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In the iatter half of the 1 990s: Russia has sought greater integraion with 
the Commonwealth of Independent States. Interestingly, this has occurred at the 
same time as Russian foreign policy decision-makers perceived NATO expansion 
as a threat. The relationship between these two developments creates a need for a 
new theoretical approach to examine the ways in which Russia seeks integration. 
Using Complex Relations Approac. a variant of Neo-Institutionalism' the 
development of Russia's foreign policy is traced fiom formulation to 
implementation. This thesis investigates how Russia has used its foreign policy 
tools in innovative ways to achieve closer integration of the CIS States in the 
context of the perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. 
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C W T E R  ONE - 

RUSSU.- NATO: A wEiC)_RETIC& OVERVlEW 

The dissolution of the Soviet Union in i 99 1 set forth dramatic changes to the 

formulation and direction of Russian foreign policy. The uncertain climate of the post- 

Cold War environment prompted a search for fiesh principles to understand how Russia's 

foreign policy addressed issues of poiitical security, particuiarly with regards to the 

Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Russia's relations with the CIS states took 

on increased importance as discussions emerged about changes to Europe's security 

framework. In particular, the debate surroundhg the eastward expansion of the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) prompted Russian officiais to look more towards 

rhe CIS states when addressing issues of Russian political security as well as economic 

prosperity . 

During the first half of the 1 9 9 0 ~ ~  a debate emerged over the eastward 

enlargement of the NATO. There were two contending views- Proponents of NATO 

enlargement argued that the countxies of Eastern Europe had stability and security 

concerns that NATO could address. Opponents of NATO expansion came fiom both the 

U.S. and the Russian Federation. It was believed that NATO enlargement would deepen 

the gap between Russia and the West, result in Russia's inward reorientation, and create a 

rebirth of the Russian sphere of influence among the former states of the Soviet Union.' 

' Jeffrey Simon, "An Overview of NATO Enlargement," in Jefiey Simon (ed.) - .  Enlar~ement: Opmions and O-, National Defense University Press, Washington, 
1995, p.9. 



The breakup of the Soviet Uninn left fifteen independent republics struggling with 

political, economic, and social instability . Vestiges of the economic, political, social and 

security ties lefi by the Soviet system made it difficult for the newly independent states to 

organize their politicai and economic affairs without the help of Russia and the other new 

states. As a result, discussions emerged abmt reintegration between the former Soviet 

republics, primarily within the f o m  of the Commonwealth of Independent States. 

Despite Russia's initial reluctance to get involved in issues concerning the 'near abroad', 

a major policy realignment during most of 1993-1 994 prompted Russia to lead CIS 

attempts to reintegrate the CIS Member states. Russian foreign poiicy decision-makers 

rraiized that the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union form a zone of vital 

interest for Russia. They afEected the prospects for Russia's success in political and 

economic reform, as well as had consequecces for Russia's interna1 stability and extemai 

securïty.' Although some former Soviet republics. such as Estonia Lania  and Lithuania, 

made it clear that reintegration was not desirable. the c o d e s  which made up the CIS 

began discussions, post-1994, about the security requirements in view of the new 

economic and political situation in Europe. 

Since the Madrid Summit of 1997, and the subsequent decision to expand NATO 

eastward to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic, the discussions 

surroundhg CIS integration have intensified. Evidence has emerged from within these 

discussions that Russia perceives the eastward eniargement of NATO as a threat to its 

' Alexei Arbatov, "Russian Security Interests and Dilemmas: An Agenda for the Future," 
Alexei Arbatov et al. (eds.) M a n e  Conflict in the Former Soviet U m ,  MIT Press, 
Cambridge, 1997, p.4 1 1. 



security. ' n i e  enlargement of NATO, the former adversary of Russia's predecessor, the 

Soviet Union, brings the borders of the Alliance closer to Russia. Seerningly in an 

artempt ro meet this perceived threat, a parallel debate has emerged in Russia about re- 

aligning itself more closely with the former Soviet republics in political, economic, and 

secuity terms. Some have suggested a new security ailiame that could include al1 former 

Soviet republics. except the bal tic^.^ Such an alliance could create new adversarial 

relationships that would threaten the long-term prospects for the maintenance of peace in 

Europe. 

It is interesthg that Russia's increasingly anti-NATO stance, and its increasing 

control of the CIS, seem to be at odds with Boris Yeltsin's initial pro-Western foreign 

policy. When the Soviet Union broke up. Yeltsin and his foreign minister, Andrei 

Kozyrev. adopted a foreign policy that was geared towards cooperating with Western 

Europe and North America for purposes of receiving financial assistance to help boost its 

deteriorating economy. It could also be argued that Yeltsin and Koryrev's "Atlanticin" 

foreign policy aimed to ensure Russia's inclusion in Westem international political fora 

in order to still be considered a great power. During this time, very little attention was 

' Evidence of this can be found in numerous sources, such as Interviews with Russian 
officiais printed in the Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS-SOV-95-205) 
"Danish Daily Wams West Not to Ignore Russia" & "Duma Deputies Debate Over 
Course of Foreign Policy"; FBIS-SOV-96-124, "Russia: Primakov Sets Out Foreign 
Policy Pnonties"; FBIS-SOV-98-3 52 "Primakov R e m s  Negative Attitude on NATO 
Expansion") and in essays by Russian scholars, such as Alexei G. Arbatov, "Russian 
Foreign Policy Priorities for the 1990s" in Teresa Johnson and Steven Miller (eds.) 
Russian Security After the Cold W x ,  Brassey's, Washington, 1994. 
' See Leonid Mayorov & Dmitri Afinogenov, "An Important Direction for Integration: 
Formation of a Collective System of Security in the CIS," IVeurvisimqggpzeta, 
Moscow, February 3, 1998. 



paid to Russia's relations with the CIS.' This pro-Western stance differed dramatically 

from the USSR's perception of the West as the capitalist enemy during the Cold War. 

The Soviet perception of the international arena as a zero-sum game, where a gain for the 

USSR was a ioss for the West, aiso contributed to its hostile relations with Western 

nations. Thus, the pro-Western direction of Russian foreign poIicy in the early 1990s was 

a major shift fiom its previous Soviet foreign policy stance. 

In the mid-1 WOs, a major readjustment led to a foreign policy that was more 

balanced in direction between east and West. Russia increasingly concerned itself with 

activities in the former Soviet republics, as well as eastem neighbours such as China and 

Iran. This shifi in policy was marked by a change in foreign rninisters fiom pro-Western 

Andrei Kozyrev to pro-Eurasianist Yevgenii Primakov. Many in the West considered the 

increased focus on the CIS states to be a neo-imperialistic direction of Russian foreign 

policy : 

Russian spokesmen have compared the policy to the United Stateso 
"Monroe Doctrine," and have promoted it in the international arena as 
"peacekeeping ." . . . This tends to obscure the fiankiy partisan nature of the 
exercise, which once again seeks to subordhate the nations of the 
penphery to Russian hegemonym6 

It was through this policy that Russia promoted, and continues to promote, integration 

with the CIS states. The shift in policy can be attributed to' among other things, the 

increasing alienation felt by Russians fiorn the West. Some issues and events that may 

The Commonwealth of Independent States was founded on December 8, 1991, when the 
leaders of Russia, Ukraine and Belanis signed a fomal agreement in Minsk. This 
association inciudes the following states: Russian, Ukraine, Belanis, Moldova, Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan. 



have contributed to this developmcfit hclude the increasing debate about NATO's 

eastward expansion and the realization of the importance of the econornic, politicai, and 

social ties that bind Russia to the CIS states. 

Despite the dissoiution of the Soviet Union, Russia seems to have maintained a 

high level of influence over the policies of the former Soviet republics. Why does Russia 

exert such a high level and sustained influence on the direction of foreign policies of 

states that are extemal to it? How does Russia utilize its own foreign policy tools to exert 

influence over the foreign policies of former Soviet states? As many have observed, 

Russia no longer has the rnilitary mïght to exert the influence it had during the Cold War. 

Authors such as Mikhail Tsypkin cite the fragmentation of the Russian military as king 

caused by lack of a clear command and control system.' Other factors contributhg to the 

fragmentation of the military include: 

The use of some of its units for interna1 security missions. great disparities 
in social conditions and econornic prospects among different groups of 
officers, and differences between enlisted volunteers and conscripts.' 

If Russia can no longer use its military strength to maintain influence over its 

neighbors, what tools does it currently utilize to exert influence? How does Russia use 

these tools? 

The focus of the present study is to examine whether there is a relationship 

between the debate about CIS integration and the perceived threat of NATO expansion, 

6 Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone, "Russia's Monroe Doctrine: Peacekeeping, Peacemaking, 
or Imperid Outreach?" Maureen Molot & Harald von Riekhoff (eds.) m a  Among; 
Nations 1 994, Carleton University Press, Ottawa, 1 994, p.23 3. 

Mikhail Tsypkin, "The Politics of Russian Security Policy," Bruce Parrott (ed.), Sute . . 
Buildi~g and W a r y  Power in Russia and the New States of Eurasia, M.E. Sharpe' 
Arrnonk, 1995, p.20. 



and if so, how Russia ut ikes its foreign policy tools to exert influence on the other 

former Soviet republics as a result of the perception of this threat. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study investigated the various ways Russia uses its foreign policy tools to 

influence the CIS into closer integration. This issue was exarnined in the context of the 

perceived threat of NATO expansion. Thus, the following hypothesis was tested: -4s 

NATO expands eastward, Russian foreign policy decision-makers are compelled to seek 

closer integration with the CIS states (due to the perception of NATO expansion as a 

threat to Russia's vital interests and security) through Russia's foreign policy Linkages. 

In order to test the hypothesis, the study anempted to answer five main questions: 

1) Who are the decision-makers of Russia's foreign policy? 

2) Does Russia perceive NATO expansion as a threat to its security? 

3) Does the development of this perception impel Russia to seek closer integration with 

the CIS states? 

4) What linkages did Russian officiais use, and in which way, to achieve this closer 

integration? 

5) What approach can be used to best understand this problem? 

The study is important for four reasons. First, analysis of this issue will lead us to 

a greater knowledge of emerging security issues in Europe. Issues of political security 

have, since the end of the Cold War, become the foundation for renewed pan-European 

political and economic activity. The end of the Cold War brought highly idedistic 

sentiments of peace, democracy, and economic prospenty to the fore. It was believed that 



this new Europe. Mth NATO acting as the most important successive institution in 

Europe, would entrench these sentiments. The eastward enlargement of NATO, however, 

has lead many to question this development. B y examining how foreign policy decision- 

rnakers in Russia respond to the perception of the threat posed by NATO expansion, a 

better understanding can be reached about Russia's place in the new security environment 

in Europe. 

Second, the study adds vaiuable Somat ion about the formulation of Russian 

foreign policy. It identifies the areas in the Russian foreign poiicy decision-making 

structure where issues of European security and CIS integration are addressed. As well, it 

takes into account the role of actors outside the traditionai mode1 of government foreign 

policy decision-making, such as that of indmtry leaders and interest groups. This 

knowledge is important because it will facilitate understanding of Russia's transition to 

democracy in the field of foreign policy development. 

Third, the siudy explores the new foreign policy tools that are being used by 

Russia with regards to its agenda in the former Soviet republics. During the Soviet era, 

Russia used military capabilities and a system of domination through Communist Party 

control and secret services surveillance to exert influence on these republics. Since the 

end of the Cold War, it has become evident that Russia now uses other foreign policy 

tools to achieve the same goals. Russia's decreased reliance on the military as a foreip 

policy tool is best evidenced by its military spending. During the Soviet era, up to 33 per 

cent of the budget was spent on defen~e .~  In 1995, defence spending was cut to 

Vladimir Lopatin, "Military Budget: Old questions to New Generals", in Moscow News, 
no. 14. Apnl8, 1994. 



approximately 2.9 percent of GDP as the Russian economy c~llapsed.'~ Furthemore, the 

military only received between 46 and 70 per cent of its capital allocation between 1994 

and 1 996. ' The result was a grossly underrnanned, under-equipped and under-trained 

Russian army with low morale probiems." 

Despite its inability to rely on the military as a tool of foreign policy, Russia has 

been able to maintain its influence in the CIS member States, to varying extents. 

According to some observers, Russia remained deeply involved in CIS member statest 

affairs in a fashion that looked much like a reassertion of imperial domination." At the 

same time, "Iocai leaders and factions facilitated - sometimes intentionally, sometimes 

unintentionally - the renirn of Russian hegemony."" Thus, Russia was able to address its 

foreign policy objectives using what president Boris Yeltsin labeled: "nonstandard 

approaches and novel foms of interaction."" This thesis will go on to argue that these 

"novelT foreign policy tools include attempts to monopolize control over: naturai 

resources in the region, information and communications, transportation, and energy. 

This study explores Russia's relations with the other CIS countries through the use of 

these new tools in the context of NATO expansion. 

I O  c Trends, Vol. 4, No. 4, 1995, p. 11. 
" Mike Bower, Russian Foreio Policv and the End of the Cold W a ,  Dartmouth 
Publishing Co., Brookfield, 1997, p. 214. 
" See for instance, John Lepingwell, "The Russian Military in the 1990s: Disintegration 

, . . . . 
or Renewal?" in Douglas Blum, (ed.), Russia s Future: Consolidation or Disintegration?, 
W e s ~ e w  Press, Boulder, 1994, pp. 109 - 126. 
'' William E. Odom & Robert Dujarrïc, Commonwealth or Ewire?, Hudson Institute, 
Indianapolis, 1995, p. 14. 
" Ibid, p. 14. 
l 5  Boris Yeltsh, "President Yeltsin's Address to Russian Diplomats," Speech in the 
Ministry of Foreign M a i r s  in Russia on May 12, 1998, in Inteniational Affair~ 
(Moscow), Vol. 44, No. 3' 1998, p.2. 



Fùially, this study is important because Russia's policy development towards the 

CIS is an important factor in its relations with other regional and global powen. Russia's 

geopolitical position is an important one. It occupies space in three major world regions. 

Historically, Russia ~ f a s  considered a rival to many States surrounding it. Currently, it 

has the opportunity to change this paradigm of relations and to forge genuine partnerships 

and cooperative relationships. This is predicated on Moscow's policy towards the CIS. 

Issues of conflict resolution, economic cooperation, and political interchange inside the 

post-Soviet space wi11 have great implications for Russia's policies outside the post- 

Soviet space. 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of the study was to examine Russia's foreign policy linkages with 

CIS countries due to the perceived threat of NATO expansion. The study looked at what 

the main actors in the making of Russian foreign policy were claiming about CIS 

integration in the context of a discussion of XATO expansion. The following objectives 

were examined in the study: 

1) To demonstrate that NATO enlargement was perceived as a threat arnong Russian 

foreign policy decision-makers. 

2) To demonstrate that the perception of this development as a threat prompted actors in 

Russian foreign policy to engage in a discussion of closer integration with the 'near 

abroad' within the same context. 

3) To demonstrate the usefuiness of Complex Relations Approach, which examines 

foreign policy linkages, in exarnining the perception of NATO expansion as a threat by 



Russian foreign policy decision-makers. and the subsequent attempt by Russia to seek 

deeper integration with the CIS as a response. 

Background to the Study 

There have been many theones of international relations that have attempted to 

maintain their relevance in the pst-Coid War era. Particularly with respect to Russian 

foreign policy, there are limits to their explanatory capacity in a pst-Cold W a .  

environment riddled with uncertainty and unpredictability. The following section briefiy 

reviews existing international relations theones and provides some of the background 

reasoning that contributed to the deveiopment of this thesis. 

The traditional approach used to analyze Russian foreign policy in the Cold War 

era was based on the international relations theory of realism.I6 According to realist 

authorso such as Ham Morgenthau and John Meanheimer. international politics define 

the concept of a state's interest in tems of power." Specifically, realists view the 

international system as: 

A brutal arena where States look for opportunities to take advantage of 
each other and therefore have little reason to trust each other. Daily life is 
essentially a struggle for power? where each state saives not only to be the 
most powerfiil actor in the system. but also to ensure that no other state 
achieves that lofty position. l 8  

16 see for instance, Mike Bower. R-i. Poliçy and the End of the Cold WW, 
Dartmouth Publishing Co., Brookfield, 1997, pp.245-249; and Peter Shearman, 'Soviet 
Foreign Policy, 19 1 7- 1 99 1 " Peter Sheamian (ed.), Foreipn Policv Since 1 99Q, 
Westview, Boulder, 1995, pp. 9-1 3. . . 
l 7  Hans J. Morgenthau, m t i c s  Natiom, 4m edition, Alfred A. Knopf Inc., New 
York, 1968, p.5, 
" John Mearsheimer. "The False Promise of International Institutions," Wemat iod  
Securitv, Vol. 19, No. 3, p. 9. 



Redist theory, according to Hedley Bull' was primarily concemed with the balance of 

power. international law, the diplomatic mechanism. the managerial system of great 

powers. and war in the study of the international system.I9 The realist approach? 

therefore' assumed that "the character of a foreign policy can be ascertained only through 

the examination of the political acts performed and of the foreseeable consequences of 

This focus of realist theory seemed to best reflect the intemational environment of 

the Cold War, fiom World War II onwards: 

The decade after 1945 saw the emergence of a "redist'' school of 
thought.. .Reacting to the traumas of appeasement and the nse of fascism 
in the 1930s - and later the impact of Staiiq the Soviet domination of 
Eastern Europe, and the initial years of the Cold War - this approach 
tended to focus on what international relations is, rather than what it 
should be.. .To the extent that competing approaches existed, they ofien 
reflected "idealist" interpretations." 

Realists viewed international politics through the lens of the security dilemma: the means 

by which a state tries to increase its own security decreases the security of others." 

Indeed, the US. and the USSR both took measures during the Cold War to increase their 

own security while placing the others' at risk? Thus. realist theory became popular in 

analyzing international &airs because it seemed to best explain the balance of power and 

Hedley Bull, me A d a l  Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, Columbia 
University Press, New York, 1977, p. 74. . . 
'O Hans J. Morgenthau, &&tics N a t i o ~ ,  4& edition, Alfred A. Knopf Inc., New 
York, 1968, p.4. 
" Robert Lieber, No Co- Powa, 3d edition, HarperCollins, New York, 1995, p.10. 
" K.J. Holsti, J ntemationa! P a ,  P edition, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1995, p.5. 
'j Some measures wodd include the US led creation of NATO, the USSR led creation of 
the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and the struggle for domination over Third World 
countries. 



cornpetition for resources that existed between the U.S. and the USSR during the Cold 

War. 

The end of the Cold IVar brougk to light some limitation of realist theory in 

comprehensively explainhg international &airs. In particular, realism has demonstrated 

limitations in analyzing Russian foreign policy 

Reaiism as a political theory failed to predict the end of great-power 
rivalry, the unilateral Soviet withdrawal fiom its sphere of influence, and 
the rise of nationalism." 

-Mer the Cold War, it became evident that the reaiist approach could no longer 

adequately explain the factors that shaped Russian foreign policy, and how Russia used 

its foreign policy toois in the post-Cold War era to achieve its desired results without the 

use of miiitary capabilities. Realism's emphasis on militaq strength as a foreign policy 

tool no longer addressed the other means used in the post-Cold War era to influence other 

states' behavior. Even attempts to revive the applicability of realism, through neo- 

realism, had some limitations. Neo-realism was considered to be a "modemized" version 

of classical realism. Unlike classical realism, neo-realism sought to "transcend empincist 

fixations by comprehending deeper levels of socid reality through systematic social 

scienti fic investigati~n."~ This new approach, however, led to contradictions and 

ideological narrowness. Both realism and neo-realism demonstrated their limitations in 

addressing why Russia cooperated with other states to achieve gains that did not seem 

- -  

" Peter Shearman, "Soviet Foreign Policy 191 7 - 1991 ", in Peter Shearman (ed.), 
Russian Foreu  Policv Since 19 90, Westview Press, Boulder, 1995? p. 1. 
' 5  Robert O. Keohane, "Realism, Neoreaiism and the Study of World Politics," Robert O. . . 
Keohane (ed.), Neoreal- and Its C m ,  Columbia University Press, New York, 1986, 
p.19. 



direct1 y beneficial to Russia Thus? the realist approach could not adequatel y address 

many of the issues surrounding the topic of this thesis. 

Another dominant international relations theory is that of Liberalism? This 

theory also demonstrated its limitations in satisfacrorily explainhg pst-Cold War 

developments, particularly the development of Russia's policies towards other states. 

Using scenarios such as the "Stag Hunt" and the "Prisoner's ~ilemma"," Liberalists tried 

to demonstrate that cooperation beniveen states is not ody  likely, but desirable as weli. 

Liberalism hoids that States will cooperate with each other in order to avoid war and its 

accompanying unpredictable wid uncontrollable elements. Unlike Realism's view of the 

world as a zero-surn game. Liberalists view a state's gain as independent of other states' 

gains. In other words: 

[The] utility functions [of states] are independent of one another; they do 
not gain or lose utility simply because of the gains or losses of others." 

Liberalism, thus, rejects the security dilemma and downplays the importance of military- 

security issues. 

The theory of Liberalism, however, fails to adequately address the issues 

surrounding Russian foreign policy in the pst-Cold War era. Ey rejecting the security 

dilemma and over-emphasizing the possibilities for cooperation in the international arenq 

Liberalism can not satisfactorily explain Russia's perception of NATO expansion as a 

threat. Furthemiore, Liberalism demonstrates its limitations regardhg cooperation within 

' 6  The term "Liberalism" is used here as an international relations theory. Elsewhere in 
international relations literanue, it is also referred to as "Idealism". The use of this tenn 
should not to be confused with the theory of Liberalism in the philosophical sense. 
'' See Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma" World Polim, Vol. 30, 
no. 2, January 1 978 for explanations of the Stag Hunt and Prisoner's Dilemma scenarios. 



the CIS. Among CIS member states. cooperation is largely brought about by Russian 

anempts for domination in the region: rather than by each of the other CIS mernber 

states." By emphasizing the desirability of cooperation by a state, Liberalism thus does 

not contribute to a suficient understanding of CIS integration. 

A more recent international relations theory developed by Robert Keohane and 

Joseph Nye is lcnown as Complex Interdependence Theory. Unlike realism, Complex 

Interdependence does not prioritize military-security issues. Instead. it is based upon 

three principle characteristics: 

First, societies are connected by multiple channels - interstate, 
transgovenimental, and transnational. Second, the agenda of interstate 
relations consists of multiple issues not ananged in a clear or consistent 
hierarchy.. . Third, the threat or deployment of military force is not an 
important factor in the relati~nship.'~ 

Indeed, the relationship between Russia and the CIS states can be weil understood as a 

series of links through multiple channels. In this sense, Cornpiex Interdependence does 

provide some insight into Russian foreign policy. 

Although this theory began to address some of the issues surrounding Rüssian 

foreign policy towards the CIS (such as the issues that link states together), it was limited 

in its ability to address Russia's security issues. By giving security issues less of a 

pnority, Cornplex Interdependence did not address the fact that a great deal of Russia's 

- - 

Robert Keohane, AAer H e m ,  Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1984, p. 27. 
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" Renée de Nevers, -a s S t r w m  - , Adelphi Paper 289, USS Brassey's, 
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'O Charles Pentland, "Integration, Interdependence, and Institutions: Approaches to 
International Order'' in David Haglund & Michael Hawes (eds.) World Polith, HBJ, 
Toronto, 1990, p. 174, p. 189. 



foreign policy priorities revolves around security issues.3' Two of the mon important 

issues of peat concem to Russia had very real security dimensions to thern: the eastward 

expansion of NATO and the prospects of integration with the CIS states. These two 

issues as related to Russian foreign policy thus increased the demand for a more 

comprehensive approach in the study of international relations. 

An approach was needed that look into consideration the institutional linkages 

behveen states and how they contribute to the development of a state's foreign policy. 

No state creates or develops foreign policy in a vacuum. The collaboration and 

interchange of infoxmation and opinions with other states is cmciai in the development of 

a state' s foreign policy . It becomes important then to look at the linkages formed 

between states' foreign policy officiais and decision-makers in order to comprehensively 

understand hou: a state's foreign policy cornes about. 

Existing literature about foreign policy decision-making seemed to anaiyze 

decision-making uçing a ngid approach. Decision-making approaches. such as 

argumentation, cognitive mapping, and means-ends approaches;' did not seem to 

adequately address the myriad of factors and considerations that appeared to be both 

directiy, and more importantly indirectly, influentid in the formulation of Russian foreign 

policy. Other pieces of literature on foreign policy decision-making were limited in that 

they predorninantly addressed decision-making with reference to extemal stimuli, instead 

" See for example "Russia: Primakov Sets Out Foreign Policy Pnorities", FBIS-SOV-96- 
124, June 25, 1996. 
'' See for instance: Irmtraud N. Gallhofer & \Villem E. Saris, F o r e w o l i c v  Decis . - ion- 
Making, Praeger, Westport, 1996. 



of analyzing the vying of power by various domestic institutional players.j3 Thus, 

existing literature on foreign policy decision-making did not seem to satisfactorily 

address the concems of this thesis. 

One theory that seemed to partially address some of the issues at hand was that of 

Neo-institutionalism. The theory of neo-institutionalism focuses on how state institutions 

shape the eoals that political actors pursue and the way they structure power relations 

among them." Thus, in order to understand a state's policies, one must analyze the 

institutional structure and decision-mahg processes of that state. Although not a theor). 

of traditional international relations, many of its postulates could be modified to create a 

new approach, which couid then be applied to Russian foreign policy. 

In her book, Bringing the State Back In: Sirategies of Analysis in Current 

Research, leading institutionalist Theda Skocpol found that historically, civil senice 

administrators consistently made more important contributions to social policy 

development than political parties or interest groups. '' In this sense, it becomes 

important to analyze a state's bureaucratie organization and decision-making processes in 

order to understand the policies of that state. By analyzing the institutional setting of a 

World in Their Minds: Informatio~ 'j See for instance: Yaacov Vertzberger, me 
'tion. and Perception in Fore 

. . im Policv Decisionm . . 
Processing. COD w, Stanford 
University Press, Stanford, I W O .  
'" Kathleen Thelen and Sven Steinmo- "Historical institutionalism in comparative 
politics", in Steinmo, Sven, Thelen Kathleen and Longstreth, Frank (eds.) Stnicniting . . 
Polirics: Hist-- in C-tive a, Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge, 1992, p. 2. 
j5 Theda Skocpol's "Bringing the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current 

. . 
Research," in Evans, Peter B. et al (eds.) Bnneine the State Back In, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1985, p. 1 1. 



state? asymmetries in the construction of power become evident. It is these asymmetries 

of power within the institution that shape and mold political actions taken by the state: 

In a historical/institutional view, politics is smctured by persistent 
incongniities and fictions w o n s  institutional orderings.j6 

The analysis of a state institution and the nvalry for power within it leads to a more 

comprehensive understanding of the state's policies and actions. 

Other institutionalists furthered Skocpol's assessrnent of the importance of 

institutions. Eilen Immergut cited politicai opportunities within institutions as aiso king 

crucial for understanding policy formulation. She claimed that it is not only important to 

analyze political institutions and their processes, but it is also necessary to consider the 

structure of pditical opportunities within an institution to understand how they shape the 

political actions taken." 

How does this relate to the issue at hand? It was the researcher's belief that if 

institutionalism was so effective in understanding the formulation of a state's social 

policy. then the same logic could be applied te a state's foreign policy. If one analyzed a 

state's decision-making structures and administrators in the field of foreign policy, then 

perhaps a better understanding could be reached of those policies and how a state can 

influence other sates through goveming structures and institutions. 

When applied to Russian foreign policy, this would necessitate the analysis of the 

Russian govemment and the competition for power among Russian foreign policy 

decision-maken who are piaced in a variety of institutions. The eastward expansion of 

36 Stephen Skowonek, "Order and Change,"  poli^^ Volume XXVIII, No. 1, Fa11 1995: 
p.95. 



NATO? perceived as a threat by Russian officiais, provided the Russian govement ~ 6 t h  

a political opporninity. This opportunity codd be used to seek new strategic 

relationships with the CIS states in the form of political, economic, and social inteption. 

Although institutionalism seemed to address many of the concerns of this thesis, 

its approach was primarily concemed with socio-economic policy, not foreign policy. 

Existhg neo-institutional analyses of Russia, such as by Jack Snyder,"' did not formulare 

an approach that could be specifically applied to Russian foreign policy. As such, a new 

approach was created for the purposes of this thesis that was a variant of the 

institutionalist theory. The new approach created by this thesis was termed Complex 

Relations Approach. Although based on institutionalist iiterature, this approach would 

capture the foreign policy axm of the Russian state and anaiyze the decision-making 

linkages between Russia and the CS. Furthemore, this approach would investigate the 

formulation and implementation of Russian policies towards the CIS that were aimed at 

achieving inteption with the CIS member states. 

Definitions of Terms 

Many terms &id concepts used in this thesis require clarification. As such, the 

following section aims to define some of the terms and concepts used throughout the 

thesis. 

j7 Ellen M. h e r g u t ,  "The Theoretical Core of the New Institutionalism," politics & 
. . 

Society. Vol. 26, No. 1, March 1998, p.2 1. 
j8 See for instance, Barnett R. Rubin & Jack Snyder (eds.), Post-Soviet P . . olitical Order: . - 
Conflict and State Ruilding, Routledge. New York, 1998. 



O Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS): Founded on December 8,199 1. 

when the leaders of Russi% Ukraine and Belanis signed a formal agreement in ~ i n s k : ' ~  

this association attempts to provide a coordinating mechanism for the temtory of ail the 

former Soviet republics, except for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. The CIS includes: 

Ruçsia Ukraine, Belanis, Moldova Armenia k r b a i j a n ,  Georgia, Kazakhstan, 

Kyrgyzstan. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and T~rkmenistan.'~ 

'Near Abroad': A Russian tenn for the other fourteen successor states of the 

former Soviet Union. This includes: Estonia, Latvia Lithuania Ukraine, Belanis, 

Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Tajikistan, Kyrgysîan, Uzbekistan, 

Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan. 

O North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO): A collective defence 

organization between the United States, Canada and many European states that was 

formed after the Second World War to deter Soviet aggression." The NATO treaty is a 

pact that considers an attack on one member to be an attack on al1 members. 

Security: A definition of the concept of security is important for the purposes of 

d i i s  thesis because it is premised on the assumption that Russia perceives NATO 

expansion as a security threat. The hypothesis presupposes that because of this security 

threat, Russia seeks greater control over its relations with the CIS states. Therefore, the 

definition of "security" as a concept is crucial for the testing of the hypothesis. 

j9 Carol Barner-Barry and Cynthia A. Hody, The Politics of C h w e :  The Transforma . - 
tion 

of the Fonner Soviet Union, St. Martin's Press, New York, 1995, p.269. 
'O Wynne Russell, "Russian Relations with the Near Abroad Peter Shearman (ed.) 
Russian F o r e b  Policv Since 1990, Westview Press, Boulder, 1995, p.53. 



During the Cold War? the hostile security enwonment - overshadowed by the 

rivalry between two opposing superpowers and the threat of nuclear annihilation - was a 

major determinant of the prevailing security paradigm? The constant possibility of 

nuclear conflict shaped the ideas around which the concept of security was based. As 

Kenneth Waltz stated in his book, Man, me Sfate, and War, the security system in 

Europe was such that "a gain for any one state became a gain for its side, and 

simultaneously a loss for the ~ther. '*~ Subsequentiy, the concept of security was 

nmowly focused on the zero-sum survivai of the state against outside military threats. 

Since the end of the Coid Waro there has been a drastic overhaul of the notion of 

security. The rise of the importance of econornic, political. and social issues have 

resulted in "security" being broadened to encompass elements more reflective of the post- 

Cold War environment. As J. Ann Tickner argues in Re- Visioning Securiv: 

In the present international systern. security is tied to a nationalist 
politicai identity which depends on the construction of those outside as 
'other' and therefore dangerous." 

This definition of security introduces the concept of identity as king inherentiy tied to 

the concept of security. The issue of identity has become increasingly important to 

Russia since the end of the Cold War. The dissolution of the Soviet Union produced 

monumental confision about the Russian identity. Overnight, Russis lost its superpower 

- -- - - - - - -  . - 

'' John Baylis. "The Evolution of NATO Strategy 1 949- 1990" Colin McInnis (ed.) 
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statu and had its fiontiers rolled back to where they had been in the mid-1800s, and in 

the case of the West the mia- 1600s: 

The loss of the Caucasus revived strategic fean of resurgent Turkish 
influence; the loss of Central Asia generated a sense of deprivation 
regarding the enormous energy and minerai resources of the region as weil 
as anxiety over a potential Islamic challenge; and Ukraine's independence 
chailenged the very essence of Russia's daim to king the divinely 
endowed standard-bearer of a cornmon pan-Slavic identity." 

Throughout the post-Cold War period. Russia has been struggling with its identity' and 

atiernpting to find direction in its foreign policy and its place in the international arena: 

The "accursed question" - what is Russia and where does ir fit within the 
international sy stem - is far fiom resolved . . . [Tl he country continues to 
drift, searching for a usable history and a paradigm that will enable it to 
regain its baiance? 

Since the concept of identity has become increasingly important in Russia as  it 

szrapples with the management of their national political, economic and social issues. the - 
researcher believes that any de finition of security for the purposes of this mdy must also 

include the concept of identity. 

Hence. the researcher proposes the following definitioo of security. Security is 

when an issue is presented as posing a threat to the identity, self-interes and self- 

determination of a state or set of states. Many researchea of the concept of security 

argue that the concept should not be Iïmited to the state, but should also include societal 

" J. h Tickner, "Re-Visioning SecurityT' Ken Booth and Steve Smith (eds.) 
International RelaLons Theory Today, Pennsylvania State University Press, 
Pennsylvania, 1995, p. 189. 
'' Zbigniew Brzezinski, The C i d  Chessbod, Basic Books, New York, 1997, pp.88-89. 
16 Ilya Prizel, 9 Pondicv: N a t i w  1,- . . 

Poland. Russia and 1 Jkr-, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998, p.235. 



organizations, corporationso and other non-state actor~.~' The analysis presented in this 

study. however, is focused on states and their apparatuses. Therefore, the definition of 

security used was state-based rather than societal-based. This is not to say that societal- 

based definitions of security are pot vaiid. Societal-bascd definitions, however, are not 

the most usefûl in examining the issues presented in this particula. study. 

Perception: A definition of the concept of "perception" is required because of 

its significance in the hypothesis. The hypothesis does not state that closer integration 

-1t.h the CIS states is a direct result of NATO expansion. Rather, it is the "perception" of 

ùiis event as a security threat that prompts Russian foreign policy makers to seek closer 

ties uith the CIS states. The concept of "perception" can have different meanings, the 

definition of which will result in a specific interpretation of the outcome of this thesis. 

Therefore. the use of the term "perception" in this thesis is discussed below. 

As Lloyd Jensen stated in his book, ExpZaining Foreign Policy, "International 

events are perceived by decision makers on the basis of images they hold about the 

world?" Various factors shape these images, including a state's historical experience. its 

power position, its domestic political and economic conditions, and its national belief 

systerns. In the study of international relations, "perception" can be defined in the realist 

sense and in the post-modern sense. 

In the realist sense, every state's decision-makers have different "perceptions" of 

reality, based on the factors mentioned above. It is not possible for any one individual, or 

" see for instance, Barry Buzan, Ole Waever, and Jaap de Wilde, Securip: A New 
Framewrk for -!sis, Lynne Rienner Publishers, Boulder, 1998. 



any nate, to know what is the nue reality. John Locke wrote in his essay entitled 

Perception and Knowledge, "That the certainây of things existing in rerum natura when 

we have the testirnony of our senses for it is not only as great as our fiame c m  attain to, 

but as our conditions need~.'"~ Therefore, one's "perception" in the realia sense can only 

mirror reality, but the true reality is never known. Because everyone's "perception" can 

only mirror reality, everyone's perception is equally valid and true. 

In the post-modern sense, the concept of "perception" is deconstnicted. As such, 

one's perception becomes reality. According to this philosophy, there are many different 

realities. There is, howver, a fundamental flaw in this argument. If taken to its logicai 

conclusion, there can be no reaiity in the post-modern sense because everythmg is 

subjective. 

The aim of this thesis is to demonstrate that reality as seen by Russian foreign 

policy decision-makers caries an equai weight to the "perceptions" of reaiity in the West. 

