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Abstract

Especially in the last decade, pipelines transporting Russian natural gas abroad have
come under much attention in academic studies. The academic debate surrounding these
pipelines is characterized by a wide variety of different viewpoints, which can be
broadly classified into studies ascribing geopolitical and economic motives to Russian
energy policymakers. This thesis adds to the literature on Russian gas pipelines by
examining Russian official rhetoric on the Nord Stream 2 and Power of Siberia
pipelines, the largest pipelines from Russia to Europe and China, respectively, planned
in the last decade. In particular, it questions the dichotomy between geopolitical and
economic ways of looking at pipelines by examining how Russian officials use
narratives of both kinds in justifying the construction of these pipelines. In analyzing
statements from various Russian officials, this thesis used qualitative content analysis,
meaning that the narratives discussed are the result of a close reading and interpretation
of the statements, instead of identifying and counting the use of key words. The results
of this research show that Russian officials have regularly made use of both geopolitical
and economic narratives to justify both pipelines — with economic narratives slightly
more prevalent —, but the nature of these narratives and the frequency of their use differs
widely between the cases. This calls into question the strong focus on either economic

or geopolitical factors that can be seen in the literature.
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International Relations (referring to the academic discipline)
Liquified Natural Gas

Ministry for the Development of the Russian Far East and Arctic
Ministry of Energy of the Russian Federation

Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian Federation
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries
Qualitative Content Analysis

United States of America



Acknowledgements

I would first like to thank my supervisor, dr. Max Bader, whose feedback and comments
throughout the writing process were of great help in setting up my research and

structuring my thesis.

I would like to show my gratitude to dr. Morena Skalamera, whose course ‘the
Changing Geopolitics of Energy in Eurasia’ has been a great source of inspiration for
this thesis, and whose expertise has also been invaluable in formulating my research

question.

In addition, I would like to thank my parents, who have always been there to support
and encourage me in everything | have done. Finally, a big thank you to Anna Lokhorst,

without whose love and support I could not have completed this thesis.



Introduction

The Russian Federation has the largest reserves of natural gas in the world, owning
around 25% of the world’s total proven reserves. According to the United States (US)
Energy Information Administration (EIA), of the 212 billion cubic meters (bcm) Russia
exported in 2016, 90% was delivered through gas pipelines. In total, gas exports
constituted 13% of Russia’s total export revenues in 2015 (EIA 2017). Given this
importance of natural gas exports to both Russia and its customers — with the European
Union (EU) importing 40% of its total natural gas supply from Russia in 2019
(Moravcsik 2019) — gas pipelines have been an important element in the study of
Russia’s foreign policy towards the EU in particular. Within this literature, there is a
divide between approaches which primarily ascribe geopolitical considerations to
Russia’s construction of gas pipelines, being used to exert influence over gas importers
and countries through which the pipelines run, and economic approaches, which focus
on the importance of natural gas exports to the Russian economy (e.g. Casier 2011;
Judge, Maltby, and Sharples 2016; Siddi 2017; 2018).

This thesis examines whether Russian official rhetoric on specific pipeline projects
reflects this broad divide in the literature, making use of two case studies: Nord Stream
2 and the Power of Siberia. With an export capacity of 55 bcm and 38 bcm per year
these pipelines are the largest Russian gas pipelines to their destinations (Europe and
China, respectively) agreed to in the last decade (e.g. Vatansever 2017: 6). Nord Stream
2 is a pipeline project launched in 2015 by Russian state-controlled gas company
Gazprom and a consortium of Western European energy companies. The pipeline is
planned to have a capacity of 55 bcm per year and runs, parallel to the existing Nord
Stream pipeline opened in 2011, from Russia to Germany via the Baltic Sea (e.g. Siddi
2020: 548-549). Opponents of this pipeline mainly argue that this capacity expansion
on the offshore route from Russia to Germany through the Baltic would allow Russia
to fully supply Germany — the largest consumer of its natural gas in Europe — while
cutting off supplies to the countries through which the current pipelines run, including
Poland and Ukraine. Countries like these, therefore, consider Nord Stream 2 to be
undesirable from a geopolitical point of view (e.g. Selden 2020: 153). As of late April

2021, this pipeline was close to completion, despite sanctions from the US on



companies involved having slowed down construction (Elliott 2021). The Power of
Siberia pipeline, a pipeline from the Russian Far East to China with an annual export
capacity of 38 bcm,! was agreed to in 2014 by Gazprom and the China National
Petroleum Company (CNPC). This first pipeline to China is considered as a major step
for Moscow to diversify its natural gas exports away from the almost complete reliance
on the European market (e.g. Ragseth 2017: 25; Skalamera 2018: 346). The 3000-
kilometer pipeline was launched in December 2019 (DW 2019a).

So far, there has been very little academic attention for Russian official rhetoric on gas
pipelines, with studies focusing largely on one specific narrative, such as the narrative
that the Nord Stream 2 pipeline is meant to diversify pipeline infrastructure away from
the ‘unreliable’ Ukrainian pipeline system (e.g. Tichy 2019). The downside that comes
with research like this is that analysis of just one specific narrative on one pipeline
obscures other factors that can be used to justify the construction of a new pipeline. In
other words, studies like these tend to focus on either geopolitical or economic
narratives, thus continuing the scholarly divide between these two. This thesis aims to
go beyond the division between geopolitically- and economically-informed scholarship
on Russian natural gas policy, by including both geopolitical and economic narratives,
thus creating a more comprehensive picture of Russian official rhetoric on these gas
pipelines. Although statements from Russian government officials should, of course,
not be taken to give a full picture of Russia’s actual policy, a comprehensive study like
this, as already argued by Goldthau and Sitter (2020: 13), can give us an indication of
the extent to which both types of reasoning inform a country’s energy policy. In order
to identify the different geopolitical and economic framings, this research uses
qualitative content analysis, examining statements from various Russian government

officials, as well as from state gas company Gazprom.

This leads us to the main question of this thesis: “How are the Nord Stream 2 and Power
of Siberia pipelines represented in Russian official energy rhetoric in geopolitical and

market terms?”

In the following chapter, this thesis first provides a more in-depth overview of the

literature on international energy relations in general, and Russia’s gas relations with

1 The Far Eastern Federal District (“Zarsnesocmounsiii ghedepansusiii oxpye”), roughly speaking,
spans the federal subjects of Russia to the east of Lake Baikal (dfo.gov.ru N.D.).

2



Europe and China in particular, providing a more detailed image of the geopolitical-
economic division that permeates through the literature on these topics. After briefly
going into the chosen method of qualitative content analysis and the process of data
selection, the thesis goes on to provide an overview of the geopolitical and economic
framings Russian officials have used for both pipelines. This overview of the research

results is followed by a discussion on these findings, and a more general conclusion.

Based on the qualitative content analysis of the data, this thesis argues that a variety of
both geopolitical and economic framings on both pipelines, questioning the rigid divide
between the approaches commonly found in the literature on Russian gas export
pipelines. Furthermore, the differences in framings of both pipelines suggest that there
might be no such thing as a single ‘Russian’ policy on gas pipelines, with Russian
officials employing different types of narratives more or less frequently depending on

the pipeline project.



Literature Review

Before moving on to the analysis of Russian official rhetoric on the two pipelines in
question, this literature review shows how the broad division in geopolitical and
market-based framings of energy policy permeates throughout the literature. After
going into the main schools of thought on international energy trade in general, and gas
trade through pipelines in particular, this review focuses on literature on Russian natural
gas export policy towards both Europe and China. As we shall see, on all of these levels,
the literature can clearly be divided into these two broad approaches, which sets the
stage for the continuation of this thesis.

International Energy Relations and Trade in Gas

The academic study of governments’ foreign policies towards energy resources —
particularly the governance of demand and supply of oil and natural gas — first arose in
the 1980s, as governments responded to the shocks in world oil markets brought about
by export cuts from the OPEC cartel of leading oil producers (e.g. Gilpin 1987: 198;
Kuzemko, Keating and Goldthau 2018: 3). Since then, the study of energy policy has
been characterized by its rather fragmented nature, being a subject at the crossroads of
many different disciplines, including economics, political science and international
relations (e.g. Strange 1988: 190-191; Mansson et al. 2014: 2; Van de Graaf and Colgan
2016: 2).

Despite this disciplinary fragmentation, some scholars have ventured into theoretical
analyses of international energy relations, drawing in particular from theoretical schools
of thought from International Relations (IR) scholarship. Two broad theoretical
accounts predominate in this regard, one with a focus on (geo-)political factors, and the
other with a focus on more market-based factors (e.g. Dudau and Nedelcu 2016; Judge
and Maltby 2017: 184; Wilson 2019: 115-6).

The ‘geopolitical’ approach to international energy relations has its basis in the Realist
theoretical school of IR (Stoddard 2013: 444; Wilson 2019: 115). Broadly speaking,
different variations of Realism in IR share a focus on states, which are assumed to be

rational actors seeking to maximize their power and influence abroad (e.g. Cesnakas



2010: 49). Energy resources, being ‘strategic commodities’ — of which every state must
have a stable supply for their societies to function — are thus considered tools to exercise
power in foreign policy for exporters, and sources of external vulnerability for
importers (e.g. Luft and Korin 2009: 340; Goldthau and Sitter 2015: 30; Klare 2015).
This connection between energy resources and a state’s power can be seen in the study
of energy relations in the academic debate on the ‘energy weapon’, referring to the use
of energy resources as a means of an energy-exporting country to exert power on its
export partners (e.g. Smith Stegen 2011: 6505; Blackwill and Harris 2016: 86).

The ‘market-based’ approach, on the other hand, tends to emphasize the role of markets
and international cooperation in international energy relations (Goldthau and Witte
2009: 390; Chester 2010: 891-892). In its most extreme form (e.g. Noél 2008), this
approach holds that energy resources are traded like any other commodity, with
political factors not being of importance. However, more generally, this approach holds
that trade in energy resources benefits both energy exporting and importing countries,
as (almost) no country possesses both all energy resources it needs as well as the
technical and financial means to extract them (e.g. Goldthau and Witte 2009: 382; Belyi
2015: 20; Overland 2016). Therefore, this approach tends to focus on the need for
cooperation between energy exporting and importing countries, which is argued to
bring mutual benefits (e.g. Wilson 2017; Van de Graaf and Colgan 2016: 8; Van de
Graaf et al. 2016: 12).

Naturally, these two broad approaches to the subject matter study international energy
relations from radically different points of view. In order to overcome the divide
between the two, an increasing amount of scholarship has called for more nuanced
approaches. For instance, Hughes and Lipscy (2013) and Stoddard (2013) have called
for study of the formation of energy policy on a domestic level, taking into account the
way domestic institutions and norms shape energy policy. Similarly, Kuzemko (2014)
and Wilson (2019) argue for the inclusion of ideas and narratives surrounding energy
in specific national contexts. Based on this increasing call for scholarship on
international energy trade to pay more attention to ideas about energy policy, Goldthau
and Sitter (2020: 13) argue that it is essential to study how assumptions from both the
geopolitical and market-liberal approaches inform energy policy-making in individual
countries. Following these suggestions to add more nuance to the study of international

energy policy, this research focuses on how elements of these two dominant framings
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of international energy policy-making are reflected in Russian official statements on
the two pipelines examined. However, before moving further, it is useful to briefly

discuss the specificities of trade in natural gas via pipeline.

Politics of Pipelines: The Specificity of International Gas Trade

While much of the aforementioned literature discusses energy resources in general
terms, trade in natural gas is different from trade in other energy resources like oil,
because of the importance of pipelines in this sector. This has been a basis for literature
specifically on international energy trade via pipeline, which this section briefly

discusses.

What sets natural gas apart from other energy resources like oil and coal are the high
costs involved in its transportation. Unlike oil, which can be transported in various
ways, natural gas is almost exclusively transported by pipelines, gas-specific
infrastructure which usually has to cover thousands of kilometers (O’Sullivan 2013: 39;
Belyi 2015: 41-43). Therefore, establishing and maintaining gas trade between
countries by pipeline requires large infrastructural investments. This has led some
scholars to describe pipelines as ‘umbilical cords’, making gas trade in a given region
very dependent on (political) considerations of specific exporting and importing
countries, as well as those of any transit country a pipeline passes through (e.g. Pascual
and Zambetakis 2010: 20-21; Skalamera Groce 2020: 991). The concrete relationship
created between specific producing and consuming countries has ensured that markets
for gas are far more regionalized than markets for other resources, with different
systems of trading and pricing natural gas existing in different parts of the world, largely
as an outcome of political bargaining (e.g. Hulbert and Goldthau 2013: 111; Belyi 2015:
49). Piped gas tends to be traded under long-term (usually around 20-30 years) contracts
negotiated between governments, which specify a minimum annual amount of gas the
consumer country has to pay for, as well as fixed price formulas (e.g. Grigas 2017: 48-
49; Boussena and Locatelli 2017: 551). In other words, because of the large investment
needed to construct gas pipelines, trade in natural gas tends to be considered more

informed by politically motivated decisions than other energy sources.



Because of the political factors involved in the decisions to construct pipelines, they are
often considered in geopolitical terms. For instance, according to some scholars,
pipelines can create a situation of dependence on one specific supplier (e.g. Balmaceda
2013: 30-31). This situation of dependence has been argued to provide the producing
country with leverage over the importing country, for instance using threats of supply
cuts (e.g. Krickovic 2015; Grigas 2017: 14). However, in literature with a more
economic focus, pipelines have also been argued to create a situation of mutual
dependence, as both exporting and importing countries rely on the regional market
created by the pipeline built between them, either as a source of gas or a source of
income. This would ensure potential for increased cooperation between them, as both
of them have an interest in jointly maintaining a pipeline, in order to gain a return on
their investment (e.g. Casier 2011: 496; Stulberg 2012: 809; Proedrou 2018a: 411).
Furthermore, increasing supply of liquified natural gas (LNG) — gas cooled down to
such an extent that it can be shipped by tanker in a liquid form — has arguably created
a more global gas market, providing gas importers alternatives to piped gas and
(potentially) diminishing the political and strategic importance of pipelines (e.g.
Hulbert and Goldthau 2013).

Thus, according to the literature, trade in natural gas, primarily because of the
importance of expensive pipeline infrastructure, has a strong (geo-)political dimension.
Nevertheless, they can also be seen as creating a (regional) gas market, where specific
importing and exporting countries depend on each other. Based on this debate, the
following section looks at both more geopolitical and more market-based explanations

of Russia’s natural gas policy towards Europe offered in the literature.

Russian Natural Gas Policy towards Europe

Having discussed the academic literature on trade in energy resources in general, and
natural gas in particular, it is now time to move on to discussing the literature on
Russia’s natural gas policy, starting with its gas export policy towards European

countries, the primary export destinations of Russian piped gas.

