBonn’s short-term interests.My second observation to be pointed out is the persistence of the German state’s
commitment to the special relationship with Israel despite tangible inequalities that

are working to Tel Aviv’s advantage and remarkably, it is exactly the Holocaustfactor and not material interests which drives the German-Israeli relations in adirection favourable to Israel (Khderi 2016: 142). Indeed, the Berlin-Tel Avivrelationship is currently grounded upon the admission of the Holocaust’suniqueness, its profound integration in Germans’ contemporary identity and theidea that “the friendship between the two states is largely due to Israel’s generosityand reconciliatory stance towards Germany after 1945 in spite of the crimescommitted against Jews in the previous period” (Wittlinger 2018: 10). As a studyby Oppermann and Hansel (2016: 20-22) demonstrates, the German elite’s generalacceptance of the idea that their country’s guilt can never be reinstituted isdetrimental to Berlin’s bargaining hand in its negotiations with Tel Aviv which
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could be substantially higher if it corresponded to the regular logic of two-levelgames and Germany’s objective material resources. In the German elite’sconception, to quote the authors, “Germany’s ontological security is indissolublytied to the special relationship with Israel” (ibid: 22).104 All these seem to reflect anongoing social trend that “the Holocaust and the Nazi regime are increasinglybecoming divorced from their specific historical and cultural context”(Langenbacher 2010: 62), which has an unfavourable effect for Germany in itsrelations with Israel. Remarkable is that in 2015, even the majority of Israelisbelieved their country benefited from the special relationship more than Germany(Wittlinger 2018: 16).The inequalities in Israeli-German relations can be observed along variouslines. First of all, for decades, Germany has been backing up Israel’s officialviewpoint in international fora, such as the UN General Assembly and especiallythe EEC/EU, to which Merkel once referred as assisting Israel to “make its interestsheard in the EU” (quoted in Bartos 2006: 30). In different periods, the FRGmanaged not to allow the EEC/EU to mention the PLO in the declarationadvocating Palestine’s self-determination (Belkin 2007: 3), condemn Israeli actionsin the Gaza Strip (ibid: 9), introduce economic sanctions on Israel (Bartos 2006: 30)etc. All in all, often absolutely alone and sometimes supported by one-two othermembers, Germany has not been able to turn the EEC/EU’s critical general stancein the opposite direction, mostly succeeding in mitigating the language ofdocuments criticising Israel and at times blocking single EU initiatives (GardnerFeldman 2012: 181). Even since 2010, as Merkel gradually adopted a criticalstandpoint on Israel’s policies in Palestine, generally ceasing to represent Tel Aviv’sinterests in the EU any longer (Asseburg 2015: 6), Berlin has not gone too far in itscriticism. First, Germany has methodically opposed the propositions to exertpressure/coercion on Tel Aviv and/or recognise Palestine unilaterally, believingthis would be effective only if Israel recognised the Palestinian state too (ibid: 5-6).Second, Berlin has usually framed its criticism from the viewpoint of Israeli needs,
104 Israel is, however, not the only case of the FRG’s “moral entrapment.” In the 1990-2000s, theGerman elite gradually accepted the idea of their country’s debt to the US, rememberingWashington’s support during the WWII, the Cold War and the German reunification—though thenotion of such a debt had a mixed reception in German society (Wittlinger 2006: 492).
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maintaining that the cessation of the construction of Jewish settlements in theWest Bank and the conflict’s true two-state solution would best benefit Tel Aviv’sown security interests (ibid: 5).Moreover, since the late 1950s, the FRG’s government has been supportingIsrael militarily, sometimes resorting to measures nearly violating the Germannational legislation, let alone risking its reputation in the EU and at home. In thebeginning of the 1960s as well as in 1991, there were big scandals around theexposures of the secret supplies of German weaponry to Israel, which not onlywere injurious to the image of the then current governments of the FRG, but also, inthe former case, eventually resulted in the recognition of the GDR by most Arabstates (Saynakova 2010: 85, Serr 2015: 220).105 Not less risky was the BND’s broadpractice of giving the passports of German citizens not travelling outside Europe tothe Mossad’s agents who arguably used them in a number of sabotage operationsin Iran (Bartos 2006: 40) as well as for assassinating Hamas leader Mahmoudal-Mabhouh in Dubai in 2010 (DW 2010), which raised criticism of the Germangovernment at home. At that period, analysts also noted the fact of Berlin’sextensive anti-terrorism cooperation with Tel Aviv despite the limitations theGerman national legislation places on such policies (Belkin 2007: 6).This notwithstanding, Israel’s approach towards Germany generally turns outto be rather cool and exploitive. Back in the 1950s, Adenauer’s regret speech andoffer of compensation engendered a long discussion in the Knesset on whetherGermany’s “bloody money” should be accepted106 (Engert 2016: 30) and anemotional reaction of Israel’s Jews that were largely requiring Germany’sexcommunication, employing Biblical metaphors in support of that idea(Alperovitch 2017: 70-73). Having signed the reparations agreement, Israelexplicitly made it clear that no reconciliation was possible between the twocountries (saying that only the Holocaust’s killed victims would be able to forgive
105 In fairness to the Israeli government, sometimes it also risked its domestic reputation byengaging in a covert military cooperation with the FRG. For instance, Israel’s secret supplies ofammunition to West Germany in the 1950s translated into a big domestic scandal when they wereuncovered in 1959 (Serr 2015: 215).106 Notably, though Israel justified its 1951 request for compensation in moral terms, in fact, itremains open to question whether Tel Aviv was not primarily guided by the pragmatic need todevelop its the then poor economy (e.g. Gardner Feldman 2012: 136).
