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COUNTRY IMAGE AND ITS IMPACT ON BILATERAL RELATIONS:
CASE CURRENT US-RUSSIAN RELATIONS

This paper is devoted to the effects of country image on contemporary US-Russian relations. This is an attempt to apply
the results of joint project (University of Florida and Lobachevski University) to the analysis of US-Russian bilateral
relations in a broader sense as well as combine tourist management and political science methods and literature. The
relationships between the U.S. and Russia have been steadily deteriorating in the last five years. The amount of negative
coverage of both countries in Russian and American media and social networks has been gradually increasing for the
last few years, starting with the Magnitsky Act and the Dima Yakovlev Law in 2012 and culminating over the events of
political crisis in Ukraine, operation in Syria, economic sanctions towards Russia. Media and social networks, as well as
rhetoric of official agencies of both countries reflect the growing levels of national pride and mutual animosity. We
believe that foreign policy has become a special and independent type of social activity. Economic relations, economic
integration, humanitarian relations (education, culture, science, tourism, etc.) are an important part of foreign policy
today. Thus, country image does matter.
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Introduction

There doesn’t exist any universally accepted understanding of such notion as the outside world in the
national consciousness of a given country. Experts usually highlight such things as dynamic interaction of
images and associations as well as stereotypes and attitudes. In various periods of the bilateral relations be-
tween the Russian and the United States of America both countries have been forced to clarify the specific
features of their own identities. But in case of Russia it happens when its traditional regulatory systems are
under pressure from a “foreign” system of values. Both societies are characterized by adaptive capabilities
with regard to cultural interventions and twists of fate. But unlike in the United States, the Russian society
preserves a predominantly “non-economic” nature of social interactions. Studying the depths of the collec-
tive consciousness of Russians and Americans, the perceptions that they have of each other help us to answer
the questions: “How can we build relations? How can we find the balance between the rational and the emo-
tional in the political decision-making process?’

For example, in Russia the country’s growing self-identification as a Eurasian state has led to the appear-
ance of the Eurasian Regional Power strategy, that is, we are witnessing a strong support of multilateral diplo-
macy. Russia is looking forward to repositioning itself within Eurasia. After a period of zigzagging between
western and eastern values, a new idea is starting to dominate Russian domestic and foreign policy — a kind of
striving towards a synthesis of cultures. Over recent years Russia has significantly shown itself as an actor will-
ing to shape a different agenda of world order. Russia has not only demonstrated its ability to survive in the
light of of sanctions and partial isolation, but is also implementing active foreign policy thus, protecting its na-
tional interests. Today we can see certain values that form the basis for the formulation of a new agenda. Mos-
cow is talking not only about interests but values. This is a new dimension of Russia’s foreign policy that has
an impact on Russia’s image. Russia’s choice today is traditional values [7]. Complicated historical develop-
ment of both countries have influenced the perceptions of the USA in Russia and Russia in the USA.

Russia and the United States have both experienced periods of partial isolation but timing was different.
Several times Washington has made attempts to conduct isolationist foreign policy. The American society has
long and strong isolationist tradition. Russia’s development was even more complicated. After the Mongol in-
vasion the Russian state was isolated from the rest of the world for more than two centuries. Ironically, the
well-known sense of cultural closeness that the people of Russia felt towards Europe, coupled with the desire to
find a path of development for the country that was its own [3]. As a result, it is officially recognized that the
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identity of Russia is solidly linked to the Christian frame of reference in its Orthodox version. President Putin
tends to actively demonstrate his commitment to precisely this vision of Russia’s identity.

In 2008 in the Foreign Policy Doctrine Russia for the first time officially declared its strong commit-
ment to developing the inter-civilizational dialogue. In February 2013 President Vladimir Putin signed the
Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation where we can find new principles of Russian foreign poli-
cy — increasing significance of cultural and civilizational dimensions in global competition today.