Russian natural gas exports — and those of the Soviet Union before (Hogselius 2013) —

have been inextricably linked with pipelines bringing gas from West Siberian extraction



locations to (Western) Europe. In 2019, Russian state gas company Gazprom, which
holds a monopoly on gas exports by pipeline, transported 199 bcm of gas to EU
countries — the vast majority of Russia’s total gas exports (Gazprom 2020: 57). This
occurs through a sizeable network of pipelines, most of them running through several
transit states in Eastern Europe. Like in the literature on international energy relations
more broadly, both geopolitical and more economically-based approaches exist here,
which explain Russia’s support for the construction of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline in

different ways.

The Geopolitical Approach - Energy as a Weapon

According to Romanova (2016: 860) and Siddi (2018: 1553), among others, the
literature on Russia’s gas relations with its European consumers is dominated to a large
extent by geopolitically-focused studies. These usually perceive Russia as a state trying
to use its gas resources as a tool to attain non-energy related foreign policy goals. As
this section shows, this can be seen both in the ideas that this strand of literature claims
to underlie Russian gas policy towards Europe, as well as in the extensive academic
discussions on Russia’s ‘energy weapon’ in Europe, including in the context of the Nord

Stream 2 pipeline.

This geopolitical approach starts from the assertion that the Russian state is largely in
control of Russia’s oil and gas companies. For instance, Hadfield (2008: 232) argues
that Russia’s energy policy has been highly state-centric during president Putin’s first
and second terms, with almost all oil and gas companies forming part of a geopolitical
strategy to gain leverage in foreign relations. The conclusion that state control over
energy resources and their use in foreign policy are a defining feature of the energy
policy of the Putin administration — up to this day — is also shared by Wilson (2015:
231), as well as Iseri and Ozdemir (2017: 61). This idea of energy resources being the
primary means for expanding Russian influence abroad is also seen in discourse of
Putin’s Russia being an ‘energy superpower’ (e.g. Rutland 2008; Bouzarovski and
Bassin 2011; Kuteleva 2020). According to this discourse, Russian oil and gas resources
would allow the country to return to the ‘superpower’ status Moscow had lost upon the
collapse of the USSR. As Kuteleva (2020: 88) argues, even as the relatively high prices

for oil and gas in the 2000s made way for lower energy prices in the 2010s, Putin’s



regime continued to construct energy as the foundation of Russia’s foreign policy
power, leading Russian officials to claim a special status in its relations with the EU

based on Russia’s ‘energy superpower’ status.

Also when it comes to Russian natural gas exports towards Europe, Charokopos and
Dagoumas (2018: 458) conclude that ‘Moscow is inclined to emphasize and concentrate
on the political gains from natural gas exports,” a conclusion Kosowska and Kosowski
(2016), as well as Vatansever (2017: 6) also make when it comes to the rationale of
Gazprom and the Russian government to construct new natural gas pipelines towards
Europe. According to this strand of literature, the primary means by which Russia
would exert influence in Europe using natural gas is the so-called ‘energy weapon’. The
exact definition of this concept is debated. Some scholars (e.g. Smith Stegen 2011)
argue that it is simply a process in which Russia uses the threat of shutoffs of natural
gas supplies in order to coerce European countries into (not) taking a certain political
decision. Others, on the other hand, argue that there are various instruments through
which Russia can exert influence over the European importers of its gas (Newnham
2011; Orttung and Overland 2011). According to those adhering to the former approach
to the ‘energy weapon’, including Misik and Pracharova (2016: 595), as well as
Mikulska (2020: 409), Russia has mostly used the ‘energy weapon’ to politically
pressure countries which are (almost) entirely dependent on Russian natural gas for
their gas supply, such as Ukraine. An example of this would be the 2006 and 2009 ‘gas
crises’, when Russia temporary cut off gas supplies to Ukraine at times of political
tension between Moscow and Kyiv (Umbach 2010: 1230; Lee and Connoly 2016: 106).
However, according to Newnham (2011: 142), as well as Orttung and Overland (2011:
84), the ‘energy weapon’ should be seen more broadly, with Russia using a combination
of ‘carrots’ (such as subsidized energy) for friendly countries and ‘sticks’ (such as
temporary gas cutoffs) for more unfriendly ones. Wigell and Vihma (2016: 615) argue
that this broadened ‘energy weapon’ reveals a picture of Russian energy influence far
beyond Ukraine, with more Russia-sympathetic countries like Germany getting their
gas at more favorable conditions than less friendly ones like Poland. However, what
both approaches to the ‘energy weapon’ have in common is the belief that Russia
considers its gas resources primarily as a means of exerting influence over countries

which import its piped gas.



This conception of gas as a Russian ‘weapon’ is also reflected in the rationales for the
construction of the Nord Stream 11 pipeline that this strand of literature ascribes to
Russian energy policy-makers. According to those scholars who emphasize the
geopolitical implications of this pipeline, the most frequently cited reason for Gazprom
and the Russian government to be interested in this pipeline is a desire to drastically
reduce dependence on pipelines which run to the EU through Ukraine (e.g. Kosowska
and Kosowski 2016: 760; Vatansever 2017: 8; Charokopos and Dagoumas 2018: 455;
Siddi 2020: 549). Some of these scholars consider the attempt to remove Ukraine’s
strategic role as a transit country in light of a Russian desire to strengthen its ‘energy
weapon’ towards Ukraine, including a possibility of coercing Kyiv to resolve the crisis
in Eastern Ukraine on terms favorable to Moscow (e.g. Vihma and Wigell 2016: 383;
Siddi 2017: 380). This also points us to a possible representation of Nord Stream 2 by
the Russian government, because, as argued by Tichy (2019: 190), as well as De Jong
et al. (2020: 1), Gazprom and Russian government officials tend to represent Ukraine
as an unreliable transit country, stressing the need for ‘diversification’ of transit routes.
As such, according to these scholars, the primary rationale for Nord Stream 2 would be
a desire to circumvent Ukraine as a transit country, as it would be an unstable partner

which poses a threat to gas supplies from Russia to the EU.

As this section has shown, according to this strand of the literature, Russian gas policy
towards Europe is based on using natural gas exports and pipelines as a means to exert
leverage over importers of its gas. Arguably, Russia considers itself an ‘energy
superpower’, USes (threats of) gas supply shutoffs as a ‘weapon’ against its importers.
As such, according to this body of literature, Nord Stream 2 is meant primarily to

increase Russia’s power, for instance over Ukraine.

Market-based approaches — Gazprom under Pressure

The geopolitical approach to Russian gas policy towards European gas importing
countries is criticized by scholars who argue that market considerations like
profitability also play a part in Russian decision-making. As shown below, changing
conditions on the EU natural gas market over the last decade have led to a proliferation

of studies arguing the Russian government and Gazprom increasingly take market
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conditions into account, including when it comes to the construction of new gas

pipelines like Nord Stream 2.

Among scholars criticizing the explanation of Russian gas policy in geopolitical terms,
the more geopolitical framing of Russian energy policy as largely considered too
simplistic. For instance, Judge, Maltby, and Sharples (2016), argue that most of the
literature on Russian energy policy towards Europe is characterized by ‘geopolitical
reductionisms’. One of these ‘reductionisms’, as Casier (2011; 2016) argues, is that
much of the geopolitically focused literature ignores the Russian government’s strong
dependence on natural gas exports to Europe for the state budget (Casier 2016: 770).
This type of ‘reductionism’ is also questioned by Aalto et al. (2014), who argue that
Gazprom and the Russian government are driven first and foremost by securing demand
for Russian gas as profitably as possible. Another type of ‘reductionism’ criticized by
Judge, Maltby, and Sharples (2016: 755) is the assumption that Russian energy policy
is based on one set of ‘Russian’ interests. This type of ‘reductionism’ is also questioned
by Romanova (2016), who argues that, although Russian energy policy is also informed
by a geopolitical paradigm, certain Russian ministries tend to advocate more market-
based approaches in energy relations with the EU (Romanova 2016: 872). What these
different criticisms of the geopolitical approach to Russian gas policy have in common
is that they point to economic considerations that they believe also play a significant

role in Russian decision-making on gas policy towards Europe.

In recent years, this idea has become more prominent in literature on Russo-European
gas relations, as a sizable body of literature argues that increasing competition on the
EU market for natural gas has forced Russia into a more market-centered approach to
gas relations with Europe. Around 2010, as economic crisis in the EU led to lower
demand for natural gas, a large amount of new LNG supply — gas cooled down to such
an extent that it can be shipped by tanker in a liquid form — started coming to the EU,
mostly from newly-developed gas fields in the US. This discrepancy between supply
and demand led to lower prices for LNG in Europe, which also put pressure on Gazprom
to lower its prices for piped gas (Abdelal et al. 2014: 10-11; Hulbert and Goldthau 2013:
101; Loe 2019: 1124). As Boussena and Locatelli (2017) point out, this new
environment provided Gazprom with a choice on the European market: stick to
traditional gas trade based on long-term contracts with volumes and prices set by

political bargaining, or use its large extraction and pipeline capacity to offer lower
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prices and out-compete LNG suppliers. According to Locatelli (2015: 327) and Loe
(2019: 1136), Gazprom has slowly moved towards the latter strategy, and has made its
gas contracts increasingly flexible. As a result, as Abbas and Locatelli (2020: 436)
show, Gazprom has managed to increase its market share on the EU market from 39%
in 2014 to 41% in 2017. This response can be seen as a shift in priorities of Gazprom
and Russian energy policymakers towards emphasis on a continued presence on the
European gas market over its traditional methods based on political bargaining
(Proedrou 2018b: 83).

Similarly, Kropatcheva (2014: 7-8), Stulberg (2015: 124), and VVan de Graaf and Colgan
(2017: 62) argue that competition on the European market has also forced Russia to be
more concerned with its image as a reliable supplier, thus significantly weakening the
‘energy weapon’. Stulberg (2015: 125) and Siddi (2018: 1568) even argue that this is
why Moscow has not cut off supplies through Ukraine during the ongoing conflict there.
In other words, according to these scholars, in the face of increasing competition on the
European gas market from LNG supplies, Russia’s gas policy towards Europe has

become more based on market factors like maintaining market share.

This changing position of Russia in the EU gas market has also led to an alternative
explanation of the rationale behind Nord Stream 2 for Gazprom and the Russian
government. According to studies which have identified a more market-based rationale
for this pipeline’s construction, the pipeline offers Gazprom the opportunity to maintain
or expand its market share in the EU by allowing larger volumes of Russian gas to be
exported straight to Germany (e.g. Goldthau 2016: 19; Lang and Westphal 2017: 11;
Abbas and Locatelli 2020: 438). Furthermore, according to Hecking and Weiser (2017:
23), as well as Eser et al. (2019: 829), increased supply of Russian gas through Nord
Stream 2 could be a relatively cheap means to satisfy EU gas demand. This demand is
predicted to grow in the coming decades because of declining production of natural gas
in European countries like the Netherlands and because of policies aimed at phasing
out more polluting sources of energy like coal (e.g. Goldthau 2016: 17). As Kuteleva
(2020: 86) argues, the Putin administration has frequently tried to emphasize Russia’s
ability to satisfy the EU’s gas demand by representing Russia-EU gas trade as an
economic win-win situation. Based on the literature that points to a more market-based

rationale behind Nord Stream 2, a similar framing might be expected in this case.
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In short, especially since the EU market for natural gas became increasingly
competitive, studies have paid increasing attention to economic considerations in
Russian gas policy towards Europe. This literature, in addition to previous studies that
have also criticized the ‘geopolitical reductionism’ in studies on Russian gas pipelines,
thus questions some of the assumptions of the more geopolitically-focused research,
including when it comes to the rationale behind the Nord Stream 2 pipeline. According
to this strand of literature, Nord Stream 2 can also be seen as a sensible business project
from a Russian perspective, with maintaining Gazprom’s market share on the EU

market being the primary concern.

Russian Gas Policy ‘Pivots’ to China

Having discussed Russia’s natural gas policy in the ‘Western’ direction — that is,
towards Europe — this review now moves on to discuss Russia’s gas pipeline policy
when it comes to the ‘Eastern’ direction — that is, to China. This chapter finds that,
much like with Russia’s gas policy towards Europe, Russian gas policy in this direction

is also described along mostly geopolitical and more market-based lines.

Since the 2012 Russian hosting of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)
summit in Vladivostok, the Putin administration has pursued a ‘Pivot to the East’, a
broad policy of rapprochement with several countries in the Asia-Pacific region, aimed,
according to some scholars, primarily towards capitalizing on this region’s rapid
economic growth, including by acting as a provider of energy resources for the
relatively resource-poor Asian countries (e.g. Kuchins 2014: 130-131; Rozman 2018:
15; Shagina 2020: 448). As Vassiliouk (2018: 181) points out, in the Russian Energy
Strategy up to 2035, the Russian government expresses the desire for 31% of total
Russian gas exports to go to the Asia-Pacific by that year, up from 16% in 2016. Other
scholars, however, see Russia’s ‘Pivot to the East’ as driven more by the broader
geopolitical aim of countering the hegemony of the US on the world stage together with
China, an objective that has arguably become more important as Russia’s relations with
the US and other Western countries deteriorated after the Ukraine crisis (e.g. Cox 2016:
329-330; Lukin 2016: 579; Charap et al. 2017: 36). This Russian rapprochement with
Asian countries in the field of energy has also led to the first natural gas pipeline being

constructed in this direction, in the form of the Power of Siberia pipeline.
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Geopolitical Approach: An Anti-Western Pipeline

Much like in the literature on Russia’s energy relations with the EU, there has been a
significant amount of research considering Russia’s energy ‘Pivot to the in geopolitical
terms (e.g. Skalamera 2018: 60). However, rather than an attempt to gain influence in
China through energy relations, this literature largely considers the ‘energy pivot’ as a

response to deteriorating relations with the West.

Scholars who make this argument tend to point to the timing of the agreement between
Russia and China: the contract for construction of the Power of Siberia pipeline was
reached in May 2014, two months after Russia annexed Crimea. Researchers like Klein
and Westphal (2016: 4), Rozman (2018: 13-14), as well as Liu and Xu (2021: 7) argue
that the reaching of this agreement after 10 years of negotiations should primarily be
seen as a Russian response to the increased international isolation in geopolitical and
economic terms, as the annexation of Crimea had led to deteriorating economic
relations with Western countries. This idea is confirmed by research that has examined
the terms of the gas deal, as far as these have been disclosed. For instance, Sharples
(2016: 898), Baev (2019: 7), and Shagina (2020: 454) have pointed out that the
conditions of the agreement were rather more favorable to China than to Russia: gas
prices were lower than the average price paid by EU countries, and the commercial
risks of the development of two new gas fields and the construction of the 4000-
kilometer-long pipeline were largely borne by Gazprom. As such, Charap et al. (2017:
25), Raseth (2017: 27), as well as Yilmaz and Daksueva (2019: 87) conclude, the gas
deal should also be seen as an example of Russia’s increasingly asymmetrical
relationship with China, with Moscow having few other political and economic partners

left since the annexation of Crimea.