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Germany) and hence, Tel Aviv was offering nothing to Bonn in exchange for thepayment (Gardner Feldman 2012: 135, Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 20). EvenIsraeli passports remained invalid for Germany until 1956 (Engert 2016: 38).Suspicion against Germany continued in subsequent decades. Even Brandt’s
kniefall received a rather cool reaction in the Israeli society for it was perceivedthere as aimed toward Poland rather than Israel (Engert 2016: 31). While Bonncontinuously took Tel Aviv’s side on the issues most vital to Israel, Tel Aviv, on itspart, demonstrated scepticism regarding Bonn’s biggest dream, the Germanreunification, fearing this could turn Germany into an aggressive stateagain—albeit those apprehensions have turned out wrong (Wittlinger 2018: 8). Inthe recent years which are characterized by Israeli society’s overall positiveopinion of Germany and its leaders,107 there has been a strong opposition amongIsraeli Jews to a number of Israeli-German joint events and German leaders’speeches to the Knesset (Gardner Feldman 2012: 148).Remarkably, Israel’s view of Germany—at both elite and societal levels—is stillhighly influenced by the historical remembrance of the Holocaust. As far as societyis concerned, let it suffice to mention that in 1991-2013, from 73 to 78% of Israeliswere directly reporting this (Hagemann & Nathanson 2015: 30). According to onepsychological study comparing Poles and Israelis in this regard, war memories areless pertinent to Poles’ perception of Germany than that of Israelis, because Israelis,compared with Poles, have had less contacts with Germans in the post-WWIIperiod (Imhoff et. al. 2017). As for the Israeli government, to take advantage of theabove-mentioned “moral entrapment” of the German elite, it “plays the Holocaustcard” by continuously reminding Germany of its historical responsibility towardIsrael—sometimes in a reproachful tone, particularly when Berlin adopts abalancing instead of a strictly pro-Israeli position on matters related to theIsraeli-Palestinian conflict (for examples, see Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 19).Notably, it is precisely Berlin’s moral entrapment that seemingly enables Tel Aviv toshow inflexibility and somewhat rudeness toward German officials, knowing that atough reaction is not likely to come from them. To exemplify, in 2012, Netanyahu
107 68% and 63% of Israelis hold a positive view of Germany and its government respectively(Hagemann & Nathanson 2015: 33, 31).
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declined to halt the building of new Jewish settlements and allow finishing theconstruction of a Germany-financed sewage treatment plant in the Gaza Strip, eventhough these were what Merkel had requested to be able to convince theBundestag to let two German submarines be sold to Israel108 (Oppermann &Hansel 2016: 22). In April 2017, Netanyahu made a last-minute cancellation of hisplanned talks with German FM Sigmar Gabriel over his disagreement with Gabriel’smeeting with the representatives of an Israeli NGO critical of the construction ofJewish settlements in the West Bank (Fisher 2017). In January 2018, while Gabrielwas saying that both Germany and Israel want a two-state solution, Netanyahupublicly interrupted him by stating that Israel’s main condition is to retain themilitary control of the West Bank anyway. Expressing his disappointment inNetanyahu’s behaviour later at another conference, Gabriel said:[I]n Germany, and frankly inside my own party, young people, theyoung generation, feel increasingly less inclined to accept what theydeem unfair treatment of the Palestinians . . . It's increasingly difficultfor people like me to explain to them the reasons why our support forIsrael must persist (Daily Mail 2018).For all that, on balance, Israel’s need of economic and military collaborationwith the FRG generally appears to exceed vice versa, a fact casting doubt onAsseburg’s (2015: 1) statement that Germany’s approach toward Israel has alwaysrested primarily on economic and security interests. Naturally, the FRG gainscertain benefits from its friendship with Israel: at the current stage, Berlin takesinterest in Israeli high-tech weapons (in particular, drones) and experience incounter-terrorism practices (Asseburg 2015: 2, Serr 2015: 222-223), while in theCold war period, Bonn viewed Israel as an important source of ammunition andinformation about Soviet weapons which Israel used to get from its Arabneighbours, not to mention that a close cooperation with the Mossad was givingthe BND more independence from the CIA (Gardner Feldman 2012: 180; Serr 2015:215-219). Yet, all in all, for Israel, its military collaboration with Germany seemsmore essential. Experts argue that German weapons were of crucial significance forthe Israeli army’s successes in the 1967, 1973 and 1982 wars (Belkin 2007: 5). In
108 Incidentally, in the end, the German government still managed to pass the submarines dealthrough the Bundestag, but, of course, with more difficulty.