Dr. Douglas MacDonald describes two American basic traditions concerning, for example, value pro-
jection as an instrument of foreign policy: the Jeffersonian idea that the United States should, when possible,
serve as an active agent for the spread of democratic values in the world, and the Washingtonian idea that US
should serve as a model for the rest of the world by developing democracy at home, not by taking actions to
foster it abroad. Since Woodrow Wilson’s presidency American foreign policy has had many examples of
active attempts to promote democratic values: Wilson’s war to “make the world safe for democracy” by end-
ing autarchy, Franklin Roosevelt’s “Four Freedoms,” and the value-laden rhetoric and policies of the Cold
War presidents such as Harry Truman, John Kennedy, Jimmy Carter, and Ronald Reagan. Then Clinton’s
strategy of Promoting Democracy, George W. Bush’s “Global War on Terror”. In his speeches President
Obama was an idealist. But as D. Trump (the then Presidential candidate) said idealism of the values Obama
voiced totally contradicted the interests of the United States of America.

Not surprisingly, there has been much controversy between the two schools over the periodic attempts
to actively promote democracy. Scholars can give a lot of examples when it is hard to define the driving
force of foreign policy decision-making: e.g. whether President W. Wilson, the author of “14 Points” and
supporter of "self-determination," conducted military intervention in Mexico, Nicaragua, Haiti, the Domini-
can Republic, Cuba and Panama for political or economic reasons. President George H.-W. Bush, despite his
anti-communist sentiment, didn't put an end to diplomatic relations or apply sanctions to China after the
massacre of democratic rebels in Tiananmen Square. President Bill Clinton intervened in Bosnia in 1995 af-
ter Bosnian Serbs invaded certain international sanctuaries in the former Yugoslavian republic, but he didn't
do it in Rwanda, where the Hutu were committing genocide against the Tutsi at the same time.

American interests are evidently more powerful in some regions and under some circumstances, and
thus, Trump’s innovations are not really new. However, taking into account Tillerson’s words (when he was
the Secretary of State) and Trump’s speeches some experts believed that current US administration has pub-
licly said something that should never become official policy of the country that wants to be an international
leader. Values based on foreign policy have a strong impact on the country’s image.

In addition to the historical approach used in this paper we have used some sociological research
methods, primarily the analysis of surveys carried out over the years by Russian agencies — the Russian Pub-
lic Opinion Research Center (VCIOM), the Public Opinion Foundation and the authors’ observations in re-
gard to the results of several joint projects conducted by scholars from Lobachevski University and Universi-
ty of Florida published in several journals [1,5,6]'. The interpretation of the images that people of Russia and
the USA have of each other, as well as insights into how these images influence bilateral relations arises at
the intersection of political science, sociology, history and tourism marketing.

" The data were collected in November—December of 2014 at a large Russian university in the city of Nizhni Novgorod,
an industrial, transportation, and educational center in the European part of the country, with a population of 1.3 million
people. Prior to settling on a student sample, the data sources available to the researchers were carefully considered.
Due to the sensitivity of the topic at the time of the study, the attainment of a large enough representative sample of
Russian tourists to supply reliable data was deemed not feasible. It was argued (Saffu &Walker, 2005, p. 562) that as
“citizens of their respective countries the students should mirror the larger national attitudes of their countries.” From
the methodology perspective, student samples have been used for testing theoretical propositions, as they are demo-
graphically homogeneous, and thus random sources of error may be better controlled (Lepp, Gibson, & Lane, 2011;
Martinez & Alvarez, 2010; Netemeyer et al., 1991). In conclusion, this study examined the ways in which consumer
perceptions of a destination and willingness to visit that destination are affected by their perceptions of the destination
country, animosity toward that country, and ethnocentric tendencies. The study applied the country-of-origin effects
frame of reference to the tourism domain, where the US served as a tourism product and Russia was the tourism-
generating region. This article is based on some conclusions presented in the papers published before. For more: Do
strained bilateral relations affect tourists’ desire to visit a country that is a target of animosity? Svetlana Stepchenkova,
Elena Shichkova, Minseong Kim & Mikhail I. Rykhtik Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, (2017), DOI:
10.1080/10548408.2017.1374907 To link to this article: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1374907
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Study background

Country Image

Country image has been regarded as a multi-dimensional concept (Han, 1989), including economic,
technological, political and social variables of a country, marketing and tourism [14; 15; 20]. Image has been
understood as the sum of beliefs, impressions, and attitudes that an individual or a group holds about a prod-
uct, a brand, a person, a country or any other object [17]. Regardless of whether these perceptions are true or
false, images guide and shape behavior, as people have a tendency to act on their images rather than on facts
[9]. The present paper is focused on country image concept.