In other words, if Russian officials perceive the eastward expansion of NATO as a threat. 

then this belief shodd be held as valid, even if Western officials disagree. Thus, for the 

purposes of this thesis the realist definition of "perception" is used. This supposes that 

there is no such thing as an objective reality. nie  Russian perception of reality, therefore, 

is only a mirror of the true reality, but one that c m  still be analyzed. P erceived threat 

therefore. according to Bruce Porter, would be: 

. 
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[TJhose that a given party perceives as existing, regardless of whether they 
objectively do. A perceived threat may derive fiom an objective threat or 
it may be largely in the imagination- a product of suspicion and doubt." 

An analysis of the Russian perception of international events may provide insight into the 

direction of Russia's foreign policy. Thus, the Russian perception of NATO expansion as 

a threat must be taken into consideration as a valid perception to be acknowledged in the 

international arena. 

Russian National Interest: According to Francis Fukuyama, nations have a certain 

unchanging fore of permanent interests imposed on them by geography and the 

extemal enviro~ient .~ '  In the past decade Russia has gone through substantial 

changes in its political structure, economic status, territorial boundaries and rnilitary 

capability. Consequentiy' a set of fundamental interests are continuously evolving 

that will eventually determine Russia's national interest. 

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, there has been a debate within Russia about 

how to define its national interests. This debate, however, has largely been a fight 

against "straw men" rather than against real arguments in the words of author Sergei 

S tanke~ich:~' 

Many of a country's national interests leave, in fact, almost no room for 
real debate. ï h e y  are to a large extent predetermined by geography, 

'O Bruce Porter, "Russia and Europe After the Cold War," in Celeste Wallander (ed.) 
Sources of Russ an Foreim Policv After the Cold Wgf, Westview Press, Boulder, 1996, 
p. 123. 
*' Francis Fukuyama, "The Ambiguity of 'National Interest"', Stephen Sestanovich (ed.), 
Rethinkiqg Russia s National Intereg - T , Center for Strategic and International Studies, 
Washington, 1994, p. 12. 
*' Sergei Stankevich, "Toward a New 'National Idea"', Stephen Sestanovich (ed.), 
Rethinking Russia s Nat - 9  ional Interest, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 
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history, culture, ethnic composition and political tradition. Fundamental 
interests such as survival, prosperity, and security are common to d l  
countries, and the pursuit of those interests is a natural aspect of stable 
international  relation^.^' 

As many authors, such as Sergei Stankevich and Ilya Prizel, have argued the concept of 

Russian national interest is currently in flux.54 In other words, Russia is moving towards 

a new definition of its national interest. Despite this transition, a nurnber of factors can 

be identified as important components in the development of Russia's national interes& 

particularly as a new consensus seems to be emerging arnong the Russian political élite? 

Russia's unique geopphic status presents an important consideration for 

Russiz's national interests. The territory of the Russian Federation spans a vast area that 

allows Russia to be considered a major player in Europe, the Middle East, and Asia. The 

development of its foreign policy, then. must consider al1 three regions. In the beginning 

of the post-Soviet period, Russia was predominantly occupied with establishing good 

relations with the west.j6 Since 1993, however, a consensus seems to have emerged 

between key poiicy-makers in Russia that provides for a more balanced foreign policy, 

taking into consideration both East and West." This balance seems to be more indicative 

of Russia's geopoliticai position and hence increasingly important in its national interest 

'' Ibid. p. 21. 
j' See Sergei Stankevich, "Toward a New 'National Idea"', p.25; and Ilya Prizel, National 
Identity and Foreign Policy, p. 297. 
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The revolutionary events in 199 1 resulted in a substantial draw back of Russia's 

extemal borders: 

With the collapse of the Soviet Union. Xussia lost not only an empire but 
an essential attribute of its identity: the ability of a people to know where 
'ours' begins and ends. As the term near abroad suggests, it is no longer 
clear where Russia ends and the outside begins." 

Indeed, the search for Russia's national interest had become closely intemhiined with a 

concem for the 25 million ethnic Russians living outside the Russian Federation in the 

"near ~îbroad.''~' As these ethnic Russians make up part of Russia's identity and historical 

legacy, Russia has a direct interest in their civic equality and welfarem60 

The most crucial interest for Russia is its economic prosperity. The post-Soviet 

states inherited a high level of economic interdependence that made them far more reliant 

on each other for trade than on the outside worid? As a result Russia has a direct 

interest in maintaining cooperative and constructive relations with these states. These 

strong economic linkages M e r  give Russia a concrete interest in reducing tensions 

among the former Soviet states.6' In order to achieve this, Russia asserts that m u t  play a 

central role in the maintenance of peace in the region. This is the case even when Russia 

is sometimes the cause of some conflicts. 

The national interests of Russia are similar to those of most states. Its 

geographical position necessitates positive relations with its neighbours. It seeks survival 

'' Franklyn gr if fi th^^ "From situations of weakness: foreign policy of the new Russia," 
International J Q ~ ,  Vol. XLE,  au tu^^ 1994* pp.7 15-71 6. 
59 Karen Dawisha 8: Bruce P a r r o ~  R u s w d  the New States of Eurasia, Cambridge 
University Press, 1994, p.63. 
60 Sergei Stankevich, "Toward a New 'National Idea"', p. 28. 
6' Karen Dawisha & Bmce Parro- b s s i a  and th e New States O f Eurasi a, p. 161. 



and the endurance of its cultures and historical legacies. Moreover, it aims to achieve 

economic prosperity. Central to al1 these interests is the need for a cooperative 

reiationship with the States of the CIS. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study has been restricted by certain conditions that were Seyond the 

researcher's control. The fact that the research was conàucted in Canada has limited the 

results of the study. The breadth of sources for the purposes of providing evidence for 

the hypothesis were limited to sources available in Canada. To address this conce- 

attempts were made to order sources fiom Russia and other former Soviet republics, and 

to focus on sources which corne directly from Russia such as the Foreign Broadcast 

Information Service. 

The study was dso restricted by the extent to which Russian sources were 

translated into English. Although attempts were made to read as many sources as 

possible in the Russian language, the researcher's lack of complete fluency in Russia? 

lirnited the extent to which sources only available in the Russian ianguage were used in 

the study. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The scope of the study has been delimited in a number of ways. First, the study 

was restricted to drawing a link between the perception of the threat posed by NATO 

expansion and attempts to integrate with the CIS. It did not anempt to establish a direct 

link berneen tlese two phenornena. A direct link, caused by Russian foreign policy 

O fficials' desire for CIS integration because of NATO expansion, would have been very 

'' Sergei Stankevich "Toward a New 'National Idea"', p. 28. 



diEcult to demonstrate. These types of objectives behind foreign policy stances in 

Russia are, in many cases, classified information that would be very difficult to obtain. 

The hypothesis is based on the assumption that the development of NATO expansion is 

the compounding factor for Russia to work out new strategic alliances and closer 

integration with the other members of the CIS. The link between the two variables in the 

hypothesis, therefore, was determined on a rhetorical, or ideological, basis. 

A second delimitation is that the study was resnicted to Russian foreign policy 

decision-makers and their relations with those of other CIS states. The study did not 

exvnine Russia's f o d  relations with NATO: nor Russia's relations with any NATO 

counny. It did not examine Russia's participation in the Partnership for Peace Program 

under NATO, nor did it analyze the NATO-Russia Founding Act. The study was lunited 

to an analysis of how Russia perceives the developments withh NATO, and how this 

perception d u e n c e s  Russian foreign policy decision-makers to state their opinions and 

act in ways that support the ctoser integration of the CIS. 

A third delimitation of the snidy was that it only investigated the relationships 

between Russian foreign policy decision-makers and o&er CIS states. It did not 

investigate the relations of other CIS states' foreign policy decision-makers with each 

other or with any other state beyond the borders of the territories of the CIS member 

states. The andysis was limited to the issues surrounding the relations berneen Russia 

and the former Soviet statesy in the context of the perception of NATO expansion. 

-- 

" h anaiysis of Russia's culturai and political responses to NATO expansion eastward 
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A fourth delimitation of the study is that it uses the word c'expansion" rather than 

"enlargement" when discussing NATO's growth eastwards. In the context of NATO 

expansion, Russians tend to perceive the word "expansion" in a threatening way, whereas 

the word "enlargement" is seen as predominantly neutral. Because, as this thesis will 

demonstrate, NATO's move eastward was seen by Russian offkials as threatening, this 

thesis uses the word "expansion" when discussing this phenornenon as it more accurately 

addresses the Russian perception of the event. 

It is important to remember that the m d y  of Russian foreign policy is like a string 

that h y s  at every twist. Each new issue explored opens a door to a new set of other 

issues. As such, it is possible to find oneseif going astray in exploring each "fiay." This 

thesis attempts to b i t  this potential probiem by following the string to the very end. 

Although the door may be opened to other issues, the researcher has consciousIy avoided 

following too many tangents to avoid losing sight of the issue under consideration. 

Overview of the Study 

As has been previously stated, the purpose of the snidy was to examine the 

relationship of the perception of NATO expansion in Russia to closer CIS integration- 

The study will examine these issues fiom the year 199 1 to the present. The year 1991 

was chosen because the CIS was created in that year, and the debate surrounding the issue 

of NATO expansion began shortly after that event. 

An anaiysis of the theoretical literature relevant to this topic, as well as an outiine 

of the methodology for Complex Relations Approach is covered in Chapter Two. 

Chapter Three will provide an histoncal overview of Russia's relations with NATO and 

the former Soviet Republic. The history chosen for this chapter will not predate 1985, the 



year when Gorbachev came into power and instilled changes to the Soviet system that 

brought about its downfall in 199 1. This chapter analyses the development and direction 

of Russian foreign policy since the end of the Cold War. It also outlines how Russian 

foreign policy is made and the central actors that are influentid in this process. Chapter 

Four determines Russia's stance with regards to NATO expansion. It also outlines 

Russia's policy towards the CIS, including the reasons why and in which ways the 

linkages between Russia and other CIS states have been maintained. Chapter Four 

applies Complex Relations Approach to the issue of Russia's relations with other CIS 

states and the negative perception of NATO expansion. As such, the testing of the 

hypothesis occurs in Chapter Four. On the basis of a confirmation of the hypothesis. 

Chapter Five examines how Russia used its linkages (policy networks and policy tools) to 

consolidate power vis a vis other former Soviet republics as a response to the perceived 

threat posed by NATO expansion. This will fùlfil all methodological questions posed by 

Complex Relations Approach. The final chapter of the study discusses whether or not the 

hypothesis put forth was confirmed. It is concemed with the summary of findings. 

discussion, implications, and suggestions for M e r  research. 



The study of Russian foreign policy traditionaily has been cond~xted 

using a number of international relations theories. These theones have corne 

under increasing criticism since the end of the Cold War regarding their ability to 

comprehensively anaiyze international &airs, especialIy Russian foreign policy. 

Chapter One outlined the topic under consideration in this ~hesis and provided the 

background to some of ttie theories that may be ued  in the study of international 

affairs. This thesis is concerned with the relationship between Russia and the CIS 

states in the context of NATO' s eastwaard expansion. Specifically , it hypothesizes 

that Russia perceives NATO expansion as a threat and thus attempts to promote 

integration with the CIS states. In order to analyze the hypothesis, a theoretical 

firamework must be developed under which an investigation of the topic may take 

place. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the various theories that may be 

applicable to the hypothesis presented in the first chapter. The outcome of this 

examination will result in the detennination of an approach to be followed 

throughout the thesis in order to confinn the hypothesis. After determinhg the 

approach to be used in this thesis, this chapter will provide a detailed octiine of 

the methodologicai steps that wili be taken, according to the approach, in order to 



c o n f i  the hypothesis. As Barbara Goodwin States in her book on political 

science methodology: 

The practice of political theory helps us to set about answering 
questions logically, and to cnticize the answers which others give, 
by deaiing with political matters at a more abstract and general 
level than does political science." 

Thus, it is important to review the various international relations theories 

and approaches in order to specie one approach with which to anaiyze the 

hypothesis. The determination of one approach Ml1 facilitate a more complete 

description and explmation of the political phenomenon under examination." 

The traditional theories used in international relations, such as Realism. 

Liberalism, and Complex Interdependence. are exarnined in this chapter. A study 

of these theories will detemine their relevance and usefulness in examining the 

hypothesis of this thesis, which is primarily concemed with the development of 

Russian foreign policy. Based upon the preliminary analysis provided in the fwst 

chapter, it is my belief that none of these theories will adequately provide the 

foundation on which to base my analysis of Russian foreign policy. In this case, 

the theory of Neo-Institutionalism (a theory prevalent in comparative politics 

literanire) wiil be examined in order to detennine its relevance to the study of 

Russian foreign policy. Then, a modification of this theory will be made in order 

to create an approach that will be used in the analysis of the hypothesis. This 

modified approach Hill be temed "Complex Relations Approach." This chapter 

- .  * .  

a Barbara Goodwin, 1 isirig Political ide=, 3" edition, John Wiley & Sons, 
Toronto, 1987, p. 3. 



will then outline the methodology to be used in this approach. By detennining the 

approach to be used throughout the thesis, this chapter wi11 lay the foundation of 

the analysis to be done, and facilitate the confirmation or falsification of the 

hypothesis. 

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section will outline the 

analytical criteria to be used in order to determine the most applicable theoretical 

approach for the hypothesis. n i e  second section *ll review and analyze the gaps 

in the theories and approaches traditionally used in the examination of Russian 

foreign policy. This will include an anaiysis of Realism, Liberalism, and 

Complex Interdependence. The third section uili examine the theory of Neo- 

Institutionalism and propose a modified theoretical approach based on this theory. 

The fourth section will provide an overview of the methodology to be used by the 

modified approach termed Complex Relations Approach, to analyze the 

hypothesis presented in the first chapter. 

Theoretical Criteria 

In order for an approach to examine Russian foreign policy 

comprehensively, a number of analy*cai cntena must be laid out. In his article on 

'The Politics of Foreign ~ o l i c y ' , ~ ~  Alex Pravda pointed out the increasing 

domestic preoccupation with foreign policy. He noted that with the end of the 

USSR, Moscow's relations with other union republics suddenly became a matter 

65 Alan Isaak, Scope and Methods of Political Sc- 
. . , The Dorsey Press, 

Georgetown, 1969, p. 6. 
" Alex Pravda, "The Politics of Foreign Policy," Stephen White et al. (eds.), 

S .  

Develo~ments in Russian PoIitics, Duke University Press, Durham, 1997. 



of relations with new sovereign states. According to Pravda, policy interests in 

the CIS go to the heart of domestic concems, and that the transformatio~ of 

domestic politics increasingly shaped the direction of foreign p~licy.~ '  From this: 

it was induced that for any approach to be vdid, it wodd have to take into 

account domestic influences in Russia's foreign plicy, such as decision-makers, 

bureaucrats, politicai leaders, organized group interests and industry. I t was also 

decided that these actors' relations with their counterparts in other CIS countries 

must be taken into account. As well, the process of dernocratization on the 

foreign policy process has opened new avenues for the use of various foreign 

policy tools tfiat were not prevaient during the Cold War. The use of these "new2' 

foreign policy tools (such as attempts to gain monopoly power over energy)68 

enabled Russia to address its foreign policy objectives in unique and creative 

way-S. On this bais, the following analyûcal critena we:e established by which 

this chapter analyzed various theoretical approaches and investigated their 

application to Russian foreign policy. An approach must take into account and 

explain: 

1. a) The individual actors who are involved in the making of foreign 

policy ; 

1. b) The interaction between these actors and theu counterparts in other 

states in the development of a state's foreign policy; 

67 Ibid, p.209. 
Alex Pravda cites some of these 'new' tools, such as promoting Russia's export 

strengths in energy and raw materials, and the promotion of minority rights in the 



The evolution of a staîe's foreign policy decision-making tools and 

their implementation; 

How a state implements its foreign policy tools to achieve its foreign 

policy objectives. 

The next section will analyze the theories of Realism, Liberalism, and 

Complex Interdependence based upon the above critena. Fir- the main 

postdates of each theory will be explained. Then, an analysis will be done on 

each theory's applicability to the hypothesis based upon the criteria outlined 

above. Finally. depending on whether the theory fulfils the criteria, the theory 

will either be accepted or rejected as the basis of the analysis for the hypothesis. 

The analysis of these theories will facilitate the determination of an approach that 

wi11 be used to either confirm or falsie the hypothesis. 

The Realist Approach to Russian Foreign Policy 

The traditional theoretical tool used in analyzing Russian foreign policy 

was "political realism", or "realism" for short. According to John Mearsheimer, 

realism maintains five assumptions about the international system: 

The international system is anarchic; 
States inherently possess some offensive military capability, 
which gives them the wherewithai to hurt and possibly to 
destroy each other; 
States c m  never be certain about the intentions of other statesj 
The most basic motive drivïng States is survival; 
States think strategically about how to survive in the 
international ~ystern.'~ 

CIS as a bargaining tool for Russia to achieve other goals, in Alex Pravda, "The 
Politics of Foreign Policy," p.2 15. 
69 Summarized by author fiom John Mearsheimer, "The Faise Promise of 
International Institutions." International Securi-, Vol. 19, No. 3, 1995' p. 10. 



Statesmen, according to realists such as Hans Morgenthau, think and act in terms 

of interest defined as power." States are UILitary actors "who, at minimum, seek 

their own presewation and, at a maximumt drive for universal domination.'"' As 

a result. a balance of power exists between states. This balance of power can be 

defined as: "an actual state of affairs in which power is distributed among several 

nations with approximate equaiity.'?" This balance of power limits the extent to 

which states can achieve monopoly over others, and thus produces a mesure of 

stability in the intemational system. 

In this state of international affairs, redists such as Kenneth Waltz hold 

that the structure of international politics is anarchic: 

Despite the changes that constantly take place in the relations of 
nations. the basic structure of international politics continues to be 
anarchic. Each state fends for itself with or without the 
cooperation of others. The leaders of states and their followers are 
concerned with their standings, that is, with their positions vis-à- 
vis one another." 

As a result of the anarchic nature of the international system, states are 

feamil of conquest by other nations and therefore build up national capabilities, 

including armaments, and fonn coalitions. including military alliances, to protect 

. . 
'O Hans Morgenthau, Polittcs 4mMp Natim, 4* edition, Alfred A. Knopf, New 
York, 1967, p. 5. 
" Martin Gnffiths, Reaiis m. and Inte onal Politics, Routledge, New 
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York, 1992, p. 83. . . " Hans Morgenthau, Politics Amppp Na- -. , p.161. 
" Kenneth W a l g  "The Emerging Structure of Intemational P olitics," Michael 
Brown et al. (eds.), The Perils of AnaEchv:-- 
International Security, The MIT Press, Cambridge, 1995, p. 57. 



themselves." Military sec* and defence issues hold high priority and are a 

central consideration in the world of international politics. The realist approach 

focused on power and the acquisition of military capabilities over other States: 

especially in ternis of maintainhg the integrity of a state's security. States, thus, 

are unitary actors who seek their own national interest and sumival, and who may 

aspire to greater p ~ w e r . ' ~  For international relationships, anarchy means that 

States can ultimately rely only upon themselves for their ~ecurity.'~ The concept 

of attaining power. then: is relative. Relative power results in what is cailed the 

'security dilemma.' The security dilemma is a problem of international politics 

whereby many of the means by which a state tries to increase its security decrease 

the security of others." Legitimate security-enhancing measures by one state are 

likely to be perceived by other state as a threatening military movement." In this 

sense, cooperation of States is unlikely to succeed and is undertaken for short-term 

gains only. 

The approach used by realist theory to analyze intemational relations 

phenornena is outlined by Hans Morgenthau in his book Politics Arnong Nations. 

Morgentbau assumes that the character of foreign policy can only be ascertained 

-- - 

'' Frank Wayman and Paul Diehl, "Realism Reconsidered: The Realpolitik 
Framework and Its Basic Proponents," Frank Wayman and Paul Diehl (eds.), 
Reconstructine Realpolitik, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 1994, p. 5. 
'' Taken fiom a discussion of Waltz in Robert Lieber, No Cornon  Power, 3" 
edition, HarperCollins, New York, 1995, pp.345-6. 
" K.J. Holstï, 1- Politics: A Frame 

. . 
work for ? edition, 

Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1995, p.5. 
" Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma," World Politics, Vol. 
30, No. 2, 1978, p. 169. 
'* J. Ann Tickner, "Re-visioning Security," p. 176. 



through the examination of political acts and the consequences of these acts." 

Thus, in order to surmise the objectives of a state and the formulation of its 

foreign policies, one must analyze its international conduct and the aftereffects of 

actions taken. 

The realist approach bas corne under much criticism since the end of the 

Cold War. As Peter S h e m a n  points out in his book, Russian Foreign Policy 

Since 1990, realism as the dominant theory that has been used to explain 

international relations during the Cold War period becomes increasingly less 

convincing as a tool to analyze Russian foreign policy in the pst-Cold War er;tgO 

He maintains that realism could not have predicted the events that unfolded in the 

late 1980s when the Soviet Union conceded defeat of the Cold War- As 

Shearman argues, nor could realism explain the Soviet withdrawal fiom 

Afghanistan and Eastern Europe, or the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1 99 1. 

He noted that in order to understand these events through a theoretical 

perspective, it wouid be necessary to reevaluate definitions of power to give more 

prominence to non-military sources? It wodd be difficult to modify the realist 

approach to apply more emphasis on these since it is a theory reliant on military 

activity of the state as the focus of analysis. 

The realist approach does not adequately explab for the purposes of this 

study, how States must exchange information in order to develop foreign policy. 

. . 
'9 Ham Morgenthau, -CS N a t i a .  p. 4. 

~ e t e r  Shearman, "Soviet Foreign Policy, 19 1 7- 199 1 " in Shearman, Peter (ed.) 
Russian Foreign P-e 1 99Q, Westview Press: Boulder, 1995, p.9. 
ibid. p. 12. 



The main postdate that states are uni?ary actors hardly reflects the nature of the 

new global environment where the growth of the economy, the wide and fiee 

interchange of information, and the spread of societal values of dernocracy have 

lead to systemic changes in the way international relations is conducted. In order 

to ensure the continuation of their self-interest outside their territorial borders, 

states cm no longer af5ord to remah unitary actors in an age where the 

interchange of information, opinions, beiiefs and values shape the way foreign 

policy is made and the directions it takes. If there is one defining characteristic of 

the post-Cold War, it is that inter-state cooperation has increased politically, 

economicdy and socially. In other words. states have made more use of the 

tinkages between them in order to achieve their desired goals. Whereby prior to 

the watershed collapse of the Soviet Union, states used miiitary means and power 

(or the threat thereof) to achieve goals such as economic prosperity, today no state 

c m  achieve these goals in isolation. Realism, thus, as an approach to analyzing 

the post-Cold War world (and the place of Russia within it) does not adequately 

reflect the new global environment. 

Towards the end of the Cold War, the theory of realism underwent a 

transformation. Although the new theory, cailed Neoreaiism, had its roots in 

classical realism, some inherent modifications were made. The Neorealist 

approach continued the traditional realist emphasis on power and balances, but 

focused on the systemic, rather than national, characteristics of the international 



system.' Neo-redists sought to transcend the empiricist fixations of classical 

realism by seeking to analyze the limitations and constraintts upon human action 

in the international conte~t.~' Among this camp, Kenneth Waltz recast the tenets 

of classical redisrn in order to deiineate more clearly the effects of the structure of 

the international system on the behaviour of nation states." The greatest advance 

of neo-realism fiom its original form was its decision to conceptuaiize 

international politics 'as a system with a precisely defined stru~ture.'~' The basis 

of neo-realism, however? continued to hold that states are unitary actors in an 

anarchical arena. As Joseph Grieco points out, in the context of anarchy, each 

state tries to avoid dependence on others and each is afkid of receiving a lesser 

share of the economic gains of interdependence? The basic reality of Neorealism 

was that: 

The nature of the state system . . . places rational constrains upon 
the unbriciled pursuit of rivai national interests through the 
mechanism of the balance of power." 

" Frank Wayman and Paul Diehl, "Realism Reconsidered", p.6. 
'' Robert Keohane, "Theory of World Politics: Structural Realism and Beyond," . . 
Robert Keohane (ed.), peorealism & its Cntics, Columbia University Press, 
New York, 1986, p. 169. 
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*' Kenneth Wale, "Realist Thought and Neorealist Theory," 
International m, Vol. 44, 1990, pp.29-30. 
86 Andrew Linklater, 'Neorealism in Theory and Practice," Ken Booth &Steve 
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Thus, by anaiyzing the constraints placed on states in the context of the 

intemationai system, Neorealism's approach to the study of international politics 

was more holistic than that of classical realism. 

The theory of Neorealism, however, also does not adequately address 

some of the issues facing Russian foreign policy. For instance, Neorealism does 

not adequately address the issue of the mechanisms through which Russia 

cooperates wiîh the states of the foxmer Soviet Union to influence them into closer 

integration. This is especially tnie when traditional realist as well as neo-realist 

tools of foreign policy, such as military strength, are no longer the only means to 

influence other states behaviour. Russia's rnilitary has been lefi to degenerate 

rapidly afier the Cold ~ a r . *  The Russian army's poor performance in Chechnya 

demonstrates that Russia cannot rely only on its military to exert influence. 

Russia continues to influence the former Soviet states by other means. As 

mentioned above mutual dependencies exist between Russia and the other CIS 

states due to the rise of econornic, political, social and technologicai concerns. 

Russia and the other CIS states depend on one other for information, economic 

prosperity, and politicai stabiiity. This dependency creates cooperation that in 

turns affects the formuiation and direction of Russia's foreign policy objectives. 

ïhe mechanisms through which cooperation is achieved, that can alternatively be 

thought of as foreign polic y tools, must then be analyzed in order to understand 

the cooperation that takes place between Russia and the CIS states. Realism and 

" Bruce Russett and Allan C. Stam, ''Courthg Disaster: An Expanded NATO vs. 
Russia and China", pp. 368-9. 



neo-realism do not adequately address how and why cooperative linkages between 

Russia and the former Soviet states are created and sustained. Neo-reaiism's 

attempt to use a more systemic approach by examining the state in the context of 

the international system does not satisfactorily address Russia's cooperation with 

the CE states. Furthemore. neo-realism's dual focus on -tes as unitary actors 

as well as the international system as a whole demonstrates the inherent 

contradiction in the the~ry.'~ 

The linkages and networks of decision-makers between Russia and former 

Soviet states need to be explored and analyzed in order to fûlly understand the 

breadth of how Russia creates and sustains its influence on other states' foreign 

policies. In summary, the theories of reaiism and neo-realism do not meet the 

critena set out above to expiain Russia's foreign poiicy in the pst-Cold War era. 

The Liberal (Neo-Liberalist) Approacb 

Another approach common in the study of international politics is the 

Liberal approach to international relations (aiso caUed Liberal Institutionalism). 

Unlike Realism, traditional Liberalism does not believe the international system is 

anarchical. They believe that international cooperation is possible, and in many 

cases necessary in the case of joint decision-making.90 States cooperate with one 

another in order to achieve certain "pay-offs", or the enhancernent of mutual 

89 A similar argument was made in Richard K. Ashley, "The Poverty of 
Neorealism," Robert Keohane (ed.), Neore-, Columbia 
University Press. New York, 1986, pp. 255-300. 
Arthur S t e h  "Coordination and Collaboration: Regimes in an anarchic world," 

David A. Baldwin (ed.) N e o r u m  and Neoliberalism, Columbia University 
Press, New York, 1993, p.3 1. 



interests. According to neo-liberalists, such as Arthur Stein, these gains are 

absol~te.~'  In other words, a state seeks to maximire its absolute gains and is 

indifferent to the gains achieved by others. Liberalism clairns that cooperation 

beween states is likely because of tbree reasons. First, most statesmen know that 

to enter a war is to set off a chah of unpredictabie and uncontrollable events. 

Second. there are high domestic costs of wars. Third, the gains fiom cooperation 

can be increased if each side cornes to value the other's weil being positively." 

Thus. the gains to be made and the high costs of war make cooperation feasible 

and likely. 

Because of its highly ideaiistic nature, Liberalism came under criticism 

fkom realists. As a result, Liberalism was modified into neo-liberalism. What is 

distinctive about neo-liberalism is that it starts fkom the realist premise that 

anarchy impedes the achievement of cooperation. However, as Joseph Grieco 

states: 

[TJhe core liberal arguments - that realism overemphasizes codic t  
and underestimates the capacities of international institutions to 
promote cooperation - remain M y  intact. The new liberal 
institutionalists basically argue that even if the realists are correct 
in believing that anarchy constrains the willingness of states to 
cooperate, they nevertheless can work together and can do so 
especiaily with the assistance of  institution^.^^ 

Using scenarios such as the "Stag Hunt" and the "Prisoner's Dilemma", 

neo-liberalists demonstrate how cooperation is possible in the international arena. 

" Ibid, p.47. 
'' Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma," World P o b  
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In the Prisoner ' s Dilemma scenario, neo-liberalists such as Robert Axelrod 

demonstrate that a state will cooperate with another state based on the assumption 

that if both cooperate, both do fairly well and there will be a reward for mutual 

cooperation. If one state cooperates, but the other defects, the defecting state gets 

the temptation to defect, while the cooperating player receives some gains. If 

both defect, both receive punishment for mutuai defection." On this basis, there 

is a likelihood that states wi11 cooperate with each other, even in an anarchicai 

system. 

Neo-liberalists, such as Robert Keohane, have cited the increased 

cooperation since World War II as a basis for the theory's legitimacy: 

International cooperation among the advanced industrialized 
countries since the end of World War II has probabiy k e n  more 
extensive than international cooperation among major states during 
any period of comparable length in hi~tory.~' 

The major reason cited for this cooperation is the increased interdependence 

among states in tenns of global econorny and political issues. To facilitate the 

process of cooperation, neo-liberalists place much emphasis on international 

in~tinitions.~~ Sometimes called "liberal instihitionalism", this approach focuses 

on the joint decision making that takes place within international regirnes or 

institutions. International regimes in this sense can be defined as "principles, 

93 Joseph Grieco, Cooperation Am- Nations, Corne11 University Press, Ithaca, 
1990, pp.27-28. 
'' Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperatioq, Basic Books Inc.. New York, 
1984, p.8. 
95 Robert Keohane, A f t e m o n ~  r , Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1984. 
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nonns, mies, and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations 

converge in a given issue-ares.‘"' Cooperation cornes about in the internationai 

arena through the use of these international regirnes and institutions. 

On the basis of the cnteria mentioned above, the neo-liberalist approach 

demonstrates a number of shortcornings for the purposes of my analysis. First. 

aithough the neo-liberalist approach can be useful in explaining how states 

interact with each other on a macro level of analysis through the use of 

international institutions, it does not adequately explain how states interact with 

each other on &y-to-day diplornatic levels of cooperation. Cooperation between 

states occurs much more ofien at lower bureaucratie levels than it does on macro 

(i . e. head of state) Ievels. B y concentrating anal ysis on international institutions, 

neo-liberalism leaves out of its analyses entire sections of inter-state cooperation 

which occur in national institutions through decision-makers' linkages. These 

Iuikages can play a crucial role in understanding certain types of international 

cooperation. For instance, in regions such as the CIS where formal institutions 

are cumently in a state of instability, an analysis of how state acton cooperate 

with each other on a day-to-day basis cm facilitate understanding of a number of 

issues. One example is how trade of subsidized oil and gas by one state may be 

used as a bargainhg tool for another state to follow a policy direction in other 

policy areas. This type of phenomenon would only be revealed through an 

examination of the linkages made by state actors. As such, neo-liberalism does 

97 S te phen Krasner, "S tructurd Causes and Regime Consequences : Regimes as 
Intervening Variables," Stephen Krasner (ed.), Intern-l R e m ,  Corne11 



not address how the institutions within a state, and their linkages with other states, 

contribute to the development of a state's foreign policy direction. It also does 

not address how these institutions shape the development of a state's activities 

international1 y. 

Second, the neo-liberalkt approach investigates cooperation on the bais 

of state interests and absolute gains, but it does not describe the specific 

dipiornatic mechanisms through which these gains are achieved. In other words, 

it does not adciress how a state uses the foreign policy tools in various ways to 

achieve its objectives. Although neo-liberalism downpiays the importance of 

military capability as a foreign policy tool in the pst-Cold War era, they do not 

adequately investigate the evolution of new foreign policy tools available to states 

to achieve their goals. One prominent proponent of the neo-liberalist view. 

Charles Lipson, argues that knowledge about other state-actors is important in 

c~operation.~~ Within neo-liberalist literature, however, issues surrounding the 

achievement of gains through knowledge, such as the acquisition of howledge 

or information about other states, the dynamic of state actors in gaining this 

information, or how this information is used to develop a stateos foreign policy, 

are largely ignored. Funhennore, with respect to absolute versus relative gains, 

the liberal approach does not take into consideration that many times, one state 

- - -  
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may gain coosiderably fkom a cooperative effort, whereas another state may not 

gain as much. 

Neo-liberalists also assert that in the pst-Cold War era, states are 

becorning less concemed with issues of power and securityw In many cases, 

particularly in Russia, there is evidence to suggest that cooperation with other CIS 

states is based on the objectives of achieving greater security in the region and the 

accumulation of power over resources as bargaining tools in Russia's foreign 

policy. It seems that often neo-liberalists make the same assertions as realists by 

equating issues of power and security with rnilitary issues. '" This is not always 

the case. Many times, power and security c m  be tied up with issues of self- 

interest in the region, rnaintaining a state's identity in the region and asserting a 

state's self-detennination. The means used to address these issues may involve 

military capabilities, but îhis is not dways the case. Other means to address these 

issues can include: influencing other states to act in certain ways through control 

of information in the region, or control of sources of energy. Thus the liberal 

approach does not adequately address the cntmia laid out above for understanding 

Russian foreign policy. 

The Complex Interdependence Approach 

In their highly influential book, Power and hterdependence, 

Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye constructed a new theory to challenge the 

" Taken fiom a critique of liberalism by Joseph Grieco, "'Anarchy and the Limits 
of Cooperation," David A. Baldwin (ed.) Neor--¶ 
Columbia University Press, New York, 1993, p. 1 19. 

See for instance Robert Axelrod, n e  Evolutipo of Coo~eration, p.4. 



dominant d i s t  approach to international reiations called Complex 

Interdependence. According to Keohane and Nye, this theory has three main 

charactenstics: 

1. Multiple channels connect societies, including informai ties 
between govenunent elites; informal ties among non- 
governmental elites; and transnational organizations. These 
channels can be summarized as interstate, trans-governrnental 
and transnational relations. 

2. There is an absence of hierarchy among issues. This means 
that the distinction between domestic policy and foreign policy 
issues becomes blurred. 

3. The role of rnilitary force is not emphasized. In other words, 
military security does not consistently dominate the agenda of 
international re1ati0n.s.'~' 

As an approach to understanding Russian foreign policy, complex 

interdependence begins to address some of the criteria mentioned above. Through 

its first characteristic, it focuses on the linkages between state actors in the making 

of a sbte's foreign policy. Furthemore, it takes into account the fact that there is 

increasingly less of a distinction ktween issues of domestic policy and those of 

foreign poiicy. Indeed, many issues that dominate the domestic agenda in Russia, 

such as that of national identity, have become important factors in its foreign 

policy direction and  objective^.'^' 

Io' Summarized by researcher fiom Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, 
Interde~end-, Zn* ed., HarperCollins Publishers, 1989, pp.24-29. 
'O' See for instance Ilya Prizel, Nat iod  Id- and Fores-0- . . 
and Leade- in Poland. Ru-d 1 J k r h ,  Cambridge University Press, New 
York, 1 998, particularly pp. 239-299. 



Although the complex interdependence approach begins to address some 

of the criteria outlined above, there are a few shortcomings. By downplaying the 

importance of military issues, complex interdependence acknowledges other tools 

of foreign policy. According to Keohane and Nye, "Dominant states may tq to 

secure [outcomes] by using overall economic power to affect results on other 

issues.??'0' They claim that this occurs through linkage strategies between states. 