Aside from the argument that Russia only agreed to the construction of the pipeline out
of weakness, another explanation why Russia would agree on this deal with China on
rather unfavorable terms is offered by Skalamera (2018: 69-70; see also Skalamera
Groce 2020: 1001-1002), who argues that the agreement on construction of the Power
of Siberia pipeline to China is a central part of Russia’s increasingly anti-Western
foreign policy post-Crimea. This idea is in line with the argument that the Power of

Siberia pipeline serves the Russian geopolitical goal of reducing economic dependence
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on exports of natural gas to the EU by adding another direction of gas exports (e.g.
Romanova 2016: 866; Boussena and Locatelli 2017: 560; An et al. 2020: 138), even
though the pipelines delivering gas to Europe are not connected to the Power of Siberia
pipeline (yet) (Sharples 2016: 904). As such, based on this strand of the literature, we
might expect Russian geopolitical narratives surrounding the Power of Siberia pipeline
to be focused on the importance of reducing dependence on gas exports to the EU, tying
in with the increasingly anti-Western rhetoric from the Russian government since the

2014 annexation of Crimea.

Market Perspective: Developing the Far East

However, this strong link suggested between Russia’s energy policy towards Asia and
its deteriorating relations with the West have also been criticized, primarily by scholars
who argue that Russia’s ‘Pivot to the East’ started before 2014. According to this strand
of literature, Russia’s ‘Pivot’, including in energy matters, is largely driven by two
interrelated economic objectives: developing the Far Eastern regions of Russia and, in
doing so, also building up closer economic ties with the growing countries of the Asia-
Pacific, not just China (e.g. Locatelli et al. 2017: 160; Xu and Reisinger 2019: 2;
Shagina 2020: 448).

According to several scholars arguing for this more economic understanding, Russia’s
‘Pivot to the East’ post-Crimea should be seen in the context of the already previously
declared desire to increase the role of Russia in the economically growing Asia-Pacific
region by increasing economic activity in the vast — but also highly underdeveloped and
depopulated — Far Eastern Federal District of Russia, which should act as a
‘springboard’ to this part of the world (e.g. Mankoff 2015: 72-73; Blakkisrud 2018: 14-
15). For example, Blakkisrud (2018: 16) points out that the institutional framework for
this element of Russia’s ‘Pivot’ was already created in 2012, with the establishment of
the partially decentralized Ministry for the Development of the Far East. An example
of a project developed by the Russian government in order to both economically
develop the Russian Far East as well as increase trade with Asia-Pacific countries is the
Eastern Gas Program, jointly implemented by the Russian government and Gazprom
since 2008. This plan aimed to create a network of gas extraction, transportation and

processing in the Russian Far East, in order to give this region an economic boost, as
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well as potentially to start up pipeline gas exports to China (e.g. Locatelli et al. 2017:
160; Vassiliouk 2018: 184; Demina 2020: 76). As pointed out by Kapitonov et al.
(2018: 340-341), as well as Vassiliouk (2018: 176) and Demina (2020: 79), the Russian
government’s development of the ‘Power of Siberia’ pipeline, connecting a newly
developed gas field in the Sakha Republic to the Chinese border, is a central project
within this program. However, the effectiveness of energy trade with China for
economic development in the Far East is called into question by Xu and Reisinger
(2019: 5), who argue that Russian-Chinese energy diplomacy has largely been driven
by interpersonal interactions on the highest government levels, meaning that dividends
of this energy trade will largely flow to Moscow. Nonetheless, the aforementioned
literature points us to another potential rationale behind the ‘Power of Siberia’ pipeline:
aside from economic gains from exporting gas to China, economic development by
establishing a gas industry in the underdeveloped regions of eastern Russia might be an

objective present in Russian government rhetoric.
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Methodology

Before moving on to the analysis of the Russian government’s representation of the
Nord Stream 2 and Power of Siberia pipelines, this chapter goes into the methodology
of Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA) that this research employs, as well as justifying
the primary sources this research uses to characterize Russian official rhetoric on the

pipelines.
Methodological Framework: Qualitative Content Analysis

According to Julien (2008: 120-121), QCA is a research process of categorizing textual
data into clusters of similar categories — also known as coding — in order to identify
patterns both within and among these themes. Contrary to quantitative approaches to
content analysis, qualitative content analysis is less focused on the frequency with
which a certain word or phrase is mentioned, and more on a close reading and
interpretation of textual data, mindful that any text is open to subjective interpretation,
as well as multiple meanings based on context. This makes a qualitative approach more
suitable for this research, as this thesis is not only focused on what kinds of geopolitical
or economic narratives are used in Russian official rhetoric, but more on how they come

to the fore in this rhetoric.

Following Hsieh and Shannon’s (2005: 1281) categorization of different approaches to
QCA, this research takes a Directed Content Analysis approach, meaning that it draws
its main coding categories from existing research. It takes geopolitical and economic
framings of the pipelines as the two basic coding categories in both of its case studies.
As we have seen, these are the two primary points of view from which Russian foreign
energy policy has been conceptualized in the literature. A similar approach to QCA is
taken by Lichtenstein et al. (2019), who base their analysis of coverage of the Ukraine
crisis on Russian and German television on different theoretical approaches towards

reporting on conflict.

By categorizing Russian official statements on the pipelines starting from these two
categories, the research strives to identify narratives fitting in both categories.
Naturally, as Hsieh and Shannon (2005: 1283) point out, this approach of taking

theoretically determined categories as a basis for analysis runs a risk of confirmation
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bias in the data research. However, considering these two frameworks have a solid
foundation in the literature, and are also sufficiently broad to contain a variety of
different framings within themselves, the risk of confirmation bias significantly

affecting this research is more limited in this case.

Based on the two primary coding categories, the following chapters identify and discuss
narratives in both categories, which are identified using the data itself. This type of
data-driven (sub-)categorization is, according to Schreier (2012: 115-116), central to
coding in QCA. This subcategorization occurs according to thematic criteria, that is, by
identifying different narratives that fall under geopolitical or economic framing of the
pipeline. As both the geopolitical and economic contexts of the two pipelines are
different, as we have seen in the literature review, different sub-categories of the two

central categories are established for the Nord Stream 2 and Power of Siberia pipelines.

Furthermore, according to Schreier (2012: 166), another central concept in QCA is that
of reliability, meaning the extent to which the total ‘coding frame’ (that is, the various
sub-categories identified based on the data) actually represents the data analyzed in a
consistent way. In order to ascertain the reliability of the sub-categories identified, this
research uses a comparison across time (Schreier 2012: 167), with the data on each
pipeline from different sources analyzed at different times, with an interval of at least
one week. The combination of the coding of statements from different sources is the

basis for the categories identified in the following 2 chapters.

Data: Russian Official Rhetoric

This section briefly goes into the sources of the data that is used in the following
chapters to represent ‘Russian official rhetoric’ on the pipeline projects. As argued by
Romanova (2016: 860-861), Russian foreign policy is rather centralized around the
president, with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) directly accountable to him.
Furthermore, although she argues their competences in foreign energy policy are
sometimes unclear, she points out that the Ministry of Energy (ME), and the Ministry
of Economic Development (MED) tend to have some responsibility in working out the
details of specific energy-related projects, under the overall coordination of the
president and the MFA. Following Romanova (2016), this research includes statements

from president Putin (all of the data examined in this research dates from after his 2012
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return to the presidency), as well as statements coming from these three ministries on
both pipelines as representative of ‘Russian official rhetoric’. Furthermore, when it
comes to the ‘Power of Siberia’ pipeline, this research includes statements from the
Ministry of the Development of the Russian Far East and Arctic (MDRFE), a ministry
founded in 2012 with an aim to foster economic growth by attracting investment and
overseeing the implementation of federal (infrastructural) projects in these regions (e.g.
Blakkisrud 2018: 18; Xu and Reisinger 2019: 7).

In addition to these government institutions which are to various degrees involved in
decision-making on these two international pipeline projects, this research also takes
statements from Gazprom into consideration. Although this company is not officially
an institution of the Russian state, the state does own a majority share in the company,
and it does play a large role in Russia’s gas policy, selling gas at subsidized prices at
home and having a monopoly on gas exports. This central position in Russia’s gas
exports also gives the company a degree of political relevance — as opposed to solely

economic — when studying Russia’s gas policy (e.g. Bilgin 2011; Mikulska 2020).

This leaves us with a large number of sources from which the qualitative data used in
this research is drawn. Although, naturally, these different actors and institutions do not
have the same amount of influence on decisions surrounding these pipelines, the
continuation of this thesis focuses on narratives that can be identified across this wide

range of different actors in Russian energy policy-making.
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The Nord Stream 2 Pipeline

This chapter presents the results of the qualitative content analysis of Russian
government officials’ framings of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline. In correspondence with
the more geopolitically- and more economically-oriented perspectives seen in the
literature, this chapter (like the next) broadly divides these framings into a ‘geopolitical’

and an ‘economic’ category.

In total, 251 statements and documents were identified on the webpages of the relevant
Russian institutions, starting from

early 2015 — when the agreement to Hits per source

construct Nord Stream 2 was reached

by Gazprom and its Western

European partners — until the end of

2020. Of these, the highest number 40

came from the website of the MFA,

followed by the ME, statements of
president Putin, official statements
from Gazprom, and with the smallest = MFA =ME =Putin = Gazprom = MED

number coming from the MED.

Based on the QCA method described in the methodology section, different geopolitical
and economic framings of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline are formulated based on analysis
of statements from these sources in this timeframe, which qualify the Nord Stream 2
pipeline in a certain way. An overview of the statements cited can be found in Appendix
1. All framings that were identified in less than 10% of the sources analyzed (that is,
mentioned on fewer than 25 different occasions) were removed. This led to a total of 3
geopolitical framings and 4 economic ones. The continuation of this chapter discusses

these 7 framings one by one, using direct quotes from the source material.
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Geopolitical Framings

Research of the source material has identified three broad geopolitical narratives on the
Nord Stream 2 pipeline. The first of these is labeled ‘Undue Political Influence’,
meaning that Nord Stream 2 is argued to have been subjected to undue politicization,
both from within the EU and from

the US, which put sanctions on all Geopolitical Framings
companies involved with the Nord
Stream 2 project. The second is 51
labeled ‘Risks of Ukrainian

Transit’, meaning that government

officials frequently point to a need -

to diversify away from reliance the
Ukrainian gas transit network, as it
.- . = Undue Pol. Influence = Ukraine Transit
poses a (geopolitical) risk to these _ _
Improving Relations

supplies. The third is labeled

‘Improving Relations’, meaning that Nord Stream 2 provides a rare example of good
neighborly relations between Russia and EU countries, in a time when these relations

are broadly poor.

Undue Political Influence

The geopolitical framing of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline used most frequently by the
Russian government relates to the opposition towards the pipeline, which came —
among others — from the US, which imposed sanctions on companies involved in the
Nord Stream 2 project in 2018 (e.g. DW 2019b). According to this framing, this
opposition to the pipeline would constitute undue politicization of a project agreed

between Russian and European corporations.

Firstly, and especially in the first years after the announcement of the Nord Stream 2
pipeline, Russian officials primarily accused the EU of political interference with the
project. For instance, in early 2016, Foreign Minister Lavrov claimed that: “[To, 4to]

[B EC] mpussiBatoT He coTpyaHuyaTh ¢ Poccueit, motomy 4to 3T0 OyAeT BO Bpen
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VYkpause, [...] BIsS€TCS NONBITKON 3aTPyIHUTh, OCIIOKUTH HAIlld OTHOILIEHUS U3BHE,
CO CTOpOHBI, B3bIBasl K HEKOM aTIAHTUYECKOM €BPOCOIO30BCKON «COJUIAAPHOCTHY
(January 26, 2016). Not much later, in an interview with an Austrian newspaper in 2016,
Energy Minister Novak claimed that: “co croponst EBpocoto3a nmoautuieckiue MOTHBBI
MNpEeBATIMPYIOT HAA SKOHOMHYCCKHUMHU COO6pa)KeHI/I$IMI/I IIpyu OpraHru3alv IMOCTaBOK
Hedtu u raza” (February 24, 2016). Elaborating further on the nature of these ‘political
motives’ in the case of Nord Stream 2, Novak discussed the argument made by several
EU countries that continued gas transit through Ukraine should be guaranteed, and
concluded: “nomeiTkK yKa3pIBaTh OM3HECY U MOTPEOUTEISIM, KAKOW MAPIIPYT SBISCTCS
MpEAIIOYTUTCIBHBIM, a4 KaKne pr60Hp0BOI[I>I BOBCC HC CTOUT CTPOUTDH, ABJIAKOTCA HU
4Y€M HHBIM, KaK OTKPOBCHHBLIM IIOJJUTUYCCKUM BMCIIATCILCTBOM B BKOHOMI/IKy”
(February 24, 2016). Aside from discussing the EU’s insistence on continued transit
through Ukraine, Lavrov (February 16, 2018) and Novak (February 26, 2019) also
claim that the argument that the EU should diminish its dependence on Russian natural
gas — rather than constructing Nord Stream 2 — is evidence of unnecessary politicization

of trade in energy resources.

However, as the US introduced sanctions on the project in 2018, the accusations of
undue political interference started to be aimed primarily at Washington. As Lavrov
stated in early 2018: “CIIIA mepexoaaT K HEYECTHONH KOHKYPCHIIUH, MOJIUTHUCCKOMY
JaBJICHHIO, yTOOBl 3aCTaBUTH CBPOHeﬁCKHe CTpaHbl CTPOUTH COOTBETCTBYIOIIHC
00BEKTHI U TTOJTyuaTh 6oJ1ee goporoii raz”? (January 15, 2018). This frame became more
prevalent after Russia and Ukraine reached an agreement on continued transit of gas
through Ukraine in December 2019. According to Putin, the fact that US sanctions
remained after this moment showed the true reason for the US opposition to the
pipeline: “A ecnu caHKIMK OCTAaHYTCS, OCTAETCS TOJIBKO OIMH noOyIUTENbHBIN MOTHUB.
Kakoii? Obecrnieunth KOHKypeHTHbIE MpenmylnecTtBa st cBoero LNG, mis cBoero
cxmwkenHoro raza” (March 11, 2020). Officials, at times, also use this cynical reading
of the US intentions with sanctions on Nord Stream 2 to draw conclusions on the
intentions of the US on the world stage more broadly. Lavrov, for instance, argued that:
“nocne Toro, kak CIIA numHMA pa3 DpoAEMOHCTPUPOBANIN, YTO HMX JUILUIOMATHS
CBOAUTCA IIPCKIC BCCr0 K YCTpAIICHUIO PpPa3HbIMH MCETOJAMH — CAHKOUAIMMU,

YJIbTUMATYMAaMHU, YyIrpo3aMH, KOTI'/Ila HAKA3bIBAKOT OJoKaR X COTPYAHUKOB 3a TO, 4YTO

2 CIIA (Coenunénnsie lItater AMepuku) — US.
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OHM PpEIIAIOT CBOM DKOHOMHYECKHE NpoOJeMbl, 3aJauydl CBOEH HSHEPreTUYEeCKOn
0€30MMacHOCTH, IyMal, HU OJ{HA CTpaHa B MHUpE YK€ HE JI0OJDKHA COMHEBATHCS, UTO,
eciu eit CIIIA uTo-TO 06ermiaroT, To Opocsrt ee B 1toboi momeHnt” (December 23, 2019).
In other words, Lavrov claims that the US has shown its unreliability on the world stage

by ‘punishing’ its own allies for ‘solving their economic problems’.