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the Cold War period, Israeli officials themselves admitted the exceptionally goodquality of German weapons in comparison with other ones (quoted in Serr 2015:216). In the 1990-2000s, collaboration with German weaponry companies pavedthe way for the Israeli military industry to the EU market (see ibid: 220 for details).Economically, the FRG has been the first, second, third or fourth largest exporter toIsrael at different periods, always remaining its largest trade partner in Europe(Busch 2013: 6-7, State of Israel 2018), whereas Israel’s importance for Germanyhas never been anything comparable, given the smallness of its market (Belkin2007: 4). This is in accord with the statistical data showing that Israeli investmentsinto the German economy are stably greater than vice versa (CBS 2018).My third argument is that the FRG’s commitment to moral responsibility is

manifest across a wide range of its policies and not only its foreign policy initiatives

directly involving the State of Israel. Firstly, and most tellingly, the Germangovernment has fulfilled numerous initiatives to pay off its guilt for the Holocaust,among which are the payment of the total of €66 billion in material compensationsfor Nazi crimes against Jews; the erection of a memorial and an education centercommemorating the Holocaust in close vicinity of (about 500 meters from) theBundestag, the granting of the permission to immigrate to Germany, use its welfaresystem and receive material benefits to Jews from post-Soviet states, the provisionof substantial financial support to the German Jewish community to help integratenewcoming Jews, the arrangement of the round-the-clock police protection ofsynagogues and Jewish institutions etc (for details, see Bartos 2006, GardnerFeldman 2012). Secondly, the German government has been active at marginalisingand trying to restrict the activities of the right-wing movements that deny theHolocaust and Israel’s right to exist (for examples, see Bartos 2006: 14-19).Regarding this, one can also note an important role of German courts whichalthough not always supported the government’s initiatives (for instance,concerning the numerous attempts to outlaw the far-right NPD party), however, inmany cases ruled in their favour even without being legally obliged to do so.Exemplary of this are, for instance, 1) the 1994 ruling of the Constitutional Courtexcluding Holocaust denial from protection by the law guaranteeing freedom ofexpression and 2) the 2005 decision to expel a Hizbollah member from Germany
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because of that organisation’s fight against Israel despite its not being included inthe EU’s terrorist list (ibid: 16-17). Thirdly, Berlin’s policies focusing on theremembrance of the Holocaust coincide with its efforts to “come to terms” with theGDR’s communist regime with multiple memory work initiatives (films, books,historians’ works and NGO’s activities etc) initiated and financed by the Germangovernment in the 1990-2000s (for details, see Langenbacher 2010: 54-57).Furthermore, committed to the two-state solution of the Israeli-Palestinianconflict, Berlin is one of the strongest supporters of Palestine among EUmembers—even though in the view of over a half of Germans, their governmentmostly supports Tel Aviv in the conflict (Hagemann & Nathanson 2015: 42). AfterIsrael recognised the PLO in 1993, Germany was the first EU country to establish amission in Palestine (Belkin 2007: 8) and later, in 2010, Germany created acoordination council with Palestine, an organ nothing similar to which any otherEU country has with Palestine (Khannanova 2017: 19). Moreover, the FRG is one ofthe largest donors of Palestine: in 2017, it ranked third in the list of contributors tothe UNRWA, outdone only by the US and the EU (UNRWA 2017). Perhaps moreremarkably, German aid to Palestine is not limited to humanitarian projects, but isalso present in the security sphere: since 2010, Germany has been implementing aprogram aimed to reinforce the Palestinian police (GIZ 2018).Due to such foreign policy, Germany has managed to gain the trust of bothIsrael and Palestine, which enabled Berlin to serve as a mediator between themseveral times (Belkin 2007: 9-10), dissuade the PLO’s leader Yasser Arafat fromdeclaring independence in 1999 (Khannanova 2017: 17), initiate in 2002 theresumption of the peace process that eventually resulted in the implementation ofa roadmap for the conflict’s two-state solution (Belkin 2007: 9) etc. Although someof the German peace initiatives failed to get support from the conflictingparties—to illustrate, the proposition to involve Syria in Israeli-Palestinian talks inthe mid-2000s encountered opposition from Washington and Tel Aviv (ibid:12)—Berlin has proven to be ultimately more useful for Palestine than someovertly pro-Palestinian EU members and more useful for Israel than it would havebeen if it blindly supported Tel Aviv one-sidedly. Gardner Feldman (2012: 167)conceives of this support of both sides of the conflict as a Janus-like policy, however,
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an alternative—and consistent with the above-cited observations—interpretationof this could be that the German elite simply feels a moral obligation toward bothIsrael and Palestine.Finally, in recent decades, Berlin has often linked its special responsibility forhuman rights protection to its foreign policy initiatives unrelated to Jews, Israel orPalestine. Examples on this point comprise the EMU’s creation, the EU’s Eastwardexpansion, the call to need to stop Belgrade’s aggression in Kosovo in 1999 etc(Langenbacher 2010: 46, Warburg 2010: 58). Moreover, in the post-WWII period,the FRG’s approach toward participation in military operations has always beendefined by Nazi crimes, albeit its content has considerably changed from thecomplete resistance to take part in any of them to an active engagement inpeacekeeping (Warburg 2010: 62-63) or, as formulated by Warburg (ibid: 67), ithas undergone “a shift away from the chronic apology for German crimes toward aresponsibility for their world prevention.” Some researchers (e.g. Wittlinger 2006:491-492, Langenbacher 2010: 46-47) interpret the shift in terms of the mitigationof the Germany-as-perpetrator with the Germany-as-victim frame and theattendant gradual substitution of the “never again war” for the “never againAuschwitz” approach. The latter is coincidentally the approach that Israel employsvis-à-vis its neighbours.