However, although complex interdependence takes into account Iinkages between 

states and foreign policy tools other than military ones, it does not place emphasis 

on how these tools are developed, how the dynarnics of linkages shape foreign 

policy. and hou. foreign policy tools are implemented to achieved the desired 

result- 

Furthemore, the use of the word "linkage" has a particular rneaning in 

complex interdependence. According to Keohane and Nye, "linkage" in complex 

interdependence has the following rneaning: 

Militarily and economically strong states will dominate a variety of 
organizations and a variety of issues by linking their own policies 
on some issues to other states' policies on other  issue^.'^ 

In other words, "linkage" in ternis of complex interdependence does not 

refer to the relationships established by foreign policy decision-makers, but rather 

the extent to which a state c m  successfülly "link" an issue-area, practice, or policy 

of its own to that of another state's. Thus, complex interdependence does not 

stress the examination of domestic factors in the making of foreign policy and 

'O' Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, ComDlex-ndencg, p.3 1. 
'" Ibid. p.30. 



how these domestic factors link with those in other States. As a result, it does not 

suficiently meet the critena listed above to analyze Russian foreign policy. 

Foreign Policy Decision-Making Approaches 

The approaches and theones of foreign policy decision-making 

represented another body of literature that was examined for its applicability to 

the thesis topic. These approaches presented a variety of anaiytical toois for 

"gainine a better understanding of the forces inside and around high-level policy 

eroups that determine their impact on policies and actions."'05 Some of these 
Y 

approaches, and their suitabil- to the topic of Russian foreign policy, are 

examined briefly here. 

There are three predominant theones in the literature of foreign policy 

decision-making. The first approach is called Argumentation Theory. This 

approach analyzes the dialogue and discourse of foreign policy decision-makers to 

assess whether or not the content of the argumentation meets certain standards for 

good reasoning and consistency.'" Although this approach seems be able to 

apply to any phenornenon and any state, its general approach does not analyze 

arguments in favour or against different strategies and directions of foreign policy. 

Furthemore, it does not address the crucial issue of asymmetries in information 

processing and interpreting events. "Decisionmakers are aware that knowledge is 

los Paul Ha* Eric Stem, and Bengt Sundelius, "Foreign Policy-making at the Top: 
Political Group Dynamics," Paul Hart et ai. (eds.), Bevond Gram: Political . . 

, University of Michigan Press, Ann 
Arbor, 1997, p.6. 
'O6 Irmtraud Gallhofer and Willem Saris, For- Policv Dec i s ion -Mu,  . . 

Praeger, Westport, 1996, p. 3. 



power and. like power. can be distributed asym~netrically."'~~ Therefore, this 

approach does not adequately address the topic at hand. 

The second approach is called Co-gnitive Mapping. In this approach, the 

values and beliefs of decision-makers are anaiyzed to examine what role they play 

in the explanation of e~ents. '~' In terms of Russian foreign policy, the limitation 

of this approach is that it fails to examine and scrutinize the relations between 

foreign policy decision-makers both within a state and between States. 

A third approach in foreign policy decision-making literanire is called the 

Means-Ends Approach. In this approach, the goals of the foreign policy decision- 

maker are examined in order to understand the means used to bring about the 

goal.'w The limitation of this approach, simila. to that of the previous approach' 

is that it does not take into account the network of information and relations that 

influences a state's foreign policy: 

Actors - states, international organktions, and non-state actors - 
are not unitary but are comprised of a number of subactors or 
bureaucratie bodies that struggle for influence over 
policymakuig . ' 'O 

Thus: an approach was needed that took into consideration the influences of 

foreign policy decision-making, but that could also examine the "wider picture" - 

the direction and goals of a state's foreign policy. 

IO7 World in their M Yaacov Vertzberger, n e  in&, Stanford University Press, 
Stanford, 1990, p.22. 
'" Irmtraud Galhofer and Willem Saris, F a  Poiicv D e c i s i o n - M a ,  
Praeger, Westport, 1996, p.7-8. 
IO9 Ibid,pp.9-11. 
110 World in their Y aacov Vertzberger, The h&&, Stanford University Press, 
Stanford, 1990, p.26. 



Neo-Institutionalism 

Neo-institutionalism is a prevalent theory in comparative politics 

literature. The main aim of neo-institutionalism is to regard the manner in which 

institutions shape how political actors define their interests and structure their 

relations of power to other groups."' It attempts to demonstrate "how political 

struggles are mediated by the institutional setting in which they take place.""' 

Neo-instittutionalists, such as Theda Skocpol in her work Bringing the 

Srate Back In: Strategrgres of Analysis in Currenf Research, did much to re- 

introduce analysis of state institutions and structures. ' " Skocpol states t h :  

States necessarily stand at the intersections between domestic 
sociopolitical orders and the transnational relations within which 
they must maneuver for sumival and advantage in relation to other 
states. ' " 

An analysis of the structure of the state, since it contains both domestic 

and international influences, will reveal much about what means and how that 

state will operate on the international level. In her work, Skocpol cited Hugh 

HecIo's "Modem Social Politics in Britain and Sweden." Heclo noted that 

historically, civil service administrators consistently made more important 

contributions to social policy development than political parties or interest 

" ' Karhleen Thelen and Sven Steinmo, "Historical institutionalism in comparative 
politics", in Steinmo, Sven, Thelen Kathleen and Longstreth, Frank (eds.) 

* - . . 
S t n i c t u r i q g P o l t t I c s :  ln C o ~ t i v e  -, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1992, p. 2. 
I l 2  Ibid. 
"' Theda Skocpol' s $ 

- - . . 
t . . 

Research, in Evans, Peter B. et al (eds.) Bnnelne the State Rack In, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1985. 
II '  Ibid, p.8. 



g r o ~ ~ s . " ~  This insight may have important implications for foreign policy. If this 

c m  hold me for a state's social poiicy, then perhaps the same logic could be 

applied to foreign policy. If one analyzes a state's decision-making structures and 

administrators in foreign policy, then perhaps a better understanding can be 

reached of that state's policies and how that state can influence other States 

through the same structures. 

Institutionalists, such as Stephen Skowronek, point to the various struggles 

for power within institutions that help shape and define not ody a state's poiicies, 

but also the actions that a state takes: 

Institutional politics is most significant . . - as the arena in which 
these different d e s  of legitimate order converge, collide, and fold 
back on one another. Far fiom homeostatic, the picture of politics 
that emerges here is kinetic? featuring a stubbomiy tenacious 
intercurrente of different standards of legitimate action.' l6 

Thus, but exarnining the interplay of political forces within an institution, a better 

understanding c m  be reached about why certain policies were foilowed and 

certain actions taken. 

Other institutionalist literature demoostrates that political institutions may 

facilitate and shape the organization of interests: 

Not only may political institutions, political authorities, and 
political culture play a critical role ùi the definition, mobilization, 
and organization of interests, but the structure of political 
opportunities will shape the strategies of organized interests and 

I I 5  Ibid, p.11. 
I l 6  Stephen Skowronek, "Order and Change," PoIity, Volume XXWI, No. 1, Fa11 
1995, p.95. 



their beliefs regarding the efficacy of different types of political 
action.' I Ï  

In other words- political institutions can use political oppominities to provide the 

basis for the organization of an interest and the formulation of a policy or set of 

actions to be taken. Thus, by analyzing the institutional mechatlisms for 

interpretation of political events, the formulation and implementation of policies 

will be better understood. 

One variant of neo-institutionalism that focuses on the linkages beween 

state actors is called "poiicy network institutionalism." This variant holds that a 

state's policy is formulated through the interaction of govemmental actors, 

national institutions, international institutions, and the organization of society.'I8 

The actors who participate directly in the policy process are rnembers of policy 

networks, and those involved in a more general sense belong to a policy 

~01~~11unity.'~~ The relationship between actors and institutions that typically 

occurs in the policy process is:"O 

"' Ellen M. Immergut, "The Theoretical Core of the New Institutionalism," 
Politics & Soc-, Vol. 26, No. 1,  March 1998, p.21. 
I l 8  see for instance Michael Howlett & M. Ramesh, S t u d v b  Public Policy; 
Policv Cycles and Policv Subsystems, Oxford University Press, Toronto, 1995. 
pp. 50-75. 
1 1 9  Ibid, p.51. 
120 taken from Michael Howlett & M. Ramesh, wdvi0p  Public Policv: Policv 
Cvcles and Pol cv Sub-, Oxford University Press, Toronto, 1995, p. 5 1 .  



Organization of the Organization of 

International System 

Organization of the State 

"Linkage" in the sense of policy network institutionalism, refers to the 

network of links that join together state and societal actors in the formulation of a 

state's policy. According to this variant of institutionalism, these linkages are 

interest-based. That is to say. participants are involved in these networks in order 

to achieve their own ends. 

Although the theory of neo-institutionalism, particularly its policy network 

varian& begins to address some of the issues surrounding the cntena mentioned 

above, it is a theory that is applied predominantly to government policies other 

than foreign policy, such as labour or social policy. Furthemore, neo- 

insututional analyses that have been conducted on Russia and Russian foreign 

policy, such as by Maryanne Ozemoy, have not foxmulated a methodical approach 

specifically for Russian foreign policy."' As well, despite the fact that policy 

network institutionalism claims to address the policy network linkages to the 

international system, the history of the literaîure has not demomtrated a 

systernatic way of doing this. Nor has it been applied to the study of foreign 

policy in a consistent rnanner, so as to constitute an approach. Moreover, policy 



network institutionalism, specifically, has not been applied to Russian foreign 

policy . 

In the case of Russian foreign policy, policy network institutionalism can 

not be used in its present form. The policy environment in the Russian Federation 

today is such that societal actors do not have an equal influence on state policy as 

the dia-- above would suggest. This is particularty true of foreign policy. As 

Neil Malcolm notes, one of the legacies of the Soviet system in Russia is that the 

upper echelons of the Russian government control foreign policy formulation and 

direction.'" This may be due to the fact that the Russian government is presently 

in a state of flux. Many Russian iristitutions responsible for foreign policy are 

considered unstable since they are currently undergoing a transition to democracy. 

As such, elite levels of the Russian government and their counterparts in other 

States make up the majority of the foreign policy network in Russia, with societal 

actors such as industry leaders and interest groups having a lesser degree of 

infiuence on the policy pro ces^.'^ 

"' See for instance: Maryanne Ozemoy, "A Political History of the Russian State: 
the Basis for Bureaucratic Power," The Soviet and Post-Soviet Review, Vol. 23, 
No. 1, 1996, pp. 1-14. 
"' Neil Malcolm, "Russian Foreign Policy Decision-Making," Peter Shearman 
(ed.) R u s d  Foreign P o l i c u c e  1990, Westview Press, Boulder, 1995, pp. 23- 
39. 
12) This claim is made notwithstanding the infiuence of Russian business leaders, 
or "tycoons." These oligarchs are typically business leaders who have a 
rnonopoly on a particular industry, good, or service. They can be highly 
influentid actors in Russia's foreign economic policies. Theu influence, 
however, is of a rather chaotic nature, and thus does not represent a formal 
influence on the policy process. It will, however, be addressed in Chapter Four. 



In summary? although policy network institutionalisrn stresses analysis of 

the linkages between policy decision-makers, its lack of systematic application to 

foreign policy (particularly Russian foreign policy) renders it Iess valuable in 

analyzing the issue at hand. A variant of institutionaiism based on the policy 

network approach is therefore needed to comprehensively analyze Russian foreign 

policy with the anaiytical criteria mentioned above. 

Complex Relations Approach 

In order to examine Russia's response to NATO expansion, this study 

created a variant of neo-institutionalism temed Complex Relations Approach. 

This approach, based on the basic postulates of policy network institutiondism, 

examined the linkages of decision-makers between state structures. By "linkages?' 

what is referred to is the system of policy networks and the policy tools that are 

part of the formation of Russia's overall foreign policy. These policy networks 

include: govenunent actors involved in foreign policy, their counterparts in other 

States, and to a lesser extent non-governmental actors, such as industcy leaders, 

business leaders (particularly in the banking sector), regional authorities, interest 

groupst and competing elites. The policy tools include attempts to achieve: 

monopoly control over natural resources in the region; control of information and 

communications; control of transportation; and foreign policy initiatives aimed at 

the former Soviet republics. 

Complex Relations Approach is based upon one of the taxonomies of 

policy networks presented in Michael Howlett and M. Ramesh's book, Studying 



Public ~olicy."' The type of network that Complex Relations Approach built 

upon is the "bureaucratic network-" Accordhg to Howlett and Ramesh, this 

network is state directed and is made up primarily of state agencies.I2' B y 

focusing on this bureaucratic network, Complex Relations Approach highlights 

how foreign policy administrators in Russia utilized policy networks and the 

resources available to them to exert influence on other states' foreign pdicy 

decision-makers in order to achieve the desired foreign policy result. 

In order to study these linkages and policy networks, the researcher had to 

constnict the overarching approach of Compiex Relations that would address 

these in a systematic manner. To constnict the approach, the researcher combined 

both Thomas Kuhn's and 1. Lakatos' prescriptions for building new approaches to 

the study of politics. Thomas Kuhn purported that a new approach m m  contain 

N O  things: first, a constellation of values and beliefs, cognitions, mies of order 

and techniques of procedure s h e d  by a given scientific community; and second, 

a collection of exemplary work within a discipline that serve as recipes for 

problem-solving a~tivity."~ Lakatos, on the other hand, stated that to build a new 

approach one must follow a 'research programme'. This research programme is 

characterized by a core of definitive propositions protected by a belt of auxiliary 

theories and hypotheses which connect the 'core' to the domain of facts to which 

'?' Michael Howlett & M. Ramesh, Public Policy, p. 130. 
'" Ibid, p. 130. 

Taken fiom a discussion of Thomas Kuhn and 1. Lakatos in John A. Hughes, 
The Philosophv of Social Research, 2nd edition, Longman, New York, 1990, p.73. 



they pertain.'" From these two authors. it was assumed that an approach must be 

able to explain a phenornenon and predict fùture behaviour. In the construction of 

Complex Relations Approach, a number of propositions were set out that reflected 

the criteria through which to analyze Russian foreign policy. 

To address the criteria mentioned above. Complex Relations Approach 

addressed the importance of analyzïng the institutionai settings in which foreign 

policy takes place. The approach can be described in the following mariner: 

1) In order to examine an international issue, it is important to 

focus analysis on the institutional setting and the struggles for 

power within a state's institutions that influence the making of 

a state's foreign policy; 

2) To achieve this, it is therefore important to examine the various 

actors and influences in the decision-making process and 

formulation of foreign policy. 

3) Central to the analysis must be an investigation into the ways 

in which foreign policy goals are implemented; 

4) Finally, it must be detexmined whether the implementation of 

foreign policies successfully achieved stated policy objectives. 

It is through the analysis of linkages between decision-makers and the 

manner in which they use the foreign policy tools available to them that a better 

understanding can emerge of international phenornena. 



Methodology of Complex Relations Approach 

As mentioned in Chapter One- the hypothesis king tested wax As NATO 

expancls eastward, the Russian perception of this development as a threat impels 

Russian foreign policy decision-makers to seek closer integration with the CIS 

countries through its foreign policy linkages. This study used Complex Relations 

Approach to test this hypothesis. The following section outlines the technique 

used by Complex Relations Approach to analyze the hypothesis of the study. 

On the basis of the description of Complex Relations Approach, the 

following questions can be fomulated. The hypothesis will be tested with regards 

to these questions: 

1) Who are the main actors in Russian foreign policy (what is the 

"policy community")? 

2) Has observable dialogue arisen in these linkages that suggests 

that NATO expansion is perceived as a threat? 

3) Has observable dialogue arisen in these linkages that suggests 

the CIS should integrate further? 

4) Has it beer, suggested that there is a relationship between these 

two? 

5 )  What are the "foreign policy tools" or lin;<ages that facilitate 

Russian influence in the CIS? 

The first questions, or methodological aspect of Complex Relations Approach, 

will be dealt with in Chapter Three. The second, third and fourth questions will 



be significant in the testing of the hypothesiso and will be addressed in Chapter 

Four. The fi% meâhodological aspect will be explored in Chapter Five. 

In order to answer the above questions, Complex Relations Approach was 

applied to the hypothesis in the following manner. First, the -4pproach examined 

the context in which Russian oiticials discussed both NATO expansion and CIS 

inteption. The aim of this first method was two-fold. It wodd bring to light the 

actors involved in Russian foreign policy making. This included govenunent 

officiais, elites, and non-govemmental actors. The second a h  was to investigate 

whether any relationship was drawn between perceived threat of NATO 

expansion and CIS integration. In many interviews with, and speeches by 

Russian officials, it was found that a discussion of CIS integration directly 

followed vehement opposition to NATO expansion.128 The researcher sought to 

determine whether the perceived threat of NATO expansion and CIS integratïon 

were being discussed in the sarne context, and if so, whether there were any direct 

connections drawn between them, at least on a rhetorical levei. In other words, 

analysis wouid focus on how a discussion of NATO expansion Ied to a discussion 

of CIS integration. 

Second, Complex Relations Approach explored the dialogue between 

Russian foreign policy officials'" and those of other CIS c o d e s  which was 

'" see for example Minister Yevgeniy Prirnakov's speech to Moscow State 
Institute of International Relations Academic Council entitled, "The Role of 
FoIlower is Not for Us" in FRIS-SOV-96-13.4, June 25, 1996. 
12' The term "Russian foreign policy officials" or "Russian officials" in this study 
refers to a group of professional bureaucrats in the Russian govemment, 



documented in various sources, including Russian newspapers, articles, 

magazines. broadcast senices, and other sources. This was done to determine 

how the view of Russian officials influenced those of other CIS officials. This 

would be done by concentrating the examination on the types of foreign policy 

tools used by Russian officials to influence the officials of other States, and in 

which manner these tools were used. It also concentrated on the objectives 

Russian officials were attempting to accompiish using these foreign policy tools, 

and how the use of these tools was implemented. Then it would examine whether 

Russian officials were successfid in the use of these tools by anal yzing whether 

any action was taken on the part of other CIS officiais towards M e r  integration. 

This would be apparent fiom things such as policies undertaken, documents 

signed. and agreements reached. Success would also be determined by the extent 

to which the actions taken by other CIS corntries met with the stated objectives of 

Russian officials, evident fiom interviews, speeches, and other documentation. In 

other words, the success of Russian officials in using foreign policy tools 

availabie to them to achieve their goals wodd be determined by the actions of 

other CIS States and whether these actions conformed with Russia's own foreign 

policy objectives. 

Third, the approach used the principle of timing and effect. This principle 

holds that %e concept associated with the cause in the explanans must occur 

politically elected members of the Russian legislature, the president, his chosen 
advisors. and appointed Ministers. 



earlier than the concept associated with the effe~t."'~' The principle of timing and 

effect is one of the four factors of causality used in empirical analysis. Although 

this study used qualitative analysis, this principie could be used in a similar 

manner to either confïm or disconfirm the hypothesis. Complex Relations 

Approach analyzed the timing of statements regarding the perceived threat of 

NATO expansion and attempts to integrate the CIS, and the effect of foreign 

policy actions that demonstrated opposition to NATO expansion, and support for 

CIS integration. Within tbis analysis, there was first an examination of statements 

b y Russian foreign polic y decision-makers, statements fiom CIS meetings, and 

policy statements regarding the perceived threat of NATO expansion. This was 

followed by an examination of the actions which were antecedent to these 

statements, and which supported CIS integration. Included in this were 

documented policy platforms, CIS agreements, foreign policy initiatives in the 

CIS region, and informa1 agreements of increased cooperation arnong the CIS. If 

the timing of statements regarding the perception of the threat posed by NATO 

expansion occurred before actions which supported attempts to integrate the CIS 

f i e r ,  and if the relationship between these two were conf'hmed by the above 

two methods: then the hypothesis can said to be confimied. 

The advantage of using the methodology described above for analyzing 

the hypothesis is that it focuses on the interna1 factors of Russian foreign policy. 

It also emphasizes the perceptions around which foreign policy is formulated. 

''O Scott Bemett, Public A m  Research Metho&, Edwin Meller Press, 
Lewiston, 1996, p.50. 



Furthermore, the methods used in this study address the various types of foreign 

policy tools used in international relations to influence states' behaviours. 

Findly, the methodology used may lead to a better understanding of mechanisms 

for foreign policy irnplementation in Russia in the pst-Coid War cra. 

According to Loraine Blaxter, Christina Hughes and Malcolm Tight, 

"quaiitative data offers more detail about the subject under consideration, while 

quantitative data appears to provide more pre~ision.""~ Because the author was 

more interested in analyzing the detail of the linkages between decision-makers. 

rather than the precision of how many lhkages were made, the evidence for the 

study was based prirnarily on qualitative data The research for this study focused 

on p r i m q  sources. Samples of the sources used include: poiicy statements; 

official documents; and published i n t e ~ e w s  with Russian officiais and copies of 

Russian political party platforms which are availabie through the Foreign 

Broadcast Information Service (a daily news source of interviews, events, and 

cornmentaries fiom Russia and other CIS ~ountries).''~ Other samples of primary 

sources included translated CIS documents and agreements, some of which are 

available through the Russian and Eurasian Documenr Anmals, by  J .  Larry 

1 3 '  Loraine Blaxter, Christina Hughes and Malcolm Tight, How to Research, Open 
University Press, Philadelphia, 1996, p. 177. 
13' For example, an interview with Nikolay Ahdanov-Lutsenko, secretary of the 
foreign policy chamber of the Russian Presidential Political Consultative Council, 
can be found in "Russia: Former Soviet Republics Form Zone of 'Strategic 
Interests'" in FBIS-SOV-96- 1 74, Sept. j1  1996. 



Black.'" Also, a number of interviews with Russian oficials, govemmental 

agreements, declarations and policies were used from Zbigniew Brzezinski and 

Paige Sullivan' s Rursia and the Cornmonweulfh of Independent States: 

Documents. Dora and  ~nalysis. *" Examples of secondary sources include: 

articles in j oumals such as Foreign Affairs, International Affairs (Moscow), and 

Europe-Asio Studies by both Western and Russian scholar~;"~ newspapers fiom 

Russia, such as Moscow h;ewsIJ6 and Nezavisimaya gazeta; newspaper articles 

from Canada which discuss Russian foreign policy and NATO, such as the Globe 

and Mail and the Toronto ~tur; '" news sources, such as the Cuvent Digest of the 

Pm-Soviet ~ress;"' conference papers;13' books which highlight interna1 factors 

"' Particularly usefül will be the numerous CIS documents translated in J.L 
Black, "CIS & Successor States", Pus- E& Documents A n n a ,  Vol. 2, 
Acadernic International Press, 1 992. 
"' Zbigniew Brzezinski and Paige Sullivan, W i a  the C o ~ o n w e a l t h  of 
Inde~endent States: Doc wents. Data and Analva, M.E. Sharpe, New York, 
1997. 
I j s  Such as Richard Pipes, "1s Russia Still an Enemy?' in Fore-? Volume 
76, No. 5, Sept/Oct. 1997; B. bzantsev, "Why We Oppose NATO's Expansion," 
Intematiod Affairs (Moscow), Vo1.44, No. 3, 1998; and David Lane, "the 
Transformation of Russia: The Role of the Political Elite" Europe-Asia Studies, 
Vo1.48, No.4, 1996. 
'j6 Such as Sanobar Shennatova, "CIS: The Divorce is Dragging On," Moscow 
News, Apnl 10-1 6, 1997, p.4. 
l j 7  Such as Stephen Handelman, "Russia, NATO wary in fust  security talks," 
Toronto Sm, September 27, 1997, A1 6. 
' jS Such as Yulia Petrovskaya, "Primakov gives Year-End Foreign Policy 
Review," Current Diss t  of the Post-Soviet P r e ~ ,  Vol. 50, No. 1, Feb. 4, 1998, 
p. 1, which gives an overview of Russia's foreign policy for 1997 and aiso 
contains an i n t e ~ e w  with Yevgenyi Primakov. 
'j9 Such as Judith S. Kullberg, "The End of New niinking? Elite Ideologies and 
the Future of Russian Foreign Policy," prepared for the Midwest Slavic 
Conference, Michigan, 1993; Arnbassador Yuri Nazarkin, "Security Issues for 
Russia in the New International Context", Conference Paper #O05 11 5, School of 
International Affairs, Carleton University, 1997; and Henrikki Heikka, 



in Russian foreign p ~ l i c y ; ' ~  papers published by institutes devoted to security 

studies or issues of Russian foreign policy;"' magazine articles; and intemet 

sources. "' Information about the Russian foreign poiicy bureaucracy and its 

linkages w-ere also obtained through looking at elite or leadership analyses of 

Russian foreign policy which have been previously cond~cted.'~' Although an 

attempt was made to include both English and Russian sources, there was a 

concem that adequate Russian sources for the purposes of providing evidence for 

the hypothesis were available only in the Russian language. To address this 

concem attempts were made to frnd translations of Russiau sources in various 

books, articles, and on the internet. On the basis of these sources, this thesis 

attempted to confirm or disconfirm the stated hypothesis. 

The level of foreign policy decision-making that was analyzed was at the 

upper to rniddle echelons of the CIS and Russian bureaucracy . Within the 

Russian Federation. the snidy focused on the Presidential, govemmental and 

legislative branches of the Russian goveniment. This included the President, 

Boris Yeltsin, his aids, the Security Council and its Commissions, the Presidential 

"Constructing Threat and Russian Foreign Policy: Some Theoretical Spin-offs" 
prepared for the ISA Conference in San Diego, 1996. 
"O such as Celeste Wallander, ed., n- Foreign Policv After 

e Cold Wa'  W e ~ i e w  Press, 1996; Roger Kanet & Alexander Kozhemiakin, 
(eds.), The F o r a  PoLicv of h e  Russian Federation, MacMillan Press Ltd., 1997; 
and Ilya Prizet, NatiQnâl Identity and Fore@ Policv: Nati-d LeaderShip 
in Pol&. R u s w d  I m, Cambridge University Press, 1998. 

- 9  "' such as Renée Nevers, m a  s S-novatim, Adelphi Paper #289, 
IISS, Brassey's, July 1994. 
"' Intemet sources? such as -mworld-corn, feature a myriad of Russian 
primary and secondary documents and articles in both English and Russian. 



Council and its advisors, and services fdling under the President that have direct 

links with other countries (such as the Foreign Intelligence Service, the Federal 

Security Service. and Border Troops). Within the govemment, the Prime Minister 

was exarnined, as well as the Ministries of Foreign Mai rs ,  Cooperation with the 

CIS States, Foreign Economic Relations, and Defence, and their Joint- 

Coordinating Conunittees. Within the legislature, although to a lesser extent, 

State Duma Comrnittees dealing with intemationai affairs was exarnined, as well 

as Federation Council Cornmittees. Also, careful consideration was given to 

some domestic influences of Russian foreign policy, such as regional authonties, 

competing elites, industnal leaders, military leaders. and interest groups (see 

Appendix A for a mode1 of Russian foreign policy decision making). Much of the 

literature points to these decision-makers as the key interna1 factors in Russian 

foreign policy.'" 

To a lesser extent, analysis of the CIS Executive Secretariat, located in 

Minsk, was conducted, as well as an analysis of the leaders of the various CIS 

countries. The CIS Executive Secretariat was conceived upon the formation of 

the CIS in December 1991 and has since performed a largely ceremonid functio- 

"' See for example, Neil Malcolm, et al. htemal Factors in F o r e a  
Policy, pp.40-42. 
'* see for example Nodari Simonia "Pnorities of Russia's Foreign Policy and the 
Way It Works" and JeBey Checkel "Structure, Institutions, and Process: Russia's 
Changing Foreign Policyyy in Adeed Dawisha & Karen Dawisha (eds.) 
Makinp of Fore ia  d the New States of F.Urpsia M.E. Sharpe, 
New York, 1995; and Neil Malcolm, et al. htemal Factors in 
Policy, Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 108. 



serving as a depository of the various CIS treaties and a fiequent venue for high- 

profile CIS conferences. 

The study did not examine lower levels of the Russian bureaucracy 

because they are not as important to the making and direction of foreign policy in 

Russia. It aiso would have been difficult to gather information about them in a 

methodical way. 

It is possible that there may be different possible explanations of the 

results found in this study. Some alternative hypotheses are presented here. One 

alternate hypothesis is that NATO's eastward expansion has resulted fiorn a 

perception in the West of Russian neo-irnperialism in the CIS. This would seem 

to be the reverse of the hypothesis presented in this study . A second altemate 

hypothesis rnay be that Russian foreign policy is incoherent and is the result of a 

divided state and inter-dite rivalries. A third alternate hypothesis may be that the 

CIS States demand that Russia play a greater role in their affairs as a result of 

being lefi out of NATO's expansion. This thesis will attempt to confimi the 

hypothesis presented and d i s c o b  the alternative hypotheses presented above. 

The independent variable used in the study was the Russian perception of 

NATO's expansion eastward as a threat. The dependent variable was the extent to 

which Russian foreign policy decision-makers sought closer integration with the 

CIS counnies through their foreign policy linkages. The analysis applied 

Complex Relations Approach to these two variables in order to confirm or 

disconfimi the hypothesis. By using Complex Relations Approach to uncover and 

analyze the foreign policy linkages, it was believed that decisions regarding 



Russian foreign policy and the redting policy directions with regards to the 

hypothesis would be more accurately described and explained. 

Conclusion 

The aim of this chapter was to provide the theoretical context for the 

anaiysis of this study. ï h i s  chapter analyzed the main theories of international 

relations, Realism, Liberdism. and Complex Interdependence, and demonstrated 

their shortcomings for the purposes of examining the hypothesis. It then assessed 

approaches used in foreign policy decision-making literature to determine their 

applicabiiity to the issues surrounding the hypothesis. The theory neo- 

institutionalism and its variant policy network institutionalism, was then 

examined. This chapter found that some of the basic tenets of these theories could 

be used as a basis for a new approach with which to analyze the hypothesis 

presented in this thesis. This chapter then created a variant of the neo-institutionai 

approach. This new approach, Complex Relations Approach, was then described 

and a methodology for the use of this approach was outlined. Complex Relations 

Approach wiil provide a basis for the analysis of the hypothesis in Chapters Four 

and Five of this thesis. Before this anaiysis can take place, however, the issue of 

Russia's relations with the CIS in the context of NATO expansion mut  be put in 

context. Chapter Three will provide a histoncai background for the issues 

involved in the hypothesis. 



The formulation of Russian foreign policy has been an object of 

contention between differing positions as well as the victim of bitter infighting 

among rival forces.'45 Various actors have assigned varying Unportance to the 

'near abroad' as a region and the CIS as an instniment for integration. The 

direction of Russian foreign policy has also taken drarnatically different postures 

in the few years since the demise of the Soviet Union. Undoubtedly, the Soviet 

Union has left some legacy on both the formulation and conduct of Russian 

foreign policy. The direction of foreign policy in the early 1990s is quite different 

fiom what is emerging today. Yeltsin and Kozyrev's earlier "liberal" or pro- 

Western stance fai!ed to consistently address issues of how the CIS states would 

deal with their interrwined economies in a cooperative way."' This policy stance 

also came under increasing pressure fiom domestic actors who clairned Russia 

had put the interests of the West ahead of its own. Since the mid-1990s, Russia 

seems to have taken a foreign policy direction that highiy regards its "speciai 

role" in the CIS. Many cal1 this Russia's "Monroe (or Monrovsky) Doctrine." 

'" Alexei Arbatov, "Russia% Foreign Policy Alternatives," Sec-. 
Vol. 18, no.2,Fall 1993.p.5. 
'" See for instance: Suzanne Crow, "Why Has Russian Foreign Policy 
Changed?', ,E/R.L-ch R e ~ n ,  Vol. 3, No. 18, May 6,1994, p.1; and 
Mike Bowker, Foreign Policv and the End of the Qld War, Dartmouth, 
Brookfield, 1997, p. 207. 



How has Russian foreign policy evolved fiom the Soviet era? Finally, is there a 

consensus emerging regard'ig the direction of Russia's foreign policy? 

This chapter has two main objectives. First, it aims to trace the 

development of Russian foreign policy and demonstrate the evolution of its 

direction fiom the end of the Soviet penod to the present &y. By placing the 

direction of Russian foreign policy in context, this chapter will facilitate the 

understanding of the issues surrounding the hypothesis. Second, this chapter aims 

to describe the making of foreign policy within the Russian Federation. It will 

determine which players are influentid in the foreign policy making process in 

Russia, and it will investigate the institutions in which foreign policy is made. By 

outlining the key actors and influences, this chapter will fulfil the first 

methodologicd aspect of Complex Relations Approach that seeks to investigate 

who is involved in the foreign po!icy process. 

By achieving these objectives, this chapter will provide the background 

and context for the issues involved in testing the hypothesis. As well, the analysis 

provided in this chapter will facilitate the testing of the hypothesis that will take 

place in Chapters Four and Five. 

The Soviet Legacy 

In order to place in context Russia's relations with the other former Soviet 

republics, it is necessary to outline the overarchhg Soviet system that govemed 

the activities of these republics. In particular, it is important to discuss the 

characteristics of the Soviet policy making system. By doing this, we can get a 



clearer picture of the fhmework fiom which Russian foreign policy making 

evolved. As well, it will lead to a better understanding of how Soviet foreign 

policy had an influence on the manner in which Russia develops its foreign 

policy. 

In his book, Soviet Foreign Policy Since World War Alvin Rubinstein 

outlined five generalizations that were relevant to understanding Soviet foreign 

policy.'47 Firn, much of Russia's expansion at the expense of other nations and 

peoples throughout history can be amibuted to the quest for strategic fiontiers: 

EmphasiPng such persistent aims as the desire for security, urge 
for access to the sea, manifest destiny in Asia, and the leadership of 
the Slav peoples, [scholars] contend that Soviet policy was 
pragmatic and power oriented. "' 

As such, the acquisition of land became associated with security Erom attack. 

Indeed. throughout its history Russia had corne under attack fiom the east, by the 

Mongols, the west, by various European nations, and fkom the south, by the 

Ottoman Empire. Thus, the quest for security has been a centrai theme in Russian 

foreign pohcy. 

Second, according to Rubinstein, Russia's political elite never questioned 

the wisdom of expansion. The pursuit for security by Russian élites remained 

ambitious even though expansionism brought with it the conquest of other 

"' Alvin Rubinstein, Soviet F o r a  Policv Since World War II, 4b ed., 
HarperCollins, New York, 1992, p.9. 
las David Mackenzie & Michael Curran, c, 2"d 

edition, Wadsworth Publishing Company, Belmont, 199 1, p. 307. 



peoples, and hence increased difficulties in maintainhg ~ r d e r . ' ~ ~  ï h i s  

deveIopment strengthened the perceived need for "strong, centralized, autocratic 

m~e-??150 

A third generalization about Russian foreign policy, according to 

Rubinstein, mas that Russia's empire endured because it consisted of one 

geographic entity that k v a s  permeated with and settied by Russians. The Russia. 

élite always felt it was at least necessary to have a very visible Russian presence 

in newly acquired temtories. This is evidenced by the policy of russification 

followed by the tsars as an essential means of cementing together the empire's 

diverse social components.'" 

Rubinstein's fourth generalization about Russian foreign policy was thar 

strategic considerations were invariably preerninent. From the tirne of Ivan the 

Temble, to the onset of the Cold War, to the present &y, securîty issues have 

been 2t the forefiont of Russian foreign policy. This was primariIy a result of the 

extemal environment of both tsarist and Soviet Russia being fraught with military 

threats and military oppominitie~.'~' 

'" See for instance a history of the Tsars' foreign policy in Robert Donaldson & 
Joseph Nogee, Fore-- S~haneingste- 
Interests, M.E. Sharpe, Armonk, 1998, pp. 3-22. 

Alvin Rubinstein, Soviet F o m  Policv %ce WorId War II, p.9. 
"' Karen Dawisha & Brufe Parrott, K i a :  The 
Politics of Upheavd, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1994, p. 7. 
''' Bruce Porter, "Russia and Europe Afier the Cold War," in Celeste Wallander 
(ed.) The Sources of Russian F o r e u  Policy After the Cold Wax, Westview Press, 
Boulder, 1996: p. 124. 