In general country image has been defined as “the total of all descriptive, inferential and information-
al beliefs one has about a particular country” [1.5], or “a simplification of large number of associations and
pieces of information connected with a place” [16]. Country image refers to the attitudes that people of one
country hold toward another one [8]. According to recent literature, country image comprises both cognitive
and affective components. The cognitive dimension of country image refers to peoples’ beliefs of a country,
incorporating levels of economic development, living standards, industrialization, technological advance-
ment and so forth, whereas affective country image includes emotions and feelings regarding a country as
well as its people. Both components of country image are particularly distinct yet interrelated [8].

Country image has been understood in two ways: as “mental maps or knowledge structures related to
countries” that people rely on while making product judgments and buying decisions [16]; and as “consum-
ers’ general perceptions of quality for products made in a given country” [10]. Both traditions view the coun-
try image construct as having a number of dimensions like, for example, political, economic, technological,
and social desirability [18], “country image as a network™) or technical advancement, prestige, economy, and
service ability dimensions [10], “country image as product perceptions™).

Country's reputation is a subject of increasing interest for the practice and research of public relations
and public diplomacy and it could have certain influence on foreign publics' supportive intentions toward the
country [11]. Based on it, we can speculate that country’s reputation can influence consumers’ purchase in-
tention. Admiration towards a certain country is positively related to its products, in other words, admiration
can positively affect both product evaluation and willingness to buy. In other words — admiration is an im-
portant condition for productive bilateral economic relations.

Experts believe that international political incidents between “foreign firms’ of home and host coun-
tries have a greater impact on the effective country image than they do on the cognitive country image, and
further influence consumers’ purchase intention toward “foreign firms” products in the host country. There-
fore, firms having their business in the host country that has political conflict relationship with their home
country need to avoid measures that utilize an effective image of their home country” [2]. It means that de-
spite the “ice period of bilateral relations”, both countries (the USA and Russia) need specialists in order to
consult those who take risks and continue to do business in both countries.

Animosity

Animosity is a hostile attitude comprising beliefs and emotional components; it is the “remnants of an-
tipathy related to previous or ongoing military, political, or economic events” [13]. Animosity is defined as
“the emotional antagonism toward a specific party of various levels of intensity” [1]. Animosity is rooted in
historic conflicts over border or territories, past conflicts, more recent economic disputes, or diplomatic con-
frontations. Actions by governments and organizations in such conflicts can increase levels of animosity to-
wards their respective countries, which, in turn, can result in boycotting their exports by international con-
sumers. Research by Klein et al. (1998) and the subsequent studies support the link between animosity and
willingness to buy the product from the country-target of that animosity. The effect is direct and negative: an
increase of animosity levels coincides with a diminishing willingness to buy. That’s why we can admit that a
current negative image of Russia in the United States and vice versa creates long-term obstacles for develop-
ing bilateral relations.

Jung et al. (2002) classified the types of animosity from a different angle, in other words, along two
dimensions: stable-situational and national-personal. Stable animosity, as the name suggests, refers to gen-
eral antagonistic emotions accumulated in a long-standing conflict between the countries or in difficult polit-
ical relationships over a prolonged period of time. Murray and Meyer studied fears of the Soviet Union in
Americans originated in the stand-off of the Cold War period and “ingrained” with every exposure to the
negative news about the country [21]. This is an example of a stable animosity towards contemporary Rus-
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sia, and its indicators can be found in tourists’ perceptions of Russia as a travel destination [1,6]. Situational
animosity arises due to a current circumstance and can interplay with the stable one, that is, produce “spikes”
over the background stable animosity. National animosity is a product of memories about how the country-
target of animosity has treated the person’s home country in the past, while personal animosity is thought to
arise from personal negative experiences with a foreign country or its people in the context of tourism, busi-
ness travel, or interaction in an international setting.