Discussion

This chapter’s analysis has shown that in the post-WWII period and especially inits recent decades, the FRG’s stance vis-à-vis Israel has to a large extent been theproduct of the sense of moral responsibility, which has manifested itself in thecountry’s civic society and especially its political class. This, however, is not to saythat Germany has had zero pragmatic interests to cooperate with Israel, for thiswould have probably lessened the success of their reconciliation, a process which,according to Gardner Feldman (2012: 14), “is always a coupling of morality andpragmatism.” Rather, this chapter has demonstrated that the importance of themoral factor in Germany’s approach to Israel can hardly be reduced to being whatWittlinger (2018: 8) calls the “basic narrative” used to camouflage realpolitik.Whilst both moral and pragmatic forces have influenced the FRG’s Israel policies in
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multiple single cases (for examples, see Gardner Feldman 2012: 133, 136, 137-138,168, 182; Khannanova 2017: 15; Oppermann & Hansel 2016: 12), it is the formerthat seem to have been giving them an impetus over longer periods, determiningtheir continuity and high level despite changing international conditions. Relevantto mention here is Gardner Feldman’s (2012: 162) statement that “[m]orality hassustained German support for Israel when political crises may have suggesteddistance to protect economic interests” coupled with her remark that bycomparison to Germany’s more pragmatic reconciliation with France, that withIsrael has been characterised by a higher significance of moral forces (1999: 346).This is also consistent with the observation of Khannanova (2017: 15) thathistorical responsibility, along with a so-called “Atlantic solidarity,” are the
determinants of German policy towards Israel, while economic interests,demographic factor and a commitment to the EU common foreign and securitypolicy are its variables.This configuration of motives determines the characteristics of Israeli’s powerwith respect to Germany which by and large falls under the category of socialattraction. As for the scope of this power, it embraces a whole range of fields, fromforeign to cultural policy, but is especially pronounced in security, the area wherethe sense of moral responsibility for the existence of the Jewish state drives Berlinto consider Tel Aviv’s demands most legitimate. It is the area where Germany isespecially prone to go against the international community and domestic publicopinion for the sake of helping Israel. Moreover, it is the area where the positions ofGermany and its EU fellows on Israel often are particularly divergent. Telling hereis that despite occasionally criticising Israel, the FRG has nearly always supportedIsrael when it was in particular need of international support, for instance, duringmilitary conflicts in the Middle East (e.g. Khannanova 2017: 16) and situations ofcrises in general (for an overview, see Gardner Feldman 2012: 148). Furthermore,Berlin has invariably sided with Tel Aviv on issues supposedly posing an existentialthreat to Israel: even since 2010, when Merkel’s criticism of the Netanyahugovernment’s policies in Palestine has risen, she has usually been firmlysupporting Tel Aviv on Hamas and Iran, admitting Israel’s right to self-defenceagainst them and insisting they recognise Israel’s right to exist and stop aggressive
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anti-Israeli rhetoric and policies (for examples, see Bartos 2006: 35, GardnerFeldman 2012: 175, 177, Reuters 2014, Daily Mail 2016).109 In general, scholarscommonly regard German-Israeli cooperation in the security (both military andintelligence) area as one of those constituting priority (e.g. Gardner Feldman 2012:170, Asseburg 2015: 2, Serr 2015: 223). Among recent examples of this, perhapsthe most notable one is six dolphin-class submarines which Berlin has supplied toTel Aviv since the early 1990s (in 2017, Germany agreed to supply three moreones), subsidising the construction of most of them. Analysts largely note that forIsrael, the German government’s favourable attitude to arms cooperation isultimately much more significant than its verbal criticism of Israel’s treatment ofPalestinians (e.g. Streletz 2014: 316). This observation is pertinent not only to thecurrent period: in the late 1950s, when West Germany compensated its reluctanceto establish diplomatic ties with secret arms supplies, Israeli officials were overtlystating they needed the latter far more (Saynakova 2010: 83).The relative stability of Germany’s sense of moral commitment has alsoensured the long durability of Israel’s power vis-à-vis the German governments, allof which agreed with the idea of their country’s historical responsibility for Israelregardless of differences in their political affiliations as well as changes in theinternational system, both states’ economic needs and public opinion about Israelinside and outside the FRG. This also explains Germany’s continuous acceptance ofthe idea of the special relationship in spite of its numerous inequalities beneficialfor Israel. It seems substantially to be due to the moral factor that, as GardnerFeldman (2012: 183) puts it, “[f]orces pushing Germany and Israel together werealways greater than those that divided them,” inducing German leaders to acttowards Israel “decisively with long-term perspectives” even despite apparentimmediate controversies around the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.Even though Germany, as the most successful case of apology in IR (Engert
109 The opposite observation, that is, that as threats to the Israeli security decrease, the FRG’scriticism of Tel Aviv tends to grow, is also correct. To illustrate, speaking of Bonn’s approach toIsrael in the 1970-1980s, Oppermann and Hansel (2016: 14) note that “[s]ince Israel’s survivalappeared much less threatened than in the 1950s when it was internationally isolated andsurrounded by stronger Arab nations, Germany felt able to take more critical positions towardIsraeli policies without risking the security of the Jewish state and without violating core elementsof its own national identity.”