The last generalization about Russian foreign policy is that decisions were 

the domain of the few and p ~ w e m i l . ' ~ ~  This was mie during the T s e n  era 

through the Soviet period: 

In the communkt world.. . the centralisation of power in the Party- 
state alr~ belied the modernisation approach; political stability 
seemed assured without the legitimation of a pluralistic 
cornpetitive party system or representative uifiastnicture.IS' 

Indeed. extreme centraiization was at the hem of the Russian contml system. Al1 

important decisions were made in Moscow by an oligarchy which furnished the 

nucleus of Moscovite military p ~ w e r . ' ~ ~  Power was wielded through a strong 

centralized bureaucracy and augmented by a secret police, and an economy and 

social order controlled by the state.Is6 ïh is  tightiy knit configuration worked 

throughout Russia's history to preserve social order at home, while securing and 

promoting prosperity of the Russian people abroad. 15' The main political goal, 

due to its turbulent history. was ~urvival.~~' 

- 
15' Aivin Rubinstein, Soviet Foreipn P o l i c ~  %ce Rrorld War II, p.9. 
15' David Lane, "The Transformation of Russia: The Role of the Political Élite," 
Euro~e-Asia Studies, Vol. 48, No. 4, 1996, p.535. See also: Karen Dawisha & 
Bruce Parrott, w i a  and the New Swtes of E m :  The Pol~tics of U~hea . . 

val, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1994, p. 7. 
155 Carol Bamer-Barry & Cynthia Hody, -: . % 
T r w ! ! e r  Soviet Union, St. Martin's Press, New York 1995, 
p.39. 
lS6 Robert Donaidson & Joseph Nogee, The Forcis Policv of R w i a :  C m  
Svstems- E n d a n t e r e s &  M.E. Sharpe, Armonk, 1998, p. 23. 
15' Vemon V. Aspahirian, "Internai Politics and Foreign Policy in the Soviet 
System." in Vernon Aspaturian (ed.) 
Little. Brown and Co., Boston, 197 1, p.498. 
Is8 Car01 Bamer-Barry & Cynthia Hody, The Politics of C b a  . . 

Transformation of the F o m r  Soviet Union, p. 38. 



These generalizations are profoundly important in undentandhg the 

context of Russia's present foreign policy questions. They indeed have an impact 

on what Russian foreign policy decision-makers consider crucial to the well king 

of Russia, its seIf-interest and its self-determination. As a country that has few, if 

an.. na& boundaries with its neighbours Russia has often used its foreign 

policy as a survival mechanism. This legacy can not be ignored when dealing 

with curent Russian foreign policy issues. Despite the dissolution of the Soviet 

empire, it is important to remember that there is no such thing as an absolutely 

clean break with the past. The Soviet legacy shapes the way in which Russia 

considers its neighbours. Indeed, it has a deep impact on the manner and direction 

in which Soviet foreign policy decisions are taken. 

Rubinstein's iast characteristic, that foreign policy was the domain of the 

few, is particularly important in understanding the development of Russian 

foreign policy. Decision-making in foreign policy was aiways élite-dri~en."~ 

Franklyn Holzman and Robert Legvold elaborated on this by listing three 

important features of the Soviet foreign policy making system: 

1. It enforced greater centralkation (concentration of decision- 
making power) 

2. It maintained deeper d@5ïentiation (role specialization of 
institutions and individuals) 

lS9 Alex Pravda, ''The Poiitics of Foreign Policy," in Stephen White, Alex Pravda 
& Zvi Gitelman (eds.) PevelQprnen~ in Rus& Poli-, Duke University Press, 
Durham, 1997, p. 209. 
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3. It ailowed Iittle pariicipaîion (access to the decision-making 
pro ces^)'^' 

Concurring with this view, Robert Senice stated that pofitical centralism, 

dictatorship, ideological monopoly, national manipulation and state ownership 

were the key ingredients of the Soviet system.16' Thus the direction and conduct 

of foreign policy in the Soviet system was restricted to the most upper echelons of 

the Soviet government. Information, as a general rule, was oniy distributed on a 

"need-to-know" basis. Opinions, such as those of intellectuals, were only sought 

when those in power deemed appropriate. The structure of the decision-making 

system was such that two hierarchies controlled decision-making: the Communist 

Party of the Soviet Union and the Governrnent. The Secretariat of the Communist 

Party was responsible for filtering inComation to the Politburo (the policy-making 

body of the Communist Party). The Foreign Minisîry, Defence Ministry, and the 

rnilitary were responsible for implementing foreign policy initiatives with strict 

guidelines from the Politburo. Near the end of the Soviet period, this system led 

to many demarcation battles between the bureaucratie level of foreign policy and 

the Politburo. As a result, Soviet foreign policy fiequently appeared to lack 

coherence and flexibility . 16' 

In 1985, when Gorbachev came to power, he set in train nurnerous 

changes that would forever change the course of foreign policy making in the 

Quoted fiom Neil Malcolm, "Russian Foreign Policy Decision-making," Peter 
Shearman (ed.) Pohcv Since 199Q, Westview Press, Boulder, 
1995, p. 24. 

Robert Service, -tory of Twentieth-Cenm Russig Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, 1998, p-xxv. 



Soviet system. Through his policies ofperestroikcr (restructuring) and glasnost 

(opemess) he sought to fix the problems of the detenorating Soviet system, 

whose problems were a result of corruption, monop~lization~ and economic 

dererio ration. Perestroika was large1 y an economic program aimed at 

decentralizing decision-making. As the program continued to evolve, it spread to 

the political system allowing for increased public involvement in administration 

and decision-making-16j Glasnost, on the other hand, was a policy directed at 

releasing state controls on information and debate: 

Controls on the media were eased, eliciting a barrage of public 
discussion and criticism c o v e ~ g  most asmcts of Soviet history, 
culture, and policy.'@ 

Through glasnost and perestroiku, Gorbachev succeeded in opening up the 

discussion of foreign policy issues and in breaking down some of the barriers of 

~~ecial izat ion. '~~ The effect was that the balance of infiuence was shifted in 

favour of the Foreign Ministry, and the military had less monopoly on defence- 

related data and judgements. PeresfroiRo and glesnost opened the doors to fiee 

and open debate about foreign policy issues and directions among the various 

govenunent departments and divisions: 

In a system that had k e n  held together by strict central control and 
where debate had k e n  discouraged, there was no underlying 
agreement on national goals to soften the rivalry between the 
different agencies. '" 

- - - - 

16' Neil Malcolm, "Russian Foreign Policy Decision-making," p.25. 
. . . . 

Joan Debardeleben, Soviet Politics In Trêll~~fi~11$ D.C. Heath & Co., Toronto, 
1992, p.65. 
'" Ibid, p. 66. 

Neil Malcolm, "Russian Foreign Policy Decision-making," p. 25. 
166 Ibid, p. 25. 



During the latter part of 1990, various foreign policy arms of the Soviet system 

seemed to be forwarding their own policies. seemingly at odds with Gorbachev's 

New Political Thinking. 

The k i n g  of debate in the Soviet government about foreign policy issues 

was sixnilar to that of opening Pandoraos box. The decentralkation of decision- 

making and the opening up of deliberation on foreign policy to the general public 

unleashed the resurrection of deeper issues of the deterioratine status of the Soviet 

system. in an effort to encourage support for his reforms, Gorbachev took the 

unconventional step of enlisting the support of the liberal intelligentsia to 

mobilize public s u p p o ~  to release the creativity stifled by years of repression, and 

to legitimize the crumbling Soviet system.16' This development nimed against 

him when the intelligentsia aimed to hdamentally democratize the Soviet 

system and the policy making structure. Contradictory agendas were put forth on 

many issues. especially foreign policy. The policy of glasnost had exposed a 

number of previously taboo topics, such as the horrors of Stalinism, the economic 

realities of the USSR, and ecological disasters that had been largely ignored by 

the Communia ~arty. '" The evoiution of these developments led to the 

mobilization of pubic pressure against the Soviet bureaucracy and an open attack 

16' Ilya Prizel, N a t i a  Ide-d F o r e u  PQliyy, Cambridge University Press, 
New York, 1998, p.211. 
16' David Mackenzie & Michael Curran, &ton, of the Soviet U w ,  2nd 

edition, Wadsworth Publishing Company, Belmont, 199 1, p. 493. 



on the legitimacy of the Party and its Marxist-Leninist ideology.'" The outcome 

was a de-legitimization of the Soviet system in the eyes of both the Soviet 

bureaucracy and the public at large. 

Another development that resulted fiom glasnost was that of reopening the 

histories and cultures of the Soviet republics. The reswection of issues such as 

the 1 93 3 - 1934 famine in Ukraine, the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact and the mass 

rnurders under Stalïn fueled separatist tendencies challenging the intemationalist 

ideology underpinning the regime.l7' Long-repressed nationalist tensions arose 

and began to corrode the core of the Soviet system. Glasnost had allowed ethnic 

nationaiities to express their cultural identities, their languages, and their 

grievances regardhg Soviet de ." '  Ethnic nationalisrn began to flare up in the 

face of Soviet oppression. By 1990, many republics began to declare sovereignty 

or independence.'" 

Gorbachev's policy of greater fieedom of expression led to the rapid de- 

iegitirnization of the Soviet regirne in both Russia and the smaller republics. By 

1989, it was clear that the reforms instituted during the Gorbachev era were not 

having their intended effect. What Gorbachev failed to understand was that power 

and the relations of power were not corroding the Soviet system, but they were the 

16' Robert Donaldson & Joseph Nogee, The F o r r m  
, M.E. Sharpe, Armonk, 1998, pp. 95-96. 

Ilya Prizel, N a t i o m t i t y  & Fore@ Policy, p 2  13. 
"' Robert Service, A Hist-th-Ce- . . . . pp. 456-457. 
"' Joan Debardeleben, Soviet Politics In p. 90. 



sy~tern.'~' AS glasnost uncovered this fact, a sequence of events was set in motion 

that led to the downfdl of the Soviet Union in 1991 : 

By the end of 1990, al1 Meen union republics had declared 
themselves sovereign or independent. Following the failed coup 
d'état in Aukgut 199 1, most republics that had not yet done so 
declared independence. 17' 

With this development, the Soviet Union collapsed. 

There are many legacies left by the Soviet system in texms of foreign 

poiicy. First, the Soviet system of foreign policy making in the upper levels of 

government continues in Russia today, albeit to a lesser extent. This was 

panicularly true during the "honeymoon with the West" period of Russian foreign 

policy in the early 1990s. At that tirne, a narrow circle of people formed the 

foreign policy decision-rnakers. including President Yeltsin, his aides, the Foreign 

Minister, and his aides. Although foreign policy has since opened up, there 

continues to be great control exercised by the upper echelons of the Russian 

government regarding foreign policy. This narrow circle has been able to 

maintain its centralized control of foreign policy fiom the disarray, lack of 

expertise, and preoccupation with domestic problems displayed by the military, 

parliament, political parties, and other domestic a~tors. '~'  This is not to Say that 

these other domestic actors have a history of influencing foreign policy. As 

mentioned above, during the Soviet era domestic players could not influence 

. . 
17' C m 1  Barner-Barry & Cynthia Hody, nie Politxcs of C b :  Thc 

St. Martin's Press, New York, 1995, 
p. 186. 
17' Joan Debardeleben, Soviet Politics In T r m  

. . . 
,p .  91. 

175 Alexei Arbatov, "Russia's Foreign Policy Alternatives," p.8. 



policy directions at ail, least of which in the foreign policy realrn. Russia does not 

have a history of democratic decision-making structures. where domestic actors 

can access the decision-making process. This characteristic has to a Iarge extent 

carried over to the foreign policy process in pst-Soviet Russia. Thus, 

centralization of decision-making on foreign policy issues continues in the 

Russian Federation today. 

A second legacy of the Soviet system is Russia's tendency to dominate the 

region. During the Cold War, fhc bipolarity of the international arena led Russia 

to assume a "super-power" role in the region. In the pst-Cold War era, Russia 

continues attempting to assume a "great power" or "special" role with regards to 

the other CIS member states.IT6 As the successor to the Soviet Union, R w i a  

inherited 60 per cent of the population and economy of the former USSR and 

occupies 76 per cent of its territory."' Despite the fact that its geopolitical 

parameters have been reduced, Russia continues to exert influence on its 

surrounding States. This is based on an activist policy that emerged on political, 

military, and economic fionts. The recovery in the poWold  War world by the 

Russians of their histonc identity has shaped their perceptions of new Russia's 

role and inter est^."^ These perceptions have shaped the policies towards the 'near 

John Lepingwell, "The Soviet Legacy and Russian Foreign Policy," JWFAU. 
Research Repon, Vol. 3, No. 23, June 10, 1994, p. 2. 
17' Alexei Arbatov, "Russia's Foreign Policy Alternatives," p. 6. 
' '' Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone, ''Russia' s Monroe Doctrine: Peacekeeping , 
Peacemaking, or Imperia1 Outreach?" Maureen Molot & Harald von Riekhoff 
(eds.) Canada.Amone N W  1994, Carleton University Press, Ottawa, 1994, 
p.232. 



abroad.' Russia claims that the 'near abroad' is Russia's exclusive sphere of 

influence by vimie of past imperial her i~ge ."~  Russia legitimizes this 

interference in support of this assumption by focusing on the protection of 

Russian minorities that have k e n  lefi outside the territory of the Russian 

Federation as a resdt of the demise of the Soviet Union. There are approximately 

25 million Russians stranded outside Russia that f o m  crucial minorities in the 

newly independent states of the CIS and that look to Moscow for protection.'g0 

Russian spokespeople have referred to this doctrine as the Russian "Monroe 

 oct tri ne,"^^' and have promoted it in international arenas outside of Russia. 

Developed by Andranik Migrariano this doctrine: 

recognizes Russia's vital interests and special role in the former 
republics of the Soviet Union and legitimizes Russian intervention 
to protect them, by military means where deemed necessary.'" 

Yeltsin and his advisors have argued the case for international recognition of the 

Russian "Monroe Doctrine" in international fora such as the United Nations and 

the Conference on SecUnty and Cooperation in Europe. As well, during a two- 

day conference on Russian foreign policy towards the former Soviet republics in 

January 1994, officiais spoke of  a need "for Russia to maintain a military presence 

'" Ibid, p. 232. 
''O fiid, p.23 1. 
"' It is also referred to as the "MonrovsS. Doctrine," for purposes of 
distinguishing it fiom the U.S. "Monroe Doctrine" as put forward by President 
James Monroe in 1823 which has been used to symbolize U.S. dominance. 
"' Peter Shearman, "Defining the National Interest: Russian Foreign Policy and 
Domestic Politics," Roger Kanet & Alexander Kozhemiakin (eds.), J'he Foreim 
Policv of the &ussian Federation, St. Martin's Press, 1997. p. 1 O. 



in areas of the CIS 'which for centuries had been the sphere of its ditary 

inter est^."'"^ Thus, the Soviet legacy of maintainhg a mong role in the region 

has continued in pst-Soviet Russia. 

A third legacy left by the Soviet Union concerm rival participants in 

foreign policy pnc'ice. AIthough decision-making about, and the direction of, 

Russian foreign policy continues to be cenaalized, debate about foreign policy 

implementation has arisen arnong numerous factions- ûifferent ministries within 

the Russian government often take diametrical positions with regards to the 

implementation of foreign policies. For instance, with regards to sustainable 

development in the Caspian Sea region. the Ministry of Fuel and Energy paired up 

with the Mini- for Cooperation with CIS States againn the Foreign Ministry. 

The former coalition sought limited, economical gains, while the Foreign Ministry 

sought to exert influence on the CIS for political reasons. 

This legacy has manifested itself most prominently in the military 

establishment that has begun to exen a significant infiuence on the formation of 

foreign policy, especially in relation to the 'near abroad.'IM Certain factors have 

combined to raise the profile of the military in foreigu policy decision making. 

First, the collapse of the Soviet system lefi the military forces as just about the 

only national organized structure in Russia. Second, as the struggie between the 

executive and legislature in Moscow weakened the ability of the Russian 

18' Ibid, p. 1 1. 
'" Roy Allison, "Military Factors in Foreign Policy," Neil Malcolm et al. (eds.), 
Intemal Factm in RusSiêriFore~j Policy, Oxford University Press, New York, 
1996, p. 230. 



gowmrnent to enforce decisions, the military leadership asnuned a greater role in 

being the "power-broker". Third the rejection of the Communist ideology in 

Russia removed the psychological block to direct military intervention in politics. 

The military now became an institutionai interest that could lobby and prescribe 

policy  option^."^ As a result, the military ofien prescrites its own foreign policy 

directions, some of which can be contrary to the foreign policy goals of other 

foreip policy decision makers, such as the Muiistry of Foreign Affairs. 

Local elites and companies are also rival participants in the 

implementation of foreign policy. As Douglas Blum points out, the capacity of 

locd elites (such as regionai authorities) to exercise influence on the manner in 

which foreign policies are implemented has increased. For instance, local leaders 

in the Astrakhan oblat ' have worked energeticaily to ensure that any agreement 

about the division of oil resources in the Caspian Sea with other countries have 

guarantees against environmentally unsound practices and establish multilateral 

measures to regulate fisheries.lM Large Russian companies, such as LUKoil, and 

banking groups, such as LogoVAZ and ONEKSIMbank, have attempted to exert 

influence on Russian foreign policy in order to satise theu ow goals. For 

example, when new oil was discovered in the Caspian Sea, the large Russian 

Company LUKoil rushed to hvest in the production sharing deal. LUKoi17s 

involvement in the Caspian Sea oil consortium has considerably shaped Rwia's 

foreign policy towards the Caspian Sea oil and the major issues surrounding it. In 



particular, the issue regarding where the oil pipelines should be laid was of 

substantial interest to Russian foreign policy makers, as was the issue of gaining 

downstream commercial opportunities for Russian cornpanie~.'~' 

Afier the breakdown of the USSR, the legacy lefi to Russia made it 

difficult to establish coherent methods of foreign policy making. According to 

Neil Malcolm, the entire politicai and administrative system had to be 

reconstructed in a country where formal institutional hierarchies and predictable 

procedures in policy making had never k e n  given a chance to take root and 

where organizational changes had always tended to be linked to toplevel power 

struggle~. '~ What resulted in post-cornmunist Russia was a system that had 

numerous foreign policy institutions, but little means of coordinating and 

controlling them. As such, the conduct and direction of Russian foreign policy 

came under much debate. 

The Debate on Russian Foreign Policy 

The fundamental interests of Russian foreign policy have changed 

dramatically over the course of the 1990s. ïhere have been three main groups of 

actors attempting to influence the direction of foreign policy in Russia: the pro- 

Westerners (also called the bbatlanticists"), the moderate liberals (also called the 

"eurasianists"), and a variety of groups called the "ultra-nationalists. " This 

- - -- 

'fi See Douglas W. Blum, "Domestic Politics and Russia's Caspian Policy," Post- 
Soviet A f f b ,  Vol. 14, No. 2, 1998, p.155. 
18' Suha Bolukbasi, "The Controversy over the Caspian Sea Mineral Resources," 
Euro~e-Asia Studies, Vol. 50, No. 3, 1998, p. 399. 



section explores how the direction of Russian foreign policy has evolved through 

the influence of these three groups. In the next chapter, this information will 

provide the basis for the anaiysis of the hypothesis. 

The first group, the pro-Westerners, consisted of Boris Yeltsin, Andrei 

Kozyrev and his advisors, a large portion of the intelligentsia and Yeltin's close 

associates in the presidential quarters and cabinet of ~ninisters.'~~ The latter 

consisted of people such as Gennady Burbdis, Yegor Gaidar, and Mikhail 

Poltoranin. This group's ideas dominated the foreign policy formulation, 

direction and implementation of R-as sia until approximately 1 993. The primary 

aim of the pro-Westerners was the political and economic integration of Russia 

into the  est.'^ They desired to create a new basis for mutual cooperation, 

founded on mutual trust, international law, and common values: 

They pro-Westerners] believe the collapse of the Soviet Union 
was a unique opportunity to remove the histoncai barriers that 
previously prevented Russia's integration with the West. Their 
identification with the West leads to their f i m a t i o n  of democracy 
and human rights and to their cd1 for the economic and political 
transformation of R~ssia. '~ '  

This direction of Russian foreign policy, however, had four severe deficiencies. 

Fust, it failed to outline or formulate Russian national interests and pnonties 

abroad that would differentiate themselves fiom its traditional impenaiistic Soviet 

ambitions. Second, the pro-Western stance failed to recognize that its priority 

Is8 Neil Malcorn, "Russian Foreign Policy Decision-making," p. 26. 
189 Leszek Buszynski, Russian Foreign Poliw afier the Cold W a ,  Praeger, 
Westport, 1996, pp. 4-6; See also Robert Donaldson & Joseph Nogee, 
Foreign Pol ic~ of Rwia :  C- S y s t e m - ,  p. 1 1 3. 

Alexei Arbatov, c'Russia's Foreign Policy Altei?ia;i.~~s," p. 10. 



should not have been economic integration and political relations with Europe and 

North America, but rather with the other states of the former Soviet Union. Due 

to the interconnected economies and interrelated politics of the former Soviet 

region, a successful transition to democracy and fiee market economy could not 

have occurred in Russia without cooperation with other 'near abroad' countries. 

The third deficiency of the pro-Western stance was that in dealings with Western 

governments a widespread impression was produced in Russia of a never-ending 

sequence of easily given unilateral conce~sions.'~' Examples of these uniiateral 

concessions given to the West include: üN sanctions on Yugoslavia, Iraq, and 

Liby- the levels and limitations set by START 2; missile technology exports to 

India; amis sales to Iran; and the readiness to give away the South Kurïles to 

Japan. The outrage expressed by Russians as a result of these concessions 

highlights the fourth deficiency of this foreign policy stance. That is: it did not 

rely on any substantial domestic constituency. Decision-making was highly 

centralized. No senous efforts were made to bring on board parliament, the mass 

media, or the academic community to forge a solid domestic political basis for 

foreign policy. I q 3  At the same time, decision-making was highiy fragmented and 

unclear. The promise of Western aid and assistame to Russia to help its 

deteriorating economy led Russia to cooperate with the West, arguably, to the 

detriment of its own national interests. 

19' Leszek Buszynski, P o l i e  the Cold W a ,  p. 4. 
'" Alexei Arbatov, "Russian Foreign Poiicy Pnorities for the 1990s: Teresa 
Johnson & Steven Miller (eds.), Pussian Secunty After the CoId War: S e v a  
Views fiom Moscow, Brassey 's, Washington, 1994, p. 1 1. 



The second group attempting to influence Russian foreign policy were the 

moderate liberals, or Eurasianists. While the pro-Western group had monopoly 

on foreign policy decision-making' this group rallied support for their goals. 

They argued that there was a need for a distinctiy Russian foreign policy and 

security priorities. These should be based on the specifics of Russia's geopolitical 

position and its transitional domestic sit~ation.''~ This group stated that the 

highest foreign policy prionty for the Russian Federation should be its relations 

with the former Soviet republics. The Eurasian view does not hold that Russia 

should depart fiom Europe altogether, but rather it recognizes a balance of eastem 

and western trends in Russia's policy, placing the highest priority on the states 

surrounding it.lg5 Advocates of this position include some parliamentarians, the 

academic community, and sorne officiais in the Foreign and Defence Ministries.l" 

The moderate liberals have argued that the improvement of relations with 

the West does not mean automatic acceptance of al1 positions and proposais cf the 

current Western govemments. They have been very critical of reliance on the 

promises of Western econornic aid, and considered sound national security policy 

valuable in its own nght, regardless of the foreign credits this policy might eam.lg7 

Indeed, the amount and scope of aid promised by the West has not been delivered 

- 

Iç3 Ibid, p. 12. 
Ig4 Alexei Arbatov, "Russia's Foreign Policy Alternatives," p. 1 1 . 
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Publishers, New York, 1997, p. 189. 
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Research &p~& Vol. 3, No. 18, May 16, 1994, p. 3. 
Ig7 Alexei Arbatov, "Russia's Foreign Policy Alternatives," pp. 1 1 - 12. 



to Russia's satisfaction, nor has it developed Russia's economy to the extent 

professed by the West. 

The third group that has attempted to influence Russia's foreign policy is 

the ultra-Nationalists (sometimes referred to as the "neo-communists?' or 

"national-patriots'*!. This extremist group consists of actors such as Gennsdiy 

Zhirinovskii, and Dmim Vasiliev. In recent years, this group has been gaining 

political power by taking advantage of Boris Yettsin's domestic failures and 

foreign policy weaknesses. Inside the State Duma the hard-liners are organized 

in a multi-party coalition cded  "Russian Unity." The prirnary aim of this group 

is the revival of the Russian empire, by rnilitary means if necessary: 

There is a general agreement [among ultra-Nationaiists] that 
Russia's objectives should be to consolidate and extend its sphere 
of influence at the expense of its cornpetitors. National-patriots 
share strong distrust of ail outside actors, including international 
agencies, and consequently express a preference for unilateral 
so1utions. lg8 

These politicians are extremely anti-Western and are the most critical about 

devlAopments in the West, such as NATO's eastward expansion. Although not 

taken seriously by many, this group's ideas have been influentid in tuniing the 

tide of Russia's foreign policy direction towards a more moderate liberal 

approach. 

The three groups have had varying degrees of influence on Russia's 

foreign policy direction. As stated above, the pro-U'estemers dorninated the 

19' Douglas W. Blum, "Disintegration and Russian Foreign Policy," in Douglas - 7 . . 
Blum (ed.), Russia s F u t u r ~ o l i d a t i o n  or Dis- . . * ? Westview Press, 
Boulder, 1994, p. 1 3 8. 



direction of foreign policy until approximately 1993. At that tirne, there was an 

increase in opposition against this policy by the mass media, parliamentarians, the 

milimy, and interest groups. Domestically, rnany Russians felt that Russia had 

made too many concessions to the West and that it was not following a course of 

foreign policy that best suited its national interest- Economic dependence on the 

West for financial aid and credits was hurniliating to Russian national pnde and 

provo ked a nationalistic anti- Western backiash in Russia' s domestic pol i t i~s . '~~  

As weU, many Russian politicians became disillusioned with Westem promises of 

$2.5 billion in aid, little of which found its way directly to Russia. They were 

outraged by the number of Westem 'fact-finding' missions that visited Moscow: 

staying in lumiry hotels fiinded by aid money earmarked for Russia, making 

recomrnendations and then leaving, with no tangible results .2w The grandiose 

legacy of the Soviet empire prompted many Russians to believe that it should 

promote its "great power" role abroad and not be "stepped on" by Westem 

powers. 

During 1993, a dramatic shifi began to take place in Russian foreign 

policy. The debate that had started domestically grew to foreign policy circles in 

Russia and prepared the ground for a major realignment. The shift was based on a 

number of facets. First, there was a growing anti-Western sentiment in the public 

mood and in political debates. Second, there was a growing popular move 

' 99  Alexei Arbatov, "Russian Security Interests and Dilemmas: An Agenda for the . . 
Future," in Alexei Arbatov et al. (eds.) Jvf- Conflict in the F o m r  Soviet 
Union, MIT Press, Cambridge, 1997, p. 414. 



towards Russian self-assertivenes. Finally, it was recognized domestically that 

reiations with the CIS states should corne to the foreground of practical 

policymaking, leaving d l  other issues behind. These facets culminated into the 

articulation of the Russian "Monroe Doctrine," ais0 called the "Monrovsky 

Doctrine." As stated above, this doctrine emphasizes Russia's special role in the 

hear abroad' in ensuring stability and security of the region. 

Alexei Arbatov cites a number of reasons for this profound shifi in foreign 

policy. The fundamental explanation is the deterioration of Russia's economic 

and social situation and the growing popuiar dissatisfaction with the results of 

previous reforms to the Russian economy and political system. Russia's political 

leadership came under increasing criticism fiom not only the public, but also from 

within the bureaucracy, the miiitary, industrial groups and the new private 

entrepreneurs. The support of the military and security institutions gave new 

importance to the need for a shifi in foreign policy dire~tion.'~' The shifi was 

marked by a change in foreign ministers fkorn the pro-Western Andrei Kozyrev to 

the more Eurasianist Yevgenii Primakov. 

The shift towards the "Monrovsky Doctrine" represents a reassertion of 

Russian nationalism in the face of growïng instability and chaos. This 

development, however, does not mean that Russia has retunied to its historic 

imperiaiistic tendencies. Great Powers traditionally exert significant influence 

over their smaller neighbours for a nurnber of reasons. Some of these reasons 

' Renee de Nevers, Russia s Stratwic Renovation, Adelphi Paper 289, 
Brassey's, July 1994, p. 12. 



include: prestige; to ensure access to raw materials; to prevent conflicts outside 

their borders spilling over; to protect their nationals abroad; to secure the capacity 

to project power; and in some cases to defend their perceptions of sovereignty?" 

The leverage that Russia is aîtempting to acquire over the CIS States, therefore, 

need not imply the re-creation of the USSR. Indeed, Russia does not have the 

military capability, nor the economic base, to support this type of action. Russia 

c m  attain influence through other foreign poiicy tools. 

Some authors, such as Arbatov, have claimed that there is no strategic 

vision to the "Monrovslq Doctrine." They assert that it is a policy of default, 

whose meaning is vague and subject to various interpretations. Although it 

cannot be disputed that CXS integration is a necessary component for a successfiil 

transition to democracy and fiee market econorny, the researcher believes that the 

"Monrovsky Doctrins" has k e n  used as a tool to work out new mategic 

relatjonships because of perceived extemal threats, such as that of NATO 

expansion. Before exploring this issue M e r ,  it is important to examine how 

foreign policy is made in Russia.. 

How Russian Foreign Policy is Made 

The foreign policy process in Russia is nddled with competing institutions 

and struggling factions. Despite its centralized character, the decision-making 

process does take into account views fiom the State Duma, different ministries, 

'O' Alexei Arbatov? "Russian Security Interests and Dilemmas," p.424. 
Y 
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and the public. To understand the foreign policy process, the institutions of 

Russia must be examined. 

The president, Boris Yeltsin, officially determines foreign policy. This 

centraiization of foreign policy decision-making appears to be yet another legacy 

inherited by the Soviet era. Article 86 of the Russian constitution States: 

The President of the Russian Federation shall: 

a) supervise the conduct of the foreign policy of the Russian 
Federation; 

b) conduct negotiations and sign international treaties of the Russian 
Federation; 

c) sign instruments of ratification; 
d) accept credentials and instruments of recall of diplornatic 

representatives accredited with hi~n . '~~  

The president relies on a network of institutions and advisors to reach his 

decisions. The four groups most critical to this process have been the Foreign 

Ministry, the Ministry of Defence, the Security Council, and Yeltsin's advisors in 

the Presidential Council. The Constitution of the Russian Federation allows the 

president to hand-pick these ministers and advisors, without the parliament's 

agreement: 

The President of the Russian Federation shall: 

a) appoint Chairman of the Government of the Russian Federation 
subject to consent of the State Duma; 

e) appoint and dismiss deputy chairmen of the Government of the 
Russian Federation and federal rninisters as proposed by the 
Chairman of the Government of the Rusian Federation; 

g) form and head the Security Council of the Russian Federation, the 
status of which is determine by federal law; 

h) endorse the rniiitary doctrine of the Russian F e d e r a t i ~ n ; ~ ~  

Constitution of the Russian Federation, Article 86, www.russianet.c~. 
'" Constitution of the Russian Federation, Article 83, ~ ~ ~ . r l l î I g 0 e t . c o n i .  



Furthemore, Article 90 of the Constitution allows the president to issue decrees 

and executive ~rders.~'' The presiden~ therefore. is the moa essential actor with 

regards to foreign policy decision-making in Russia His monopoly on foreip 

policy direction, his abiiity to choose ministers, and his capacity to d e  by decree 

signify a very centraiized foreign policy decision-making process. 

Yeltsin ensures that the "power ministries" (the Foreign Ministry, the 

M i n i s l  of Defence, the Security Council, and the Presidential Council ) answer 

directly to the president rather than to parliament.'06 This demonstrates Yeltsin's 

desire to keep his han& on the levers of power and to intervene actively in the 

foreign policy process. The President and his aides are faced with the enormous 

tasks of idarmaticn handling, coordination, and supervision. These tasks may 

sometirnes be beyond their capabilities. Yeltsin has recently allowed the 

ministries a greater role in the decision-making process. 

Before 1996, the Foreign Ministry was responsible for implementing the 

policies set by the president. With the changeover of foreign ministers fiom 

Kozyrev to Primakov, the Foreign Minister took on an increasing role in foreign 

policy decision-making. According to Yeltsin's adviser, Sergey Karaganov, 

Primakov was given responsibility for foreign policy in Yeltsin's govem~nent.~~' 

A presidential decree gave the Foreign Ministry the additional role of 

"' Constitution of the Russian Federation, Article 90, www.&et.c~m. 
'O6 See for instance: Constitution of the Russian Federation, Chapter 6, 
www.russianet.cQm. 
'O7 "Yeltsin Adviser Views Foreign Policy Mer Election," FRIS-SOV-96-m, 
July 3, 1996. 



coordinating and monitoring work by other Russian ministries cornmittees, and 

departments to ensure a unified political line by the Russian Federation in 

relations with foreign state~.'~' The Foreign Ministry is responsible for the 

development, formulation and implementation of Russia's foreign policies. The 

Ministry occupies a position in the Security Council. 

The Defence Ministry is aiso responsible for implementing policies set by 

the president. It has taken an increasingly important role in Russian foreign 

policy decision-making since it backed Yeltsin in 1993 during the president's 

battle with the Supreme ~ o v i e t . ' ~  As well as direct access to the presideo the 

Defence Ministry enjoys representation on the Security Council. In fact, the 

generd balance of representation on the Security Council favours military and 
C 

security de part ment^."^ The Defence Ministry has played an instrumental role in 

the CIS region through various agreements wlth the corresponding ministries in 

the CIS States, through peacekeeping operations, and through the quelling of 

conflict in the temtories of CIS ~ountries:~" 

Central Moscow rnilitary authorities have promoted the various 
proposais for a CIS military structure on the basis of the Tashkent 
Collective Security Treaty of May 1992. The military's interest 
has been to.. . prevent the escalation of local conflicts in a way that 
wouid destabilize Russia's peripheries."' 

- 

agazeta, 18 Nov. 1992. 
209 Neil Malcolm, "Foreign Policy Making," p. 124. 
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Thus, the Defence Ministry's role in maintainhg and promoting CIS integrôtion 

has been significant. 

Under the Defence Ministrv. the military establishment has also had an 

influence on foreign policy decision making. This has been done in three ways. 

First, military leaders have shaped the formation of military doctrine, including 

the nature of threat perceptions, which they see as lying within their professional 

capacity. Second, the Russian milirary command has occasionally sought direct 

influence over major national security or foreign poiicy decisions that lie beyond 

the scope of their professional responsibilities. Third, Russian military leaders 

have promoted military solutions, such as the use of peacekeeping forces, to 

restore the 'stability' in the 'near abroad'."' According to Roy Allison's analysis 

of the military's influence in foreign policy. both the military leadership and the 

officer corps have gained political ieverage since the collapse of the Soviet system 

and have entered the foreign policy decision-making arena? 

The Security Council was designed to be a consultative body that would 

make recornmendations and proposais, and 'prepare decisions for the President of 

the Russian Federation' on security rnatter~."~ The Security Council is chaired by 

the presidenî, and includes the prime minister, the speakers of both chambers of 

the Federal Assembly, the rninisters of defence, foreign and intemal &airs, and 

emergency situations, the heaâs of intelligence and counterintelligence agencies, 

'13 Roy Ailison, "Military Factors in Foreign Poiicy," p. 25 1. 
"' ibid, p. 25 1. 
" * Neil Malcom, "Foreign Policy Making," p. 1 10. 



and the commander of the border guards? The Security Council is a 

constitutional body that helps the President formuiate and irnplement his policies. 

According to the former sec re tq  of the Security Council, Ivan Rybkin: 

It is the job of the Security Council to determine the vitally 
important interests of society and the state, reved internai and 
extemal threats to security, develop the guidelines of the strategy 
of the security of Russia, and organize the preparation of federal 
goal-oriented programs in support of the latter.217 

The Council contains both a Foreign Policy Commission and a Defence Security 

Commission. The role of these commissions is to oversee foreign policy and 

security decisions, including the right to recommend policy 'irnprovernent~.'~'~ 

The Security Council has had varying degrees of innuence in decision-making 

and membership has shifted several times: 

The overall picture of the decision-making process suggests, 
however, that the Security Council cannot be the fiilcrum of 
securïty policy making because it lacks a gatekeeping mechanism 
to control its most powerfu! members' access to the pre~ident.~" 

Russia's constitution, adopted in 1993, makes it difficult for the legislature 

to mount challenges to the President's role in foreign poli~y.*~ The State Duma, 

Russia's parliament, however, has had some influence over the tone and direction 

of Russia's foreign policy. Cornmittees in the Duma, such as the Cornmittee for 

'16 Mikhail Tsypkin, 'The Politics of Russian Sec* Policy," in Bruce Parrott - .  . . 
(ed.), State B-d M i l i m  Power in R u s ~ ~ e s  of Eurasia. 
M.E. Sharpe, h o n k ,  1995, p. 17. 