Individuals seek to express their identity through consumption, and domestic products often have im-
portant social and cultural connotations and may serve as a symbol for national identity [22]. National identi-
fication and consumer ethnocentrism are related concepts, as national identification strongly influences indi-
viduals’ judgments of their own country and of other countries [20], often making consumers positively bi-
ased in their evaluations of domestic products versus foreign alternatives. Many experts stick to the opinion
that animosity can be negatively associated with country evaluations, leading even to boycotts.

Discussion

In order to understand the dramatic nature of the changes that have taken place in Russian public opin-
ion, it is necessary to look at the attitudes of Russian people towards the United States of America. Experts
claim that a new model of social consciousness has appeared in Russia. For example, in 2014 the number of
Russian people saying that the United States was an instigator of World War II was bigger than in 2003
(2003 — 2 %, 2014 — 4 %), in addition to Germany, which 82 % of respondents held accountable for starting
the War. During the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War the Russian public conscious-
ness showed an unconditional preference towards the United States as the best development model. Pro-
American sentiments were at an all-time high in 1990-1993 with 70% to 80% of the Russian population
viewing the United States favorably. In response to the USA’s decision to start bombing Yugoslavia in 1999
the positive opinion dropped to almost 30 %. Experts believe that this impassioned response against the mili-
tary operation led by the United States and its allies against Christian Serbia was partly due to the fact, that
Russian people could very well imagine a similar scenario happening in their own country [3]. Similar reac-
tion was in 2003 (the invasion of Iraq) when 66 % of respondents reported negative opinions with regards to
the United States, and again in 2008, when the United States was severely critical of Russia’s actions in the
conflict in South Ossetia [4].

Since 2013 the situation has been deteriorating. The Ukrainian Crisis, conflict in Syria, anti-Russian
sanctions have led to the escalation of a conflict between Russia and the United States and its NATO allies.
By 2014, the United States had topped the list of countries which Russia has the most hostile relations with
(73 %), in early 2015 — 81 % and in September 2016 — 65%. The number of Russians who believe that the
military attack is likely to come from the United States grew from 19 % in 1990 to 53 % in 2015 [3].

Anti-Americanism, that is, a “consistent hostility towards the government, culture, history or peoples
of the U.S.” is currently on the rise in Russia (propaganda level). Russian media portray the U.S. as a deeply
flawed country, with an ineffective political system and social and racial problems. For example, the events
in Ferguson, Missouri were highly publicized in the Russian media and social networks. Reducing depend-
ence on US Dollar in international trade publicly proved but inefficiency of US economy and financial sys-
tem. The incorporation of Crimea brought up a burst of national pride and 86% of popular support for presi-
dent Putin (Levada Center, 2014), while the Western sanctions were met with indignation and ridicule: Sanc-
tions? Do not make my Iskanders laugh. This is yet one slogan from the line of designer T-shirts with patri-
otic prints, which were an instant commercial and media success when they appeared in August of 2014. In
response to Western sanctions over the Ukrainian crisis, the Russian government imposed a sweeping ban on
the imports of meat, fish, seafood, cheese, milk and milk products, as well as fruit and vegetables from the
USA, the EU, Australia, Canada, and Norway. This move was largely met with approval by the Russian
population; as expressed in the words of Russian prime-minister Dmitry Medvedev: “the ban will bring Rus-
sia much good — the shelves in our malls will be cleared and filled with Russian produce — we must not miss
such an opportunity to expand import replacement [importozamescheniye]” (Interfax, August 7, 2014).

Despite the rising levels of national pride and animosity towards the USA, the arrivals of tourists from
Russia to America were also rising, albeit slightly. With some improvements in the US procedure for obtaining
visas (2013-2014), the number of Russian tourists to the USA reached record levels of 343,310 visitors, a 2 %
increase from the year of 2013 (U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 2014). While the Russian government does not re-
strict international travel, the conflict between Russia and the USA has spread to the tourism sphere as well,
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with the advisory issued by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation (2015, item 1005-22-05-
2015) to the Russian citizens to carefully assess the risks of travelling to the USA. Therefore, as follows from
the discussion, the feelings of animosity, national pride are very much present in contemporary Russia, and
their influence on the decision-making of Russian tourists needs to be examined (See more: [5; 6]).