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2016: 30), has a high degree of guilt toward Israel, sometimes acting in Israel’sfavour even despite a competing self-interest, the weight of Tel Aviv’s powervis-à-vis Bonn/Berlin still tends to be limited—sometimes significantly—in thepresence of other factors which the German government frequently perceives assituationally more significant than the sense of historical responsibility towardIsrael. In some cases, such conflicting considerations have a value-based character,coming from the sense of moral responsibility for human rights. For example, in2002 and 2005, apprehending their possible usage against Palestinians, Germanyrefused to provide Israel with armoured personnel carriers, while simultaneouslyseeing no problem with supplying Israel with arms of a defensive character, such asanti-missile systems and submarines (Gardner Feldman 2012: 171-172, 174). Inother cases, they have a pragmatic nature, such as showing unity with Germany’sEU fellows (e.g. it is arguably in part on these grounds that Merkel eventuallyturned into being more critical of Netanyahu’s Palestine policies, see Khannanova2017: 18), keeping (friendly) relations with the Arab world and/or Iran, actingaccording to the FRG’s economic needs etc. Interestingly, in some cases, when theperceived strengths of the sense of moral responsibility and a competingself-interest were nearly equal, Bonn/Berlin provided compensations to Tel Aviv.To illustrate, before 1965, the FRG increased material aid and weapons supplies tobalance its refusal to recognise Israel (Gardner Feldman 2012: 137-138). Likewise,after the 1991 Gulf War, Berlin provided Tel Aviv with more arms after it wasdiscovered Germany had supplied Iraq with offensive weapons (ibid: 172).Concerning the weight of Israel’s power with regard to Germany, two thingsmay seem puzzling if contrasted with the description of social attraction given insection 3.3.5. First, Berlin’s occasional readiness to incur (sometimes substantial)domestic and other costs to aid Tel Aviv appears contradictory to the fact that thestrength of values as determinants of behaviour is often limited in the presence of acompeting self-interest. Second, in general, social attraction operates in relativerather than absolute terms:110 poor actor B may capitalise on the desire of A to
110 This feature makes social attraction similar to rational one: as was pointed out in Chapter 5, theEU’s attractiveness for Kazakhstan hinges on the strength of the bloc’s achievements in general aswell as in comparison with other powers (in the first place, Kazakhstan’s neighbours, Russia andChina) and in fact, Astana may turn toward them should it once perceive them as better able to suit
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help the poorest only until the emergence of a poorer actor, who A would regard asmore in need.111 Yet, surprisingly, in the Germany-Israel case, attraction has beenfirmly manifested in behaviour for decades even against the backdrop of Israel’soccupation of Palestine which, in theory, should have put Palestine in the positionof a more considerable victim than Israel. What seems to be at play here is theuniqueness of the Holocaust in European history, making that catastrophe anepitome of the strongest possible violence in the popular mindset and puttingIsrael’s forgiveness for it at the core of the German elite’s ontological security. Evennowadays, when conditions not only at the EU and domestic, but also Israeli112 andinternational113 levels disfavour the continuation of the special relationship withIsrael, Berlin has undertaken only a limited criticism of Tel Aviv. Hence, for thegoals of this thesis, this seems to represent a rare situation when a most likely case(that is, one where independent variables are strongly pronounced) is not most
illustrative of all the patterns of actors’ usual behaviour.At first glance, these characteristics of social attraction may seem confusablewith those of emotional and rational attractions. Indeed, similarly to Kazakhstan’sdesire to cooperate with the EU mainly in the areas where it gets instrumentalbenefits, Germany’s aspiration to collaborate with Israel is also most conspicuouswhen/where a situation around Israel activates Germany’s sense of moralresponsibility. Yet, a crucial difference between them is that when translated intoB’s conduct, values (the base of social attraction) operate towards A’s behaviour in
general, while pragmatic cost-benefit calculation (the logic behind rationalattraction) gets activated only by A’s conduct toward B. It is no coincidence thatwhile decreases in Brussels’ attraction for Astana (and hence, in the EU’s powervis-à-vis Kazakhstan) are mostly resultant from the bloc’s behaviour vis-à-vis theNazarbayev regime (criticism for human rights violations etc), analogous declines
its needs.111 This is what commonly happens in the EU after each new enlargement. For example, as acountry with a relatively low level of development, Ireland benefited from EU funds until 2004,when the accession of ten new members rendered that country out of the group of states eligible forthe subsidies.112 The conservatism of the Netanyahu cabinet which The Guardian named “most hard-right” in thecountry’s history (Beaumont 2016).113 Berlin hardly wants to act in solidarity with the Trump administration, both for its overallnegative reputation and its particular friendliness with the Netanyahu government.



“Social” Attraction: Germany—Israel196

in Tel Aviv’s attraction for Berlin are primarily caused by Israel’s treatment of otheractors, in the first place, Palestine. For the same reason, unlike Kazakhstan,Germany shows a certain readiness to tolerate inequalities in its relations withIsrael and behave against its self-interest to support that country, a quality thatapparently places the FRG’s behaviour on a par with that of Serbia toward Russia.However, while Berlin tends to turn its back on Tel Aviv when a perceived gapbetween what is prescribed by its self-interest and values becomes too wide, thestrong affective power of Serbia’s attachment to Russia makes Belgrade keep anddeepen its friendship with Moscow despite that it contradicts Serbia’s maindeclared goal, namely accession to the EU. Finally, while both Serbia’s attraction toRussia and Germany’s one to Israel are durable thanks to identity-based forces(values and emotions respectively) producing them, the latter seems less stable inthe long run, for values as a power base presuppose a higher dependence on B’scurrent behaviour than do emotions. Therefore, generational change is commonlyseen as detrimental to Israel’s attractiveness for Germany, whilst this is notobserved in the Serbia-Russia case.114

114 Opinion polls results underpin this statement: while young Germans report a more negativeopinion of Israel compared with Germans on average (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2015), Serbian youthholds somewhat more pro-Russian views than overall population (Oliphant 2016).