Ivan Rybkin, "Rybkin Views National Security Threats," FBIS-SOV-97-124, 
May 1, 1997. 
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International Mairs, Defence, and CIS Affairs, provide an important altemate 

view to the policies put forth by the executive branch of government. 

Despite the seemingly clear nature of the Russian foreign policy decision- 

making process, it has not displayed a coherent and coordinated nature. Much of 

Russia's foreign policy in the 1990s has been reactionary with presumably little 

forethought. The researcher, however, believes that there is some consensus on 

Russian foreign poiicy between its decision-&ers with regards to issues such as 

the perceived threat of NATO expansion and the development of CIS integration. 

By examining the networks of relations b e ~ e e n  foreign policy decision-makers, 

as this study intends to do, a clearer picture emerges on the consensus that does 

emerge regarding the States of the CIS. 

Condusions 

This chapter had two objectives. The first objective was to trace the 

development of Russian foreign policy and demonstrate the evolution of its 

direction from the end of the Soviet period to the present day. It achieved this 

objective by a n a i y ~ g  the Soviet legacy in Russia's foreign policy, and outlining 

the development of the direction of Russia's foreign policy since the breakup of 

the Soviet Union. 

The second objective of this chapter was to describe the rnaking of foreign 

policy within the Russian Federation. This objective was achieved in two ways. 

The chapter described the different "camps" of opinion (pro-Western, Eurasian, 

and ultra-Nationalist) on the direction of Russia's foreign policy. It fûrther 

"O Neil Malcom, "Foreign Policy Making," p. 107. 



determined the actors f i l iated to each of these "camps". The chapter then 

outlined the various actors and institutions that are infiuential in the making of 

Russia-s foreign policy. 

The fiilfilIrnent of these objectives brings the thesis closer to the 

development of Complex Relations Approach and the hypothesis. By examining 

the institutional setting where Russian foreign policy is taking place, and 

d e t e d n g  the actors involved in those institutions, this Chapter fiilfdkd the nrst 

criteria of Complex Relations Approach. That is? it detennined who the main 

actors were in Russian foreign policy. This development will be important in the 

next two chaptters where the statements and actions of these actors will be 

exarnined in order to establish the links between the perceived threat of NATO 

expansion and attempts by Russia to integrate with the CIS. It will aiso facilitate 

the investigation in Chapter Five of the difTerent foreign policy twls  used by 

Russian officials to achieve inteption. 

By outlining the development of Russian foreign policy since the breakup 

of the Soviet Union, this chapter fûrther provided the basis on which to test the 

hypothesis in Chapter Four. It also provides an understanding of the opinions 

held foreign policy decision-malrers that will be of great importance as this thesis 

expiores the different actions taken to htegrate with the CIS in Chapter Five. In 

other words, it facilitates the understanding of the reasons why Russian officiais 

seck greater integration with the CIS, thus helping to test the hypothesis. This 

wilt further the development of Complex Relations Approach in the n e a  two 

chapters. 



The phenornenon of NATO expansion has been debated to a great extent 

in Russian foreign policy circles. There has emerged an overwhelming consensus 

among Russian officiais that this development is negative. At the same time, 

there have been numerous attempts at gaining greater influence in the CIS region. 

Russia has prioritized its relations with CIS member-states in its foreign policy. It 

has also actively led discussions of political, security, and economic integration of 

the member-states. How, if at dl, is this development related to the eastward 

expansion of NATO? Do Russian foreign policy decision-rnakers perceive the 

eastward expansion of NATO as a threat to Russian security? If so, is CIS 

integration seen as a viable counter-action to this perceived threat? This chapter 

will explore possible answers to these questions. 

Chapter Three provided the necessary background to understanding the 

development, direction, and making of Russian foreign policy. By doing this, it 

achieved the first methodological aspect of Complex Relations Approach, that of 

establishg who the main actors are in Russian foreign policy. 

On the basis of what has been understood in Chapter Three, this chapter 

will fuaher develop the testing of the hypothesis. Chapter Four bas three primary 

goals. The first is to view the opinions of Russian foreign policy makers on one 

major foreign policy issue in Russia, that of NATO's eastward expansion. It will 



provide evidence that Russian foreign policy makers perceived NATO expansion 

as a threat. This will provide the basis for confïrming the independent variable, 

that Russia perceives the eastward expansion of NATO as a threat. It will aiso 

fulfil the second methodological aspect of Complex Relations Approach by 

establishing that observable dialogue has arisen that suggests NATO expansion is 

perceived as a threat. 

Second, this chapter aims to demonstrate how the CIS countnes continue 

to be interrwined economicaily, politically and socially, so as to show the reasons 

why CIS inteption is considered desirable on Russia's part. This will estabiish 

the linkages between Russia and the CIS countries that is necessary to fulfil the 

third methodological aspect of Complex Relations Approach: Whettier there bas 

been observable dialogue that suggests the CIS should integrate M e r .  

A third aim of this chapter is to test the hypothesis of whether Russia 

seeks closer integration with the CIS as a response to the perceived threat posed 

by NATO expansion. The fïrst two sections of this chapter will provide the basis 

for dus anaiysis. This analysis will satisfy the fourth methodological aspect of 

Complex Relations Approach? that of establishing whether observable didogue 

has arisen between the dependent and independent variables. The testing of the 

hypothesis will be conducted using the three techniques of Complex Relations 

Approach: exploring the context in which CIS integration and NATO expansion 

are discussed, investigating the dialogue of foreign policy decision-makers, and 

utilizuig the principle of timing and effect. By satisfying these, the hypothesis 

can be confirmed- 



in order to confmn the hypothesis of this thesis, it is necessary to [est the 

null hypothesis, which is the "logical opposite of the research hypothe~is."~' For 

the purposes of this thesis? the null hypothesis is that there is no relationship 

between the perceived threat of the eastward expansion of NATO and Russian 

attempts to integrate with countries of the CIS. If the nul1 hypothesis is 

disconfirmed, then the hypothesis of this thesis can be confïrmed. Furthemore, 

the foundation will be laid for explorïng the foreign policy tools used by Russia in 

seeking integration with the CIS in the next chapter. 

Russia's Perception of the Eastward Expansion of NATO 

One foreign policy issue that al1 factions of the Russian government are 

united is that of the eastward expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization. With the breakup of the Soviet Union, Russia experienced losses to 

the temtory acquired by the Soviet empire. The "loss" of Eastern Europe with the 

dissolution of the Warsaw pact removed the "buffer zone" which Russia relied 

upon during the Cold War. NATO expansion to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 

republic brought the borders of the Alliance distressingly closer to Russia's. 

Indeed, Russia has reason to be suspicious. This is an organization that was the 

Soviet Union's opponent for close to 50 years. Since the end of the Cold Waq 

although the Warsaw Pact became defuncc NATO Iived. 

During the initial years after the break up of the Soviet Union, Russia's 

relations with the West were very positive. This was a resuit of the dominance of 

the pro- Western direction of Russian foreign policy. In December 199 1, Foreign 

221 Scott Bennet, Public w r s  Research Methods: A O-ti 
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Minister Andrei Kozyrev outlined the contours of Russia's foreign policy, 

proclaiming his acceptance of the priority of the individual over society, the fiee 

market. and ail those values that unite the  est." Koq-rev M e r  identified 

France? Germany and the United States as Russia's naturai allies, and claimed that 

the direction of Russia's foreign policy would reflect this? In other words, he 

identified NATO member-states as Russia's allies. Indeed, Russia joined the 

newly established North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) in 1 99ZZ4 When 

U.S. President Clinton formulated the Partnership for Peace (PfP) Program to 

Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, Russia hesitated, indicating that it 

would demand a special position in the partnership that reflected its special 

 statu^.^* In lune 1994, however, Russia signed on to the Partnership for Peace 

agreement on the bais that it referred to Russia's special status in global and 

- - -- - -- 
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European affairsu6 During this period, labeled the "romantic penod of Russian 

foreign policy" by Andrei Kozyrevo Russian President Bons Yeltsin made a 

famous statement in Warsaw that Eastern European coun?ries were fiee to join 

any alliance they deemed necessary."' In fact, in December 1991, Yeltsin 

expressed an interest in belonging to NAT O."^ Thus, Russia demonstrated a pro- 

Western and pro-NATO stance in the early 1990s. 

Yeltsinos declaration that Eastern European States were fiee to job any 

alliance created the pretext for bringing the NATO expansion issue fiom theory 

into practice."g In the months and years directly following Yeltsin's speech, the 

debate about the eastward expansion of NATO increased substantially, 

particularly in ~ u s s i a " ~  Due to domestic political pressures and a concem for 

Russia's immediate security, the Yeltsin government reversed its previous 

position on the issue:"' 

Ixnmediately after Yeltsin's visit to Warsaw, Moscow reversed its 
stance trying desperately to prevent enlargement Yeltsin sent 
letters to the leaders of the main NATO powers making his case 
against the Alliance's extension to Central and Eastern Europe in 
the foreseeable füture.. . lT]here was a vKtual consensus in Russia 
that NATO enlargement eastward would create conditions for the 

"' Peter Shearman, "Russian Policy Toward Western Europe: The German Axis" 
in Peter Shearman (ed.) Fore@ Policv Since 1 99Q, Westview Press, 
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isolation of Russia, and therefore wouid run contrary to its national 
interestszj2 

Despite its efforts to counter this developmen~ in July 1 997 in Madrid, NATO 

leaders invited three Central European nations - Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 

Republic - to join the Alliance. 

During the debates surrounding NATO expansion in the mid-1990s, as 

well as f i e r  the decision to expand was fuialized, there were overwhelmiog 

criticisms of this development in Russia Many Russians, such as Yevgenii 

Primakov, claimed that NATO has not transformed iwlf  into a collective security 

instrument appropriate to the new political climate, but remained a 'rnilitary- 

political' g r o ~ ~ i n ~ . ~ ~  During the time he was head of Russia's Foreign 

Intelligence Service, Primakov warned that Russia was 'far fiom indifferent to 

which bloc extends its area of responsibility up to [its] borden.'" As Minister of 

Foreign AEairs, Primakov expanded on this view in his speech entitied "The Role 

of Follower is Not For Us." In outiining the irritants in Russia's relations with 

NATO, he claimed: 

One is NATO enlargement. During numerous contacts with 
representatives of the Western couutries the R w i a n  president and 
Russian Federation Foreign Ministry have pointed out that in the 
event of NATO enlargement, particuiariy if NATO rnilitary 
structures advance toward Our territory. an unfavourable 
geopoIitical situation will be created for Russia ... We are told: You 
need not worry, because nowadays NATO presents no threat to 
Russia. But intentions in politics are changeable things.us 

- - -  
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In an interview with Primakov in 1996, he fûrther stated that: 

We continue to adhere to a negative position on NATO expansion 
since we believe that it is con- to our interests - and this is not, 
of course, u n f ~ u n d e d . ~ ~  

Primakov therefore demonstrated his negative stance toward NATO expansion. 

As iMinister of Foreign -Main at the time, his view reflected the overall 

perception of the Russian Foreign Ministry. Indeed, NATO's claim that it 

consists of a new coxmnunity guided by new values, which embodies a new 

expanded idea of security without a unilaterd enemy image, is a hard sel1 in 

~ussia?' This is particularly tme when one considen that to provide a 

ccnvincing guarantee of security for new members of the ailiance in the eastem 

part of Europe, NATO relies on: 

additional military investments in new communications and 
cooperation support equipment, new air defence systems, 
upgrading obsolete arms of new members and creating an 
infiastructure which would make it possible, in the event of threat, 
to rapidly move reinforcements fiom NATO's central region 
(Germany) to peripherai regions of East ~ u r o ~ e ?  

The military worked out that due to expansion, the alliance needs an extra 73 1 

fîghter-bombers, 3400 or more tanks, a h o s t  290 f i e l d s ,  and a network of 

roads, railroads, pipelines, depots, and test sites?' in light of these "necessities" 

entitled "The Role of Follower is Not For Us. Yevgeniy Primakov on Basic 
Guidelines of Russia's Foreign Policy", mS-SOV-96-1?4, June 25, 1996. 
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in order to secure the NATO guarantee in the new members' temitory, it can 

easily be seen why Russia believes NATO continues to see it as a threat This 

build-up tilts the baiance of forces in the European security sphere in favour of 

NATO countries. Consequently, Russia has a legitimate reason to be concemed 

for its security. 

Negative opinions conceming NATO3 eastward expansion were also 

iterated by other key foreign policy decision-makers. Prime Minister Viktor 

Chernomyrdin claimed that he was absolutely against NATO's plans to expand 

eastward during a speech to the State Durna: 

PATO expansion plans] are completely out of step with the global 
security systcm that has been shaping up during the past few years. 
Russia has been, remains, and will remai. opposed to NATO 
expansion, and o u -  stance is understood in severai European 
c o ~ n t r i e s . ~ ~ ~  

Some of the main rasons why many Russian officials were opposed to the 

eastward expansion of NATO were outlined by Colonel General Leonid Ivashov, 

chief of the Russian Federation Defence Muiistry Main Directorate for 

International Military Cooperation: 

"Why is Russia strongly opposed to NATO expansion today? . . . 
Why, because we see this process, first. as damaging to Russia's 
secwity, and, second, as a return to elements of the Cold War. 
Third, Russia cannot treat today' s declarations of intentions with 
confidence. Russia has been lefi out of these intentions several 
times already."241 

a Documents M, Academic International Press, Volume 1, 1997, p. 
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Thus, it seems evident that many Russian officiais view NATO expansion 

negatively. What are some of the reasons for this negative view of NATO 

expansion? Does this negative outlook translate into the perception of NATO 

expansion as a threat? 

According to Boris Kazantsev, the Deputy Director of the Department of 

European Cooperation in the Foreign Ministry in Russia at the t h e ,  and Dr. 

Alexei Pushkov, former foreign policy adviser for Gorbachev, there are several 

reasons why Russia has a negative attitude towards NATO expansion. First, the 

expansion of NATO deepened the gap between Russian civilization and the West. 

NATO expansion leaves Russia outside the Alliance. As such, the West l o s  a 

unique opportunit)' to bring Russian civilization closer to itse- which was the 

oniy way to solve the West's historical task of making Russia into an ally rather 

than a n ~ a l . ~ ' ~  

Secand, Russia is convinced that this bloc approach creates new dividing 

lines in Europe. I? divides Europe into countries that have a security guarantee, 

and those that do not. NATO expansion brings the borders of the Alliance 

fnghteningly closer to those of Russia's, leaving Russia on the outside. 

According to Boris Kazantsev: 

First and foremost, we are convinced that this is a bloc approach 
creating new dividing lines in Europe.. . The process of Poland, 
Czech Republic, and Hungary's admission to NATO has failed to 
convince Russia that it is meant to increase European security and 
stability. In fact, it has become another source of tension in 

- - -  
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international relations. This is not an adequate answer to the new 
European realities; this will inevitably breed dienation among the 
European states. This pushes us back, closer to confrontation and 
worsened geopolitical situation in the world.*" 

The expanded Alliance now borders on Belanis, which has a sovereignty- 

association agreement with Russi% and one of Russia's only warm water ports: 

the Kaliningrad oblast '? Kaliningrad is host to one of Russia's largest military 

bases. With NATO being brought closer to the borders of Russia, leaving Russia 

on the outside, a senthnent of k i n g  threatened and lefi out cannot be helped. 

Although NATO has attempted to alleviate this feeling with the Russia-NATO 

Founding Act, this agreement only gives Russia a "say" in NATO affain.24s The 

purpose of the Russia-NATO Founding Act is that: 

Russia and NATO wiil work together to contribute to the 
establishment in Europe of cornmon and comprehensive security 
based on the allegiance to s h e d  values, commirments and noms 
of behavior in the interests of al1  tat tes.^^^ 

To carry out this objective of cooperation in the interest of European security? 

Russia and NATO created the Russia-NATO Permanent Joint Council. The aim 

of thïs Council is: 

To build increasing levels of tw unity of purpose and habits of 
consultation and cooperaîion between Russia and NATO, in order 

243 Boris Kazantsev, "Why Moscow Opposes NATO Expansion,'' 
Affairs, (Moscow), Vol. 44, No. 3, 1998, p.33. 
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Founding Act of Muhial Relations, Cooperation and Security between the Russian 
Federation and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in J.L Black, 
Eurasia D o c u ,  Academic International Press, Volume 1, 1997, 

-191-196. 
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to enhance each other's security and that of al1 nations in the Euro- 
Atlantic area and diminish the security of n ~ n e . ~ ~ '  

Despite the Founding Act, Russia is not given any direct influence in discussions 

of European secwity within NATO. Furthemore, the concessions given to 

Russia in the Founding Act do not constitute meaningfui, binding restrictions on 

NATO's cond~ct."~ 

A third reason why NATO expansion is met with a negative attitude in 

Russia is because it establishes indirect US domination over a greater portion of 

Euro- Atlantic space : 

The United States, that are playing the key role in the alliance, are 
able to establish their control over the regions formerly part of the 
WïO warsaw Treaty Orgaxhtion] and find new armament 
markets in Central and Eastern Europe. In a wider sense there is a 
major aspect of the American strategy aimed at establishing US 
domination over the Euro-Atlantic ~ ~ a c e . ~ ~ '  

NATO expansion thus allows the US.  to establish control over the region of 

Eastern Europe and gives the U.S. a greater voice in Eastern European &airs. 

Fourth, the process of Poland, Czech republic and Hungary's admission to 

NATO has failed to convince Russia that it is meant to increase European security 

and stability. It pushes Russia back in tems of its geopolitical situation and 

closer to con f i~n ta t i on .~~~  NATO expansion tips the balance-of-power in favour 

of the West and the new Eastern European NATO member states. As a result, it 

creates tensions between Russia and NATO-Europe, obstructing and possibly 

*" (bid, pp. 192-193. 
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preventing the emergence of meaningfid discourse about the security needs of 

post-Cold War Europe. 

The above arguments provide reasons for Russia's negative attitude 

towards NATO expansion. But does sign* that Russia perceives tbe 

development of NATO expansion as a threat? In order to discover this one m u t  

examine how Russian foreign policy decision-makers respond to this 

development. 

In October 1995, the General Director of the INOBIS (Institute of Defense 

Studies) in Moscow released a document outiining the main externai threats to 

Russia's national security and a strategy for c o u n t e ~ g  these threats. In section 1 

of this document Anton Surikov outlined the main extemal threats facing Russia 

One of the main extema! threats outlined was that "Western policy with respect to 

NATO's fiiture [was] seen as an attempt to isolate Russia and ultimately oust it 

from ~ u r o ~ e . " ~ ~ '  By outiining this as an extemal threat to Russia, this document 

provides evidence that there exists a perception in Russia that NATO expansion is 

a threat. Indeed, the evidence for this document was taken from remarks made by 

Defense Minister Grachev after his meeting with the president in  och hi.^^^ This 

would suggest that there was a discussion between the Minister of Defense and 

the president where NATO expansion was viewed as a potentid threat. The 

- - 
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document was widely circulated and was uinuential in the making of Russia's 

mi1ita.y doctrine. 

Other evidence of this can be found in an interview conducted with 

Yevgenii Primakov in April 1996, during his time as Foreign Mairs  Miniaer. In 

an interview published in Krasnaya zvezda, Primakov was quoted swing: 

They [NATO] tell us: NATO is expanding, and sulce there is 
nothing we can do to stop this, we will have to put up with it. This 
position runs counter to Russia's national interests, and so we want 
to prevent NATO enlargement. And the most important thzng is to 
prevent the NATO military in~astructure fiorn qvproaching our 
i e n i t ~ r y . ~ ~ '  

The fact that Primakov vehemently opposed and wished to prevent NATO's 

military ~ c t u r e  fiom approaching Russia suggests that he perceived the 

eastward expansion of NATO as a threat. As the Foreign Affairs Minister, his 

opinion had a great impact on the conduct of Russian foreign policy. As well, in 

light of his position it would be probable that this opinion heavily influenced 

other members of the Foreign Ministry and the general public. 

Other Russian foreign policy decision-makers have aiso expressed the 

view that NATO expansion is perceived as a threat in Russia For instance, 

Andrey Kokoshin, the First Deputy Defence M i n e r  and the chauperson of the 

Interdepartmental Commission for Defence Security, stated in an interview that: 

The replacement of systemic relations (inside and outside Russia) 
has taken place so rapidly that many people have k e n  unable to 
assimilate these changes either mentally or emotiondly. And this 
is followed by the idea of NATO's expansion. As a resdt very 

253 Yevegnii Primakov, "Vneshniaia poiitika Rossii dolzhna byt' 
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many Russians have seen this as a challenge and even as a threat 
and a negative and painful reaction has arisen in r e ~ ~ o n s e . ~ ~ ~  

Kokoshin iterated the view that while Russians were attempting to adjust to the 

realities of the post-Cold War environment, the additional strain of the eastward 

expansion of NATO was perceived by Russians as a threiiî. In the same 

interview, he stated that as a result of NATO's expansion Russia's security was 

harmed and that a search for ways of safeguarding nationai security was made 

more diff ic~lt . '~~ Thus, Kokoshin aEmed that some Russians perceive NATO 

expansion as a threat to their national security. 

Withui the Security Council, NATO expansion was perceived as a threat 

by its Secretary at the time, Ivan Rybkin. In an article outiining the major threats 

to the Russian state, Rybkin stated that: 

A most appreciable threat to the security of Russia are, in my view, 
the hegemonistic and expansionist ambitions of certain foreign 
states. ïhey could create a real prospect of Russia being squeezed 
to the penphery of the world integration process and a loss of 
independence in the pursuit of foreign and domestic policy and 
influence the domestic political situation in the country.256 

It was evident that he was refeming to NATO expansion in the above quotation, as 

he stated a few sentences M e r  that: 

[Vhe expansion of NATO eastward, the approach of the bloc's 
military infiaamcure to our borders, and the plans for this bloc's 
m e r  expansion thanks to our former Warsaw Pact allies and new 
states that fomed after the disintegration of the Soviet Union 
represents a serious comprehensive and, most important, long-tenn 

- -  p~ - - 
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threat to the security and interests of Russia, ignoring the potential 
danger of which would be a mistake?' 

As a key decision-making institution in Russian foreign policy, the 

Security Councilt s declaration that NATO expansion is a threiit reflects the 

overail perception of the President. the Ministries of Foreign MaUs and Defence, 

as well as the Russian bureaucracy in general. 

The perception of NATO expansion as a threat was not ody  iterated in the 

Russian bureaucracy, but also in the legislature. The Russian State Duma 

published a document in October 1996 where it outlined how the perceived 

NATO expansion as a threat: 

In the military sphere the combat potential of the NATO Joint 
Armed Forces will increase considerably. With the admission of 
even one Central or East European state into NATO, the level of 
armaments set for NATO but the CFE Treaty will be exceeded 
~ i~n i f i c an t l~ . "~  

The threat posed by NATO expansion is seen by the Duma as king caused by the 

increase in armaments allowed by NATO-Europe under the CFE Treaty. An 

increase in armaments by NATO countries that are very close to Russia's borders 

has significant implications for Russiaos security. It is also significant that a 

consensus exists between the executive and the legislature with regards to this 

development king perceived as a threat. nie executive consists of the president 

and his ministers, al1 of whom are viewed by the generai public as supporting a 

relatively balanced foreign policy between east and West. In the legislature, on 

'j7 &id. 
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the other hand, there are many nationalists with different party affiliations who 

wish to rebuild the Soviet empire. This includes both left and right wing Russian 

Duma parties (such as People's Power, the Communia Party of the Russian 

Federation, and the LDPR). The fact that these two seemingly opposite camps al1 

perceive NATO expansion as a threat demonstrates that this ophion is 

widespread and deeply rooted in Russian s o ~ i e t y . ~ ~ ~  

Russia's foreign policy has gone through much revision since the demise 

of the Soviet Union. Consensus, however, does seem to be emerging with respect 

to the direction of foreign poticy. One issue that al1 factions of the Russian 

govemment. particularly those who are influentid in Russian foreign policy such 

as the Foreign and Defence Ministers, seem to agree on is that NATO expansion 

is perceived as a threat- The fact that consensus seems to exist is significant. It 

provides evidence for the independent variable (as well as the second 

methodologicd aspect) of this study which is that NATO expansion is perceived 

as a threat by Russian foreign policy decision-makers. 

In establishing the independent variable that NATO expansion is 

perceived as a threat, it is crucial for the development of the hypothesis to now 

turn to how Russia has dealt with this perceived threat. The hypothesis indicates 

that C E  integration is the a m e r .  Before the hypothesis can be fully tested, 

however, an oveniew of Russia's policy toward the CIS is needed. 
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Russia's Policy Towards the CIS 

The disinteption of the Soviet Union created an economic crisis that was 

in large part due to the vestiges of the command-style economy that had united 

the USSR into a coherent economic ~ ~ a c e . ~ ' ~  The interdependence created by the 

old Soviet command economy makes it very difficult for the former Soviet 

republics to make the transition to a market economy without a high degree of 

cooperation. The Soviet Union's economy had been integrated across republic 

borders. with industries in different republics depending on supplies of both raw 

materials and finished goods fiom diverse corners of the Economic 

factors are critical in any state's foreign policy, and econornic capabilities 

detennine a state's ability to operate effectively in the international 

environment? Russia's relations with the former Soviet republics transcend 

economic, political, ethnic. security and other ties: 

They affect the prospects of Russia's success for democratic, 
political, and economic reform; in fact, they affect the course of its 
intemal evolution. The reverse is equally tme: Moscow's 
successes and failures in domestic reform greatly affect its 
relationship with other former Soviet republics.26' 

The success of reform in Russia was thus inextricably tied to reforms in the other 

former Soviet republics. Some mechanism to guide Russia's relations with the 

'near abroad' was needed. 
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The formation of the Commonwealth of Independent States was needed to 

preserve the existing links of inter-republican cooperation, xnainly in the 

economic spheree2@ However, there were many different interpretations of the 

role of the CIS. In Ukraine, President Leonid Kravchuk believed that the CIS was 

needed soleiy for the purpose of solving the temporary logistical problems 

associated with the "divorce" of the USSR- For Russians, on the other hand, the 

CIS was primarily a political and economic mechanism to secure and legitimize 

its dominant position in the region. 

Russia formally recognizes the CIS states as foreign coutries. However, 

they remain closely bound to Russia by a comprehensive web of vital economic, 

ethnic, cultural, personal, and psychological ties, as well as historic grievances. 

This extremely high degree of integration results in a dependence on Russia as the 

successor to the Soviet Confiicts and problems affiicting the new 

republics are rarely confined to their borders, and may expand into other states, 

pdcularly ~ussia? Consequentiy, many CIS states rely on R w i a  to assist 

them in times of civic strife and econornic hardshipF6' 
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Attempts to mengthen the CIS by developing it into a viable multilateral 

organization have largely failed.'" Although by 1994, the CIS had grown to 

encompass al1 former Soviet republics except for the Baltics, no consensus exists 

among the member-states regarding how much power the CIS should have. This 

lack of agreement prevents Russia fiorn using the CIS as a le@ basis for neo- 

impenalistic actions, as advocated by the ultra-nationalists, in the region. Russia 

does, however, use the CIS as a mechanism to pursue its objectives in the region 

in a particular way. It combines its initial emphasis on mdtilateralisrn with the 

development of power-based bilaterai relations with each of the CIS States 

~ e ~ a r a t e l ~ . ~ ~ ~  

The nationalist shift in Russian foreign policy manifested itself in a p a t e r  

attempt to expand Russia's influence in the 'near abroad,' particularly concerning 

security matters. According to Nikolay Ahdanov-Lutsenko, former secretary of 

the foreign poIicy chamber of the Russian Presidentiai Political Consultative 

Council: 

Al1 post-Soviet countries and adjacent regions, no matter whether 
Russian influence is still strong or gone there, form the zone of 
Russia3 strategic inter est^.'^' 

This view was a confirmation of the view held by President Bons Yeltsin himself 

when he ciaimed that the relations with member-countries of the CIS m u t  remain 
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the main direction of Russia's foreign  poli^^.^^' According to Yeltsin, the 

promotion of dynamic integration of al1 CIS member-states must remain the aim 

of Russia's foreign policy in the years to Indeed, in setting out Russia's 

foreign policy prionties, Foreign Minister Yevgeniy Primakov stared that: 

The Foreign Ministry regards work in the CIS sphere as  its main 
task and has appropnate instmctions fkom the president. We have 
two aims in this work: to develop integration processes and support 
centripetai tendencies (while preserving the soverei ty of al1 
Commonwealth states), and to elirninate conflicts. 2F 

In connection with targeting the CIS as a foreign policy pnonty, Russian officiais 

have also attempted to expand their level of influence in the CIS with regards to 

economic policy. For instance, Yegor Stroyev, the spokesperson for the Russian 

Federation Council, claimed that preserving a single Eurasian economic space is 

an objective reality for ~ u s s i a . ~ ' ~  He M e r  stated that an effort should be made 

at aligning national legislations in the trade and economic sphere, and that special 

attention should be paid to market relations between the CIS states."' This view 

was supported by Deputy Prime Minister, Valeriy Serov, who indicated that the 

positive economic benefits of the Russia-Belam Union should be pondered by 
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other CIS member-~tates.~'~ He m e r  added that: "Very interesthg forms of 

cooperation are now emerging, which will be more effective, and they have the 

right to exist. '3277 

Russia's policy of strengthening cooperation and integration with the CIS 

member-states has produced signifiant outcornes since 1993. In ternis of 

sscurity rekations, there have been numerous examples of integration between 

Russia and CIS states on a bilateral basis. For instance, agreements between 

Russia and both Georgia and Axmenia have resuited in the continued presence of 

Russian troops in these republics and the establishment of joint guard units to 

protect the borders of both co~ntr ies .~ '~  The Russian amy has intervened in 

Tajikistan to keep a Russia-fiiendly regime in power against intemal opposition 

gr~oup~s."~ Another exarnple is in Moldova, where Russia sent its 14* A m y  to 

quel1 a conflict in the Transdniester region.2s0 These examples will be M e r  

elaborated upon in the next chapter which discusses the tools used by Russia to 

achieve M e r  integration. Thus, it seems that some CIS states are already 

moving towards closer integration with Russia in terms of security relations. 

CIS integration with Russia has k e n  developing in more general terms as 

wetl. B e l a .  has signed an economic union agreement with Russia. In a 
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referendurn in May 1995, approximately 80 per cent of Belamsian voters 

approved economic integration with ~ussia" '  Other agreements between the 

w o  former Soviet republics include: Russian-Belamian monetary union, the 

lifting of customs control on the border between the two republics, and the 

continuing presence of 30,000 Russian troops guarding the nuclear missiles that 

su11 remain on Belaw soi!. On 2 April 1996, Russia and Belanis officidly 

signed the Treaty on the Formation of the ~ornmuni t~ .~"  Thus, it seems that 

some states of the CIS seem to be moving doser towards integration with Russia. 

Many questions of Russia's motivations emerge with regards to CIS 

integration. What are the reasons behind Russia's willingness to be a major 

guarantor of security in the region? 1s there a perception of a threat that Russia 

uses as an excuse to work out these strategic relatioaships with certain CIS states? 

By esrablishg that observable dialogue and actions have arisen that suggests 

Russia is attempting to integrate with CIS states, this section established the third 

methodological aspect of the study. In order to confimi the hypothesis, 1 will now 

examine how the perceived threat of NATO expansion and the goal of CIS 

integration are related. This analysis will test the hypothesis of the study, 

establish the fourth methodological aspect of the study, and provide the basis on 

which to examine how Russia's goals are executed through its foreign policy tools 

in the next chapter. 

"' Alexander Kozhemiakin and Roger Kanet, "Russia and its Western 
Neighbours in the 'Near Abroad,"' p. 39. 
282 Ibid, p. 39. 



Discussions of NATO Expansion and CIS Integratioa 

In his article, "Russia Contemplates the Risks of Expansion," Scott Parrish 

outlined four possible outcornes of Russian foreign policy in response to NATO 

expansion.'83 The most likely of these outcornes was the Russian attempt to 

accelerate integration of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), 

including its transformation into a military alliance.*" Tbïs section will explore 

interviews, documents, and speeches many Russian foreign policy makers where 

the threats posed by NATO expansion have been highlighted in the same contea 

as a discussion of the desirability of CIS integration. 

in June 1995, as debate about the implications of NATO expansion 

heightened, the Council on Foreign and Defence Policy outlined Russia's possible 

responses to NATO expansion. 28s It stated that Russia might be most likely to 

counter the threat of NATO expansion with increased efforts to acceierate the 

economic, political and military integation of the C I S . ' ~ ~  Xndeed, in September 

1995, Russian president Boris Yeitsin signed a decree on CIS strategy that States 

the CIS is a "priority area" for Russia and proclaims that mutually beneficial 

economic cooperation shouid be the cornerstone of Russia's policy towad the 

283 Scott Pamïsh, "Russia Contemplates the Risks of Expansion," m, . . 

December 15, 1995. 
'" Ibio p. 1 1. The other three possible Russian responses to NATO expansion 
weîe: withdrawal fkom the 1990 Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty; 
refiisal to ratify the START II agreement; and significant changes in Russian 
military doctrine and foreign policy orientation; 
285 A nonpgtisan group founded by a wide range of Russian scholars, business 
people, and politicians. See Scott Parrish, "Russia Contemplates the Risks of 
Expansion2" -, December 25,1995, p. 11. 



near abroad? The decree also stated that Russia should set forward atternpts to 

transform the CIS into a collective security alliance and aim for more consistent 

implementation of aiready existing CIS military pacts, such as the 1992 Tashkent 

collective security agreement. 

In October 1995, a widely circulated and highly influentid document vas 

published by Anton Viktorovich Surikov of the hstitute of Defense Studies 

(MOBIS) in Moscow, entitled Conceptual Provisions of a Srrutegy for 

Cuuntering the Main External Threats to Russian Federation National 

~ e c u r i t y . ~ ~ ~  The text of the document was based on dialogue at that t h e  between 

Defense Minister Grachev and President Boris Yeltsin, a d  became the 

foundation for Russia's military doctrine. 289 The document first highlights the 

nature of the main threats to Russia's national security, one of the most criticai of 

which was NATO expansion. The second part of the document outiined a 

strategy for the neutralization of extemal threats. One component of this strategy 

was: 

Opposition by force to the NATO bloc's eastward expansion 
seems an extremely urgent task.. . It is obvious that Russia has no 
real opportunities to hinder this by way of force, and threats not 
backed up by corresponding actions only discredit a state.. . But 
creating a rnilitary bloc of CIS countries, particularly the 

286 Published in "Rossiya 1 NATO: Tezisy Soveta vneshnei 1 oboronnoi politike," 
hiemvisimava m, June 2 1, 1995, p.2. Translated in Scott Parrish, "Russia 
Contemplates the Risks of Expansion," p. 1 1. 
287 Rossiiskaya gazeta, September 23, 1995, p. 4. 
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289 Aleksandr L y asko, "' Provisions' May Underlay New Military Doctrine ," 
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involvement of Central Asian countries in confionting the NATO 
bloco is also obviously needed."' 

This strategy recognizes that Russia does not have the rnilitary capability to 

counter a possible threat posed by NATO expansion. During the Soviet era, the 

military bloc with Eastern European countnes, the Warsaw Treaty Organization 

was established and maintained with either the use of force or the threat of 

force.19' In the post-Cold War era, Russia recognizes that this is no longer 

possible, Because of this, it outiines an alternative way to secure Russia's 

security interests by using the vehicle of the CIS to create a miiitary bloc. By 

doing so, the strategy uses a foreign policy tool (or, foreign policy mechanism) 

that was not previously used by Russia The mechanism consisted of instigating 

dialogue on a multilateral basis to promote Russian interests without the use of 

force or the bat of force. The a h  is to counter a perceived threat posed by 

NATO expansion, to M e r  Russia's national interest in the region, and to 

reestablish the balance of power in Europe. 

In ternis of non-military ways of countering the perceived threat posed by 

NATO expansion, the strategy investigates CIS integration on the whole: 

Z90 Anton Viktorovich Surikov, Provisim of a Strategy for 
. . 

E x t e o e a t s  to Rus- Fed-onN_onal Sec-, 
INOBIS (Tnstitute of Defense Studies), Moscow, October 1995. 
"' The Warsaw Treaty O r g h t i o n  was established on May 14, 1955 as a formai 
security alliance. Member States included: the USSR, Poland, Hungary , ALbania, 
Czechoslovakia, Romania, German Democratic Republic and Bulgaria. On July 
1, 1 99 1 the Warsaw Pact was dissolved. See Neil Fodor, The Warsaw Treaty 
i)re an-zation, i Macmillan Press, London, 1 990. 