In other words, the “‘undue political influence’ framing consists primarily of complaints
from the Russian government on the attitude from some Western countries towards the
Nord Stream 2 pipeline, which the Russian side portrays as being unnecessary
politicization of a project executed by corporations. However, especially when it comes
to the use of this portrayal in relation to the US position on Nord Stream 2, Nord Stream
2 is also portrayed as an example of a broader problem: that of the US blocking mutually
beneficial cooperation between Russia and the EU in an attempt to gain an unfair

competitive advantage for its own LNG.

Ukraine Transit

The second geopolitical framing of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline relates to one of the
rationales ascribed to the Russian government for constructing this pipeline in the
geopolitically-oriented literature: the desire to ‘diversify’ away from reliance on
pipelines running through Ukraine (e.g. Kosowska and Kosowski 2016: 760;
Vatansever 2017: 8; Charokopos and Dagoumas 2018: 455; Siddi 2020: 549). As this
section shows, officials from the Russian government and Gazprom frame transit to
Ukraine as a risk for Russian-EU gas trade, which can be mitigated by expanding

pipeline capacity on other routes, including by building Nord Stream 2.

In the source material, gas transit through Ukraine is problematized in several different
ways. The first of these is expressed most clearly by president Putin in 2016, when he
claimed that “He 6bUTI0 HU OJTHOTO CITy4asi, YTOOBI MBI CPBIBAJIM TOCTaBKH. MBI IOMHUM
2008-2009 rompl, KOraa MOCTaBKU ObLIM MPUOCTAHOBJICHBI, HO HE IO HaIllIeil BHHE, a
MOTOMY YTO TPAH3UTHOE TOCYIapcTBO He obecmeumio Tpausut” (December 5, 2016).
Here, Putin refers to the gas crisis in the winter of 2008-2009, when Russian gas stopped
flowing to Europe through Ukraine. Although this crisis was the result of a commercial

dispute between Gazprom and Ukrainian gas company Naftohaz over the renewal of a
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contract on gas supplies and transit, Putin here puts the blame squarely with Kyiv. This
same problematization of Ukrainian transit was also expressed by Minister of Foreign
Affairs Sergey Lavrov, who claimed in 2018 that: “VMmeBmimre MecTo KpuU3HCHl ObLIH
CBSI3aHBbI, IPEXKJIC BCETO, C MOBEJACHUEM TpaH3uTHBIX cTpan’ (Lavrov, October 3, 2018).
The second way in which Ukrainian gas transit was problematized relates to the
technical elements of Ukraine’s gas infrastructure. Minister of Energy Aleksandr
Novak claimed in 2015 that: “ykpanHckas cucTema ra3onpoBoIOB CHIBHO ycTapesa.
[ToaToMy M BO3HHKaeT BoIpoc: 3(QQEeKTHBHA M €ro MOJEPHHU3ALMUS WU MpOIIe
noctpouth HOBBIA TazompoBox” (July 2, 2015). Then-minister of Economic
Development Alexey Ulyukayev problematized the transit in a similar way, stating that,
because of Ukraine’s under-investment in pipeline infrastructure, “Bo3HuKarOT pucku u
nepe0oeB MOCTaBOK M TEXHOTEHHBIX Pa3IMYHbIX KaTtacTpod. DTO MPOEKT, KOTOPHIH
KOT'/1a-TO JI0JKEH OBITh pelIeH - THBECTUIIMH B Fa30TPAHCHIOPTHYIO CUCTEMY Y KpauHBbI.
IToka ero Her, momkHa ObITH qUBepcudukanms’” (May 24, 2016). In other words, Novak
and Ulyukayev claim that Ukraine’s neglect of its gas infrastructure has left it in such
a severe state that it poses a fundamental risk to the stability of gas supply to the EU,
driving home the necessity of diversifying routes of natural gas transportation, for

instance by constructing Nord Stream 2.

As such, this narrative in official Russian rhetoric represents Nord Stream 2 primarily
as a means of increasing the energy security of European countries. For instance, MFA
spokeswoman Maria Zakharova stressed in 2018 that: “razomnpoBo «CeBepHBbIii IOTOK-
2» HE MOAPBIBAET SHEPTETHUECKYI0 0e30macHOCTh EBpOMBI, a Kak pa3 yKpeIuisieT ee
myTemM ,Z[I/IBCpCI/ICI)I/IKaLII/II/I MapaipyToB IIOCTABOK I'a3da, HUBCIUPOBAHHUA TPAH3UTHBIX
PUCKOB H IIOBBIICHUSA HAACKHOCTH ra3ocHaOXeHusT KOHEYHBIX HOTpe6I/ITeJ'IeI71”
(January 31, 2018). This is also emphasized by Putin, who claimed in 2019 that “3anaua
[«CeBeproro IToToka — 2»] — muBepcudUIIPOBATH MAPIIPYTHI TIOCTABOK ras3a, yoparhb

TPaH3UTHBIE PUCKU U TEM CaMbIM YKPENUTb SHEpreTHuecKyto Oe3omacHocTs EBponbsl”

(October 2, 2019).

In sum, this narrative focuses primarily on the importance of diversification: given the
risks of transit through Ukraine, diversification away from the reliance on this route by
building the Nord Stream 2 pipeline is not only in the interests of Russia, but also in the

interests of EU countries importing Russian gas.
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Improving Relations

Another geopolitical framing represents Nord Stream 2 as example of cooperation
between Russia and European countries — and Germany in particular. This in spite of
EU-Russia economic relations being dominated by a regime of mutual sanctions
installed after Russia annexed Crimea and invaded Eastern Ukraine (e.g. Trenin 2021).
In particular, this narrative posits Nord Stream 2 as part of a long-standing ‘special’

natural gas relationship between Russia and the EU.

One clear way in which Russian officials place Nord Stream 2 in the context of this
‘special’ energy relationship is by pointing out that piped gas deliveries from the USSR
towards Western Europe have taken place since the 1960s.® For instance, in 2016,
Foreign Minister Lavrov pointed out that “Ha mnpoTsKEHUH IOJTOTO BpPEMEHH
[>Hepreruka] urpansa 1EMEHTHPYIOUIYIO POJb B POCCHHCKO-ECOBCKUX OTHOIICHHUSX
(October 25, 2016). Furthermore, during a state visit to Germany in 2018, Putin said
that: “Uro kacaercst mpoekTta «CeBepHBIH MOTOK — 2», [...] MBI 0OCyXaamu ero B
KOHTEKCTE JPYIMX HAIIMX TMPOEKTOB B cdepe DHEPreTHKH. Y Hac MHOTOTUIAHOBOE
COTPYIHMYECTBO B OTOM cdepe, W OHO TPOJIOJDKACTCS OYEHb [IaBHO, MHOTHE
necsatuietusi, u BecbMa ycmemrHo” (May 18, 2018). MFA spokeswoman Maria
Zakharova also expressed this confidence in EU-Russian energy cooperation. When
asked whether controversy surrounding Nord Stream 2 would hinder its completion,
she claimed: “Mensuiuce Ha3BaHHMs CTpaH, MOJUTHYCCKME CHCTEMBI, a Hallle
B3aHMOHeﬁCTBHC II0 SHEPIrEeTUUCCKOMY TPEKY C GBPOHGfIHaMPI BCEraga OoCraBaJIOCh Ha
caMOM BBICOKOM ypoBHE. MbI HUKOTIa uX He moasoauan” (September 23, 2020). In
other words, cooperation in matters of natural gas between Russia and the EU has been
so successful for such a long time that continuing construction of new natural gas

infrastructure, such as Nord Stream 2, is nothing new.

Another way in which the energy relationship between Russia and the EU is used in the
rhetoric on Nord Stream 2 is by emphasizing that this relationship is one of mutual
dependence. Putin discussed this idea in response to concerns about European countries
becoming dependent on Russian gas: “sTo riymblii abCOIFOTHO, HUKYEMHBII apryMEeHT.

O4YCMYy! OTOMY 4YTO 3TO B3aMMO3aBUCHUMOCTBL. LCJIH HaAIll IIOKYIIATCJIb ITOIIaJacT B
I1 711 E

3 For a detailed analysis of the history of EU-Russian gas trade, see Hogselius (2013).
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3aBUCUMOCTh OT IPOJABIA, OT HAC, TO MbI TAaK)XXe IIONAJacM B 3aBUCUMOCTb OT
nokynaresst ~ (December 5, 2016). Furthermore, in 2018, Lavrov characterized the
Nord Stream 2 pipeline as intended t0 “mOBBICUTH YPOBEHb MO3UTHBHOM
SKOHOMHUYECKOW B3anmMo3aBUcUMOCTH Poccum m EBpocoro3a, nexanied B OCHOBE
000OJTHO BBITOJIHBIX OTHOIICHWH M CTaOMJIBHOCTH Ha €BPONEWCKOM KOHTHHEHTE
(August 28, 2018). In other words, Nord Stream 2 feeds into a relationship of

interdependence, which is considered mutually beneficial.

This framing of Nord Stream 2 as fitting in an existing pattern of successful cooperation
and interdependence between Russia and the EU in energy matters is also
complemented at times with an even more optimistic note, positing that Nord Stream 2
might be a turning point in the generally poor relations between the two powers. This
is seen very clearly in the words of then-Minister for Economic Development Maksim
Oreshkin, who argued in 2018 that projects like Nord Stream 2 led to increases in
investment and trade between Russia and the EU, which “yka3piBaer Ha peHeccaHc
OTHOIIICHWM, HECMOTps Ha CaHKIMOHHYIO TemaTuky’ (December 12, 2018).
Furthermore, Aleksandr Novak also expressed his confidence in the continuing
improvement of gas relations between Russia and the EU: “Ms1 B 3TOM emie pa3
yOeIMIINCh, B YaCTHOCTH, TIO O€CTIpEIieICHTHO M MOIJIEPIKKE EBPOIEHCKIMU ITAaHTepaMu
HAIIIEr0 COBMECTHOrO IpoekTa rasompoBoja «CeBepHblii moTok — 2»” (October 14,
2020). In other words, according to these optimistic voices in the Russian government,
Nord Stream 2 is also part of a ‘revival’ in (economic) relations between the two

powers, despite the generally poor EU-Russia relations after 2014.
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Economic Framings

In total, 4 economic framings on Nord Stream 2 have been identified in more than 10%
of the total source material. The first of these is the ‘Growing Demand’ framing, which
claims that European countries will import more Russian gas due to rising demand and
slowing gas extraction in EU countries. The second, labeled ‘Russian Competitiveness’
posits that Russian piped Economic Narratives
gas is the  most
economically viable
source of natural gas for
EU countries, both in

terms of price as well as

in terms of supply -
volumes.  Furthermore,
the  framing labeled
‘Economics of Nord
Stream 2’ posits that this
= Growing Demand = Russian Competitiveness

particular pipeline is a Economics of Nord Stream 2 = Western Business Participation
more economically viable

way of transporting gas to Western Europe, compared to existing pipelines. Lastly, the
framing ‘Western Business Participation’ justifies the project by pointing out the
involvement of many (large) energy companies from Western Europe, rather than it just

being a project of Gazprom and the Russian government.

Growing Demand

The most frequently used economic framing of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline justifies this
expansion of gas pipeline infrastructure by arguing that European countries will need
to import more natural gas in the years to come, as demand would be expected to rise

and extraction of natural gas in EU countries like the Netherlands is expected to decline.

This idea is expressed most clearly by president Putin during the 2018 “Russian Energy
Week” forum: “«CeBepHbIii OTOK-2%» — 3TO YHCTO KOMMEPUECKHI MPOEKT, XOUY 3TO

MMOAYCPKHYTD, CBSI3aHHBIN C YBCIMYCHUEM HOTpe6J'IeHI/I$I OHEpruv, B TOM YUCIIC U B
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EBpone, u ¢ magennem coOCTBEHHOM 100bIYM B €BpoIecKuX cTpaHax. HyxkHo e rie-
to Opath!” (October 3, 2018). The most concrete numbers for this expected rise are
given by Aleksei Miller in his 2018 report for Gazprom shareholders: “Tpu rona nazan
Ha TOJIOBOM COOpaHMM aKIIMOHEPOB Mbl OoTMeuanu, 4to K 2035 roay motpeOHOCTbH
EBpomnbl B J0MOJIHUTENIBHOM HUMIIOPTE ra3a MOXET cocTaBUTh 150 mipa kyO. M.
CeronHs MBI BUJUM, YTO TOJIBKO 3a IMpOLIEALINE TpU roja umnopTt B EBpomy yxe
yBenu4wics Ha 67 mipa KyO0. M. MBI OXHJaeM, 4TO TEHICHIIMU COXPAHSITCS H
peanbHOCTh IpeB3oiiaet nporuo3sr” (June 28, 2019). In other words, Miller expects the
rise in natural gas exports to the broader European region to exceed 150 bcm per year
by 2035 compared to 2015 levels, which would imply almost a doubling of natural gas

supplies by Gazprom to Europe (Gazprom Export, N.D.).

The cause of the falling domestic production of natural gas, according to minister
Novak, is found in falling production in the 3 largest gas producers in Europe: the
Netherlands, Norway, and the United Kingdom (e.g. Novak, September 8, 2015). In an
interview in 2018, Novak claimed that domestic extraction in these countries would fall
by 7 bcm annually in the years to come (Novak, October 5, 2018). The primary evidence
for this decline in production comes from the Netherlands, where the government
announced to cut gas production from the Groningen field from 21 bcm per year in
2017 to 0 in 2030 (Reuters 2018). Based on this development, the International Energy
Agency (IEA 2020) expects European gas production to drop by 40% between 2020
and 2025.

Meanwhile, Russian officials expect a rise in demand for natural gas in Europe,
primarily because of the ‘greening’ of the European energy mix, with countries moving
towards less polluting energy sources. This is noted for instance in Miller’s report to
Gazprom shareholders for 2018 (Miller, June 28, 2019). According to Lavrov, this is
seen most prominently in Germany, which has also phased out nuclear energy:
“FepMaHI/IH B3sJIa MPUHOUIIAAJIBHYIO JIMHUIO HA OTKa3 OT HI[CpHOfI SHEPTCTUKHU, U CCIIN
9TO HE Tra3, TO 3TO YI'OJIb. 3HaIO, 4TO OOJIA YIJIA B 3Hepr06anche FepMaHI/II/I 6yz[eT
BO3pacTaTb, HO 3TO, HABCPHOC, HC OYCHbL IOJIC3HO IJId 3KOJIOTHH. HOBTOMy POJIb
«CeBepHoro IMMOTOKa» KaK p€aJIbHOI'0 MOCTAaBIIWKA 9KOJIOTHUICCKH YHUCTOT'O TOIUIUBA, S
nymato, B ['epmanuu oniennim,” (August 15, 2016). This expectation of increased gas
demand in Europe is questioned by the IEA, which has projected an increasing decline

in gas demand in Europe by 2040 in recent years (Elliott 2020). However, according to
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research by the independent energy consultant Rystad Energy in late 2020, gas demand
in Germany is projected to increase by 20 bcm between 2020 and 2034, which would

(at least partially) confirm Lavrov’s expectations (Rystad Energy 2020).