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Concluding Remarks

“First, there is a mountain, then there is no mountain, then thereis.”― Traditional Buddhist saying, via Donovan, “There is a Mountain”,1967.“It is really true what philosophy tells us, that life must beunderstood backwards. But with this, one forgets the secondprecondition, that it must be lived forwards.”― Søren Kierkegaard, Journalen JJ: 167, 1843.
Research Implications

Theoretical and Methodological Implications

Now that the case studies are performed, it is time to examine the implications ofthe whole thesis. In this section, I try not to repeat the particulars summarised inthe Discussions sections of Chapters 2 and 3, but, rather, take a more distant look atthe contributions of my study to IR theory.Foremost, my research firmly grounds attraction in a soft power relationship,establishing that from the viewpoint of the subject, attraction―which has, in turn,three distinct bases―is the mechanism via which soft power operates. This is not toeliminate the validity of Nye’s argument that soft power works also viaagenda-setting and persuasion from the agent’s perspective.115 However, from amethodological viewpoint, my thesis demonstrates the possibility to operationalisesoft power as attraction if a research question concentrates on the attributes of oneactor’s attractiveness for another one rather than the content and/or effectivenessof an actor’s image-enhancing strategy. In doing so, my research somewhat goes
115 Although my subject-centered perspective did not make it possible to make a special focus onthe agent’s policies, I still touched upon them in passing, for instance, when speaking about Israel’spolicies aimed to exploit the German elite’s sense of moral commitment and Russia’s endeavours totake advantage of Serbia’s emotional attachment by resorting to agenda-setting and persuasion.What seems, however, to make these policies’ success possible is the existence of a prior asset(values, emotional attachment and pragmatic perception of competence) inherent in the subject’smotivation, an observation consistent with the arguments found in the constructivist accounts ofsoft power (see section 2.4). On the other hand, neither my theoretical model nor case studies ruleout the possibility that A may get B to voluntarily do what A wants with no resort to hard power andwithout any pre-existing elements in B’s psychology that ensure A’s attraction. This questionremains for future case study researchers and requires a more dynamic, historical approach to casestudies which will make it possible to analyse the origination of those elements.
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against a common intuition about soft power analysis, adding to the scarce, butgrowing similar literature (e.g. Rohrbacher & Jeníčková 2011, Rostoks 2015,Patalakh 2017). Additionally, my study shows that even those researching A’sintentional soft power strategy should factor in the driving motives of B’s policytoward A, for they determine the character of B’s perception of A and, in turn, A’spower vis-à-vis B. This point moves forward the arguments of a number oftheoretical (for numerous examples, see a literature review in Chapter 2) andmethodological (e.g. Patalakh 2016) papers which from various angles encouragesoft power researchers to take a closer look at B. On top of this, my studydemonstrates that to account for all the aspects of attraction to the fullest possibleextent, one cannot disregard A’s unintentional power: especially theGermany-Israel case study on social attraction116 illustrates A’s ability to get asizeable asset of power with respect to B solely by virtue of being the victim of B’sactions (a so-called “legitimacy of equity”) without undertaking any deliberateactions.Importantly, I approached soft power from a psychological point of view,elaborating, to the extent that it was possible, on a framework containing thedefining and empirical characteristics of the foundations of attraction. In general,the need of the integration of social psychological accounts with respect to avariety of IR subfields has been acknowledged by multiple scholars (e.g. Larson1988, Rathbun 2009, Kelman 2012) and, in recent years, it has been a growingtrend among constructivist scholars to apply social psychological accounts to IRissues (Larson 1988, Rathbun 2009, Sasley 2011 etc). Falling into this trend, mystudy confirms the possibility and usefulness of such application, its ability toprovide us with new insights into the problematic issues of our field.Furthermore, my framework considers attraction and the soft/hard powerdichotomy from a rather rigorous perspective with an eye to enhance the academicutility of the “soft power” concept, the usefulness of which for policy description is
116 Indeed, whereas Serbia’s identification with Russia to a large degree stems from the Russianempire’s policy toward Turkey in the 18-19th centuries and Kazakhstan’s perception of EU maturityand competence originates to a considerable extent in the success of European countries’ economicand technological policies in recent decades, Germany’s special treatment of Israel is rooted only inthe crimes committed by Germans themselves.
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already widely acknowledged. Sceptics may find my approach to oversimplify thecomplicated nature of social power, arguing that power is actually a unitaryphenomenon and its “hardness” and “softness” should be realistically positionedon one continuum (similarly to the one made by Nye, see Figure 5) rather thantreated as two separate categories. Yet, my approach explicitly presupposes thateach power base is characterised by weight that is largely case-dependent and withregard to which little can be generalised. At the same time, compared to Nye’scontinuum, my framework allows to better ascertain differences between the twokinds of power and their variations, showing that the fact that power is indeed amatter of degree is not to say that attraction rests on coercion.Another implication of this thesis is a literature review including the majorityof conceptual works on soft power (Chapter 2), both those that are often-cited andthose which tend to be largely neglected. Even though reviewing relevant studies isa standard procedure in any research, it was rather complicated in this particularcase, given that those researching soft power tend to pull the debate in differentdirections, explain similar things from diverse perspectives and employ differentterminologies. Therefore, to make sense of the debate, present it as coherent andfind common denominators around which to cluster the studies, I often had todiscern implicit ideas they contain, resorting to what is sometimes called “carefulreading.”Finally, my study allows to better assimilate the hard/soft power dichotomyinto a wider academic debate on social power, the necessity of which, as wasargued in Chapter 2, has been acknowledged by David Baldwin. Indeed, whilstmost empirical applications of the “soft power” concept treat it as a bywordsynonymous with public diplomacy, culture or non-violent policies, my research isone of the few that use it as a social science concept, employing it in IR field withregard to relations between two actors.