The course toward integration within the CIS fhmework, above al1 
with Ukraine, Belanis, and Kazakhstan, must become a very 
important direction of Russian  poli^^.^^^ 

Thus, in order to counter extemai threats to Rwian  security, of which NATO 

expansion is one of the most important, the strategy advocates the integration of 

the CIS. Integration in this sense refers to economic and political integration. 

Economically, the document recognizes Russia's monopoly of oil and gas in the 

region. and other states' reliance on these energy sources, particularly Ukraine. 

As such, it recognizes another foreign policy tool Russia can use to promote its 

interests and policies, namely that of economic assistance. Politically, it promotes 

integration through a senes of mdtilaterai and bilateral channels under the 

fiarnework of the CIS. According to the documem Russia should, on one hand, 

act decisively with regards to the mategy, and on the other hand, react with 

extreme caution to provocations of nationalism in CIS corntries, which would 

deter integration. By stating the importance of CIS integration as an essentiai 

component of iountêring the perceived threat posed by NATO expansion, this 

document thus e d l i s h e s  a link between the two issues. 

This view of how to counter the perceived threat posed by NATO 

expansion was also iterated by the State Duma- In Russia's Lower House of 

parliament, a number of MPs formed the Anti-NATO ~ s s o c i a t i o n . ~ ~ ~  X s  

*" Anton ViktoroMch Surikov, Concwtual Provisions of a S- for - .  

Counteriu the w e e  Sece~ecurity, 
INOBIS (Institute of Defense Studies), Moscow, October 1995. 
293 The Anti-NATO Association was established on January 24, 1997 on the 

initiative of one of the 
Sergey Glotov. See Anatoliy Yurkin, "Russia: Anti-NATO Association Exists to 
Oppose Eastward Expansion," FRIS-SOV-98-03 1, Jan- 2 1, 1998. 



association issued a statement calling for pooled efforts to oppose NATO's 

expansion into Eastern ~ u r o ~ e . ' ~ ~  The statement asserted that NATO had not 

altered its initial targets and continued to build up its military power. By 

expanding into Eastern Europe, it was pushing its "zone of responsibility" M e r  

e a s ~ a r d s  to the Russian borders. NATO's enlargement threatens Russia's 

security and national i ~ ~ t e r e s t s . ~ ~ ~  The Chairman of the Duma Subcornmittee for 

International AffoUs, Sergei Glotov. who is one of the Anti-NATO Association's 

organizes? stated that the association would see that the State Duma passes bills 

to strengthen Russia's national security and defend its vital interests in Europe: 

[The] Anti-NATO [Association] wiil cooperate with the executive 
branch to settle dl issues regarding the consokiation of Russia's 
position on the international arena.. . It will help solidi@ 
integration between Russia and otiïcr members of the 
Commonwealth of Independent States in an atternpt to set up a 
collective security syaem in the foxmer Soviet area.296 

The fact that such a statement was given by an association specifically created as 

an hti-NATO Association signifies that the desue for CIS integration in terms of 

security is directly related to the issue of NATO expansion. Indeed, the negative 

stance towards NATO expansion and the desire to integrate the CIS on a 

collective security basis was iterated in the same context in many such statements 

issued by the Anti-NATO Association. For instance, during an i n t e ~ e w ,  Sergey 

Glotov stated that the aims and taslcs of the Anti-NATO Association included: 

Assisting in drawing up a common stance of Russian cops of 
deputies on the issue of NATO's expansion eastwards; conveying 

- - 

294 ITAR-TASS Jan. 27, 1997, cited in J.L Black (ed.), w i a  & E& 
Documents M, Academic International Press, Volume 1, 1997, p. 1 8 1. 
295 Ibid, p. 181. 
296 Ibid, p. 1 8 1. 



to the Russian and foreijp public the concerted stance of the 
people's iepresentaîives; ensuring the soonest adoption by the 
State Duma of the legislative fhmework connected with 
strengthening Russian national security and the effective protection 
of its vital interests in Europe and the world. Also: . . . assishg the 
deepening of Russia's integration with other CIS states, including 
in the sphere of defense, too, with a view to creating an effective 
collective seciirity system on the territory of the former Soviet 

In outhing the aims of the Anti-NATO Association, not only did the leader state 

that rneasures needed to be taken with regards to NATO expansion, but dso that 

Russia's national security needed to be strengthened and that CIS integmtion must 

also therefore be increased. Thus, the Anti-NATO Association perceives NATO 

expansion as a threat to Russia's national security, and believes that in order to 

counter this ùueat atternpts must be made to in tepte  with the CIS in terms of 

security. In an interview with Sergei Baburin, another member of the Anti-NATO 

Association and the Deputy Chairman of the State Duma, he stated h t :  

As you know, the process of the integration of Russia and Belarus 
has started, and if our two states unite, the West shouid thllik about 
it. Our possible unification will be an important factor, and it will 
make NATO think twice about the admission of new members. 
Russia should also think about other sirnilar integration processes 
with the corntries of the former USSR, and as a response to the 
expansion of NATO, start creating an efficacious system of 
collective security on the temtory of the former USSR?'* 

In other words, Baburin endorsed CIS integration as a possible response to the 

perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. In particular, he advocated 

integration in tenns of security. 

297 Interview with Sergey Glotov on Moscow Radio Rossii Network, "Russia: 
Anti-NATO Duma Deputies Leader Announces Aims of New Group," 
SOV-97-03 6, February 21,1997. 



It is noteworthy that the Anti-NATO Association is made up of more than 

243 This high number of MPs united on one issue demonstrates a 

massive consensus among the State Duma in a highly divided legislature 

regarding the need for CIS integration due to NATO expansion. Arguably, as this 

consensus is in the legislative branch of the Russian govemment, it is likely to be 

a mirror of the views in Russian society at large. 

The view that CIS integration is needed to counter NATO expansion was 

not limited to the State b a .  It can also be seen in the executive branch of the 

Russian goverment. Official statements issued by Yevenii Primakov, then 

Foreign Minister, emphasized a sirnilar opinion. In October 1996, Primakov 

made the following statement: 

We have taken a negative position on this and we wiil stick to it. 
Of course, this does not mean that we can veto new admissions to 
NATO. Naturally, Russia today cannot respond in the same way 
as it responded before when it sent its tanks to Prague or Budapest. 
But we have a right to protect our national interests, and if NATO 
advances to o u .  temtory, we will take adequate measures in terms 
of military construction and will try to remedy the geo-political 
situation, unfavourable for us, in order to find new partl?ers and 

Primakov thus recognized the need for new pariners and d i e s  as a response to the 

eastward expansion of NATO. The most likely allies to the Russian Federation 

are those of the CIS. These States have the longea history of association with 

298 Interview with Sergei Baburin, by Vlado Vunisic, "Russia: Baburin on NATO 
Expansicn, Security," FBIS-SOV-97-046, February 28, 1 997. 
299 "Russia: Anti-NATO Duma Deputies Leader Announces Aims of New 
Group," F BIS-SQV-97-036, Febniary 21,1997. 
' O 0  ITAR-TASS, Oct.30, 1996, translated in J.L Black, & Eiiraga 
Documents M, Academic International Press, Volume 1, 1996, p. 197. 



Russia. They were dominated by Russia for almon 70 years, and they territorially 

surround Russia, creating a quasi-"bufTer-zone". As Ivan Rybkin stated: 

The prospects of Russia's security are closely connected with the 
development of interaction with the CIS countries. We are 
essentiaily talking about the role and signincance of Russia among 
the CIS countries and in worid politics at the regional, subregional. 
and global levels. We understand by the rnilitary security in 
Russia in the CIS not only the absence or risk of armed attack fiom 
outside but primarily fiom a stable state of relations of the Russian 
Federation and the Commonwealth countries that ensures the 
prevention and a readiness to eliminate threats to the sovereignty, 
territorial integriq, and inviolability of the Russian state. 

Rybkin therefore sees the security of the Russian Federation as inherentiy tied to 

the security of the CIS states. This supports the view fiom Russian officiais that 

the CIS states are the most likely allies of Russia. President Yeltsin himself also 

stated that relations with the CIS states were an important factor in Russian 

foreign policy, and that integration should be enhanced: 

Relations with member-countries of the Commonwealth of 
Independent States must remain the main direction of Russia's 
foreign policy . . . pussia's] foreign policy in this respect should 
aim to promote dyoamic integration of al1 CIS member-states.'*' 

By stressing the CIS as a priority in Russian foreign policy and by advocating 

fûrther integration, Ye!tsin seemed to indicate that Russia relied on the CIS states 

in its foreign policy. Likewise, in a speech given to a meeting of Russian 

ambassadors to CIS states, Primakov stressed that, "The CIS is the key field of 

Russia's foreign policies.'J02 Other key Russian foreign policy decision-rnakers, 

'O1 Andrey Surzhanskiy and Vüaor Zhilyakov, "Russia: Yeltsin: Ties with CIS 
States Foreign Policy Priority," EBIS-SOV-9607% Apnl 16, 1996. 
302 Aleksandr Valiyev Yuri Kozlov, Tatyana Selivanova, "Russia: Primakov 
States CIS 'Key Field' of Russian Foreign Policy" FBIS-SOV-96-147, July 29, 
1996. 



such as Nikolay Azhanov-Lutsenko, Secretary of the Foreign Policy Chamber of 

the Russian Presidential Political Consultative Council, stated that: "Al1 pst -  

Soviet countries and adjacent regions.. . form the zone of Russia's strategic 

interests."'" They are the most iikely to be innuenced by Russia politically due 

to their long history of king dominated by and dependent on Russia. On this 

basis, it seems apparent that according to Russian officiais, the CIS states are the 

most natural allies of Russia. 

This view was repeated by Defence Minister Pave1 Grachev one year 

earlier. Grachev made it clear that "if Russia is faced with a new, powerfid 

[military] bloc, it will be forced to seek allies," adding that "we will seek the most 

dependable allies fkom among the countries of the former Soviet Union and the 

C I S . " ~ ~  There is littie doubt that the military bloc Grachev was refening to was 

that of an expanded NATO. By reiterating Primakov's position that Russia will 

need to seek new allies, one can speculate a certain degree of consensus arnong 

the executive branch of the Russian govemment. To M e r  state that the most 

Iikely allies for Russia are those states that make up the CIS emphasizes Russia's 

focus on this region in terms of security. It thus seerns evident fiom my point of 

view that both the Foreign and Defence Ministers have used the rhetoric of 

NATO's eastward expansion as a justifiable pretext to search for new military and 

security ties wiîh the CIS. 

303 Yevgeniy Yevdokirnov, "Russia: Former Soviet Republics Forrn Zone of 
'Strategic Interests"', BIS-SOV-96- 1 74, September 5, 1996. 
3M Taken fiom quotation in Scott Parrish, "Russia Contemplates the Risks of . . 
Expansion," -, December 15, 1995, p. 12. 



In December 1996, Prime Minister Viktor Chemomyrdin announced a 

similar opinion at the Lisbon OSCE Summit. In his speech, he declared strong 

opposition to the expansion of NATO and the approach of its military 

infrastructure to Russian temt~r-y.~*~ Directly after this staternent, Chemomyrdin 

stressed Moscow's support for integration in the CIS: 

[Chemomyrdin] stressed that Moscow stands for integraion in the 
CIS. In Russia's opinion, the voluntary fomed Commonwealth 
based on the principle of sovereign equality, may become a pillar 
of security and cooperation in ~ u r o ~ e . ' ~ ~  

By linking together integration with the CIS and issues of security in the context 

of a discussion of the threat posed by NATO expansion, the Prime Minister 

clearly demonstrated that these issues are inextricably related. Further, he 

demonstrated that the executive branch of the Russian govemment is united in 

perceiving NATO expansion as a threat, and using this rhetoric ?O justify the 

discourse of security integration in tenns of the CIS. 

As demonstrated above, there seems to be a similar approach in both the 

legislative and executive branches with regards to the issue of NATO expansion 

and CIS integration. In both branches of govemment, the perceived threat posed 

by the eastward expansion of the Alliance is used as a vehicle for seeking new 

security relations with the states that make up the Commonwealth of Independent 

States. Various factions of the Russian govemment have demonstrated in 

numerous dialogues their support of integration with CIS states as a way to 

'OS "Chemomyrdin Speaks Against NATO Expansion, at Lisbon OSCE Suxnmit," 
Interfax, Dec. 2, 1996, translated in J.L Black, Jtus&i & E& D o c m  
~nnual,  Academic International Press, Volume 1, 1996, p. 200. 
306 Ibid, p.20 1. 



counter the perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. To what extent 

however, is this rhetoric backed by action? Although Russian foreign policy 

decision-makers espouse the view that NATO expansion is a threat, to what 

extent do they use this language to attempt integration with the CIS in political, 

economic, and most importantly, security tenns? The next chapter will assess the 

extent to which action has been taken to support this integration in the context of 

NATO expansion. 

Conclusions 

This chapter had three goals. The first goal was to demonstrate the 

Russian foreign policy decision-makers perceived the eastward expansion of 

NATO as a threat. By examining their dialogues, speeches, documents and 

interviews, this chapter achieved this goal. It also fulfilled the second 

methodological aspect of Complex Relations Approach and estabiished the 

independent variable of the hypothesis by demonstrating that Russian officiais 

perceive NATO expansion as a threat. 

The second aim of the chapter was to demonstrate that Russian officials 

viewed CIS integration as desirable. This was also the third methodological 

aspect of Cornplex Relations Approach. This objective was also achieved by 

examining how the nationalist swing in the àirection of Russia's foreign policy 

promoted the view that relations with the CIS were a Russian foreign policy 

priority. Furthemore, the chapter examined some of the ways Russia has 

attempted to integrate with the CIS. These will be M e r  elaborated upon in the 



next chapter. Thus, the third methodological aspect of Complex Relations 

Approach and the dependent variable of the hypothesis were established. 

The final objective of this chapter was to detennhe whether there was a 

relationship between the perception of NATO expansion as a threat and the issue 

of CIS integration. By examining speeches, i n t e ~ e w s ,  statements, and 

documents of Russia foreign policy decision-makers, this chapter demonstrated 

that there is a link between these two issues. In other words, evidence was 

provided in this chapter tha: Russian officiais perceive NATO expansion as a 

threat and that integration with CIS states is a stated foreign policy objective. 

Furthermore, it was also established that key Russian foreign policy decision- 

makers indicated that integration with CIS states is desirable due to the perception 

of NATO expansion as a threat. Hence, evidence was provided in support of the 

hypothesis of this thesis. Furthermore, the establishment of the hypothesis 

fülfilled the fourth methodological aspect of Coinplex Relations L4pproach. 

This thesis now tums to the f3th methodological aspect of Complex 

Relations Approach to determine how the Ljpthesis is put into practice. In other 

words, the next chapter will examine the foreign policy tools used by Russian 

foreign policy decision-makers in order to achieve the objective of CIS 

integration. By testing the hypothesis, its confirmation or rejection will be 

facilitated, 



RUSSIA AND CIS INTECIRATION: THE IJSE OF 

JNNOVATW, FOREIGN POLICY TOQ1.S 

The foreign policy of any state is determined by the interaction 
between its own properties - its geography, population, social and 
political system, econornic power and military posture, etc. - and 
its surrounding environment, primarily the foreign policies of other 
states or set of  tat tes.'^' 

As discussed in the previous chapter, Russia favours integration with the 

CIS politically, econornically, and in terms of security. It uses the rhetoric of 

NATO expansion as a threat as an excuse to strengthcn its position vis-a-vis the 

CIS states- To what extent has this lanCpage been carried out in ternis of action? 

How does Russia use the foreign policy tools, mechanisrns and instruments 

available to it to achieve its desired goals? As stated previously, Russia no longer 

has the military capability to force the CIS states into integration. Therefore, it 

rnust use other foreign policy tools to acbieve this integration. in order to achieve 

the goal of CIS integration, Russian foreign policy decision-makers use a variety 

of new and innovative foreign policy tools. According to Mehdi Mozaffbi, "The 

CIS constïnites a multi-dimensional cooperative network with multiple 

'O7 Alexei Arbatov, "Russian Foreign Policy Priorities for the 1990s," 
r the Cold War: Seven Views f r o ~ o s c o w ,  Brassey's, Washington, 

1994, p. 1. 



objectives.''30s In order to understand how Russia achieves its goal of integration 

with the CIS, it is important to examine the various layers and dimensions through 

which Russia influences CIS states into integration. 

The previous chapter demonstrated that Russia perceives the eastward 

expansion of NATO as a threat, and that integration with the CIS states was a 

cIear foreign policy objective for Russia. It M e r  provided evidence to support 

the hypothesis that the perception of NATO expansion as a threat impels Russia to 

seek integration with the CIS states. On the basis of the evidence provided in the 

previous chapter, this chapter explores the means used by Russian foreign policy 

dzcision-makers to achieve the goal of integration with the CIS states. It 

investigates the various foreign policy instruments used, and illustrates that the 

"old" reliance on the mi1ita.q as a foreign policy tool has k e n  relatively 

supplanted by other, more creative, foreign policy t 0 0 l s . ~ ~  

This chapter has two primary goals. First, it aims explore the ways in 

which Russian foreign policy decision-rnakers seek integration with the CIS states 

in the context of the perception of NATO expansion. This will fùlfil the fifth 

methodological aspect of Complex Relations Approach, that of examinhg the 

'O8 Mehdi Mozaffari. "CIS' Southem Belt: Regional Cooperation and Integration," . .  - 
in Mehdi Mozaffari (ed.), S e c e p  Politics in the Coromonwealth of -t 
States. Macmillan Press Ltd., 1997, p. 15 1. 
'" These tools include: various political, economic and securiv agreements on a 
bilateral and multtiIateral basis with Russia, Russian involvement (sometimes 
miiitary) in the domestic affairs of a CIS state, military integation tools, the 
politicization of ethnic Russians in the other CIS states, the use of border guards, 
industry and trade linkages (including energy and communications tools), Russian 
monopoly over energy and oil (particularly with regards to the Caspian sea 
pipelines issue), the Customs Union, and Russia's intemal regions. 



various foreign policy tools used by Russia to influence the CIS states hto  

integrati~n. The second aim of this chapter is to test the validity of the hypothesis 

of this thesis. By examining the manner in which the various foreign policy tools 

used by Russia, evidence will be provided to support the hypothesis that Russia 

perceives NATO expansion as a threat and thus seeks integration with the CIS 

states. 

This chapter is divided into two main sections. The first section will 

explore the foreign policy tools used by Russia on a geographic basis, and 

investigate the manner in which Russia exerts influence on these states. This 

section is further subdivided into Western CIS states, the Caucasus, and Central 

Asia. The second section will examine the use of foreign policy instruments on 

an issue and sector basis. These foreign policy instruments are the mechanisms 

used by Russian foreign policy decision-makers to gain infiuence and power 

within the CIS states, hence compeliing them to integrate with Russia. It is 

important to note that these tools are not independent of each other, but are ofien 

used together in varying degrees to achieve Russia's foreign policy goals. 

A caution, however, m u t  be noted. As stated in the f b t  chapter, each 

issue discussed may open the doors to many other issues. The sections examined 

in this chapter are o d y  bnef glimpses at the variety of issues swounding Russia's 

relations with the CIS. Each section could easily be expanded upon. In this 

chapter, however, a reiatively brief overview is given to each section in order to 

provide evidence to support the hypothesis, When these sections and issues are 



considered together, the manner in which Russia uses its foreign policy tools to 

achieve integration becomes evident. 

Western Commonwealth States and Integration with Russia 

Belam 

One of the most visible examples of Russia undertaking integration with a CIS 

state was with Belanis. Russia's Union with Belanis has stood out as the most 

successful case of integration with a CIS state to date. In the early 1990s, while 

discussion of NATO expansion was in its infancy, Russia paid iess attention to the 

states of the CIS. This was done in order to establish good relations with the 

West. As the eastward enlargement of NATO appeared to become more of a 

reality. Russia began to prioritize its relations with CIS states. In particda,, 

Russia's relations with Belanis strengthened considerably. In September 1993: 

Belarus and Russia agreed to a ab le  zone, followed shortly thereafter by an 

agreement on monetary union.310 That sarne year, Belanis joined Russia and other 

CIS states in a collective security pact called the Tashkent Treaty. The Tashkent 

Collective Security Treaty was onginally signed in May 1992 by Russia, 

Kazakhstan, Annenia, Tajikim Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan.)" Despite its 

lack of centralkation, the entry of Belanis' into the Tashkent Treaty facilitated 

Russio's leverage over Belanis in terms of security. According to the Treaty, 

members were obliged to consuir in the event of a threat, and an attack on one 

Leszek Buszynski, Russian Foreipn Policy afier the Cold W a ,  Praeger, 
Westport, 1996, p. 132. 
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member would be considered an attack on dl.'" Since Russia is the only CIS 

member-state with effective military streneth, Belarus' entry into the Tashkent 

Treaty created a dependence of Belanis on Russia for its security: 

CIS collective security was basically a misnomer as Russia was the 
only effective military actor with the other members depending on 
Russian support in varying degree? l3 

With a security fiamework in place, military integration between Russia and 

Belanis waç strengthened. The two States began furthering their military 

cooperation in ternis of joint use of idktmcture,  air ciefence and joint air 

e x e r c i s e ~ . ~ ~ ~  In fact, in a 1997 interview, Belamian President Alyaksandr 

Lukashenka stated that military cooperation and integration with Russia was 

needed in order to protect Russian-Belamsian economic space: 

pontsman (interviewer)] And a military union? 
pukashenka] Listen to my logic. In an economic union, we need 
deeper integration to recover the standards of 1990 for the sake of 
improving people's living. There is a very wise expression: 
Politics is a concentrated reflection of economics. Therefore, we 
need to s b p e  our politics according to economics requirements. In 
order to defend our single economic area, our coordinated policy, 
we need a politico-ditary alliance? 

Thus the strengthening of military cooperation with Belanis not only achieves the 

goal of security integration with Russia, but also creates a Belamian security 

Y' See Tashkent Collective Security Treaty, Article 2 and 4. Text of ~ a t y  can be 
found in Rossr w&a pazera . . , May 23,1992. 
"' Leszek Buszynski, BySSipn For* Pokv  after the Cold W a ,  p. 105. 
3 13 See for instance A. Dubnov, "'The Lukashenko Incident' or How to Organite 
the Minsk Compact Replacing the Warsaw Pact," Novove Vremv~,  February 28, 
1995, pp. 14-15. 
"* Interview with Alyaksandr Lukashenka, "Belanis, Russia: Lukashenka 
Interviewed on Union with Russia," FBIS-SOV-97- 1 02, May 23, 1997. 



dependence on Russia and protects the gains made between the two States in terms 

of economic integration. 

Since the breakup of the Soviet Union Belanrs has been economically 

dependent on R~ssia."~ In terms of economic integration, a number of 

agreements have k e n  signed between Russia and Belanis to m e r  economic 

cooperation. In May 1995, a Russian-Belamsian Customs Union was signed, 

dong with ~azakhstan.~" Accordhg to Russia's Vice Premier Alelcsey 

Bolshakov: 

The customs union provided for a common customs iegislation, 
standard approaches to reguiating extemal economic activity and a 
cornmon financial market? 

Tnis Customs Union introduced a regime of fiee trade without exceptions. 

Following this, in May 1996, Belarus and Russia signed the Treaty on the 

Deepening of Integration in the Economic and Humanitarian fields, dong with 

Kazakhstan and ~yrgczstan.~'~ This Treaty M e r  strengthened the single 

economic space between Russia and Belanis, and intensified the concept of a 

common market. 

The most illustrative example of integration between Russia and Belanis was 

the Russia-Belanis Union, signed in 1996. This Union represented the highest 

'16 Robert Donaldson & Joseph Nogee, me For* Policv of Russia, M. E. 
Sharpe, Armonk, 1998, p. 167. 
"' Sherman Garnett, "Europe's Crossrads: Russia and the Wea in the New 
Borderlands," Michael Mandelbaum (ed.), Ibe New Ru&n F o r e b  Policx, 
Council on Foreign Relations, New York 1998, p.73 
"' Nikolay Zherebtsov and Andrey Petrovskiyo "Vice Premier on Customs Union 
Agreement,'' FBIS-SOV-95-0 1 7, Jan. 25, 1995. 
'19 Robert Donaldson & Joseph Nogee, ne- Policv of Russia p. 169. 



degree of integration between Russia and a former Soviet republic, as it included 

political, econornic, and militay integration. Many observers viewed the Russia- 

Belanis Union as a countermeasure to NATO's expan~ion."~ Indeed. integration 

with Belanis has many strategic advantages. First, its border with Poland has 

numerous strategic implications now that Poland is a NATO member. B y 

s e c d g  relations with Belam, Russia has in effect created a "buffer zone" 

bebveen itself and NATO. Militaq inteption with Belanis also brings Russia 

closer to the Kaliningrad oblat  ', an isolated region of Russia that houses a 

significant portion of Russian military facilities and t r ~ o p s . ~ ~ '  n i e  relatively 

small Kaliningrad oblast ' has six military districts, six hundred tanks, nine 

hundred armored combat vehicles? seven hundred artillery pieces, and between 3 

and 7 per cent of its population are part of the Russian armed forces.'" Most 

importanrly, Miningrad is one of the few w m  water ports available to the 

Russian military. 

Evidence of strategic considerations is eminent in the Charter of the Union of 

Belanis and Russia. The most obvious strategic consideration lies in the date of 

when the Charter was signed. The Russia-Belanis Charter was signed on 2 April 

' 'O  "Russia-Belanis Union Seen as a Counter to NATO" FBIS-SOV, No. 0 10 (1 6 
Jan. 1 997), in J.L Black, W i a  & E& D o c w  M, Academic 
International Press, Volume 1, 1997, p.203. 
"' Scott Parrish, "Russia Contemplates the Risks of Expansion," -, 
December 15, 1995, p. 12. 
'" See for instance, Elaine Holoboff, "National Security in the Baltic States," in . . Bruce Parrott (ed.) %te R u i l d i n e  and Po . . 

the new stata 
of Eurasia, M.E. Sharpe, Amonk, 1 995, p. 1 1 3 ; "Russia: Russian Troops in 
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1997, almost three months before the NATO Madrid Siunmit where, as Russian 

officials already knew. the eastward expansion of the Alliance to include Poland, 

Hungary and the Czech Repubiic was to be announced. 

Strategic considerations toward NATO expansion can also be found in 

nwnerous instances in the language of the Charter. Article 6 outlines the aim of 

the Union. The fhst aim is to strengthen relations between Russia and Belanis in 

the politicai, economic, social, rnilitary, and other spheres. Another stated aim of 

the Union is: 

(e) to ensure security and maintain a high defense capability, and to 
combat crime jointiy; (f) to promote the guaranteeing of secuity 
throughout Europe and the development of mutually beneficial 
cooperation in Europe and throughout the world.'" 

ï h i s  reference to security cooperation and defence capability in the same context 

of guaranteeing security in Europe sîrongl y suggests that there is a need to protect 

the security of Russia and Belanis in the context of Europe. As demonstrated 

above, many Russian foreign policy decision-makers prceived NATO expansion 

as a threat. To state as an objective in the Charter the maintenance of a "hi& 

defense capability" emphasizes the need for a defence and secwity relationship 

between the two countries. Directly following this objective is the emphasis of 

the need for promotion of security in Europe. This language appears to provide 

- - 
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evidence for the use of Belanis as a "buffer zone" between Russia and the 

expanded NATO. 

In Article 1 1, the Union3 security objectives are further elaborated on: 

(a) to adopt joint measures, where necessary, to forestall a threar to the 
sovereignîy and independence of each of rhe Union member states; (b) to 
coordinate the activities of the Union member states in respect of the 
structurai evolution and development of their armed forces, to encourage 
the joint use of military infiastructure and to adopt other measures, 
bearing in mind the interests of the Union member states, to maintain both 
iheir defense capabiliîy und the defence capability ofthe Union as a 
whole .jZ4 

In Article 16, the operationalkation of this security integration is elaborated upon. 

It states that in order to acbîeve the security objectives set out, the member states 

will ensure collective securïty and interact in ensuring the temtorial inviolability 

of the member ;sates and the protection of the fiontiers of the Union. This implies 

a degree of rnilimry integration. The emphasis on the "defence capability of the 

Union as a whole" indicates the need for capabilities to forestall extemal threats. 

Shce the main externd threat that most Russian officials had consensus upon was 

that of NATO expansion, this language seems to m e r  provide evidence that 

security integration with Belanis was needed so as to provide a "buffer zone" 

between Russia and NATO. 

The idea of Belanis as a "buffer zone'' or a "security belt" was M e r  

elaborated upon by Colonel Yuri Mozorov in 1998: 

Pnoriîy is king assigned to the development of a system of 
bilateral and multilateral understandings between states on 

j2' Charter of the Union of Belanis and Russia, Article 1 1, translated in J.L Black, 
Russia R. E&, Academic International Press, Volume 1, 
1997. p.2 1 1. (emphasis added by researcher) 



rejectuig a policy of force and the formation of a "security belt" 
around Russia by introducïng our country into regional security 
structures in the near abroad or by establishing cooperative 
relations with t l ~ e r n - ~ ~  

Russia's most visible attempts at integration have been made with Belanis. 

Mor2over, the NO states have signed various agreements on defence and security 

integration (particularly within the Russia-Belarus Union). Therefore, Colonel 

Mozorov's comments about the creation of a "security belt" around Russia in the 

near abroad are most illustratively reflected in Russia's relations with Belanis. 

Thus, there is clear evidence of an emphasis on security and ensuring 

temtorial inviolability in the Charter of the Union of Belanis and Russia, as well 

as in the various agreements signed ktween the two states. This emphasis on 

military and economic integration demonstrates Russia's desire to consolidate 

power in terms of security cwperation vis-à-vis Belanis in an effort to counter the 

perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. 

Ukraine 

Juxtaposed with Belarus, Russia's relations with Ukraine are much more 

complex. Both Belanis and Ukraine represent the Nearest Abroad -tes fiom a 

geopolitical perspective, and both are heavily dependent upon Russia in terms of 

their e~onornies."~ Russia, Belanis, and Ukraine al1 share the sarne linguistic 

origins, S lavic heritage, and C yrillic alphabet. Linguistic differentiation into 

325 Colonel Yuri Morozov, "Geopolitics: The Country's Strategic Interests Are 
Not Imperia1 Ambitions," Moscow Orivenlir, October 1998, No. 1 0, pp. 8-9. 
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separate ethnic groups began as early as  the eleventh century, and by the 

seventeenth century, Russians Ukrainians, and Belanisians had evolved into 

distinct national groups."' Afier the breakup of the Soviet Union, Belanis 

demonstrated that it lacked a vigorous sense of a national identity distinctive fiom 

~ u s s i a ' ' ~  Ukrainian citizens? on the other hand, shared a broad consensus on the 

desirability of nationai independence, despite the clear division between Eastern 

and Western Ukraine. Eastern Ukraine tends to be more pro-Russian due to its 

si-giificant ethnic Russian population. while Westem Ukraine tends to be more 

nationalistic due to its higher concentration of ethnic Ukrainians. Whereas in 

Russia oniy one-third regretted the dissolution of the USSR in Ukraine 

approximately 75 per cent of the population welcomed the change? 

The differences between Ukraine and Belaw, in tenns of the strength of 

their national identities, has been reflected in their willingness to integrate with 

Russia. Russian attempts to integrate with Belanis have been facilitated by the 

fact that integration was seen as desirable to both parties. Agreements between 

Russia and B e l a .  cover airnost ail aspects of integration, fkom defence and 

security to economic union. Ukrainian and Russian relations, on the othet hand, 

have been hampered by a nmber  of contentious issues, including: the status of 

'" See Francis Dvornik, w l a v s ,  Rutgers University Press, New Brunswick, 
NJ, pp. 307-309. 
j2' Karen Dawisha & Bruce Parrot, New S u e s  of E e  
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the Black Sea Fleet, ethnic Russians living in Ukraine, and the status of Crimes.'" 

These issues have made it difficult for Ukraine and Russia to foner good relations 

and sign agreements that would strengthen cooperation and integration." ' 

Ukraine has always held strategic importance for Russia With the 

eastward expansion of NATO, maintainhg a close relationship with Ukraine is 

increasingly fundamental for Russia's security. This is particularly true 

considering that with the expansion of NATO, Ukraine shares a border with two 

new NATO couniries: Poland and Hungary. As noted above, afier independence 

a nurnber of contentious issues strained Russia's relationship with Ukraine, 

including: formal political and economic ties, the status of the Black Sea fleet, and 

energy resources. With each of these issues, Russia used the leverage it had over 

Ulcraine in order to achieve closer integration. 

One manner in which Russia has been able to seek integration with 

Ula;iine is through the Russian-Ukrainian Friendship Treaty. In May 1997, in the 

shadow of the NATO enlargement decision, the two States completed an 

agreement on the status of the Black Sea Fleet and signed the Fnendship Treaty. 

Both agreements had been under negotiation since the end of the Soviet era, and 

both met with continuous deadlocks in negotiations. The signinp of these 

agreements, which occurred just a few months before the NATO decision to 

"O See for instance, John Jaworsky, I k b e :  Stamc 
. . , McNait 
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expand was finalized represented a turning point in Russia-Ukraine relations. In 

order to have the agreements signe& Russia had to make certain concessions- The 

Treaty largely favours the Ukrainian position that Moscow had long resisted. 

However, the fact that these agreements were fmalized just before NATO's 

decision to expand is revealîng in two ways. First, it is clear that the Russian 

leadership did not want to carry deep divisions with Ukraine into the pst-NATO 

expansion period.33' Second. this treaty reveals some of the new strategies 

employed by Russia in terms of negotiations to achieve foreign policy goals. The 

goal in this case was to finaiize an agreement with Ukraine to solidify the 

Russian-Ukrainian relationship before the advent of NATO expansion. The 

following strategy seems to have k e n  used. In negotiations, it begins with a 

stance that is most appealing to Russia, but not desirable to the other state. It 

hoids to this position while attempting to influence the state to concede in other 

ways (through ieverage on naturai resources and trade, for example). Finally, 

Russia takes a slightly detrimentai position in order to corne to an agreement with 

the other state. This occurs only when it is necessary for Russia to finalize 

negotiations for other reasons (e-g. to secure its relations with Ukraine prior to the 

eastward expansion of NATO). 

When one examines the text of the Friendship Treaty, the above strategy 

seems to have been realized, despite the fact that Russia made concessions to get 

the final treaty signed. The Treaty includes a legally binding recognition of 

"' Sherman Garnett, "Europe's Crossroads: Russia and the West in the New 
Borderlands," pp. 87-88. 



existing borders, eliminating the ambiguity created by previous agreements, 

dependent on ULpaine remahhg "within the framework of the CIS.'"33 Although 

Russia made concessions in order to ensure the Treaty was signed before NATO 

expanded, it also made some gains in the negotiations of the Treaty. Within the 

text of the treaty itself. Article 6 states that "Neither party shall afiow its territory 

to be used to the derriment of the security of the other  part^.'‘^^ This clause was 

clearly intended to protect Russia against possible use of Ukrainian territory by 

NATO. Furthermore, it strengthens and ensures Russia's security to the West by 

creating a virtual "buffet zone" between itself and NATO. As Bruce Porter states: 

The nse of this new bufEer zone does not supplant the originai one 
- the former Warsaw Pact states of Eastern Europe - but only adds 
an additional layer."' 

While not a traditional form of a "buffer zone" as solid as the Iron Curtain during 

the Cold War, Anicle 6 of the Treaty fosters the same sense of seclirity that a real 

"buffer zone" would provide. Russia7s security interest in Ukraine is inherently 

tied to its nationai interest. Solid relations with Ukraine are a particdarly 

important component of Russia's national ix~terest."~ Rwia's national identity, 

and hence its national interest, is inherently tied to Ukraine's because of their 

'j3 Ibid, p.86. 
'" Article 6, Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Partnership between the 
Ruçsian Federation and Ukraine, May 199?, translated in J.L Black, 
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cornrnon history? language, culture, and value sy~tern.~" The protection of 

Russia's historicd roots in Kiev that are part of Russia's overall identity is 

therefore critical to Russia's security. 