In other words, the Nord Stream 2 pipeline would be justified by a combination of
expected growth in demand for gas in Europe (and Germany in particular) and an
expected decline in gas extraction in European countries (in particular the Netherlands).
While the latter of these is also confirmed by non-Russian sources, the former
expectation is more questionable based on projections from international energy

experts.

Russian Competitiveness

The second economic framing of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline builds on the first
argument by claiming that Russian piped gas is the most competitive source of natural
gas for Europe interms of price. We can clearly see the shifting emphasis to competitive
prices on the European gas market — identified by scholars like Loe (2019) and Abbas

and Locatelli (2020) — reflected in this narrative on the pipeline.

President Putin phrased this idea most clearly in 2018, explaining why Nord Stream 2
is an economic necessity for Europe: “Poccust SBIsS€TCS CaMbIM ONTHMAaIbHBIM
IIOCTaBUIIMKOM JIs1 eBpOHeﬁCKOﬁ SKOHOMHUKH. MBI TOTOBEI KOHKYpHUPOBATHL CO BCCMU.
Ha,[[eeMCSI Ha YCCTHYIHO KOHKYPCHIHIO B paMKax ,HGfICTBYIOHlHX MCKIAYHAPOAHBIX

mpaBoBbIx HOpM™ (August 22, 2018).

What is noticeable, furthermore, is that Nord Stream 2 is also argued to promote
competition on the European gas market, an idea that was also expressed by minister
Novak in 2020: “[CeBepHnbiii [ToTOK-2] cTUMYNTHpPYET KOHKYpeHIHIO. Beb uem GoJbiie
OyzeT BapuaHTOB MOCTaBOK, TeM Oouiblile y moTpeduTesneit Oyaer BbIOOp MOCTABUIMKOB
¥ MapIpyTOB MOCTaBKU, U TEM JICIIEBIIe UM 3T0 OymeT ooxoauthes” (June 20, 2020).
In other words, Russian officials expressed the idea that Nord Stream 2 would increase
competition on the European gas market, while also expressing confidence that Russian
piped gas would do well in this competitive market, also in line with current trends of
expanding market share for this type of gas in recent years, identified among others by
Abbas and Locatelli (2020).
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When it comes to the nature of the competition faced by Russia on the European gas
market, Russian officials point primarily at LNG from the US, usually pointing out the
lack of price competitiveness of this source of gas. For instance, Russian permanent
representative to the EU Vladimir Chizhov noted in 2017 that: “Tlo cerogHsmHuM
npukuakam, rena 3a 1000 kybomerpos amepukanckoro CIII™ Ha eBporelickoM phIHKE
OyIeT COCTaBIATH MpuMepHO 250 10m1apoB.* DTo HEBBITOIHO eBpOIEHIIaM, TOCKOIBKY
POCCHICKHIT Ta3 00X0auTCs MpUMepHO BiBoe jeiresie’” (August 23, 2017). President
Putin, citing a different figure, points out the importance of Nord Stream 2 by arguing
that the economic consequences of not constructing the pipeline would be significant
for countries like Germany: “TTotomy uTo apyroii BapuanT (MOKyIKa 60Jee J0pOroro
MEPBUYHOTO YHEPTOHOCUTENST — aMEPHKAHCKOTO CKIKEHHOTO raza — 1o 1ene Ha 20
NpPOIIEHTOB BBIIIE, YeM Haml TpPyOHBIH ra3) — 4Yro 3T0 o3Ha4yaer? CHUXEHHE
KOHKypeHTOCHOCO6HOCTI/I FepMaHCKOﬁ OKOHOMHUKHN MW TIIOBBIIICHHUEC LTEH OJIA
nomoxo3siicts. Bor u BcE,” (December 17, 2020). As such, Nord Stream 2 is
represented as necessary for the European market, considering Russian piped gas is by
far the most competitive means of supplying Europe with its growing demand for

natural gas imports.

Economic Sense of Nord Stream 2

Another economic argument Russian officials have used to justify the construction of
Nord Stream 2 is that it is the most economically efficient route to transport gas from
the Gazprom’s gas fields to (North-)Western Europe. There are several different
arguments they use for why this would be the case, but the most notable consequence
they mention is that continued gas transit through other routes (like the pipelines
through Ukraine) is dependent on the competitiveness of these routes compared to Nord

Stream 2.

Gazprom CEO Miller discussed several arguments why Nord Stream 2 would be more
economically efficient than existing pipelines from Russia to Europe at the St.
Petersburg Economic Forum in 2016: “[1.] IIpoucxoaut cMelieHne pecypcHoi 6a3bl

«l"a3mpoma» B ceBepHOM HampaBiaeHUH [...] [2.] CTOUMOCTb JOCTaBKHM rasa Jio

* CIIT" (Cxwmxennstit [puponnsrii I'az) - LNG.
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I'epmannu o Mapuipyry ¢ SImana yepe3 «CeBepHslil moTok — 2» B 1,6-2 pa3sa [...]
HIDKe, 4eM 1o MapupyTy depe3 I'TC Yipaunsl® [...] [3.] Dkonoruueckue BIGPOCH
st MmapuipyTa ¢ SImana yepe3 «CeBepHbIM MOTOK — 2» B 5,6 pa3a HIDKE, 4eM JJis
Mmapipyra yepe3 Ykpauny,” (June 16, 2016). Thus, compared to existing pipelines
through Ukraine, Nord Stream 2 is a shorter route from Gazprom’s newer gas fields on
the Yamal Peninsula (near the Arctic Sea), leading to cheaper gas for importers, and it
is less polluting than existing routes. Especially the first of these three reasons is
mentioned more often, for instance by Minister Lavrov, who pointed out that:
“npoTsok€HHOCTh Mapuipyra oT fmana no I'epmanum Ha 2000 kM Kopoue, 4yem
HBIHEIIHAA TpyOa, koTopas uner ao ['epmanuu yepes Ykpauny” (February 17, 2018).
Furthermore, Energy Minister Novak emphasized the modern technology used in the
construction of the Nord Stream 2 pipeline: “Oto TpyObl 60JbIIOr0 AMAMETpa, 3TO
BBICOKOE JIaBJICHUE, BHICOKAss CKOPOCTD Iepeaaduu rasa, Huskue notepu” (February 26,
2019). In short, due to modern technology used, as well as the shorter distance between
the Yamal gas fields and Germany through this pipeline, Nord Stream 2 would be the
most efficient way of transporting Russian gas to Germany and (North-)Western

Europe.

The conclusion some officials draw from this is that the construction of Nord Stream 2
implies competition for other pipeline routes, in particular gas transit through Ukraine.
Already in 2015, president Putin stipulated conditions for continued gas transit through
Ukraine after construction of Nord Stream 2: “HaaéxHOCTb, pHIHOYHBIN XapakTep
(bYHKI_[I/IOHI/IpOBaHI/IS{ FaSOTpaHCHOpTHOﬁ CHUCTEMBI, IMPABOBOC WM aIMHHHCTPATHBHOC
peryjiupoBaHuc¢ 10 CaMbIM BBICOKHM CTaHIAApTaM. Hamm YKPANHCKHUC HapTHépLI
CIIOCOOHEI CACJIaTb TO K€ CaMO€, YTO MbI ACJIaEM C eBpOHGﬁCKHMH HapTHépaMI/I 110
«CeBepHoMy noTOKY»? CrnocoOHbl — Mbl Oynem Janbiie ¢ HUMU paboTate. He
CIOCOOHBI — TOrga IMOCMOTpHMM, 4Yto ¢ 3TuM genate” (December 17, 2015).
Additionally, minister Novak expressed the idea of competition between pipelines more
explicitly: “Ecnu Oyayr npemioskeHbl KOHKYPEHTHBIC YCIOBHUSI M IO ICHE, U IO
HaACKHOCTHU ITIOCTABOK I'a3a IO MapmpyTaM, KOTOPBIC CCTOAHA UCTIOJIB3YIOTCS, TO HAIlla
KOMIIaHUsA «Fa3np0M» roToBa BECTHU IIEPETOBOPLI C BJIAACIbLAMU ra30Tpchn0pTH0171
UHOPaCTPyKTYypbl YKpauHsl. Borpoc B ToM, 4TO B JIt0OOM Cillydae HE3aBHCUMO HH OT

4yero, Ha Hall B3rJa, AOJIKHBI OBITh AJIBTCPHATUBHLIC BO3MOKHOCTU IIOCTAaBOK B

> T'TC (Tasorpancnopthas Cucrema) — Gas Transit System.
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EBpony. D10 co31aeT KOHKYPEHIIHIO, KOTOPas MO3BOJISIET NOBBIIATH 3(h(heKTUBHOCTS,

99

CHIDKATh M3JICPXKKH, B TOM YHCJIC W JJIS eBporeiickux motpedurenen” (October 9,

2017).

In other words, Russian officials framed Nord Stream 2 as a pipeline that would be a
more economically efficient way of transporting gas from Russia to Europe than
existing pipeline infrastructure. This would also imply competition in price and

reliability with existing pipeline routes, such as the one through Ukraine.

Western Business Participation

The least-used economic justification for the Nord Stream 2 pipeline is the argument
that the project was not initiated by the Russian government, but by a consortium of
companies, including Gazprom and several European energy companies. Although the
5 European shareholder companies withdrew from the project after a Polish antitrust
case in 2016, they soon returned to the project as investors (Eckert and Vukmanovic
2016), meaning the Russian side continues to argue that the pipeline is not a Russian
geopolitical project, but a joint economic project between Gazprom and Western

European partners.

The idea that Nord Stream 2 was not an initiative of the Russian government was
expressed already in 2015 by Russian representative to the EU Chizhov: “«CeBepHnbiii
MOTOK — 2» - 3TO KOMMEpPUYECKUH MPOEKT, HHHUIIMATOPOM KOTOpPOro ObLIO He
[IpaBurensctBo Poccum u, OTKporo OoJsbmION cekpeT, aaxe He '"['azmpom", a
€BpOIEHCKIE SHEPTOKOMIIAHUH, KOTOPBIE B pEeaM3alluy 3TOTO MTPOEKTa BUAAT [T ce0s
npsMYI0 SKOHOMHUYECKYH0 Bbiroay” (December 25, 2015). Foreign Minister Lavrov also
emphasized that the pipeline is “He poccuiickas MHUIMATHBa, a [...] HHUIMATHBA
KOMITaHU# psja cTtpaH EBpocoro3a, KOTOpYyI0 XapakTepu3yloT, MO KpailHeil Mepe B
I'epmanuu, kak cyry0o KOMMEpPYECKYI) M HE WMEIOU[YI0 HHUKAKOW MOIMTHUYECKOU

nogoruteku” (May 25, 2016).

After the Western companies became financiers of the pipeline, rather than partners in
the consortium, this narrative shifted towards one that emphasized the commercial
nature of the project, with Miller for instance stating that the “d®unancoBbIe

00s13aTeNbCTBA CBPOHCﬁCKHX KOMIIaHUM NOAYCPKUBAKOT CTPATCTUYCCKYIO BAXKXHOCTH
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npoekta «CeBepHBI MOTOK — 2» sl €BPOIEHCKOro ra3oBoro peiHka” (April 24,
2017). President Putin used this same argument, claiming that: “Dro uucro
SKOHOMMUECKUH U, 00JIE€e TOTO, YUCTO KOMMEPUECKHUI MPOEKT, IOTOMY YTO YYACTHUKHU
OTOr0 IIPOCKTa CYHHUTAOT CBOU HpI/I6I)IJII/I, OKOHOMMHYECCKHE BBIUTPBIIIN OT C€ro
peanu3aluu U MPUXOJAT K BBIBOJAY O TOM, YTO Takas peaju3aius leiaecooOpasHa’
(February 28, 2018). Thus, the participation of companies from Western Europe in the
Nord Stream 2 project would demonstrate that it is a solely commercial project.
Furthermore, which Western companies are involved in Nord Stream 2 was also
characterized as being of importance, for instance by Energy Minister Novak:
“[Cesepnbrii TToTox — 2] peanusyercs «['a3mpoMoM» B KOHCOPLUUYME C JPYTrHMH
eBponeiickumu komnanusiMu ®pannuu, Aunriuu, [ommanmaum, [epmanmu. W stn
MUpOBBbIC KoMIanuu, Te ke Engie, Shell u apyrue, onn ObI He peaaM30BBIBANIN 3TOT

MIPOEKT, ecitr ObI 3TO OBLIIO KOMMepuecKu HenHTepecHo” (February 26, 2019).

In other words, Russian officials claim that the participation of major European energy
companies in the Nord Stream 2 project shows that the pipeline is not just a Russian
project. Although this framing is used relatively little, it is found among a range of
Russian officials, demonstrating that it is still of relevance in understanding the Russian

position on the pipeline.

Conclusion

As this chapter has shown, the Russian government’s representation of the Nord Stream
2 pipeline is characterized by a variety of different framings, both underpinned by
geopolitical arguments as well as economic ones. From complaints about undue
political interference from countries like the US to arguments that growing demand for
gas in Western Europe make the new pipeline an economic necessity, different
reasonings are widespread in Russian rhetoric on the pipeline, with neither type of
reasoning much more frequent than the other. This in contrast to the picture painted in
the broader literature discussed previously, which tends to frame Russia’s position on

this pipeline as — in essence — either a geopolitical or an economic project.
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The Power of Siberia Pipeline

This chapter presents the results of the qualitative content analysis of Russian officials’
statements on the Power of Siberia pipeline. This pipeline, running almost 3000
kilometers between the Chayandinskoye gas field in the south of the Sakha Republic
and the Russian-Chinese border near the city of Blagoveshchensk (Amur Oblast’), is
part of a $400 billion gas deal between Russia and China signed in 2014 — although
president Putin has planned to exploit the Chayandinskoye field since 2012
(UuTepdakc 2012). As part of this deal, this pipeline will be used to supply China with
38 bcm of Russian gas annually for 30 years. Gas started flowing through the pipeline
in December 2019 (e.g. Cohen 2019). Gazprom plans to expand the pipeline both
towards existing gas pipelines in Western Siberia, as well as to the existing pipeline

running from Sakhalin Island to Vladivostok (Gazprom N.D., see map).
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Gas Pipelines in the Russian Far East (Power of Siberia in orange). Source: Gazprom, N.D.

In total, this research has identified 188 occasions on which Russian officials have
commented on the Power of Siberia pipeline. This data is taken from the timespan
between 2012 and the end of 2020. In addition to the institutions and individuals
surveyed in the previous chapter, this research also considers official statements from

the MDRFE. Aside from officials of this ministry itself, the site of this ministry
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(minvr.gov.ru) also frequently quotes local officials from the regions of the Far East,
including from the Sakha Republic and the Amur Oblast’, the two regions the Power of
Siberia pipeline crosses. .