Empirical Implications

Besides moving forward the IR debate on power, my study has also made somecontribution to our understanding of the empirical cases it investigated. First, ithas made the case for the crucial role identity- and affect-laden motivations play in
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Serbia’s policy toward Russia. Albeit I am by far not the first to have identified thislink as such, to date, my research appears to be the most considerable attempt topresent this argument systematically. This helps underpin the popularcommon-sense notion that the Serbian government and society want to enter theEU predominantly for pragmatic purposes, while emotionally, feeling more closelybonded to Russia.As for the implication of my case study on Kazakhstan’s approach toward theEU, though there are other papers making a case for the key role of pragmaticforces in it, my study seems to offer the most substantial endeavour to integrate theexistent literature into a coherent account as well as offer elements of its criticalreview. Like in the case study on Serbia, I did not only rely on international sources,but also tried to bring together papers published by Russian, Kazakh and Serbianscholars in local journals. Another aspect of the study’s originality is its substantialfocus not on the content of Astana’s policies toward Brussels, but, rather, on motivesbehind them. Additionally, unlike most other research on this topic, mine placedKazakhstan-EU relations into a broader international context, later allowing me toreflect on the meaning and peculiarities of instrumentality and pragmatism inAstana’s foreign policy.Similarly, the case study on Germany’s policy vis-à-vis Israel has attempted tocritically review and systematically present literature on its underlying motives.Although the literature review performed here is less comprehensive than that inthe Kazakhstan-EU case, my study supplemented and in part moved forward theargument of papers making the case for the significant role of the moral factor.
Policy Implications

Though my power analysis does not presuppose intentionality and agent-centeredperspective and hence, as such is not policy-oriented, its contributions still seem togo beyond the academic field. First, of some use for policy analysts andpractitioners may be the speculations about the future development of Serbian,Kazakhstani and German foreign policies that I made in the Discussions sections ofrespective chapters. Yet, the main policy implication of the study is that it specifiesand further develops the argument (made by Nye and commonly repeated by other
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pundits) that the success of the soft power strategy of one IR actor (A) towardanother one (B) is to a great degree contingent on―if not determined by―theactual configuration of B’s motives. Hence, what matters is not only whether, butalso how B likes A, for this defines the type―to reiterate, not the strength, but the
type―of the power asset A has over B. All in all, it also determines how A shouldaffect B to increase the odds that the influence attempt will succeed. Some may findthis argument trivial, but it seems that policymakers tend to neglect it. It is hardlycoincidental that NGO researchers keep advising Brussels to take account of thespecificities of its leverage over different Central Asian states in order to customiseits democracy/human rights promotion strategies for each particular state (seeChapter 5).
Limitations

As for the limitations of my study, they mainly stem from theory and methodology.Regarding theory-related ones, at the most general level, critics of theconstructivist approach may find its overall interpretation of power as too broadand all-inclusive, questioning the exclusion of A’s intentionality and theincorporation of B’s identity. My thesis’ analytical framework also contains anumber of problems. The first of them is asymmetries in the empiricalmanifestations of the three types of attraction: “emotional” attraction, for instance,contains a far greater number of empirically observable qualities than does“rational” attraction. The second one is that soft power’s weight―due to theobvious impossibility to generalise it―exogenous to the model, which might makeit the same sort of “emergency exit” for case study researchers as is A’s skill in theneoliberal agent-centered model.117 On top of this, both these problems make ithard to perform a rigorous cross comparison of the cases, which partly explainswhy a comparative chapter as such is absent in my thesis, though certaincomparisons are made in the Discussions sections of Chapters 4-6.
117 This, however, seems to be a common issue in typological frameworks, of which mine is a case.Bennett, for example, argues they make relatively lenient suppositions about case comparisons,noting that “[t]he minimal assumptions of typological theory are in fact similar to those of thestatistical researchers who interpret the ‘error term’ in their equations as including measurementerror or left-out variables” (2004: 33).
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Concerning methodology-related limitations, one reflects a general weaknessof the case study method, that is, its ability to produce solely provisionalconclusions (George & Bennett 2005: 28) and even though they may be firmlygrounded in theory, one should be careful while using them for generalisation.Furthermore, the usage of most likely cases may well serve the goal of illustratingmy theoretical framework, however in real life, the majority of IR actors’ bilateralrelations might not easily fall into one of the five categories of power bases, butrather, are their combinations. Moreover, though I tried to carefully list and analysealternative explanations, the very fact that they were needed illustrates thepresence, at least to some extent, of the “degrees of freedom” problem (sometimesalso called “underdetermination” or “indeterminacy”), that is, limited ability to ruleout all but one possible explanation (Bennett 2004: 41, George & Bennett 2005:28)―yet, in fairness to me, I tried to avoid making strict deterministic statements,widely using such words as “usually,” “often,” “tend to,” “mainly” etc. Finally, thoughI did my best to eschew the bias of source selection (by relying on research comingfrom the same theoretical tradition, country, method etc) and sharing theiranalytical biases (by citing a whole variety of sources and presenting alternativeexplanations), I had to leave out literature written in the languages of the countriesunder research (Serbian, German and Hebrew) due to my inability to read them.