Hofstede’s (1980) cultural scale identifies Russia as a collectivist society. Russians traditionally con-
sider their obligations to the state as a priority, and serving Homeland and self-sacrifice are important charac-
teristics of Russian national identity. The power of the current regime is based on neither financial nor eco-
nomic foundations; rather it is grounded in the political institutions and parties and in the lack of a meaning-
ful opposition. The protests of 2011, the largest since 1991, originated in the not-so-wide Russian middle
class in Moscow and St. Petersburg and did not gain much support from other strata of the Russian society.
For quite some time, Russia has been politically stable; this is not in the sense that the people have had a
voice, but they have not challenged the state. For example, the Dima Yakovlev Law issued in 2012, which
forbids adoptions of Russian children by international parents, was accepted by the Russian people as a
state’s instrument of protecting children from ill treatment, primarily in the USA. The unchallenged assump-
tion that the state is, first and foremost, helps to explain the overwhelming support for president Putin’s ac-
tions towards Ukraine and foreign policy in general as well as the absence of a strong negative reaction of
the majority of the Russian society with respect to sanctions imposed by the USA, the EU and some other
countries. Surveys of public opinion indicate that it is unlikely that Russians would consider mass protests
like the ones seen, for example, in Greece or the CIS countries like Ukraine and Armenia in response to so-
cial or economic difficulties or governmental mistakes. It is easier in Russia to mobilize public support to
stand for the state’s interests and well-being. The results of presidential elections on 18 March, 2018 prove
this observation.

Experts have revealed the direct impact of animosity on ethnocentrism. The ethnocentric tendencies of
Russian people are being fueled by animosity rhetoric, contrasting Russian values and the way of life to all
things foreign to Russians. Western sanctions, in particular, were met in the Russian society with a boost in
national pride and a stream of publications in the media promoting “patriotic” reliance on the domestic prod-
ucts, especially food products. Thus, while the consumer ethnocentric tendencies are low overall, the effect
of animosity on ethnocentrism is distinct. Conceptually, however, the reported impact of animosity on ethno-
centrism can be envisioned as a link between anti-Americanism and backlash against U.S. brands. Anti-
Americanism is found in a broad range of attitudes and actions critical of the United States; however, histori-
cally, the term has been generally applied to resistance to the spread of American consumption values abroad
by American business.

Another very interesting conclusion is that general animosity has a strong negative impact on people of
Russia, the perceptions of the US as a country and is directly and negatively related to the desire to visit it [1].

Conclusion

This study is an attempt to analyze the relationship between bilateral relations, country image and con-
sumers’ purchase intention. This study focuses on two types of country image (i.e., affective image and cogni-
tive image) and emphasizes that different country image has a different effect on bilateral relations. We believe
that country image can act as a double-edged sword, leading to positive consumer outcomes under good rela-
tionship between countries as well as negative consumer outcomes in the situation of political conflict.

Creating a negative image of Russia in the world can generate difficulties for business contacts and
projects. Law levels of economic relations between Russia and the United States today raise the risks of un-
reasoned and dangerous political decisions. But from the practical angle, the results of the study (accepting
all limitations) can be interpreted as relatively positive for US-Russian relations. The levels of animosity and
ethnocentrism of Russian consumers have no direct effect on the willingness to visit the USA as a vacation
destination. Intention to visit is directly affected only by customers’ perceptions of destination’s tourist offer.
Moreover, while ethnocentric tendencies of Russian consumers have a negative impact on evaluations of
America’s destination attributes, the levels of consumer ethnocentrism are generally low, that is, Russian
consumers are not ready to refuse from using the products of the USA and other international brands. With
respect to the willingness to buy US destination product, animosity and ethnocentrism are mediated by the
country image and destination image, respectively. It means that there is a chance for changes. The Russian
society is ready for interactions. Anti-Americanism is mainlya propagandistic instrument of current elite.
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Companies of both countries: American companies operating in the Russia and Russian companies
operating in the USA need to be careful about political conflicts between these two countries, because it is
hard to predict the political conflicts that will occur in the future, and of course, people’s reaction toward the
issue. Therefore, knowing how to cope with the problems caused by political conflict between their home
country and host country is becoming a crucial competence in order to survive and thrive in the host country.