PP Hits per Source
Statements from such

officials found on the

MDRFE’s website are
also taken into account
here.
This chapter applies the
5

same QCA method as the

previous one, with the

different geopolitical and
economic framings of the
pipeline being formulated = Putin = Gazprom =MFA =MED =ME =MDRFE
based on the statements researched. One adjustment has been made in the selection of
framings to be discussed. While 3 economic framings were mentioned in at least 10%
of the total occasions surveyed (i.e. at least 19 times), this applied to only 2 of the
geopolitical framings. However, because of the importance of Russia’s ‘Pivot to Asia’
in the literature examined in this thesis, the narrative which represents the Power of
Siberia as part of Russia’s broader Pivot to Asia — rather than just its relations with

China — is also briefly discussed, despite being used only 14 times.
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Geopolitical Framings

As mentioned, this research on the Russian official rhetoric on the Power of Siberia
pipeline discusses three geopolitical framings of the pipeline. The most frequently
identified geopolitical framing, called “Nationwide Gas Grid”, discusses the Power of
Siberia as a first step towards a gas grid connecting Western and Eastern Russia, and
also Europe and China. Geopolitical Framings

The  second, called
“Russia-China
Partnership”,  discusses
the Power of Siberia
pipeline as an example of
bilateral cooperation
between Russian and

China, a sign of improving

relations between these
Third |y’ the = Nationwide Gas Grid = Russia-China Partnership
Pivot to the East

powers.
“Pivot to the East”
framing considers the pipeline as a part of Russia’s wider strategic turn towards the

Asia-Pacific region.

Nationwide Gas Grid

This framing of the Power of Siberia pipeline relates to the opportunities of further
expanding this pipeline, connecting it with the gas pipeline network in Western Russia.
As Sharples (2016: 885) points out, Russia’s gas industry is still divided between a
Western and Eastern network, with no interconnecting pipelines. Furthermore, a
pipeline brining gas to China from the same Western Siberia gas fields that also source
Russia’s European gas exports could force Europe and China to compete for the same
Russian gas (Sharples 2016: 904). While these opportunities are of course in part
economic, the strategic opportunities provided by (this expansion of) the Power of

Siberia pipeline are discussed frequently by Russian officials.

36



As president Putin announced the construction of a new pipeline in the Far East in 2012,
he already stated that: “B Oyamymiem npenmosiaraeTcsi COSIUHUTh BOCTOYHYIO YacTh
ra3onpoBojiHOM cucteMbl u 3amaanyo” (December 27, 2012). The president has
continued to emphasize the opportunity of an interconnected gas grid, including in
2019: “Hamra 3agaya — [...] COCIMHUTD 3TH CUCTEMbBI — 3aaAHYIO YaCTh U BOCTOYHYIO,
C TEM 1IT06I)I MOYKHO OBLIO OCYHICCTBJIATL IEPETOKHU U OJHOBPEMCHHO pa60TaTb n
BHYTPHU CTpPaHbl, U Ha BHEIIHHE PHIHKK UMETh BO3MOKHOCTh pabOTaTh OYEHb I'MOKO.
[Ipy KOHBIOHKTYpE COOTBETCTBYIOILIEHN — B EBpOITY, IIpH ONIpeieIEHHON KOHBIOHKTYpE
Ha Boctoke — Ha Boctok Oosbinie Hampasisath,” (“TIpecc-kondpepennus...”, April 27,
2019). From these statements, it is clear that president considers the creation of an
interconnected gas grid as an opportunity for Russia, with him clearly hinting at the

idea that this would force Europe and China to compete for the same Russian gas.

Another important element of the Power of Siberia pipeline, especially in negotiations
with the Chinese side, is the possibility of a ‘Power of Siberia 2’ pipeline bringing gas
from Russia’s West Siberian gas fields to China, either crossing the Russian-Chinese
border into Western China in the Altai Region, or crossing through Mongolia. As this
project would also connect the Western Siberian gas fields to China, this would also
connect Russia’s pipelines to Europe to (one of) Russia’s pipelines to China. Already
in 2014, Aleksei Miller announced that “B tekymux neperoBopax riaBHbIiA IPHOPUTET
— L zanaaseii mapmpyrt. [...] TIpoekr ,,Anrtaii* mMeeT O4eHb BBICOKYIO CTEIEHBb
rOTOBHOCTH K Hawaly crpoutenbera,” (October 10, 2014). In 2015, president Putin,
discussing Russia’s strategic objectives in energy matters, called the ‘Altai’ pipeline
“Oe3yCIIOBHBIN IPUOPHUTET Ha OrKaiiinyro nepcrektusy,” (September 1, 2015). In the
years to follow, Miller emphasized that Gazprom was close to reaching an agreement
on the ‘Western route’ with their Chinese counterparts: “Tam octaercs OykBaIbHO
TOJILKO OJUH BOIpoc — 3T0 Bompoc nensl,” (October 4, 2018). However, in 2019,
president Putin requested Gazprom look into a new route for the ‘western’ pipeline to
China: “TlocmoTtpuTe, mokamyiicta, eme W Ha 3amackl SImana, 4ToOBl coOpath
HE0OXO0IMMBIE 3aIlachl 7Sl 3TUX MOCTABOK IO «3amaJiHOMYy» MapuipyTy Ha Kuraii uepes
Momurouuio,” (September 9, 2019). In March 2020, Miller reported back to Putin on
this route, stating: “IlpoBeneH mpeaBapUTEIbHBIN TEXHHKO-3KOHOMUUYESCKUI aHANU3,
KOTOPBIN JlaJl TOJIOKHUTEIIbHBIM OTBET O TOM, YTO 3TO IienecoobpasHo,” (March 27,

2020). In other words, Putin and Miller discussed the possibility of gas from the Yamal
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peninsula, which was originally intended to be exported largely to Europe via pipelines
like Yamal-Europe (an existing pipeline running to Germany through Belarus and
Poland) (BBC 2012). Thus, this plan, once again, hints at the future competition

between Europe and China for Russia’s gas resources.

In other words, this framing of the pipeline emphasizes that the reaching of a deal with
the Chinese on a ‘Power of Siberia — 2’ pipeline, which would connect Russia’s Eastern
and Western gas infrastructure, as well as connect Russia’s Western Siberian gas fields

(now used for export primarily to Europe) with China.

Russia-China Partnership

The second geopolitical framings of the Power of Siberia pipeline relates to relations
between Russia and China which, as argued in the literature (e.g. Cox 2016: 329-330;
Lukin 2016: 579; Charap et al. 2017: 36), have become increasingly important for
Moscow since the 2014 annexation of Crimea led to deteriorating relations with
Western countries. This framing represents the pipeline as an important step in

developing Russo-Chinese partnership, both in energy and more broadly.

One of the ways in which this comes to the fore in Russian official rhetoric is by
representing the Power of Siberia pipeline as a start of a Russian-Chinese “energy
alliance”. Gazprom CEO Muiller, upon signing the 30-year contract with China in 2014,
claimed that: “Ceromuss Mbl OTKpPBUIM IIEPBYI0 CTPAHMIy TOJICTOTO TOMa
YBJICKATEIbHON UCTOPUU POCCHUICKO-KUTAWCKOTO COTPYIHUYECTBA B Ta30BOM cepe, B
KOTOPYIO MbI €I BITUIIIEM MHOTO BakHbIX ri1aB” (May 21, 2014). In 2015, president
Putin first used the term “energy alliance”, stating: “Haimu ctpansl moCI€0BaTEILHO
IpOABUTAOTCA K (I)OpMI/IPOBaHI/II-O CTPATCTUYCCKOI'O JHEPICTUUCCKOI0 alibAgHCa,
KOTOpLIfI, YBEPCH, 6yz[eT HUIrpaTb 3aMCTHYIO POJIb B MCKAYHAPOAHBIX SKOHOMHWYCCKUX
otHorrenusx” (September 1, 2015). Not long before the start of gas transportation
through the pipeline, energy minister Novak claimed, furthermore, that: “®aktuuecku
€CTh BCC OCHOBAaHUA TOBOPUTH (6] @OpMHpOBaHI/II/I pOCCHﬁCKO -KUTAHUCKOTO
sHepretudeckoro anbsaca” (November 14, 2019). In other words, the construction of
the Power of Siberia pipeline would be the start of a Russo-Chinese “energy alliance”,

with — at least according to Putin — significant implications for world energy markets.
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However, the framing of the pipeline in terms of a strengthening Russo-Chinese
partnership goes beyond the energy sector. According to several Russian officials, this
cooperation in the natural gas sector will ‘spill over’ into other aspects of cooperation.
For instance, Miller claimed in 2017 that: “be3 comHeHus, cTalbHBIC apTEPUU
MaruCTpajbHbIX T'a30IIPOBOJOB M TBICAYCKUIOMCTPOBBLIC TPAaHCHOPTHBIC KOPUAOPLL
CTaHyT CHUMBOJIOM pacmupeHus CTPATCTrUYCCKOro COTPYAHHNYICCTBA u
B3auMocBsi3anHOCTH Poccun u Kutas B XXI Beke, npumepom amst Bcero mupa” (May
16, 2017). Aside from these poetic words, president Putin also connected the pipeline
to more concrete goals: “[“Cuma Cubupu”] npuOIMKaeT HaC K PEIICHUIO
nocraBiieHHoil Bmecte ¢ IIpencenarenem KHP Cu I[3unbnmHOM 3amaun JOBEACHUS
JBYCTOPOHHETO ToBapoobopota B 2024 Tomy no 200 MMILTHApIOB JIOIIApOB’°
(December 2, 2019). This goal would mean that trade turnover between Russia and
China would almost double by 2024 compared to 2019 (OEC, N.D.). According to a
press release from the MFA on diplomatic achievements of 2019, the inauguration of
the Power of Siberia was an example of the “VYrmybnenune poccuiicko-kuTaickux
OTHOIIIEHUH BCEOOBEMITIONIECTO MAapTHEPCTBA M CTPATETMUYECKOTO B3aUMOJICUCTBUS,”
which  “gomonHsnmo  mporecchl  €BpPa3sMMCKOM  MHTETpAllMd W OKa3bIBAJIO
CTaOMIIM3UPYIOIEe BIMSHUE HA MEXIyHapo1HyI0 00ctaHoBKY (December 30, 2019).
In other words, the Russo-Chinese cooperation in energy matters would be a driver of

improved relations in other spheres, including of a boom in trade between the countries.

“Pivot to the East”

The last geopolitical framing of the Power of Siberia pipeline relates to a broader
change in Russia’s geopolitical orientation — its ‘Pivot to the East’. In other words, as
discussed in the literature review, Russia would be moving its geopolitical focus away
from Western countries, and towards countries in the Asia-Pacific, with their large (and
generally growing) demand for energy resources. According to Foreign Minister
Lavrov, “bynymee Poccum kak kpymHeimeil eBpa3uiicKoil Jep)kaBbl, JIB€ TpETH
TEpPUTOPHU KOTOPOH HaXoAuTcs B Asuu, HepaspblBHO cBszaHo ¢ ATP,”" with the

Power of Siberia giving investors “yHukanbHbIe BO3MOXHOCTU JUisi pabOThI Ha

8 KHP (Kuraiickas Haponnas Pecriy6nuka) — Chinese People’s Republic
7 ATP (Asuarcko-Tuxookeanckuii pervon) — the Asia-Pacific region.
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pOCCHﬁCKOM PBIHKE H, YTO BaXXHO, BBIFO,[[HLIﬁ miaggapM il IpsAMOIro BbIXOZa Ha
emkuid pactymuii peiHok ATP,” (August 5, 2015). In other words, projects like the
Power of Siberia are argued to be an important part of Russia developing its energy
relations with the broad Asia-Pacific region. This is also emphasized by Putin, who
claimed that “Poccus, oOmamaromias KOJIOCCATbHON pecypcHOM 0a30ii, crocoOHa
o0ecreunTh yCKOpeHHBIH pocT 3koHOMUKH cTpaH ATP. Xody oOpaTtuTs BHUMaHuE, 4TO
co3ganue sHepromocra Poccusi — ATP — nama oOmas crpareruueckas 3ajaaya,”
(September 4, 2015). Furthermore, in 2019, Putin spoke of the necessity of
“popmupoBanue o0OIEH dHepreTuueckor uHOpacTpykTypsl” on the Eurasian
continent, adding that ‘“Poccus akTMBHO 3aHMMAaeTCsi pACIIUPEHHEM CETH
TpaHCIpaHUYHBIX HedTe- U ra30mpoBooB,” (“3aceaanue Kkpyriaoro crona...”, April 27,
2019). Although the need to increase energy ties between Russia and the Asia-Pacific
region is emphasized in relation to the Power of Siberia pipeline, this only rarely
represented as ‘diversification’ away from Russia’s traditional European market for
selling natural gas, with minister Novak only mentioning in passing that the start of gas
exports through the Power of Siberia pipeline “crmocobctByer muBepcuduxanuu
narrero skcropra,” (December 30, 2019). In short, the Power of Siberia pipeline is
also — at times — discussed as part of a broader geopolitical “Pivot to the East”, in terms
of wanting to improve energy relations with the Asia-Pacific. However, this narrative
is not used nearly as frequently as the one related to bilateral Russian/Chinese relations

in particular.
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Economic Framings

In total, 3 economic framings of the pipeline have been mentioned on at least 19
occasions between 2012 and 2020. Of these, the most frequently used framing, labeled
“Far East Development”, posits that the Power of Siberia pipeline brings economic
benefits through the regions of

Russia through which it runs. Economic Framings

Very closely related to the first
framing, the second framing —
called ‘gazifikatsia’ — considers
the Power of Siberia pipeline in
terms of the opportunities it
provides to connect cities and

towns in the Russian Far East to

the gas grid. Thirdly, there is the
framing which considers the
Power of Siberia pipeline as = Far East Development = Gazifikatsia = Chinese/Asian Market
Russia taking its share in the growing Chinese — and broader Asia-Pacific — markets for

natural gas.

Far East Development

In this first, and most frequent, economic framing of the Power of Siberia pipeline, the
emphasis is on the economic benefits that this pipeline brings to the regions it passes
through — the Sakha Republic and Amur Oblast’ — as well as to the Russian economy
in general. On both of these levels, several economic arguments are used about the

pipeline.