Directions for Future Research

Lastly, I would like to outline some areas where the findings of my thesis may comein handy. Some of them are intuitive, directly resultant from the thesis’ implicationsand limitations and hence, hardly need any detailed explanations. It is obvious, forexample, that this research may well stimulate a debate on psychology behind softpower and be helpful for discussing the role of emotion, rationality and values inforeign policy making. Another such topic is the interaction and evolution of thebases of attraction, the topics more research on which is needed to show the
complex and dynamic nature of attraction (see the Discussion section of Chapter3).118 This, nevertheless, requires a collaboration between psychologists and IR
118 I may nevertheless advise those who want to undertake this to resist the instinctive temptationto structure everything which was initially high in my case. Some vague theories may intuitively
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scholars and/or monitoring of new discoveries in the relevant psychologicalsubfields (in the first place, social psychology and neuropsychology), as to date hasbeen successfully done by such IR students as Neta Crawford, Jonathan Mercer,Emma Hutchison and others.Yet, other areas, where my research may also be of use, are less apparent, thusrequiring special specifications. The first interesting task to do is to analyse thenational variations of the concept in the countries where it has gainedpopularity―both at the official level and among political scientists. One thing is tosimply review the national academic and official debates on soft power, trace theirorigin, evolution, peculiarities and connectedness to those countries’ broaderforeign policies (for approximate examples, see Benhaïm & Öktem 2015 on Turkeyand Mingjiang 2008 on China). Apart from this, it seems also interesting to studythe performativity of soft power in the countries where the concept is widespread,that is, how national discourses on soft power influence their actual foreignpolicies (Hayden 2017: 334). Both tasks, however, require a multinational team ofresearchers.Second, more can be elaborated on the concept of attraction itself which needsnot necessarily be approached from the viewpoint of power relations. BiallyMattern (2005: 591), incidentally, argued for the need to more closely addressattraction in IR as early as 2005, though little appears to have been done on thisthus far. To date, the word “attraction” (or “attractiveness”) with respect tointernational actors is mostly applied with regard to specific issue-areas, such asinvestments, business climate, tourism etc. However, what interests us more is amore general account of attraction and major principles and tendencies associatedwith it. While social psychology appears to be a valid area from which to draw
theoretical foundations for this, some methodological tools may be found in thearea-specific indices and rankings of countries’ attractiveness (e.g. EY 2017, TheEuropean House―Ambrosetti 2017) as well as the few papers which take asubject-centered perspective on soft power and attraction (e.g. Rohrbacher &
appear to be good potential topics for further structurisation and specification, but in fact, muchabout them may turn out to be researchable only on a case-by-case basis. Let us not search for strictlaws where there are actually none.
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Jeníčková 2011, Rostoks 2015, Patalakh 2017). Seemingly that good candidates forcase studies in this regard are the territories of so-called “contested identity,”which are frequently faced with “geopolitical choice” between bigger actors. One ofsuch territories comprises the Eastern Partnership countries, where the perceivedattractiveness of the EU and Russia appears to be a good potential source ofempirical investigations.Third, my research seems to be able to cast new light on the theory of
alignment. IR rationalist accounts of alignment grasp threat- and reward-inducedmoves of B in favour of A by the term “bandwagoning”.119 Applied to the discussionof military alliances, both types of alignment are illustrated in this passage by Walt(1985: 7-8, see also Schweller 1994, Wilkins 2012 for typologies including bothcoercion- and reward-prompted types of alignment):What is the logic behind the bandwagoning hypothesis? Twodistinct motives can be identified. First, bandwagoning may beadopted as a form of appeasement . . . Second, a state may alignwith the dominant side in war in order to share the spoils ofvictory.As captured in French and Raven’s description of coercive and reward poweras well as Baldwin (1971)’s study of power of positive and negative sanctions,120the power of A over B differs depending if the latter bandwagons out of fear ordesire to gain a reward. Some, however, deem this account of alignment asinsufficient. Chidley, for instance, argues for integrating constructivist insights intothe framework of alignment, so that it will embrace all possible motives that mayimpel B to act to A’s advantage (2014: 154). Yet, her research merely identifies thisproblem without offering any new framework: the sole new type of alignment thatshe proposes for the future comprehensive account is “alignment for identity” (ibid)which, nonetheless, is not described in detail in her article. Hence, my three types
119 “Alignment” refers to “expectations of states about whether they will be supported or opposedby other states in future interactions” (Snyder 1997: 6, cited in Chidley 2014: 147). I followChidley’s profound literature review in preferring the term “alignment” over “alliance,” given that,first, that latter pertains to the security field while the former may refer to bilateral relations ingeneral and second, prominent theorists like Waltz, Walt and Schweller use the two termsinterchangeably (ibid: 147-151). Moreover, as Wilkins’ (2012: 59-74) typology suggests, evenapplied to the field of security, alliance is only one possible kind of alignment.120 Ironically, Baldwin (1971: 23, 32) cites French and Raven’s work in his article and hence, isaware of it. However, 25 years later, he makes no mention of it when suggesting future research onsoft power define its bases from B’s perspective in behavioural terms (2016: 169-170).
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of attraction (with “emotional” one synonymous with “alignment for identity”) mayseemingly contribute to her study.
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