Articles 8 of the Friendship Treaty fiuther augments Russia's attempt at 

integration in the field of security. It  states that: 

The high contracting parties shall develop their relations in the 
fields of miiitary and military-technical cooperation, of ensuring 
states security, and also of cooperation in border issues, customs, 
and control of export and immigration on the basis of separate 
agreements.j3' 

By developing relations in military, border, customs, export and 

immigration terms, Russia and Ukraine M e r  intensified their cooperation and 

integration. Furthemore, the presence of this article promotes and increases 

Russia's sense of security Ui the face of an expanded NATO. 

The Friendship Treaty also contains sections on economic uitegration, 

found in Article 13. This articie stipulates that Ukraine and Russia create and 

develop a s h e d  economic space by establishing conditions for the tiee 

movement of goods and services, and by deepening ewnomic integrati~n."~ %y 

explicitly committing to deepen economic integration' Russia achieved two goals. 

The first is closer economic ties with Ukraine, who is heaviiy dependent on 
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Russian oïl and gas. The second is soiidifving economic ties with Ukraine before 

NATO expands. With an expanded NATO, there were fears that its closer 

proximity to Ukraine would prompt the country to seek closer economic ties with 

the Wesq thereby leaving Russia without the Ukrauiian market for its goods. 

Article 13 gives Russia the confidence that Ukraine will continue to maintain 

close economic relations with Russia. 

Another issue that Russia and Ukraine settled in the months before NATO 

expansion was the status of the Black Sea Fleet. This issue had been subject to 

deep disagreements between the two countries since 1992. This is another case 

whereby Russia used its negotiating strategy by providing concessions at the last 

minute to reach an agreement. In the end, the Black Sea Fleet Agreement seems 

to have worked out favourably for Russia, as it signaled an important tuming 

point in the relationship, one that fïndly could move bilateral ties to a secure and 

normal footing.u0 The Agreement provides Russia with a 20-year lease to key 

port facilities in Crimea; however, in r e m  the treaty is clear acknowledgment 

that Crimea is Ukrallùan.Y' The treaty provides Ukraine with rent for the 

facilities in the form of debt relieve and access to port facilities in Sevastopol. 

Ukraine consented to sel1 back a substantial portion of its M f  of the ships in the 

Fleet to reduce its energy Lsbt. Considering that Ukraine's energy debt is also to 

Russia, it seems clear that Russia accomplished its onginal foreign policy goals. 

- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - 
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Also, the presence of the Russian military in Crimea for the next 20 years may 

allow for closer military integration with Ukraine. 

Another foreign policy tool used with Ukraine is that of energy. Russia is 

one of the world's leading exporters of natural gas and crude ail?' Ukraine has 

long been dependent on Russiao oil and natural gas exports to fuel its economy. 

As a percentage of consumption in 1996,49 per cent of Ukraine's naturai gas and 

69 pet cent of its crude oil was imported fiom ~ussia.'" During the Soviet era, oil 

and gas were supplied to the ükraine at heavily subsidized prices and paid for in 

rubles or in goods.jU Russia began to lirnit its oil exports to the former Soviet 

republics. including Ukraine, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Knowing 

the dependence on Russian oil, Russia began to demand payment in hard 

currencies (Le. convertible) fiom Ukraine when it had economic and political 

policies that were at odds with Russia's own objectives. When in mid-1993, 

Ukraine was unable to make payments in hard cumency, Russia's response was 

clear : 

Russian officials unilaterally stated that henceforth they would 
provide oil and gas to Ukraine at world market prices, and that this 
pnce policy would take effect retroactively to cover al1 energy 
supplied to Ukraine since 1 Apnl 1 993 
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In addition, Russia began cutting energy supplies to Ukraine? The rapidly 

fdling availability of na& gas threatened the ability of ükraine's energy- 

intensive heavy industries to maintain output levels. As such, there was 

increasing pressure fiom domestic actors in Ukraine to improve relations with 

Russia, particularly among Ukraine's large ethnic Russian minority population. 

Later that year, an extensive strike in the Donbas region by miners voiced similar 

c ~ n c e m s . ~ ~ ~  As a resul~ an agreement was reached with the Russian gas Company 

Gazprom to set the price of gas to US80 per 1 O00 cubic meters - much higher 

than the 1995 prices paid by other Central and Eastern European ~ormtries.~' 

Since Gazprom, however, has no cornpetitors in Ukraine, it can set monopoly 

prices. The use of gas and oïl, thus, create a dependence of Ukraine upon Russia. 

The dependence created by Russian exports of oil and gas to Ukraine 

alZow it to have leverage in order to achieve other political gains. In addition to 

the monopoly on oil and gas, Russia also charges Ukraine higher taxes for the gas. 

It then uses these taxes as leverage to pressure Ukraine into joining CIS 

agreements: 

In imposing the oil excise duty, Moscow tried to pressure Ukraine 
to join the Russian-Belomsian-Kazakh customs union.. . In fact, 
the Kremlin has vowed to leave the excise tax intact until Ukraine 
joins itY9 

36 Ibid, p. 180. 
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Thus, Russia uses its energy resources in Ukraine to achieve economic gains by 

creating a level of dependence upon it. Furthermore, Russia has demonstrated its 

willingness to use Russian resources as a political lever in order to achieve 

integration with a CIS  tat te.^*^ 

Moldova 

Russian attempts at integration with Moldova, another Western CIS state, 

have revolved largeiy around the politicization of Moidova's ethnic Russia. 

minority. Moldova has a large minority of ethnic Russians among its population. 

Ettnic Russians constitute 25.5 % of Moldova's Transdniester region."' Afier 

 mold do va achieved independence from the Soviet Union, the ethnic Russian 

population became increasingly disillusioned with Moldovan nationdism. Fears 

of assimilation led ethnic Russians to become greatly alarmed and plead witb the 

Russian govemment for help. In 1992, one of the fiercest conflicts of the post- 

Soviet period broke out in this region. The outbreak of hostilities occurred 

preciselp as President Yeltsïn and his govemment were under intense domestic 

pressure fiom parliament over the issue of Russian-speaking settler comrnunities 

outside the Russian ~ederation.~" The Russian govemment quickly sent in the 

14& Amy, headed by the controversial General Lebed, to stop the fighting and 

subsequently introduce peacekeepers to the region. The political and military 

pressure exerted by R w i a  relliforced Moldova's economic problems after the war 
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that led to a $25 miiiion trade def i~ i t .3~~  As a result of this economic 

detenoration, Moldova was forced to seek closer reinteption with Russia and the 

other CIS states. 

The Caucasus 

The Caucasus region provides an intereshg window through which 

Russia7s intentions with regards to CIS integration may be observed. Al1 three 

south Caucasian states - Georgia, Annenia and Azerbaijan - share geography, 

historical experiences, the disparity of power between themselves and Russia, and 

a desire to maintain their newly found independence.jY These states' individual 

interests, however, vary considerably, as do their relations with neighboring 

states. Russi- therefore, uses different tactics with each state to influence hem 

into integration with the rest of the CIS. 

Afier the dissolution of the USSR the newly independent state of Georgia 

was initially reluctant to join the CIS. It sought to develop economic 

independence from Russia and the other CIS states, and was therefore wary of 

formally joining the ~ornmonwealth.~'~ In 1992, Moscow overcame Georgia's 

reluctance to j o b  the CIS by inciting a rebellion of the Abkhaz minorisr 

inhabithg the northwestem region of the country.3s6 At the Ume, only 17.8 per 
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cent of the inhabitants of the Abkhaz region were ethnic Abkhazians, and only a 

mal1 number of these Abkhazians were in favour of separati~n:'~' 

The bitter year-long war in Abkhazia which claimed over 3 5,000 
Iives was precipitated b y Russian military involvernent authorized 
by pussian] Defence Minister Grachev. The few Abkhaz 
separatists (numbering a mere 90,000 out of Abkhazia's population 
of more than 500,000) could never have created a modem fighting 
force of their own. The poorly trained and inadequately equipped 
Georgians were faced with Russian-supplied tanks, artillery, and 
modem communications equipment.'" 

With Russian politicd and rnilitary backing, the Abkhazians expelled 200,000 

ethnic Georgians and declared independence.jS9 At that point, Georgian president 

Eduard Shevardnadze began seriously to consider joinhg the CIS: 

M e  reaiized that only by taking Georgia into the CIS and 
accepting Russian bases codd he prevent Russian intelligence and 
military operatives within Georgia fkom tearing the country apart 
in a civil ~ a r . ' ~ "  

In 1994, Georgia was compelled to request aid fkom Moscow, which consented to 

provide it so long as Georgia joined the CIS and acquiesced to 15,000 Russian 

troops on its territory, dong with a Russian "'peacekeepuig" force in ~ b k a z i a ~ ~ '  

Thus, by involving itself in Georgia's domestic affairs, Russia was able to 

pressure Georgia into closer integration with itself and the CTS. 
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Armenia & 
. . 

Russia has used the conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the 

region of Nagorno-Karabakh to exen influence over both co~ntries.~~'  The region 

of Nagorno-Karabakh is located in the temtory of Azerbaijan, but is 

predominantly inhabited by Armenians. It had k e n  incorporated into Azerbaijan 

by the Soviet government after the ~ e v o l u t i o n . ~ ~ ~  During perestroiko and after 

the collapse of the USSR Anneaians twk the oppomuiity to attempt to regah the 

temtory as their own. In 1988, wa.  broke out between Armenia and Azerbaijan. 

Afier the collapse of the Soviet Union, Armenia rnaintained its cooperative 

links with Russia and joined the CIS in 199 1. Azerbaijan, on the other hand, 

resisted j oining the CIS . During the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, Russian military 

advisors helped train and supply the Annenia. side of the conflict through 1992 

and early 1993." m e n i a  had joined the CIS Tashkent collective securïty pact 

early on, and thus had the advantage of h2ving Russian support: 

[O]n 1 5 May [1992], Yeltsin had corne to a coilective agreement 
with certain CIS States, excluding Azerbaijan, to go to the aid of 
Armenia if it was in danger. He dispatched bis defence minister, 
Pave1 Grachev, to h e n i a  to discuss the role of the '7& -y', 
which was stationed in Annenia under Russian control, and to 
assure the Armenians he would not abandon t l ~ e r n . ~ ~ ~  

362 RObert Donaldson & Joseph Nogee, The F o r e b  P o b v  of p. 179. 
363 William E. Odom and Robert Dujarric, Commonwealth or F m  ire? R U  
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Ibid, p. 78. 
Edgar O'Balance, War in the C a u ~ u s  1990-1 995, New York University 

Press, New York, 1997, p. 61. 



While assi sting the Annenian side, uno fficially . the Yeltsin administration made 

clear that R w i a  must play the dominant roie in managing the ~onfl ic t . )~~ By 

1994, Russiaxi mediation succeeded in producing a cease-fie and an agreement 

for a peacekeeping force. 

Indeed, Russia had three clear economic and geopolitical motivations in 

mind. F m  Russia had economic interests in Azerbaijan's cooperation in the 

exploitation of the Caspian Sea oil and the role of Russia's LUKoil Company in 

this development (discussed in greater detail be l~w) .~~ '  

Second, Russia wished to pressure Azerbaijan into greater cooperation and 

integration in the CIS by supplying the Armenian side, and hence creating 

instability in Azerbaijan. This strategy succeeded as Azeri president Aliyev went 

to Moscow in September 1993 to agree to make Azerbaijan a member of the 

CIS ." By January 1994, Ruwia achieved regularization of its troop presence and 

an agreement for Russian Border Troops to control Azerbaijan's border with 

~ r a n . ' ~ ~  This strategy also succeeded in bringing Armenia closer to Russia in 

terms of security cooperation. in August 1997, Annenia and Russia signed a 

comprehensive security treaty that supersede the previous one signed in December 

199 1 ."O The new document contains a nurnber of provisions creating the closer 

- -  - - - 
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alignment sought by Russia. For instance, it provides for "mutual assistance" if 

either is attacked, coordination of defence production, standardization of rnilitary 

hardware, and a pledge not to joui treaties or alliances injurious to the other 

p m - 3 7 1  

A third motivation for Russia was the desire to gain influence in this 

region in order to maintain a geographic security bufEer between R w i a  and its 

powerfid neighbours to the south, Turkey and Historically, Russia has had 

many security concerns with these two states. Moreover, Turkey is a member of 

NATO, and as the previous chapter establishedo Russia continues to have a 

negative view of NATO. 

On this basis. Russia can be said to have utilized its presence in the 
- 

conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh to pressure both Amienia and Azerbaijan into 

closer integration. In fact, Russia's activity in the Caucasus in general has 

succeeded in compelling al1 three Caucus states to seek closer integration with 

Russia and the CIS. 

Central Asian States 

The fa11 of the Soviet Union gave the five Central Asian states 

(Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) a status of 

political independence none of their leaders had sought."' None of these 

republics had a strong political movement for independence, and some had never 

j7' Harry Tamrazian, "Russian, Armenia Committed to Strong Military Ties," 
E/RL Newslim, September 3, 1997, pp. 5-6. 

'" Edward Marks, 'The CIS and the Caucasus," p. 2. 



existed as independent states prior to the dissolution of the USSR. Shortly &er 

the creation of the CIS by Russia, Belanis and Ukraine, the Central Asian leaders 

worked out a deal to adapt the CIS to include eight additional republics (excluding 

Georgia and the Baltics). The subsequent agreement was signed in Almaty in 

Kazakhstan on December 2 1, 199 1 .j7' 

D u ~ g  the initial few years after the fall of the Soviet Union, Moscow 

paid less attention to the states of Central -4sia. As foreign policy priorities 

shifted, in 1993, toward the CTS these states took on increasing importance for 

Russian foreign policy. Indeed, Russia has many and varied interests in these 

states. With regards to Kazakhstan, Russia has vital interests for ethnic, economic 

and security reasons. Kazakhstan has a large ethnic Russian minonty living in its 

northern region, which is of great importance to Russia. Russia and Kazakhstan 

both have cornmon security concerns and defence priorities with regards to 

Islamic fundarnentalism and China: 

The spread of nationalisrn and Muslim fûndarnentalism would be 
fatal for Kazakhstan and tragic to Russians living there, as well as 
Russia itseif. Moreover, the destabilization of Kazakhstan would 
certainiy invite China's expansion and precipitate a codict  
between Russia and China in circumstances most unfavorable for 
M O S C O W . ~ ~ ~  

Russia has interests in quelling Islamic fundamentalism in al1 of the Centrai Asian 

states, lest they spread to Kazakhstan and hence north to Russia. 

37î William E. Odom and Robert Dujarric, m o n  w e a o r E m p r  .re? . 
, p.8. 
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As a consensus began to emerge in Russian foreign policy after 1993, 

Russia began expanding its ties to other major powers, such as China and ~ r a n . ' ~ ~  

In this attempt to make its foreign policy more "balanced", Russia has also 

developed stronger relations with the Central Asian states. As such, the latter half 

of the 1990s has seen increasing ties king forged between Russia and the states 

of Central Asia. 

The decision by most of the Central Asian states to join the CIS was 

greatly aected by military considerations: 

For most of the southern states, these considerations included the 
lack of an established military doctrine, an absence of both an 
adequate arsenal and an independent military-industrial base, and a 
nonexistent or an insuficiently trained officer corps.377 

As a resdt, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan were some of the 

ongind signatories to the Tashkent Pact as well as the Almaty Deciaration on CIS 

Collective Sec~rity.'~' Thus, through the CIS mechanism, Russia was able to 

secure its interests in Central Asia in tenns of security. 

j i 5  Alexei Arbatov, ''Russian Foreign Policy Priorities for the 1990s," Teresa 
Pelton Johnson & Steven Miller (eds.), y e  Cold Wu,  
Brassey's, Washington, 1994, p. 28. 
'76 Sherman Garnetf "Europe's Crossroads: Russia and the West in the New 
Borderlands," p. 69. 
'77 Karen Dawisha & Bruce Parrott, Pussia and the New S u e s  of F.m p. 252. 
''' ' c?Te~t7 of Aimaty Dedaration on CIS Collective Security" WS-SOV-95-070, 
April 12, 1995. Although Turkmenistan is a CIS member state, it has not joined 
other CIS Central Asian states in agreeing to the Tashkent Pact nor the Almaty 
Deciaration. In October 1995, it joined the non-aligned movement and is now 
officially recognized as a neutrai state. For M e r  information, please see R 
Freitag-Winninghaus, "Turkmenistan's Place in Central Asia and the World," 
Mehdi Mozaffari (ed.) Secwity Politics in the Co- 

. .  . weaIth of IndeDendent 
States, St. Martui's Press, New York 1997, pp. 74-76. 



The Almaty Declaration is an interesthg document that gives Russia a 

greater hand in coordinating defence efforts. Article 3 of the Declaration states 

that: 

The member states are assured that the coordination of their 
defense efforts will address the purpose of reducing military 
expenditures, taking into account the existing military 
idhstructure, unifonnity of weapons and military equipment in 
arrned forces, traditional ties between defence industries, as well as 
scientific research and military training basis .'79 

The existing military infrastructure was that of the Soviet system, which the 

Russians had originally put in place. Furthemore, considering the weakness of 

Central Asian defence industries and military training, Russia wodd be able to 

dorninate these fields due to its better-developed military. 

Within the text of the Almaty Declaration, after pledges to unifi. efforts in 

the sphere of collective security, is a reference to NATO expansion: 

The member states consider the NATO "Partnership for Peace" 
program as a real altemative to the mechanid expansion of 
NATO. The member states believe that its practicai 
irnplementation should be oriented toward the formation of a 
universal pan-European structure of military-politicai cooperation, 
which strengthens the CSCE foundation. The concrete form and 
content of such a partnership will be subject to discussion by the 
member states.jsO 

In other words, this article clearly unifies the position of Russia and the Central 

Asian states against the issue of NATO expansion and in favour of a pan- 

European security system. Given Russia's perception of NATO expansion as a 

threat, such a declaration could have only been inserted at the insistence of 

j7' Article 3, Ibid. 
jso Article 8, Ibid. 



Russia. The Central Asian states have no real security threats based on NATO's 

expansion. Such a clause allows Russia <O consolidate Central Asian states' 

positions against NATO expansion, while at the sarne tirne supporthg integration 

with these states. 

In addition to CIS documents t h  ensure Russian military and economic 

hegemony in the former Soviet space of Central Asia, Moscow has also resorted 

to numerous bilateral and rnultilateral arrangements outside of the CIS with these 

states. For instance, Kazakhstan joined Russia and Belanis in signing a customs 

union in early 1995. The union provided for common customs legislation, 

standard approaches to regu ia~g  external economic activity and a common 

financial market.""e establishment of this agreement soon put pressure on 

other Central Asian states to join due to the strong economic ties between Russia 

and each of these states: 

In the meantime Kyrgyzstan has gotten "in line" to sign 
agreements on the customs union with Russia . . . in Bishlcek they 
understand that under conditions where there are no common 
borders with Russia, which is separated from Kyrgyzstan by 
Kazakhstan, the republic has no choice other than to join that 
union. Then, however, that path must also be foliowed by 
Uzbekistan as well since the entire commodity and raw material 
flow into that repubiic and out of it goes to the European part of 
the CIS, again, through K a z W s t m ~ . ' ~  

j" Nikolay Zherebtsov and Andrey Petrovskiy, "Vice Premier on Customs Union 
Agreement," FBIS-SOV-95-0 17, January 25,1995. 
'" A. DU~IIOV, "'nie Lukashenko Incident' Or How to Orgnize the Minsk 
Compact Replacing the Warsaw Pact" Novoe V r e m y ,  No. 9, February 28, 1995, 
p.10. 



Shortly after the agreement was signed between Kazakhstan, Russia and Belanis, 

Kyrgyzstan joined the custorns union. 

Another exarnple of an agreement king signed to strengthen integraion 

outside the fom.al CIS institution is the Russian agreement with Turkmenistan for 

gas. In 1995, Russia and Turkmenistan signed a cooperation agreement in the 

field of gas-power engineering. The agreement established a joint Turkmen- 

Russian company "Turkmenrogaz" which wiii control 100 per cent of Turkmen 

gas supplies to CIS rnarket~."~ Since Gazprom, a Russian company, controls 

most of the pipelines running through the CIS temtory, this gives Russia control 

over the gas while M e r  achievhg the aim of integrating with T~rkmenistan.'~ 

While attempting to pressure Central Asian states to integrate with it, 

Russia has also been actively involved in these states domestic problems. In 

Tajikistan, civil war broke out in late 199 1 as a result of the country's political 

instability. At the same t h e ,  Russian border troops remained in charge of the 

Afghan border and the 20 1" Motor Rifle Division remained in Dushanbe, leavhg 

Russia implicitly involved in Tajik political afKain.'" On July 13, 1993, more 

than 20 Russian border guards were killed by fighters fkom Afghanistan. This 

action catalyzed Russian action with regards to Tajikistan. Russia immediately 

signed two agreements with Tajikistan to protect its borders, and quickly sent 

- - - 
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troops to guard the border between Tajajikistan and ~fghanistan.~~ That same year, 

the leaders of Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan 

fornially authorized the foxmation of a CIS peacekeeping force. This operation, 

controlled by Russi* reached a size of approximately 25,000 troops.'*' In June 

1997' the presidents of Russia and Tajikistan? and the leader of the Tajik 

insurgency signed a Moscow-brokered pact to end the war.jSs 

Afier the fighting had ceased. Tajikistan issued the following statement: 

Tajikistan is not indifferent to the way the situation has k e n  
developing lately in Mgharistan, as hostilities move right up to the 
border with Tajikistan; therefore, it is grateful to Russia and a 
number of Central Asian states for appreciating this real threat and 
for participating in the deploying of additional joint measures to 
strengthen the security of the CIS' southem borders."' 

Tajikistan was therefore gratehi to Russia and to the other Centrai Asian CIS 

states that assisted Tajikista. with its intemal and extemal conflicts. Not 

surprïsingly, when the CIS Collective Security Treaty was renewed, Tajikistan 

was one of the fïrst states to rat.@ it in its parliame~t.'~ Furthemore, a number 

of other agreements with Russia were aiso ratified, including the establishment of 

3s5 William E. Odom and Robert Dujarric, Cornon weaith or F.mp ire' . 
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a free trade zone and an agreement on export and import d~ties.'~' It seems 

evident then that Russia's involvement in the Tajikistan conflict brought 

Tajikistan closer in tenns of integration with Russia 

The Central Asian *tes play a key role in Moscow attempts to integration 

with the CIS to a greater extent due to the perceived threat posed by NATO 

expansion. Through the use of various foreign policy tools. Russia has largely 

succeeded in bringing the Centrai Asian states closer to Russia in tems of 

security and economically. Many foreign policy tools used by Russia, however, 

to achieve closer integation are not limited to one particdar region of the CIS. 

This chapter now examines the various other tools used by Russian foreign policy 

decision-makers to impel CIS states into inteption with Russia. 

Foreign Policy Tools Used by Russia 

MiIitary int-on rn CTS - .  

During the Soviet era, the main tool traditionally used by Russian foreign 

policy decisionmaken to achieve the goal of extemal security was military 

capability and defence policy. With the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia's 

military capability dramatically decreased. However, Russia is still in need of 

new strategic relationships with the states surrounding it to ensure its security, 

especially in the post-NATO expansion era. One marner in which Moscow has 

used defence policy to achieve security is through military integration with the 

CIS states. hdeeG, in geopolitid tenns, the defence of Russia is closely tied to 



the security of the CIS as a whole. It rnakes sense fiom Moscow's perspective to 

retain the security framework that had been developed during the Soviet emSg' 

Although the Russian demand for closer integration has continually clashed with 

the sovereignty assertions of the newly independent states, Russia has been 

successfûl in overail terms in establishing security relationships with the states 

that border on NATO countries. This section will explore the extent to whïch and 

in what manner this has k e n  done by examinine both agreements signed by CIS 

states concerning military integration and the actions that have ben taken under 

these  agreement^.'^' 

In May 1992, in an effort to promote common security within the CIS, the 

Tashkent Collective Security Treaty was signed by six CIS states: Russia, 

Kazakhstan, Armenia, Tajikistan, Turkrnenistan, and Uzbekistan. Since that tirne, 

Georgia, Azerbaijan and Belanis joined on the condition that it avoided 

centralization of milit;irv capabilities. An examination of the text of the treaty is 

extremely revealing in its Warsaw Pact-like structure. Article 2 of the treaty 

obliges members to consult in the event of a threat to the secunty territorial 

integrity, and sovereignty of any memkr-state. Under Article 4, an attack on one 

j9' Leszek Buszynsky, Russim F o r e b  Policv afier the Cold W a ,  Praeger, 
Westport, 1 996, p. 103. 
'" Recognizing that there have been nurnerous documents signed by Russia and 
other CIS states regarding military integration that have not been ïmplemented for 
various reasons, the author chose only to examine agreements where action has 
occurred under the umbrella of these agreements. 



member would be considered an attack on ail, and the other members would be 

obliged to show "necessary assistance, including military 

As the debate surroundhg NATO's eastward expansion intensified, Russia 

stepped up its attempts at military integration in the CIS. The CE'S western 

frontier now shares a border with the new NATO -tes of Poland and Hungary. 

Not surprisingly, Russia has signed a number of agreements with Belanis and 

Ukraine regarding military integrdon. One such Russian agreement with B e l a .  

allows a Russian troop presence for 25 years. In one exercise under this 

agreement, Russian and Belamsian armed forces practiced the destruction of 

NATO arniie~. '~~ During the exercise, Belamsian anned forces were considered 

as one of the units of Russia's armed forces. 

With regards to Ukraine, an agreement was signed between Russia and 

Ukraine in January 1998 at the CIS Defence Ministerial Council. This agreement 

expands rnilitary cooperation and includes provisions for joint exercises with the 

two countries' land and naval forces. 

Armenia is another CIS country that shares a border with a NATO 

country, namely Turkey. In March 1999, Russia and Armenia stepped up their 

military inteption by integrating -4rmenia in to the joint combat patrol within the 

framework of the CIS unified Air Defence System.'" As part of this, Russia 

decided to enhance Armenia's air defence capabilities by sending to Armenia: 10 

394 Leszek Buszynsky, -01icv the Cold Wu, p.105. 
395 1. Bulavinov, "Igor Sergeyev Fortifies Russia-Byelonissia Defence" 
-, December 20, 1997, p.2. 



MiG-29 fighters, S4OOV anti-aircraft missile systems and a radar station capable 

of spotting air targets at a range of up to 300 kilo me ter^.)^^ The agreement also 

allows for troops under Russia's 102nd Armed Forces Base in Armenia to remain 

for another 25 years. Border controls were set in place, as well as a systern for the 

exchange of information about the condition of their aüspace with the Air Force 

Central Command, located near Moscow. The Commander of the Russian Air 

Force, Colonel General Anatoly Kornukov, gave this reason for the stepped up 

military integration with Armenia: 

. . .There is a real threat fiom Turkey, which hosts NATO bases, 
fiom where warplanes fly to bomb Iraq [during the U.S. bombing 
in late 19981 alrnost every &y. We cannot d e  out that they may 
erroneously, or, perhaps not erroneously, intnide the air space of 
the sovereign state of Armenia which is a Party to the Collective 
Security in the CIS Treaty. The new S-300 anti-aircraft systern 
will allow us to rebuff those attacks, if neces~ary.'~~ 

The fact that this Russian officer was so quick to view Turkey as  a threat to the 

CIS implies that a threat was perceived because Turkey is part of NATO, and not 

because the US. was bornbing Iraq. Indeed, Russian military integration with 

Armenia would ensure that the southern flank of the CIS, which happens to border 

a NATO country, is secured. This is particularly important in light of recent 

nunours that Azerbaijan would allow Turkey or the U.S. to place NATO bases on 

its temtory. 

- - - - - -  - - - - - pp - - 
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Russia's attempt to integrate the CIS military more generally culminated 

in the creation of a combined air defence system (CADS) that was finaiized in 

February 1995.~'~ This agreement allows for joint control over the use of air 

space, and it coordinates joint actions when air space is breached. Among the CIS 

States that signed were Belanis, Ukraine, Armenia and Georgia, al1 of whom share 

a border with a NATO country. To support this agreement financially, it was 

decided that each CIS country will pay 6.25 % of the necessary sum and Russia 

will pay 50 Under this agreement, the command of these republics' air 

defence forces is exercised fkom the Central Command Point of the Russian Air 

Defence Troops, with the rest of the member-states developing operational 

exchanges of inf~miation.~' In an interview with General Yuri Bondarev, AF 

Deputy Commander-in-Chief for the CIS Joint &4D System, the importance of 

this agreement was revealed: 

1 think that it is very important for us m s i a  and the CIS] to have 
operational information on the air space in the border area of a 
country adjacent to NAT O.^" 

Clearly, Russiazs aims for military integration, especially in temis of an air 

defence systern, are to position itself and the CIS in a Europe that includes an 

jW The forma1 title of the agreement is: "On the Creation of a Joint AAD System 
for CIS Member States," signed Febxuary 10, 1995 by Armenia, Belanis, Georgia, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and 
Ukraine. 
'00 Victor Prudnikov, "Press Conference with Chief of Staff for Coordination of 
the CIS countries Military Cooperation" Defence, December 29, 
1997. This is a Russian document database, located at www.integnrrn.com. This 
information c m  also be found in -@ Tel-, December 25, 1997, p.2. 
'O' Y. Golotyuk, "Fruits of integration" Defeoce & Sec-, Nov. 24, 1997. 



easnvard expanded NATO. The fact that Russia has taken the lead in realizing 

action under these agreements provides evidence that it is using military 

integration with the CIS as a tool to ensure its own security. 

Russia has aiso pushed for other agreements that would strengthen 

military integration in the CIS in more general tems. Russia, Belanis, 

Kazakhstan signed an accord in 1995 aiming at a common military strategic area. 

In January 1995, Russia and Kazakhstan announced the creation of a joint miiitary 

force. On November 2, 1995, a meeting of the CIS defence ministers concluded 

an agreement on a joint air defence ~ y s t e m . ~ ~ ~  Under this agreement, a unified air 

defence system was set up to do the following tasks: 

- Ensuring the protection of the ainpace of the member states' state 
borders; 

- hplementing joint monitoring of the procedure governing the 
utilization of the member states' airspace; 

- Informing member states about the aerospace situation and 
providing warnings of missile or airborne attack; 

- Conducting coordinated actions by the member states' air defense 
troops to repulse airbome or missile a t t a ~ k . ' ~  

According to Article 6 of the Agreement, Russia would aiso finance the 

upgrading of air defence facilities in Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Armenia, 

'O2 Sergei Grigoriev, "AAD Systems of the CIS are Integrating," ~ z m ~ s ~ m o e  . . 

Voennoe Obozrenie, No. 32, 1998, p.3. 
'O3 "CIS Unified Air Defense Agreement", DIS-SOV-95-04Q, February 25, 1995. 

Article 2 of the Agreement on the Creation of a Unified Air Defense System 
for the CIS States. Text of Agreement can be found in Ross-, 
February 25, 1995, p. 5. 



Kazakhstah and U~bekistan.~"~ This ailows Russia to play an enhanced role in 

the maintenance of the air defence system. 

It seems evident that Russia uses military integration with other CIS states 

to achieve its goal of ensuring its own security. By cooperating with other CIS 

States. taking the lead in promoting security, and shouldering a large portion of the 

cost, Russia is able to use the foreign policy tool of the military in a new way to 

achieve its goal of military integration with the CIS. 

Ethnic Russians in CIS 

Another tool used by Russian foreign policy decision-makers to achieve 

their policy goals is the use of ethnic Russians living in CIS states. ïhere are 

approximately 25 million ethnic Russians living in the former Soviet r e p u b l i c ~ . ~ ~  

These Russians were essentiaily 'ôleft-out" of Russia when the Soviet Union 

collapsed. Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, many Russian officiais felt 

that ethnic Russians in the former Soviet repubiics were being treated b'unfairly" 

and that the Russian government should be "concemed" with the violation of their 

rights?' Although ethnic Russians living in former Soviet states were initially 

largely ignored by the Russian government during the first few years after the 

Soviet Union, the shift in Russian foreign policy towards the 'near abroad' 

cataiyzed the importance of ethnic Russian minorities. As consensus began to 

- - 
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emerge in foreign policy d e r  1993, the Russian govemment outlined as one of 

the key postdates of Russiaos "vital interests" in the Near Abroad the prevention 

of "mass violation of human rights of e M c  rninonties, especiaily of ethnic 

Russians in the Near ~broad.'"' By outlining this %ta1 interest" in their foreign 

policy, Rwian  officials legitimated their involvement in the afEairs of CIS states 

by exercising their right to protect ethnic Russians outside their borders. Ln other 

words, etbnic Russians in the former Soviet repubiicç were seen as a potent tool to 

be fully deployed in the pursuit of foreign policy goais in the pst-Soviet space. 

Many Russian officials in Moscow have politicized the ethnic Russians in 

the former Soviet states. For instance, Sergey Baburin, a leading figure in the 

formerly existing Russian Supreme Soviet, has argued that the Russian Federation 

is &'an unnatural f~rmation'~ spawned by "Bolshevik experiments)' and that the real 

Russia "is the former Soviet Others, such as Sergey Stankevich, have 

insisted that Russia is responsible for the fate of these ethnic Russians, and that 

even the use of force may be necessary for Russia to protect its thousand-year 

historical interests." Even Foreign Minister Yevgeni y Prïmakov j ustified 

attempts at integration using the excuse of ethnic Russian minorities living in 

fonner Soviet states: 

'O7 Leon Aron, "The Foreign Policy Doctrine of Postcommunist Russia and its 
Dornestic Context," Michael Mandelbaurn (ed.), The New R m  F o r e b  
f olicy, Council on Foreign Relations, New York, 1998, p.40. 
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m o f E u r a s i a  p. 53. 
''O "Weekly Review of Events 17-23 lune 1992," WE/RZ, Rese- Vol. 
1, No. 27, July 3 1992, p. 72. 



From the temtorial viewpoint the CIS countries were a single -te 
not for the 70 years of the Soviet period but for centuries. And 
over this time there were large-scale migration processes and the 
demographic situation c hanged hdaxnentall y. Nowadays there 
are 26 mi!lion Russians outside Russia. There are aiso tens of 
millions of Russiui-speakers including a great many 
representatives of the eponymous nations in the republics. This 
naturaily fbels the desire for integration.'" 

Thus, Moscow politicized the Russian diaspora to justim negotiations and 

political activity. This is especially txue with regards to issues such as the 

redrawuig of borders and peacekeeping in CIS states such as Moldova, Ukraine, 

and Kazakhstan, that had some of the highest concentration of ethnic Russian 

rninonties. 

In Moldova, ethnic Russian minorities constitute 25.5 % of Moldova's 

Transdniester region."' As mentioned above, the engagement of the 14' Army in 

Moldova and the dispatch of Russian peacekeepers to protect the ethnic Russian 

minoris- was one of the first occasions the Russian military was used in the CIS 

region to maintain stability. Henceforth, rnilitary involvement in other CIS states 

under the premise of protecting ethnic Russians outside the Russian Federation' s 

border becarne an integral part of Russia's foreign policy. 

In Ukraine, ethnic Russians constitute 21 -9 % of Ukraine's 5 1.7 million 

Many of these Russians are concentrated in the east and south of 

- - - - 

"' Speech by Yevgeniy Primakov to Moscow State Institute of International 
Relations Academic Council, "The Role of Follower is Not for Us," text 
published in DIS-SOV-96-174, June 25, 1996. 
"' Neil Melvin, 1 Chatham House Papers, Royal Institute 
of International Affairs, London, 1995, p. 64. 
"3 Jeff Chinn & Robert Kaiser, as the New Mi~ority, Westview Press, 
Colorado, 1996, p. 144. 



Ukraine, particularly in the Crimea where they account for 61 -6 % of the 

population. These regions have had a traditionalIy close relationship to Moscow 

and are geographically adjacent to the Russian Federation. As a result, the 

Russian language dominates in eastem Ukraine and Crimea. For instance, ethnic 

Russians account for approximateiy 67 per cent of the population of Crimea, 

while ethnic Ulcrainians only constitute 25.73 per cent."' Since Ukrainian 

independence, a number of issues have emerged that have contributed to a generai 

feeling of disenchantment on behaif of the ethnic Russians living in Ukraine."' 