Firstly, especially regional officials in the two aforementioned Far Eastern regions of
Russia have pointed out that their regional economies are expected to grow significantly
because of projects like the Power of Siberia pipeline. For instance, governor Borisov
of the Sakha Republic claimed in 2017 that “nocturaem nokasarenst ypoBHs BaJIOBOTO
PETHOHATBHOTO MpOAYKTa B oObeme 1 TpnH pyOnelt B Onmxaiiinne roapl. IToMy

CHOCO6CTByCT, 4TO HAa TCPPUTOPHUN HKyTI/II/I PCAIM3YOTCA KPYITHBIC MHBCCTULIUOHHBIC
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MPOEKTHI, CPEAN KOTOPBIX CTPOHUTENILCTBO TazonpoBoaa «Cuna Cubupuy»,” (December
7, 2017). Furthermore, Amur Oblast” governor Vasili Orlov claimed that, partially due
to the Power of Siberia pipeline, “BasioBblii pernoHaNbHBIN TPOIYKT BHIPACTET, OoJice
TOro, Mbl BUAVM IIOXOXYH AWHAMUKY B TOPHU3O0HTC OJIKANIINX IIECTH JeT. A B
HEKOTOpbIE TOJBI POCT SKOHOMHUKU cocTaBuT 1o 15% B rox” (August 8, 2018). In
another analysis of the regional economy of the Amur Oblast’, the previous governor,
Aleksandr Kozlov, argued that projects like the pipeline ensured that “Amypckas
00J1aCTh MEPEXOUT OT CBOCH TPAAUIIMOHHON CEITLCKOX035UCTBEHHON CIIeIUaTU3aIiu

K uHIycTpraibHoit,” (April 10, 2017).

Secondly, Russian officials have made the argument that this large-scale infrastructural
project also creates opportunities for local businesses. Especially, according to Minister
for Eastern Development Aleksandr Galushka, the project “dopmupyer OGonbiioit
MOTEHIMATIBHBIA CIIPOC HA YCIYrd Hallero JaJlbHEBOCTOYHOIO Majoro Ou3Heca,”
(April 16, 2015). A similar expectation was expressed by president Putin, who said that

“U3MEHEHHE CHUTyallMl B JJIEKTPOIHEPIeTUKE, I'a30CHA0KEHHsSI B PErMOHE CO3/acT

ropaszio 6oJiee OaronpusTHBIC YCIOBHS U 7151 pa3Buths OuzHeca” (April 7, 2016).

Thirdly, officials emphasize the amount of jobs created by a large infrastructural project
like the Power of Siberia. For instance, Gazprom CEO Miller claimed that “VYixe B
Hacrosiiee Bpems B JlagpHeBocTOuHOM (emepanbHoM okpyre [...], «I["asmpomom»
cozmano 9,2 Tteic. pabounmx Mect. C BBOJOM B 3KCIUTyaTanuio YasHIUHCKOTO
MECTOPOXKIeHUsA, AMYypCKOro rasorepepabdarbsiBaromiero 3aBoga, «Cuibl Cubupm»

nobasures eie 4,8 Teic. padounx mecr,” (September 7, 2017).

According to the Russian government officials, the pipeline does not only provide
economic benefits for the inhabitants of the Sakha and Amur regions, but also for large
sectors of the Russian economy as a whole. Gazprom has stated that, for the
construction of the Power of Siberia pipeline, it makes use of “coBpemennoro
BBICOKOTCXHOJIOTHYHOTI'O 060pyz[0BaHI/1;1 B TICPBYIO OYUECPCAb OTCUYCCTBCHHOTI'O
npousBozcTBa,” (April 19, 2016) —that is, the company wants to use primarily Russian-
produced materials for its pipeline project. As such, Aleksei Miller has claimed that the
project gives an “UMIyJibC AL Pa3BUTHUS LEIBIX OTpaciell POCCHUICKOM KOHOMUKHU:
MeTaJUTYpruu, TpYOHOH NMPOMBINIIEHHOCTH, MalTMHOCTpoeHus,” (September 1, 2014).

Furthermore, Energy Minister Novak also claimed that “pasButme sHepreTuku B

42



Boctounoit Cubupu, Ha /lansHem BocToke B KOHEUHOM MTOTE IPUBEIET K PACKPBITHIO
UHAyCTpHaIbHOrO moteHimana Poccun,” (September 8, 2016), and that “B uenom
ra3onpoBO/i CTaJl BAXKHEHIIIUM 3TallOM B pa3BUTUU TPAHCIIOPTHON UHPPACTPYKTYpPHI U
HaNpsSMYI0 COCIMHUI CBIPbE, TPOU3BOACTBO MW MOTPEOUTENICH, YTO MOBBIIIACT
KOHKYPEHTOCIOCOOHOCTh ra3oBoii otpaciu Poccun,” (February 10, 2020). In other
words, the Power of Siberia pipeline project has given an impetus to sectors of the
economy related to the production of gas-related technology, such as the metallurgical

factories constructing the pipes.

Thus, the Power of Siberia pipeline is argued to provide many economic benefits to the
Sakha and Amur regions in particular — in terms of growth of their regional economies,
opportunities for local business, and creation of jobs —, but also to the Russian gas

industry in general.

‘Gazifikatsiya’

The Russian word ‘Gazifikatsiya’ (I'asugpuxayus) - which is left without translation as
its English equivalent ‘gasification’ refers exclusively to a chemical process — means
(at least in this case) the connection of Russian villages, towns and cities to the natural
gas grid. Since the mid-2000s, Gazprom has been tasked with implementing a set of
government projects aimed at increasing the level of ‘gazifikatsiya’ throughout Russia.®
According to Gazprom itself, the percentage of the Russian population connected to the
gas grid has grown from 53% to 71% since the start of this program (I"azmpom
Mesxperuonras, N.D.). However, in the Russian Far East, according to Russian prime
minister Mishustin, this percentage stands at merely 18% (PUA Hosoctu 2021). It
should come as no surprise, therefore, that Russian officials have represented the Power
of Siberia pipeline as a means of increasing the level of ‘gazifikatsia’ in the regions on

its route to China.

This idea of the Power of Siberia pipeline being used for ‘gazifikatsia’ has been
prevalent since the first idea of a new pipeline in the Far East was expressed by
president Putin. In 2012, he stated that, with the new pipeline, “YactiuuHo MOHO OymeT

pea30BBIBATh HA JKCIOPT, [...] HO B OCHOBHOM JUIsi BHYTPEHHHUX MOTpeOuTENen

8 For a more detailed analysis of this program, see Tynkkynen (2016).
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poccuiickux. DTO Xopomiasi, AeicTBuTensHo, wHBecTHIHs,” (December 27, 2012).
Afterwards, the ‘gazifikatsia’ aspect of the pipeline remained of importance in official
rhetoric. For example, in 2016, prime minister Medvedev, talking about the pipeline,
claimed that: “camoe riiaBHO€, MOXXET OBITB, AJIS JFOJIEH — ra3uUIMPOBATEH CTPYKTYDPY,
’KH3HB [TPOCTO 110 BCEMY MapupyTy. DToro Jiroau xayT Ha JlaneHem Boctoke,” (quoted
by ME, April 19, 2016). In 2017, president Putin also said that the pipeline allows
Russia to “He TOJIbKO BBIIOJHHUTH HAIIK 0053aTEILCTBA 10 SKCIOPTY, HO M PACIIUPUTD
razupukanuo JKyTckoil o0nacTu U HayaTh ra3supuKanuo AMypcKoil 00JacTH, 37€Ch
CeroJHs mpakTuuecku Housib,” (August 3, 2017). Meanwhile, energy minister Novak
even went so far as to state that “Mapimpyr MarucTpaabHOrO Tra30MpoBOJIa
3aMpOEKTUPOBAH TaKUM 00pa3oM, 4TOOBI ra3uUIIMPOBaTh MAKCUMAIIEHOE KOJIMYECTBO
HacenéHHbIX myHKTOB,” (August 3, 2017). As these statements show, the bringing of
natural gas to the remote villages and towns along the Power of Siberia is an important

argument Russian officials use for the pipeline.

However, there are also some more critical voices in the Russian government in this
regard, with minister for Far Eastern Development Kozlov claiming that: “Tpacca —
3TO XOPOLLIO, HO OT TPACCHI HY?KHO MOJABECTU I'a3 B HACEJIEHHBIE IYHKTY U Pa3BECTH €ro
B HACEJIEHHBIX MYHKTaX. JTO OYEHb JoporocTosiiee meponpustue” (February 7, 2019).
According to Kozlov, no pipelines connecting inhabited areas with the main Power of
Siberia pipeline had been constructed by mid-2020: “samymen marucTpaibHbIN
razornpoBo «Cuna CuOupu», HO ra3 B 1aJJbHEBOCTOYHBIC PETHOHBI TaK U HE MPUIIET"

(August 14, 2020).

So far, Gazprom has published which exact population centers it plans to connect to the
Power of Siberia pipeline, in both the Sakha Republic (November 30, 2018), as well as
the Amur Oblast’ (September 28, 2020). According to 2020 data from state statistics
agency Rosstat, the population of the largest of the towns in the Sakha Republic — Aldan
and Olyokminsk — combined stood at under 30.000 people (Poccrat, N.D.). The places
reached by the pipeline in the Amur Oblast’ are more populous, including
Blagoveshchensk — with a population of around 230.000 (Pocctat N.D.). In short, the
idea that the Power of Siberia pipeline would lead to increased levels of ‘gazifikatsia’
in the Russian Far East played an important role in official rhetoric, despite the fact that
—as of 1 year after the start of exports to China through the pipeline — no town or village

in these regions has actually been connected yet.
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Chinese/Asian Market

The last, and perhaps most straightforward, framing of the Power of Siberia pipeline
discusses the pipeline as Russia entering into a new market — that of the Asia-Pacific

region as a whole, and China in particular — for exporting its natural gas.

In 2014, energy minister Novak summed up the gas delivery contract with China as
follows: “MebI auBepcUpHUIMPOBATN TOCTABKU r'a3a Ha BOCTOK, OTKPHIBAEM PEaIbHO
HOBBIH PBIHOK, OyZIEeT TIOCTpOeHa HOBasi MH(PACTPYKTYpa Ha NECATKH JIET BIEpel, a
MOXeT, 1 6onbIe. B Kurae 6yaet poct suepronotpebnenus. Hexasuo Obun B Uaaun,
y HuxX u3 1,2 mapna yenosek 400 MIIH IPOCTO HE UMEIOT JOCTYIA K 3JIEKTPOIHEPTUH.
NHmus — eme OAMH OTPOMHBIM PBIHOK, [...] €CTh TOpydYe€HHE PaCcCMOTPETh
CTPOMTENBCTBO ra3onpoBoaa B Mumauro,” (December 22, 2014). The eventual objective
of this diversification of exports towards the Asia-Pacific, according to Novak, would
be that “[k] 2020 r. Ilpeamomaraercs yBenawueHue moiau ctpaH ATP B cTpykrype
AKCIIOpTa poccuiickoro raza ¢ 7 mo 19 % c¢ mocnexyromum poctoM 1o 41 % k 2035

roay,” (September 4, 2015).

The justifications for this shift towards the Asia-Pacific gas markets is expected growth
in gas demand in this region. The vast majority of statements on this market, however,
emphasize growth in China in particular. For instance, in 2016, Putin remarked: “/la,
[Cuna Cubupu -] 3170 GOJBIINE WHBECTUI[MH, HO 3TO OIPOMHBIM KHUTaWCKUN PHIHOK,
pacTyuui. [...] DkoHOMHUKA KUTaCKas pacTET, U Mbl 3HAE€M, YTO OHA HY)K/IA€TCS B ATUX
sHEpropecypcax. Iro pabora Ha oOyaymee,” (October 12, 2016). As Aleksei Miller
claimed in 2018, “cnpoc Ha ra3 B Kurtae Beipoc Ha 15,3%, a 3a Bpems ¢ Hadasia roja o
CeroHsImHui aenp — Ha 17,5%. Dtu uudpsl BneyaTnsioT, U BIEYATISAIOT OYEHb
cuisHO,” (October 4, 2018), adding later that “[Kwuraii -] 3170 camblii AMHAMUYHBIIH,
camblii OBICTPOPACTYLIUN PBIHOK MPUPOJIHOTO Ta3a B mMupe. M1 Mbl Bugum Ooibliive

MEPCIEKTUBBI IS IIOCTaBOK poccHiickoro rasa,” (March 12, 2019).

This image of a rapidly growing demand for natural gas in China is confirmed by the
IEA, with a report from 2020 estimating that China’s gas demand will grow by 60 bcm
per year after the end of the Covid-19 crisis, driven primarily by policies meant to
reduce the use of polluting coal in electricity generation (IEA 2020). This trend was
also emphasized by minister Novak in 2020: “CeromHsi mojMTHKa OOJBIIMHCTBA

roCyaapCTB HaIllpaBJICHA HAa «OYUIICHUC 3Hepr06aHaHCOB>) 3a CUYCT MOCTYIATCIBHOT'O
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[Iepexo/ia Ha ras, ’TOMy TpEeHy cieaytoT U crpansl ATP, B ToM uncie u KpynHenmmi
azuatckuii motpeburens raza — KHP. [...] cipoc Ha npupoHBIii ra3 B 3TOM peruoHe
OyleT pacTé 3HAYUTEIBHBIMU TeMIaMu Kak MuHUMYM 10 2050 roma” (February 10,
2020). In other words, Russian officials expect gas demand in the Asia-Pacific region
(or, more exactly, China’s gas market) to grow at a fast pace for a significant amount
of time in the future, which provides export opportunities Russia should not miss out

on.

Conclusion

As we have seen, Russian officials have used several different narratives in discussing
the Power of Siberia pipeline. In this case, they clearly made more use of economic
framings than of geopolitical ones. The narratives which emphasized the potential of
the pipeline for the development of the Far Eastern regions, either in general economic
terms or in terms of connecting these regions to the gas grid, enjoyed particular
popularity among the officials surveyed. Furthermore, both in terms of geopolitical and
economic framings, the emphasis lay decidedly on political and economic relations

with China, rather than with the broader Asia-Pacific region.
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Discussion

This chapter interprets the data discussed in the previous two chapters in light of the
main research question of this thesis, as well as going further into the implications of
these findings. It does this both in terms of the individual pipelines, as well as making
more general observations about the geopolitics and economics of Russia’s natural gas
exports. When it comes to the main research question of this thesis, the findings on both
pipelines demonstrate that — in both cases — both geopolitical and economic framings
both feature prominently in official rhetoric among Russian officials surveyed,
although, in the case of the Power of Siberia pipeline, economic framings have been

used more frequently.

This study on Russian rhetoric concerning these two gas pipelines calls into question
the divide between ‘geopolitical’ and ‘market-based’ theoretical approaches in the
study of international energy relations, which we have seen in the literature review (e.g.
Dudau and Nedelcu 2016; Judge and Maltby 2017: 184; Wilson 2019: 115-6). At least
when it comes to rhetoric from Russian officials on these two pipelines, geopolitical
and economic factors seem to co-exist more than the literature suggests. Rather, the
results of this research are in line with expectations expressed by scholars critical of
this divide — such as Stoddard (2013), Wilson (2019), as well as Goldthau and Sitter
(2020:13) — who argued that looking at energy policy at the domestic level, taking into
account domestic narratives representing energy policy in geopolitical and economic
terms, could reveal a much more nuanced picture of the dynamics of international
energy trade. In fact, this research has found that not only are there both geopolitical
and economic logics present in Russian rhetoric, how often they appear and in what
form also depends very heavily on the individual pipeline. In other words, the exact
influence of geopolitical and economic narratives on energy policy may not only
depend on the domestic factors of the country making the policy, but also on the specific
gas exporting project in question. As such, it is worthwhile to also discuss the findings

of this study on both pipelines individually.
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Nord Stream 2

As noted already, this research has shown that Russian official rhetoric on Nord Stream
2 consists of a variety of different framings, with geopolitically and economically-based

framings being used approximately as frequently.