There is one positive conclusion. As we are living in the globalized world, it is hard to shut down all
relations. It means that there is future of Russian studies in America and American Studies in Russia. Busi-
ness and governments will need specialists who have such knowledge and expertise.

What actions can we undertake to make Russia and the USA speak the same language? First of all, we
need to break the vicious circle of mutual accusations. Washington’s and Moscow’s actions should be based
on the interests with respect to proclaimed values and take each other’s sore spots into account.

Referring to the future it seems that such tools of public diplomacy as students exchange, tourism, cul-
tural and academic contacts, everything that creates favourable conditions for reestablishing mutual under-
standing between the peoples of Russia and America can prevent a deadly conflict between two nuclear
powers.

With low level of economic cooperation and no chance for its developing in the foreseeable future
(due to sanctions and very complicated procedure of legal regulation of this process) public diplomacy is the
only possible instrument. Despite a negative image people of Russia are ready to buy products and have a
desire to visit the United States of America. And image does matter.
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Cratbs MOCBAIEHA BIUSHUIO UMUK CTPAHBl HA COBPEMEHHBIE aMEPUKAHO-POCCUIICKIE OTHOIICHUS. ABTOPBI IPUMeE-
HSIOT Pe3yJIbTaThl COBMECTHOTO npoekra (YuuBepcurera Omopuabl 1 YHuBepcuteTa JI00a4eBCKOr0), K aHAIHU3y aMe-
PHUKaHO-POCCUHCKUX [IBYCTOPOHHUX OTHOIICHHH. B METOIOJOTHUECKOM IJIaHE aBTOPHI OOBEAUHSIOT HAYKy YIIpaBiic-
HUSL TYpU3MOM C MOJIUTOJIOrHEN U nuTepaTypoil. B mocnennue nsate netr otHomeHus mexay CIIA u Poccuei Heyk-
JIOHHO yxymmarTcs. OObeM HETaTHBHOTO OCBEUICHUS 00E€UX CTpaH B poccuiickux u amepukanckux CMU u comnmans-
HBIX CETSAX MOCTENEHHO YBeNuuMBaeTcs, HauuHas ¢ 3akoHa Marautckoro u 3akoHa Jumsl SIkoBneBa B 2012 roxy u
3aKaH4YMBas COOBITUSAMH TOJMTHYECKOTO KpH3Uca B YKpauHe, omnepanusiMu B CHPUH, SKOHOMIYECKUMH CaHKIMSIMHA B
otHomeHn: Poccun. CMU U conmanbHBIe CETH, a TaK)Ke PUTOPHKA O(HUIMATHHBIX areHTCTB O0CHX CTPaH OTPAXKAIOT
pacTymuii ypoBeHb HalMOHATIBHON TOPIOCTH W B3aUMHOHN Bpakasl. MBI cCUMTaeM, 94TO BHEUIHSS MOJUTHKA CTaja OCO-
OBIM U CaMOCTOSITEIHHBIM BUJIOM COITMATBHON aKTUBHOCTH. DKOHOMHUYECKUE OTHOIICHHS, SKOHOMUYECKass HHTETpaIus,
TYMaHHUTapHbIe OTHOMIEeHHs (0Opa3oBaHHe, KyIbTypa, HayKa, TYpU3M H T. J.) CETOAHS SBIISIOTCS BaXXHOM YacThIO
BHEIIHEH MONMUTUKHU. TakuM 006pa3oM, IMHIDK CTPaHBI UTPAET OOJBIIYIO POJIb.

Kniouesvie cnosa: aMepuKaHO-POCCUICKHE OTHOILIECHUS, 00pa3 CTpaHbl, BOCHPUATHE, BPAXKIEOHOCTD.
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