Some of the most predominant contentious issues between Ukrainians and ethnic 

Russians include the status of Crimea (whether it belongs to Russia or Ukraine), 

language ri- and citizenship rights. With relation to these issues, a number of 

key groups in Moscow (such as the Comrnunist Party) have attempted to exen 

control over Ukraine using the ethnic Russian minority as a premise? Afier the 

breakwp of the Soviet Union, many Russian foreign policy decision-makers, 

particularly in the State Duma, called for a revision of the Ukrainian-Russian 

border on the basis that the high concentration of ethnic Russians needed to be 

reunited with the Russian Federation. In July 1993, a decision by the fonnerly 

"" Roman Solchanyk "The Politics of State Building," b p e - A s i a  S t u a '  
vo1.46, no.1, f994, p.50. 
"' See for instance Roman Solchanyk, "Russia, Ukraine, and the Imperid 
Legacy," Vo1.9, No.4, 1993. 
" 6  See for instance Adrian Karatnycky, T h e  'Nearest Abroad': Russia's 
Relations with Ukraine and Belanis" Uri Ra'anan & Kate Martin (eds.), b s i a :  4 

Imwnalsim?. pp. 8 1-82; Mette Skak, From Empire to Return to , St. 
Martin's Press, New York, 1996, p. 156; and Evgenii Golovakha, Natialia Panina, 
& Nikolai Churilov, "Russians in Ukraine," Shlapentokh, V., et al (eds) New 
Russian Di- New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1994. 



existing Russian Supreme Soviet claimed Sevastopol, a port city located in 

Crimea, for Russia Yeltsin, however, stepped in and made clear bis support for 

the tenitorid integrïty of Ukraine. When Ukrainian President Leonard Kuchma 

asserted direct rule over Crirnea in March 1995, the head of the Duma Committee 

for CIS Mairs, Konstantin Zatulin, was active in organizing opposition to 

Ukrainian actions in the Russian parliament."' Despite the fact that the executive 

branch of the Russian govemment has since halted its attempts to gairi territory 

within Ukraine on the basis of presence of ethnic Russians, it continues to use this 

Russian minority as a tool for playing a role in Lkrahian &airs. 

Like Ukraine, Kazakhstan also contains a large portion of ethnic Russians 

(37.8 per cent), located predominantly in the northem regions close to the border 

with the Russian ~ederation.'" Ethnic Russians settled in this area as a result of 

coIonization and a steady attempt at Russification of the Kazakh people. Since 

independence, Kazakh policies such as "nativisation" of the temitory, especially 

the northern region, have attempted to push ethnic Russians into the margins of 

s ~ c i e t y . ~ ' ~  Increased use of the Kazakh language, revitalization of the Kazakh 

culture. and clear pnorities being given to the promotion of ethnic Kazakhs within 

ail spheres of public administration have contributed to fears of assimilation by 

the ethnic Russian population.'" 

41' Neil Melvin, Russians Revond p.98. 
Mehdi Mozaffari, "The CIS Southmi Belt: A New Security System," in Mehdi 

Mozaffari, Sec- P o h U  (hnmon 
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As a response to these policies, there has been growing Russian 

involvement in Kazakh affâirs in order to ensure the protection of right for the 

ethnic Russians. Russian foreign policy toward Kazakhstan became increasingly 

assertive. Contacts and linkages between ethnic Russians in Kazakhstan and 

Russian political and public organizations intensified. For example, during the 

Russian electoral campaign in 1993, Vladimir Zhirinovsky made repeated 

accusations about vioiations of the rights of Russians and of Russia's right to 

territory in Kazakhstan."' Public organizations, such as the Congress of Russian 

Comrnunities, have also been active in highlighting the issue of ethnic Russians in 

Russian assertiveness has also been manifested in efforts by the 

Russian Foreign Ministry to achieve dual citizenship for the ethnic Russians, 

which would increase the ties between Kazakhstan and Russia Moscow's 

politicization of the ethnic Russians in Kazakhstan has worked to bring the 

country closer in terms of integration with Russia. Faced with the growing 

secessionist sentiments among ethnic Rusians, supported by Russian public and 

political organi;rations, and faced with a deteriorathg economy, the leaders of 

Kazakhstan have had little chcice but to seek closer integration with Russia on 

Puioscow' s term~.~" 

As debate around issues such as NATO expansion intensified, so did 

Russia's attempts at integration with Kazakhstan. In 1995, Russia and 

Kazakhstan signed a series of agreements, including military cooperation, border 



agreements and provisions for increased contacts between Russian regions and the 

northem regions of Kazakhstan. '" Thus, Russia politicized ethnic Russian 

minorities in Kazakhstan, as well as in other CIS states, in order to achieve closer 

integration with them. 

Border Trooy 

Another foreign policy tool Russia has used to promote CIS integration is 

through border troops. During the Soviet period, border protection was 

previously the responsibility of the KGB border troops. The disintegraion of the 

Soviet system left many of the new nates dependent on Russia for border troops. 

In April 1994, General Andrei Nikolaev, Commander of Russian Border Forces, 

convened the fïrst Conference of CIS Border Guards and declared that the aim 

was to create a CIS comrnand for border forces? With Russian persuasion, a 

tentative approval was reached at the May 26 1995 CIS Siimmit in Minsk by 

Russia, Belanis, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Armenia, Georgia and Tajikistan to 

place Russian border guards on their outer borders using rniiitary facilities and 

joint operation of defense By October 1996, Russia had outlined 

the fundamentals of its Border Poiicy. This policy stated that: 

An integral part of the Russian Federation border policy is the 
preparation and implementaîion, in conjunçtion with interest 
member states of the Commonwealth of Independent States, of 

- - 
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measures to ensure national and collective security on the 
Commonwealth's extemal borders.j2' 

By outiining domestically a policy, that was ratified on October 5, 1996, that has 

international ramifications, Russia was indeed attempting to in tep te  with CIS 

states in terms of border guards. Since that time, the CIS Border Troops 

Commanders Council has formed, and the following CIS states are party to the 

CIS treaty on border gwrds: Russia, -, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and 

Armenia- Belanis' constitution specifically forbids participation of Belamsian 

senice-people in any military actions abroad. However, Russia and Belanis do 

have border controls for the extemai Belanis' border under the Russia-Belanis 

Union. It is also noteworthy that the Federal Border Guards Service (that protects 

the inner borders of Russia and the outer borders of the CIS) is subordhate to the 

Federal Security S e ~ c e ,  that is directly under the authority of Russian President 

Yeltsin. 

Since 1996, Russia has clarified its border smtegy by adopting what it 

temis a "strategy of two borders.'*" This strategy protects collective security and 

common interests along two lines: the outer CIS border and along Russia's new 

borders. This approach allows the country to preserve as much geopolitical space 

as possible to maximize its security. It seems evident that through this policy, as 

'" The ccFundamentals of Russian Federation Border Policy" translated in J.L 
Black Pus- Dm-, Academic Intemational Press, 
Volume 1, 1997, p. 166. 
''' Igor Naumov, "A Strategy of Two Borders,'' Deferife, September 
23, 1998. 



well as through playing on the needs of the CIS states in terms of protection, 

Russia uses border troops as a tool to M e r  inte--te with the CIS states. 

Indus- and Trade 

As private industry ernerged in Russia, large corporations have found 

themselves playing an increasing role in Rwian foreign policy. This new "tool" 

of foreign policy has k e n  welcomed by many Russian foreign policy decision- 

makers, who find allies in corporations such as LUKoil and Gazprom when it 

cornes to issues of seeking closer integration with the CIS states. In recent years, 

corporations and govemment have been increasingly working together to achieve 

common goals. 

In terms of economic integration, an analysis of imports and exports to 

CIS counaies fiom Russia provides interesthg hdings. 

Table 1 - The Soumrn Near Abroad and Trade with RU- 1994'- 

Azerbaijan 
Armenia 
Georgia 
Kyrw=an 
Kazakhstan 
Taj ikistan 
Turkrnenistm 
Uzbeki stan 

'" Source: Rajan Menon, "Mer Empire: Russia and the Southem Wear Abroad"' 
Michael Mandelbaum (ed.), n e  New Ru- Fore@ Policy, Couacil on Foreign 
Relations, New York, 1998, p. 1 15. 



As Table 1 demonstrates, most of the southem 'near abroad' is heavily dependent 

on Russia for both imports and exports. Column A represents exports to Russia 

as a percentage of the country's total exports and column B represents imports 

fiom Russia as a percentage of its total imports. The high degree of economic 

integration is especially true for CIS States such as Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, 

Armenia and Tajikistan. Economic integration in the CIS is largely a product of 

the Soviet era. However: Russia has used economic interdependence of the CIS 

to its advantage to foster greater economic integration. These attempts have been 

directed in various ways in the CIS industry sector. Three exarnples of economic 

integration in the CIS that have k e n  fostered by Russia include energy and 

communications. 

The fiiei and energy complex in Russia are of paramount importance to its 

domestic markets and its exports to the CIS. In 1995, Russia produced 305 

million tonnes of crude oil and 569 billion cubic meters of naturai gas."' Russia's 

economic crisis, subsequent to the collapse of the Soviet system, meant that 

previous subsidies of energy flows to CIS countries had to be stopped: 

Slightly less than half the energy resources k ing  produced and 
delivered is not paid for at ail. However, the result of this state of 
affairs is a sharp drop in the investments in the strategically 
important branches, the progressive rates of obsolescence of the 
equipment, and, in the final analysis, a situation that threatens 
national security - the sharp decrease in the production of life- 
suppon products: oïl, gas, etc."' 

''O Roland Goetz, "Russia's Economic Potential as a Basis for its Foreign Policy," 
p. 138. 
'j' Yuri Shafranik, RF Minister of Fuel and Energy, "Russia: CIS Energy Security 
Discussed," FRIS-SOV-96- 1 3 5-5, May 1 2, 1 996. 



As a result, an International Consultative Conference on the Energy Security of 

the CIS Countries took place in 1996 to examine this issue. Central to the 

conference was the awareness that it was impossible for any of the CIS states to 

suppon their o m  energy security independent of R~ssia."~ 

An outcome of the Conference was the establishment of the Russian-based 

Unified Energy Systems of Russia (UES), headed by Anatoliy Chubais. The 

Company is responsible for supplying reliable energy to the CIS states and 

ensuring that any energy used is paid for!" As of February 1999, debts owed by 

CIS energy consumers to Russia exceeded USS640 million.'" Although 

agreements have been reached between UES and customers such as Waine and 

Kazakhstan, many other CIS states remain in debt to Russia By cracking down 

on the use of Russian energy by the CIS states, Russia is able to achieve two 

goals. First, by establishing the E S ,  Russia ensures that the CIS states remain 

integrated in terms of energy consiimption. Second, by creating a mechanism 

through which to ensure payment for energy use, Russia was able to maintain 

economic and political leverage over CIS states due to their high debts to Russia 

Therefore, through the establishment of the UES Russia was able to ensure 

increased CIS economic integration. 

Another important tool used by Russian officials to support i n t e m o n  of 

CIS states is communications. Presently, almost ail CIS countries use only 

431 Ibid 
"' "Russia "Chubays Promises Energy Payment Rigor" FBIS-SOV-98-3 1 8. 
'" Igor Ivantsov, "Debts to Russia by CIS Energy Consumers over $640 miilion," 
FBIS Transcribed Te* February 4, 1999. 



Russian equipment to ensure the secrecy and reliability of al1 kuids of special 

 communication^.'"^ Because the present equipment is Russian-made, any 

upgrades to this communications equipment (Le. for the Y2K problem) will have 

to be made by Russian c~mpanies.'~~ This increases the economic Links between 

CIS states in the communications sector. Furthemore, ail telecommunications 

lines fkom within R w i a  and fiom the CIS states pass through Moscow before 

they are relayed outside the foxmer Soviet ~ ~ a c e . ~ "  Therefore, Moscow has 

control over the telecommunications of al1 CIS states. This is another mechanism 

through which Russia can gain power over the CIS stares to pressure them into 

integration. 

Caspian P ~ E  - .  . . 

Another manner in which Russia has persuaded CIS couniries into 

integration is by making them reliant on Russian oil companies, which are closely 

tied to the Russian government. In 1997, at the time of the signing of the Russo- 

Chechm peace accord, many Moscow observers claimed that Yeltsin had been 

successfully lobbied by LUKoil to settie the confiict. It is interesting to note that 

LUKoil remains a partly state-owned Company with close ties to the Yeltsin 

administration.'" The aim of LUKoil's lobbying was to achieve peace in order to 

"Representatives of CIS Countries' Govenunent Communications Services 
Meet," Russian Television, Vesti, May 14, 1 998, availabIe at www ' 
"' Grigory Milov, "381 Days lefi tiII the Year 200," comnutewor"";" 
1 5, 1998, p.3, transtated by w w w . i n ~ w o r l d . c o n i .  
"' See for example: Alexander LeWiskiy, "Main Communications Operator has 
Hard Heritage," Vrem-va* June 8, 1 999, p. 4. 

Douglas Blum, bbDomestic Politics and Russia's Caspian Policy," post-Soviet 
Affain, Vol. 14, No. 2, 1998, p.139. 



secure the fiow of oil across Chechnya and Azerbaijan from the Caspian oil fields. 

This company had a direct interest in securing peace in the region, since 

Azerbaijani president Heidar .4liev renegotiated the contract with the Azerbaijani 

International Operating Company (AIOC) and the Caspian Pipeline Consortium in 

order to ailocate LUKoil 10 % of AIOC.439 LUKoilYs connections with 

Arerbaijan and its desire to secure an oil pipeline with Azerbaijan allowed the 

company to use its linkages as leverage to secure a domestic situation with foreign 

policy impiications. Yeltsin's capacity to be influenced in this manner reveals 

that he recognized the use of this innovative way to achieve foreign policy goals. 

Zn this case the goal was the settlement of a domestic situation to achieve closer 

integration with Azerbaijan in terms of oil pipelines. 

There has been much controversy over the oil in the Caspian Sea. Some 

of the controversy surrounds whether the Sea should be jointly managed by 

coastai States, or be divided into exclusive national sectors. The Russian 

government was at the forefiont of these negotiations. Although there was some 

bureaucratic infighting regarding the desirability of cooperation with Western 

cornpanies. the key foreign policy decision-makers decided to maintain Russia's 

strong presence in the Caspian Sea oil issue. In order to maintain Russia's sphere 

of influence in the region: 

Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev and the fûture Foreign Minister 
Yevgeniy Primakov convinced Yeltsin on 21 July 1994 to sign a 

439 Leon Aron, "The Foreign Policy Doctrine of Postcornmunist Russia and its 
Domestic Context," p.46. See also Suha Bolukbasi, "The Controversy over the 
Caspian Sea Mineral Resources : Confiicting Perceptions, Clashing Interests," in 
Europe-Asia Sm&, Vol. 50, No. 3, 1998' p. 398. 



secret memorandum regarding the protection of Russian interests 
in the Caspian. Accordingly, this aim views the development and 
export of oil as a zero-sum garne, and is staunchly against the 
involvement of 'outsiders' like Turkey, the USA and others in 
Russia' s ba~kyard?~ 

Russia thus lobbied aggressively for the Russian oil companies (such as LUKoil) 

to be invited into the energy consortia. By taking such an aggressive approach to 

this issue, the A z e n s  found themselves in a position where they needed to seek the 

aid of Russian oil companies and the Russian government. This was particularly 

the case when the Russian Foreign Ministry sent the following note to the CIS 

States involved in the Caspian Sea controversy: 

@I the absence of an agreement regarding the delineation of the 
Caspian Sea's respective zones. It said:] 'Al1 responsibility for 
(undesirable) situationsT including materiai damage, will lie with 
those who have taken unilateral steps, disregarding the Caspian 
Sea's judicial nature and obligations brought by internationai 
agreements.. . The Russian Federation reserves the right to take the 
necessary measures to restore order and to eliminate the results of 
such unilateral r n ~ v e s . ~ '  

Azerbaijan thus realized that Russia needed to be CO-opted so as to moderate its 

position on the Caspian. The Azeris allowed Russian oil companies into the 

energy consortia, and as a result, Russia dimùiished its beiiicose position.u2 In 

the meantirne? by acting as a potentiai spoiler and challenger of the legal validity 

of national zones in the Caspian Sea, it acquires leverage with which to M e r  

"O Suha Bolukbasi, "The Controversy over the Caspian Sea Mineral Resources: 
Conflicting Perceptions, Clashing Interests," p. 399. 
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achieve its goals.u3 This is another example of the negotiating strategy, 

mentioned above, whereby Russia begins with an aggressive stance and then 

allows itself to be accomrnodated by CIS states in order to achieve its goals. 

There is also another controversy in terms of where the pipelines for the 

Caspian oil shouid be laid. Russia has put forward a proposai that would enable 

Azerbaijan as well as Kazakhstan to export their oil. Russia's proposed route 

consists of two legs: 

One requires constniction of a 1500-kilometre $1.8 billion pipeline 
fiom the Kazakh Tengiz fields through Tihoretsk.. . to the Russian 
Black Sea port of Novorossiisk. This pipeline . . . would join the 
existing 1 400-kilometre Baku-Tihoretsk pipeline which could 
carry the Azeri oil fkom the Caspian Ses? 

This proposal, if accepted, would solidi@ Moscow's position in the region and 

allow Russia to maintain a monopoly over the transportation of oil in the region. 

Furthemore, three out of the four other states surrounding the Caspian are CIS 

states (Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan). Russia could potentiaiiy 

pressure these states to agree on the Russian proposed pipeline by ushg its 

leverage in terms of other foreign policy tools. Russian oil companies LUKoil 

and Gazprom have already taken advantage of Kazakhstan's dependence on 

Russian pipelines to acquire major stakes in the deveIoprnent of the Tenghiz and 

Karachaganak fields, possibly for the purpose of developing its proposed pipeline. 

U3 Leon Aron, 'The Foreign Policy Doctrine of Postcommunist Russia and its 
Domestic Context," p. 120. 
" Suha Bolukbasi, "The Controversy over the Caspian Sea Mineral Resources: 
Conflicting Perceptions, Clashing Interests," p.402. 



Furthennore, the Caspian Pipeline Consortium, of which Russia is a member, 

signed an ageement in early 1996 on the construction of a pipeline that will run 

fiom the Tenghiz field in Kazakhstan to the Russian port of Novor~ss i i sk .~~  

Notwithstanding Russia's clear attempts at influencing the CIS states involved in 

th is issue, it will be interesthg to examine whether Russia's atiernpts to gain 

power through its already existing mechanisms of CIS integration are realized. 

Customs I Jnion 

In pursuing economic integration more generally, Russia made significant 

gains when in January 1995 a cutoms union agreement was signed within the 

CIS. The signatories uicluded: Russia, Belanis, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan. 

The agreement allowed signatones to coordinate their customs policies and 

legislations, create a common hancial market, and establish a single customs 

space regulated by common acts?' As well, the signatories agreed to remove 

customs barriers in reciprocal trade and adopt a single customs tariff for trade 

with third ~ountnes .~ '  This development allows Russia to have a greater say in 

the pricing policies of these CIS states as well as establish comrnon methods of 

US Mark Webber, CIS m t i o n  Trends - R- F o m r  Soviet South, 
Royal Institute of International AfTairs, Washington, 1997, p. 58. 
U6 Nikolay Azerebtsov and Andrey Petrovskiy, "Vice Premier on Customs Union 
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Agreemen~" FRIS-SOV-95-019, January 28,1995. 
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pricing.9 As the largest trading partner in the Customs Union. Russia can use the 

Union to achieve greater integration with the CIS states. 

Russia's Tnternal R- 

The role of the regions in Russian foreign policy, particularly with regards 

to C S  integration, has increased dramatically in recent years with the support of 

the Russian govemment. Moscow has indirectly used the regions as a twl to 

further CIS integration, especidly the regions that share a border with another CIS 

state. 

In many regions, the local administrations often cl& ownership of 

resources located on their temtories in order to advance their agendas.'" 

Frequently, this resutts in foreign policy implications. When this occurs, local 

administrators are generally successfbl in their endeavours for two reasons. Fu* 

they often have the support of Moscow because their agendas usuaIly involve 

securing closer ties with other CIS states. Indeed, the power of local actors 

depends in part on their ability to gain support fiom the centre. Second, they are 

successful by gaining local-level endorsement for their policies, which are crucial 

for policy implementation. 

One example of the regions playing a role in Russia's attempts of 

integration with the CIS can be seen in Russia's Caspian policy. In this policy, 

the local elites in the region of Astrakhan were significant for Russia to achieve its 

goals in the Caspian. The local elites also prevailed in forwarding their own 

U9 "Russian Duma Deputy Zahilin on Customs Agreement," m-SOV-95-094,  
May 15,1995. 



agenda because of their close link to Moscow. Traditionally, Astrakhan's 

interests have k e n  closely Iinked to the Caspian Sea for commercial fishing 

operationso processing plants and cannenes, and ship-building enterpri~es."~ With 

the fdl of the Soviet Union? local shipping and fishing industries bave 

detenorated. As a result, the region's administration worked actively to help the 

local indu- obtain orders and investments, and to attract domestic and foreiga 

invesûnent. With the Caspian Sea oil controversy and the subsequent drive by 

surrounding states and foreign investors to "get a piece of *e pie," the intemal 

Russian Astrakhan oblast ' (regiodprovince) energeticall y lobbied the Russian 

goverrunent to ensure that any policy include pollution management and 

sustainable developmeot. As a result, an agreement was reached with LUKoil to 

use environmentally safe technology on the condition that Astrakhan was made 

the regional headquarters for LUKoiI. LUKoil is the primary Russian oil 

company involved in the extracting of oil fkom the Caspian Sea. As well, it is 

closely tied to an Azerbaijani energy consortium and involved in discussions of 

cooperating with the CIS states surrounding the Caspian on the issue of oil 

extraction. Thus, through the Iobbying efforts of local administration of 

Astrakhan, closer integation with the CIS states surroundhg the Caspian Sea was 

made possible through a "domino effect" that ùivolved the Russian partly state- 

owned company LUKoil. 

-- - - - - - - - 

'"O Dougias Blum, "Domestic Politics and Russia's Caspian Policy," p. 144. 
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The regions of Rwia  and their local administration are indirectly 

influentid in Russia' s foreign policy process. B y involvine themselves in issues 

that have foreign policy implications, they indirectly support Russia's ovemll aini 

to integrate with the states of the CE. 

Conclusions 

This chapter had two primary objectives. The first aim of this chapter was 

to test the fifth methoclological aspect of Complex Relations Approach. That is. 

to examine what foreign policy tools were used by Russian foreign policy 

decision-makers to influence the CIS states into integration. The second aim of 

this chapter was to provide evidence to support the hypothesis that Russia sought 

integration with the CIS states as  they perceived NATO expansion as a threat. 

This chapter investigated the foreign policy tools Russia used to achieve 

CIS integration. It was discovered that in order to achieve this integration, Russia 

used foreign policy tools in innovative and creative ways. These tools included: 

various political, economic md security agreements on a bilaterai and multilaterai 

basis with Russia, Russian involvement (sometirnes military) in the domestic 

affaùs of a CIS state, miiitary integration tools, the politicization of ethnic 

Russians in the other CIS states, the use of border guards, industry and trade 

linkages (including energy and communications tools), Russian monopoly over 

energy and oil (particularly with regards to the Caspian sea pipelines issue), the 

Customs Union, and Russia's intemal regions. This chapter provided evidence to 

support the claim thar through the use of these tools Russia promoted and 



pressured CIS states into closer integration. Therefore, the f i f i  methodological 

aspect of Complex Relations Approach can be said to be fulfilled. 

With regards to the second aim of the chapter, evidence was presented to 

suggest that in the context of NATO expansion. Russia's perception of this 

deveiopment as a threat compelled it to seek various ways of M e r  integrating 

the CIS states with Russia. Many of the agreements discussed above provided 

clear indications of Russia attempting to secure its position with regards to NATO 

expansion by promoting integration with the CIS states. Furthemore, al1 the 

varied and innovative foreign policy toois discussed indicated that Russia was 

attempting to regain power over the CIS states as a possible response to the 

perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. On the basis of the evidence 

presented in the previous chapter, and considering the evidence provided in this 

chapter, this thesis may reject the nul1 hqpothesis, that claims there is no 

relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Based on the 

evidence provided above, this thesis is able to tentatively confm the hypothesis 

that there is a relationship between the perception of NATO's eastward expansion 

as a threat and Russia's attempt to integrate with CIS countries. Chapter Six wiU 

discuss these conclusions and their implications in greater detail in order to 

CO- the hypothesis. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The problem this snidy investigated was how Russia uses its foreign 

policy tools to influence the CIS into closer integration, due to the perceived 

threat of NATO expansion. ï h i s  study had four objectives. First, it aimed to 

construct an analytïcal t ~ l ,  called Complex Relations Approach, in order to study 

Russia's relations with the CIS States in the context of NATO expansion. Second, 

it aimed to demonstrate that NATO expansion was perceived as a threat among 

Russian foreign policy decision-makers. Third, it aimed to demonstrate that this 

perception prompted actors in Russian foreign policy to seek cioser integration 

with the CIS countries. The fourth purpose was to demonstrate the usefulness of 

Complex Relations Approach in examinine Russian attempts to integrate with the 

CIS based upon its perception that NATO expansion was a threat. This chapter 

investigates the extent to which the hypothesis, based upon the objectives of the 

study, was confirmed. 

Summary of Findings 

The research presented in this thesis applied Complex Relations Approach 

to the hypothesis: As NATO expands eastward, the Russian perception of this 

development as a threat compels Russian foreign policy decision-makers to seek 

closer integration with the CIS countries through its foreign policy linkages. As 

outlined in Chapter Two, Complex Relations Approach examines the linkages, or 



foreign policy tools, between foreign policy decision-makers. This was done in 

three ways. First, it examined the dialogue of the various actors and innuences in 

the decision-making process of Russia's foreign policy to investigate whether 

NATO expansion was perceived as a threat. Second, it explored the context in 

which NATO expansion and CIS inteption were discussed to determine whether 

any substantial link was drawn between the two issues. Finally, the principle of 

timing and effect was utilized to explore whether actions regarding CIS 

integration were taken afier the dialogue concerning the perception of NATO 

expansion as a threat. In examining this action, this thesis investigated the 

manner in which Russia carrieci out the goal of CIS integration. 

By applying Complex Relations Approach to +e hypothesis, the following 

hdings were revealed. F& by examïning the dialogues regarding NATO 

expansion among foreign policy decision-maken (in Chapter Four) it became 

evident that there is a general perception that NATO's eastward expansion to 

PoLand, Hungary, and the Czech republic is regarded as a threat to Russia's 

security. Second, the thesis analyzed the context in which NATO expansion and 

CIS integration were discussed. It found that CIS integration was viewed as 

desirable and as a key goal that Russia should strive towards in light of the 

perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. In Chapter Five, this thesis explored 

the various ways in which Russia attempted to integrate with the CIS countries. It 

exarnined the innovative and creative ways Russian officiais used foreign policy 

tools to secure CIS integration. These foreign policy tools included: official 

agreements between CIS States (e-g . Russia-Belanis Union), the politicization of 



ethnic Russian minorities in the CIS countries, usbg the vulnerability of other 

CIS countries to achieve military integration, the use of industry (particularly 

energy, oil and gas) as leverage to promote economic integration, border troops, 

and the use of regional ties with CIS countries. Through these mechanisms, 

Russia attempted to achieve the goal of CIS integration as a response to the 

perceived threat posed by NATO's eastward expansion. 

The ùiird methodological tool of Complex Relations Approach was timing 

and effect. Most of the statements by Russian foreign policy decision-makers 

regarchg the perception of NATO expansion as a threat, and regarding the need 

for CIS integration as a response to this phenomenon occurred in 1996 and the 

early part of 1997. Although CIS integration has been an ongoing process, real 

progress regardhg the settlement of contentious issues and the fïnalization of 

integration agreements were made after this tirne. For example, the Russia- 

Belanis Union was signed in April 1997, a full six months &ter discussion of CIS 

integration as a response to the perceived threat posed by NATO expansion 

began. Also, the Frienàship Treaty between Russia and Ukraine as well as the 

agreement on the Black Sea Fleet were also signed in mid-1997. Furthemore, 

military integmtion in terms of common air defence was implemented in late 

1997, even though the agreement had been halized in 1995. Military inteption 

with Armenia in terms of joint combat patrol and the enhancement of Armeniô's 

military capabilities occurred in early 1999. Since the timing of discussions 

favouring CIS integration as  a response to the perceived threat posed by NATO 



expansion preceded real attempts by Russia to integrate with the CIS, the 

principle of timing and effect can be said to have k e n  fulfilled. 

Discussion 

On the basis of the evidence provided throughout this thesis, the nul1 

hypothesis that there is no relationship between the perceived threat of the 

eastward expansion of NATO and Russian attempts at CIS integration c m  be 

rejected. Chapter Two forwarded three altemative hypotheses that this section 

will now examine. The first altemative hypothesis was that NATO's eastward 

expansion has resuited fiom a perception in the West of Russian neo-imperialism 

in the CIS. This is not the case for the following reasons. First, discussions of 

NATO expansion preceded any serious attempt by Russia to integrate with the 

CIS states. As stated in Chapter Three. for the first few years after the breakup of 

the Soviet Union, Russian officiais looked more towards strengthening their ties 

with the West and Lefi the CIS states largely to their own devices. It was not until 

after 1994 that a consensus among Russian officials emerged regarding the need 

to integrate and focus on the CIS. Discussions of NATO expansion had already 

begun in 1993. On this basis, this alternative hypothesis can be rejected. 

The second alternative hypothesis put forth was that Russian foreign 

policy is incoherent and is the result of a divided state and inter-dite rivalries. 

This can be said to have been the case in the early 1990s when Russia was 

grappling with the breakup of the Soviet Union and attempting to find a direction 

in foreign policy. Since 1993, however, a clear consensus has emerged among 

Russian foreign policy decision-makers around two issues: NATO expansion and 



CIS integration- As demonstrated by the evidence provided in this thesis, almost 

ail factions of the Russian governent oppose NATO expansion. A significant 

portion of the executive, as well as the legislative, branches also perceive NATO's 

expansion as a tbreat The other consensus that has emerged among Russian 

foreign policy decision-makers is the desire to integrate with the CIS. Officiais 

on both sides of the spectnim. Eurasianists and Ultra-nationalists~" al1 covet 

inteption with the CIS coumies. Despite the fact that there are M e ~ g  reasons 

behind this aspiration, the overwhelming consensus regarding CIS integration as 

being advantageous implies that there is a direction to Rwian  foreign policy. As 

a result, this second alternative hypothesis can also be rejected. 

The third alternative hypothesis was that the CIS states demand that 

Russia play a greater role in their &airs as a result of king left out of NATO's 

expansion. This hypothesis can be rejected for numerous rasons. First, states 

such as Ukraine have kept Russia at a m '  length regarding integratio~ 

particulad y in ternis of security . Other states, such as Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, 

have been reluctant to sign CIS agreements, and are actually withdrawing fiom 

some CIS agreements. Second, if this alternative hypothesis were true, thm the 

CIS as an organization would be playing a much greater role in integrating the 

states. Third, the fact that many CIS documents and agreements have not been 

j5' Please note: the term "Eurasianist" is used in the manner in which Russian 
foreign policy scholars (such as Alexei Arbatov) have used it in the years 
following the breakup of the Soviet Union with regards to Russian foreign policy. 
It should not be confused with the tenn "Eurasid in the historical sense. Also, 
the pro-Western group is not included here as its presence has been diminished, as 
evidenced by Kozyrev's repIacement by Eurasianist Pnmalcov as foreign mùiister. 



implemented perhaps demonstrates the lack of desire on the part of the other CIS 

states to actualize integration in any real sense. Finally, the strong natiodism of 

states, such as prevents these states fiom seeking inteCeration with Russia 

on the basis that there are intense fears of re-Russification of CIS cultures and 

languages. As a resulc the third alternative hypothesis can dso be rejected. 

,Ml three alternative hypotheses have k e n  found to be invalid. At the 

same tirne, the evidence provided above suggests thaî ail three methodological 

aspects of Cornplex Relations Approach have k e n  fûlfilled in testing the 

hypothesis. On this basis, this thesis rejects the nul1 hypothesis and the alternative 

hypotheses, and confirms the hypothesis presented in this thesis. 

In c o ~ g  the hypothesis tested, a few considerations are in order. 

First, it is important to consider that this thesis artempted to CO* that Russia 

pushed for integration with the CIS countries. It did not attempt to verify whether 

it was successN in its attempts. indeed, recent developments such as the 

Azerbaijani announcernent of its intention to lave the CIS military alliance4" 

suggests that perhaps Russia was not as successful as it had hoped in its goal of 

CIS integration. The aim of this thesis was simply to establish that Russian 

foreign policy decision-makers are seiving towards the goal of CIS integration as 

a response to the perceived threat posed by NATO expansion. 

A second consideration is that Russia's attempts at integration have not 

taken place within the framework of the CIS as an institution or organization. 

'13 Simon Saradzhyan, "Bah Wants Out of CIS Defense Treaty," Moscow Ti-, 
Febniary 13, 1999. 



Rather, it has attempted to integrate with the CIS states on largely a bilateral 

basis. In this sense, CIS integration can be likened to a wheel. Russia can be seen 

as the hub of the wheel, and each CIS country is one spoke. n i e  wheel 

surrounding them c m  be likened to the CIS as an organization. Pllthough the 

wheel has many gaps in it, it is the hub (Russia) that keeps everything together. 

Implications 

This thesis has confvmed that Russian foreign policy dec is ion-den  

seek to integrate with the CIS as a response to the perceived threat posed by 

NATO expansion. There are a number of implications in confirming this 

hypothesis. One important implication is that Russia is increasingly taking a 

negative stance toward the West, and NATO in particular. This could have severe 

implications for the stability and secwity in Europe. As evidenced by recent 

developments in Yugoslavia, it will be increasingly difficult for Russia to work 

constmctively with other great powers in Europe to ensure peace in the region. 

A second implication is that Russia is attempting to play a p a t e r  role in 

the CIS region. This could mean that ultra-Nationaiists in Russia are attempting 

to revive the Soviet Union. It would be impossible to do this, however, given 

Russia's economic deterioration and the desire on the part of CIS countries to 

avoid Russian re-domination. At the same time, it gives cause for conceni as to 

the extent to which Russia has leverage over the CIS states politicaily, 

economicaily, and in tenns of security. 

A third implication is that there should be concem of how efficiently and 

effectively (and indeed, whether at dl) the CIS countries other than Russia cm 



successfully complete their transitions to democracy and a fke market given 

Russia's dominance over them. If Russia continues to use its various tods of 

leverage (e-g. political and in terms of energy resources) there can be serious 

negative consequences for the achievement of economic and political 

independence in the CIS countries. This is particularly nue for the Central Asian 

statcs that seem to be having a more dacult t h e  with the transition. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

One suggestion for M e r  research mipht deal with the extent to which 

CIS countries desire integration with Russia in order to develop economicaily and 

politicall y. Examining each CIS country separatel y wodd achieve this. Then, 

one could detennine their particular needs in te- of transition, and examine 

whether and how Russia c m  fblfil those needs. This would highlight the 

requirements of each CIS country in relation to Russia's attempts at CIS 

integration. 

A second suggestion for M e r  research may an exploration of the extent 

to which CIS states can make the transition to democracy and a free market 

without the aid or involvement of Rwia.  This would involve examining the 

extent to which each CIS country has reached benchmarks in the transition where 

Russia has not been involved in any manner. It would be necessary to research 

this over a period of tirne to detemine whether the CIS country could make the 

transition without Russia, and whether it could seek out new relationships with 

other states to secure resources that Russia cunently provides them with. This 



would reveai the extent to which CIS corntries are dependent upon Russia for 

their transition. 

A third recommendatioa for M e r  research is an examination of the 

relationship R w i a  has with NATO now that expansion has occurred and the 

NATO-Russia Founding Act has been signed. It would be interesting to find out 

the extent to which the NATO-Russia Founding Act has resdted in increased 

consultations between Russia and NATO regarding security issues, and whether 

NATO regards Russia's concems about security in Europe valid or mere rhetoric. 

This would be achieved by investigating the various factors that influence 

NATO' s decision-making processes. 

A final suggestion for funher research may involve exploring the extent to 

which Russia has attempted to work out new strategic alliances with counaies 

other than those of the CIS as a response to the perceived threat posed by NATO 

expansion. For instance, one could examine Russia's relationships with China, 

India, and the Middle East and investigate whether these relationships have 

intensified as a remit of Rwia ' s  dissatisfaction with the development of NATO 

expansion. This would allow one to examine the direction of Russian foreign 

policy in a broader sense. 
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