To start with how the pipeline is discussed in Russian rhetoric in geopolitical terms.
Here, especially the framing ‘Ukraine Transit’ fits particularly well with the expectation
from scholars of the geopolitical school of thought on Russian gas policy. This strand
of literature argues that Gazprom and the Russian government want to limit Ukraine’s
importance as a gas transit country, thus increasing Russia’s leverage over Ukraine (e.g.
Kosowska and Kosowski 2016: 760; Vatansever 2017: 8; Charokopos and Dagoumas
2018: 455; Siddi 2020: 549), and as such tries to represent Ukraine as an unreliable
transit country (e.g. Tichy 2019: 190; De Jong et al. 2020: 1). This could be seen very
clearly in the evidence from the ‘Ukraine Transit’ frame, with Russian officials blaming
Ukraine for past problems with gas transit to Europe, and representing the country as a

constant threat to gas deliveries to the EU.

However, the ‘Ukraine Transit’ framing is not the primary geopolitical framing this
research has identified on Nord Stream 2. The most frequently identified framing —
‘Undue Political Influence’ — criticizes the ‘politicization’ of the pipeline by its
opponents. This framing became particularly prevalent when the US introduced
sanctions on the Nord Stream 2 project, a move Russian officials claim is primarily
motivated by a desire to sell (more expensive) American LNG in Europe. This strong
rhetoric towards those opposed to the project is combined with a much more positive
rhetoric towards the pipeline’s proponents — the ‘Improving Relations’ framing. Here,
the long history of EU-Russian gas trade, as well as Nord Stream 2’s potential for
improving (economic) relations between the EU and Russia take center stage. The
combination of these two framings bears a striking resemblance to the broad
interpretation of Russia’s ‘energy weapon’ (e.g. Newnham 2011: 142; Orttung and
Overland 2011: 84; Wigell and Vihma 2016: 615), which sees Russia using its energy
resources as either a ‘carrot’ or a ‘stick’ to drive a wedge between more Russia-
sympathetic countries in Europe, such as Germany, and less Moscow-friendly ones,
like Poland. By juxtaposing the positives of gas trade between Russia and Western

Europe with the view that US sanctions on Nord Stream 2 are trying to force more
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expensive American gas on the Europeans, these two narratives seem to drive a wedge
between European countries along similar lines. In other words, although no mentions
of Russia as an ‘energy superpower’ (see e.g. Rutland 2008) are identified in this
research, Russian officials” more geopolitically-oriented framings of Nord Stream 2 do
strongly hint towards Russia trying to use its ‘energy weapon’ by driving a wedge

between more and less ‘friendly’ countries in Europe.

When it comes to economic framings of Nord Stream 2, expectations from the literature
revolve largely around the fact that Gazprom (and Russia as a whole) have been argued
to pay more attention to the competitiveness of Russian gas on the European market, in
order to retain market share in a time of rising supplies of LNG to Europe (e.g. Boussena
and Locatelli 2017; Eser et al. 2019: 829; Abbas and Locatelli 2020: 436). Based on
this, the representation of Nord Stream 2 can be expected to focus on EU-Russian gas
relations as an economic win-win situation (e.g. Kuteleva 2020: 86). This expectation
of the literature can most clearly be seen in the ‘Russian Competitiveness’ narrative, in
which officials claim that Russia is ready to compete on the increasingly competitive
European gas market. Considering the officials claim Russian natural gas is much
cheaper than its main alternative — LNG — this framing represents Russia-EU gas trade
as a good deal for both sides. In addition to this, the ‘Economic Sense of Nord Stream
2’ framing emphasizes a different element of Russian competition on the European
market: the willingness of Gazprom and the Russian government to invest in new
transport routes of Russian gas. According to this framing, due to shorter distance
between the gas fields in Western Siberia and the European consumer, as well as more
modern technology used, Nord Stream 2 can cut costs of gas transportation, as well as
increase reliability of deliveries. As such, these two framings of Nord Stream 2 are in
line with the broader tendency of Russian gas officials to become increasingly
competitive on the European gas market, as identified by the more market-based

literature.

However, this is not the only Russian economic framing of Nord Stream 2. More
prominent is the narrative which posits Nord Stream 2 as the answer to other changes
on the European gas market: the declining domestic production in countries like the
Netherlands, combined with expected increased demand for gas as European countries
move away from more polluting sources of energy like coal. This simple narrative of

supply and demand is used to reinforce the idea that Nord Stream 2 would be a purely
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commercial project (e.g. Putin, October 3, 2018). This same idea can also be seen in
the ‘Western Business Participation’ framing, in which officials emphasize Nord
Stream 2°s commercial nature by stressing that the initiative from the project came from
Western European energy companies. In other words, Russian official rhetoric on Nord
Stream 2 also pays significant attention to other factors on the European gas market

than just competition, namely (expected) patterns of supply and demand for gas.

In short, in the case of Nord Stream 2, the official rhetoric reflects both the more
geopolitically-oriented and market-based approaches from the literature, as well as
framings not found as strongly in the literature. As we have seen, more geopolitical
statements lambasting Nord Stream 2’s opponents and praising Russia’s relations with
its proponents exist side by side with much market-focused framings centered around
how Nord Stream 2 underlines the (price) competitiveness of Russian gas, and is a
purely economic response to (expected) supply and demand patterns in Europe. As
such, in the case of Nord Stream 2, various types of geopolitically and economically-

oriented narratives exist side by side in Russian official rhetoric on the pipeline.

Power of Siberia

Although the Russian official rhetoric on the Power of Siberia pipeline does feature
both geopolitical and economic framings, in this case, there is a clear tendency towards
justifying the construction of this pipeline using economic arguments. Although this
clear predominance of economic framings could, in itself, be taken to imply that the
more market-based literature would be more valuable in this case, this section reflects
on how this research contributes to analyses of this pipeline — as part of Russia’s ‘Pivot

to the East” — from both main vantage points from the literature.

Firstly, a striking result from the data analyzed in this research is that the Russian
official rhetoric on the Power of Siberia particularly emphasizes the bilateral relations
between Russia and China, both in the geopolitical sense of this pipeline contributing
to a deeper strategic ‘alliance’ as well as in the more economic terms of (gas) trade
relations. While this might not be entirely surprising given the Power of Siberia is a
pipeline running from Russia to China, it is striking to note that bilateral considerations

with China seem to outweigh the broader strategic objective of ‘Pivoting’ to the East.

50



Contrary to Shagina’s (2020: 458) claims that Russia’s ‘Pivot’ has also included
overtures to countries like Japan, India, and Vietnam (including in terms of energy
relations), developing energy relations with other Asian countries than China does not
seem to be much as much of a priority. This can also be seen in the ‘Chinese/Asian
market’ framing: although the Asia-Pacific region as a whole is represented as a
growing gas market, and sporadic mentions of plans such as extending the Power of
Siberia pipeline to India (Novak, December 22, 2014), the clear focus lies on the
(expected) growth of the Chinese gas market. However, what is striking about the
rhetoric on this Russo-Chinese ‘alliance’ is that it is not represented as an ‘anti-
Western’ alliance per se. This runs counter to the more geopolitically-oriented
arguments discussed in the literature review, which tend to interpret the Power of
Siberia as a Russian move away from its traditional ties with Europe (see e.g. Klein and
Westphal 2016: 4; Proedrou 2018b: 82; Skalamera 2018: 69-70). Aside from mentions
of a Russo-Chinese energy alliance potentially having an impact on the world economy
(e.g. Putin, September 1, 2015), or that the cooperation between Russia and China
should be an example for the rest of the world (Miller, May 16, 2017), the rhetoric on
Russian-Chinese energy relations is not aimed against Western countries, but rather
seems to be focused on increasing bilateral (gas) trade turnover (e.g. Putin, December
2, 2019). The only narrative which ties the Power of Siberia to Russia’s gas relations
with countries to its west is the ‘Nationwide Gas Grid’, which focuses on the
opportunity this provides in terms of being able to export the same Russian gas to
Europe and China and thus, potentially, let these two sides ‘compete’ for Russia’s gas.
In other words, it does not necessarily feature a desire to ‘diversify’ away from the
European gas market. As such, the Russian official rhetoric paints a different picture
than might be expected based on the literature here, with improving bilateral relations
with China seemingly taking precedence over both relations with other Asian countries,

as well as Russian officials’ animosity towards the West.

In terms of the more economic approaches to the Power of Siberia pipeline discussed
in the literature review, one of the arguments seen in the literature is that Russia would
be trying to develop its Far Eastern region — by means of projects like this pipeline — as
a ‘springboard’ for increased economic relations with countries in the Asia-Pacific (e.g.
Mankoff 2015: 72-73; Blakkisrud 2018: 14-15). While the economic development of

the Far Eastern regions the pipeline passes through is the most frequently used
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economic framing identified in this research, this economic development seems to
focus on the development of these regions in and of itself. Although, as we have seen,
the development of the Sakha Republic and Amur Oblast’ is also represented as
providing benefits for the Russian economy as a whole, development of these regions
is represented as an end in itself, rather than a means to the end of increasing economic
ties with the Asia-Pacific. This focus on the development of these regions as a goal in
itself can also be seen in the ‘Gazifikatsiya’ framing of the Power of Siberia, which
focuses on the potential of the pipeline to connect remote towns and villages in the Far
East to the gas grid, increasing living standards. While this focus on the growth of the
economy and of living standards in this region itself might partially be ascribed to the
inclusion of the MDRFE as a source of data in this research, we have seen that the
narratives of ‘Far East Development’ and — especially’ — ‘Gazifikatsiya’ are also used
by other Russian officials, as well as by Gazprom. In other words, the rhetoric studied
discusses the development of Russia’s Far Eastern regions as a goal in and of itself,
rather than a ‘springboard’ to developing relations with countries in the Asia-Pacific

region.

As such, this research on Russian official rhetoric adds nuances to both the more
geopolitical and the more economic vantage points through which this pipeline has been
discussed in the literature. In terms of Russia’s ‘Pivot to the East’, the rhetoric on this
pipeline primarily refers to the pipeline in terms of improving bilateral relations
between Russia and China, rather than Russia’s ‘Pivot” as a whole, or its deteriorating
relations with the West. In terms of the economic development of the Russian Far East,
the rhetoric considers the economic development and improving standards of living in
this region — facilitated among others by this pipeline project — as a goal in and of itself,

rather than as part of Russia’s ‘Pivot to the East’ more broadly.

Reflection

In short, this study of Russian official rhetoric on these two gas pipelines has revealed
a combination of geopolitical and economic framings of both projects, some more in
line with existing literature on Russian foreign gas policy than others. This goes to show
that, in studying Russia’s foreign gas policy in these cases, the broad theoretical schools

which look at international energy relations in either ‘geopolitical’ or ‘economic’ are
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not likely to be appropriate as an analytical framework. This comprehensive analysis
of Russian official rhetoric on two major pipelines suggests, rather, that these two
approaches to international energy politics can — and do — more or less simultaneously
have an influence on Russian energy policy-makers. Furthermore, the difference in
(frequency of) geopolitical and economic framings between the two case studies of this
thesis shows that context is also of great importance in studying international energy
policy. Studies on international energy policy should not only a broader context of the
domestic politics of a given country, the necessity of which has already been argued
(e.g. Stoddard 2013; Wilson 2019; Goldthau and Sitter 2020), but also the context of a

specific project such as a pipeline.

Naturally, studying the Nord Stream 2 and Power of Siberia pipelines in terms of
Russian official rhetoric, as this thesis does, comes with its limitations. For instance, it
is quite unlikely that rhetoric of the Russian government fully reflects the actual Russian
gas policy, serving rather to disguise the true motives that Gazprom and the Russian
government may have with these pipelines. Nevertheless, in identifying the different
geopolitical and economic framings on the pipelines that predominate in this official
rhetoric, this research does contribute to the literature on Russian gas policy by showing
that this rhetoric transcends the stringent divide between geopolitical and economic

approaches to international energy relations.

Having discussed and reflected on the findings of the research presented in the chapters

above, the next section continues to briefly conclude this thesis as a whole.
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Conclusion

This thesis formulates an answer to the question how the Nord Stream 2 and Power of
Siberia pipeline have been represented in Russian official rhetoric in geopolitical and
economic terms, by examining this rhetoric using qualitative content analysis. The
research has found that Russian official rhetoric on these pipelines featured both
geopolitical and economic elements, with the economic framings being at least as
important as the geopolitical ones. This calls into question the focus on either
geopolitics or economics in looking at Russian natural gas policy: an approach which
takes both kinds of factors into account seems like a more fruitful way of looking at
these pipelines, and Russian natural gas policy in general. Furthermore, the frequency
with which geopolitical and economic framings were used varied strongly between the
two pipelines. This finding suggests that it might not only be relevant to examine the
general energy policy-making of specific countries, as critical scholars on international
energy relations have already argued (e.g. Stoddard 2013; Wilson 2019), but also to

examine the context of specific energy projects.

In the case of Nord Stream 2, this research has found that geopolitical and economic
framings have been more or less in balance in Russian official rhetoric. The most
noticeable geopolitical framings tended to either represent Ukraine as a threat to stable
EU-Russian gas trade, or to praise proponents of the gas pipeline like Germany and
criticize opponents like the US. The economic framings primarily showed a strong
consideration of various developments in the EU gas market, such as increasing
competition and changing patterns of demand and supply in Europe. In the case of the
Power of Siberia, more economically-based framings were used more often than
geopolitically-oriented ones. The most striking patterns identified here are that bilateral
relations with China are given far more significance than the development of Russia’s
‘Pivot to the East’” more broadly. Furthermore, there was a strong focus on the
development of the regions in Far Eastern Russia through which this pipeline flows, but
this was represented primarily as an end in itself, rather than as a means to develop
stronger relations with the Asia-Pacific region. In short, these two cases have shown

different patterns in terms of official rhetoric.
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Although this study on official rhetoric might not reveal a full picture on Russian
decision-making on these pipelines, this thesis does reveal some broader considerations
the Russian government may have had in the context of these two pipelines. The
findings of this thesis correspond with the idea that natural gas policy, including
Russia’s, is shaped simultaneously by economic and geopolitical considerations,
meaning that focusing on one of these two reveals only part of the total picture of
considerations that (might) go into policymaking on a certain energy project. Further
research could take this idea beyond the study of rhetoric, and look into the interplay
between geopolitical and economic factors in the broader process of Russian decision-
making on other gas pipelines. Furthermore, examining geopolitical and economic
factors in Russian decision-making on international projects in other energy resources
—say, comparing pipelines to oil export policy — could prove a fruitful avenue of further

investigation.
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