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Abstract 

Russian foreign policy in the 1990s, though in many ways chaotic, demonstrated a 
general move from an initial pro-Western strategy to a more 'independent' and 
'pragmatic nationalist' strategy. The main feature of this move was a much more 
critical stance towards the West. Yet the Russian leadership displayed very 
different attitudes to two major Western organisations: while fiercely critical of 
NATO it was neutral or positively disposed towards the ED. 

The thesis tries to discover why this was so by means of two explanatory 
frameworks. The first is an application of realist foreign policy theory. Neoclassical 
realism explains state foreign policy through the study of the international 
distribution of material power and the manner in which state elites attempt to alter 
this in their favour. The second framework uses constructivist insights into national 
culture. National identity strongly influences how policy-makers view the world 
and the possibilities open to them. An understanding of how the national identity 
debate develops helps to explain the policies they undertake. 

The analysis demonstrates that each of the two schemes illuminates many aspects 
of Russian policy-making in the 1990s and that they are complementary rather than 
alternative approaches. Equally they leave much unanswered, and the details of 
policy-making are sometimes not well explained. The suggestion is that further 
research into Russian foreign policy (under Putin, for example) would require a 
more detailed focus on bureaucratic politics and interpersonal rivalries within the 
elite as a complement to the kind of analysis undertaken here. 
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CHAPTER! 

INTRODUCTION 

The questions that this thesis will try to answer emerge from some of the most 

important events of recent decades. The period under examination came 

immediately after the end of the Cold War, an event whose repercussions continue 

to be felt around the world, and particularly in Europe. One of the two opposing 

blocs suddenly vanished, freeing the republics of both 'inner' and 'outer' empires 

to seek their fortunes. Russia had been the core of the former Soviet Union, and 

was the inheritor of many of the USSR's political and economic legacies and its 

vast nuclear arsenal. It spent the decade under its first-ever democratically elected 

head of state searching for a role in the world and attempting to build an effective 

state and economy, proceeding fitfully towards these targets with many setbacks. It 

was a period of transition. 

The other bloc, centred on Washington, remained in existence. Indeed, two 

great Western alliances of the Cold War - NATO and the EU - even undertook to 

expand their membership into areas formerly under Soviet control. Russia's place 

in Europe and the world would to a great extent be conditioned by the manner in 

which it dealt with these two organisations, and how they dealt with Russia. As it 

turned out, Russia developed very different relations with them. The key question 

asked in this thesis is: why did Russia act as it did towards NATO and the EU? 

The theoretical frameworks used to find answers to this question are 

developed from realist and constructivist theories of foreign policy. These 

theoretical families encompass a huge variety of work, and the aim here is to distil 

from each of them those elements that are most likely to prove fruitful in the 

particular research being undertaken. The frameworks will guide this research in 

different directions and structure the answers provided in different ways. They 

should enable us to obtain some clearly defined - though perhaps limited -

answers. In the end, the two frameworks should be able to tell us a great deal about 

why Russia acted as it did towards NATO and the EU in the 1990s. 
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Realism and constructivism have been chosen partly because they offer the 

prospect of achieving a complementary and well-rounded set of explanations, 

coming from different directions and focusing on different areas of political life. 

One looks at how the international environment shapes a state's politics; the other 

at how the political culture of a state shapes its view of the world. One is concerned 

with how material factors of international relations push states into certain ways of 

behaving; the other how states develop their national interests as a result of shared 

ideas held by members of the nation. Realism suggests that states are 

fundamentally alike, constructivism that it is by studying the unique aspects of a 

state that we can understand its policy. 1 

Using the two theoretical frameworks should also establish some of the 

major influences on Russian foreign policy - the manner in which the international 

distribution of power, or Russian national identity pushed the state elite to act in 

certain ways - which provide the essential background to any detailed examination 

of foreign policy processes in Russia. 

The development of Russian foreign policy after the Cold War 

The newly reborn state of Russia fonnulated its foreign policy in the early years of 

its existence on the ruins of a gigantic superpower of which it had been the driving 

force, inheriting many of the people, traditions, institutions and international 

obligations of that dead state and its predecessor. The period saw a sudden break, 

some continuity, and much confusion, both for those involved and for those 

observing what took place. The interpretation of these events is controversial. 

Many analysts divide Russian foreign policy of the period into various 

phases, which act as useful analytical tools. Most see Russia's foreign policy as 

moving from pro-W esternism during the 'honeymoon with the West', changing to 

a more balanced, 'independent', pragmatic and Eurasianist approach, even if that 

meant clashing with Western interests.2 This has sometimes been seen either as a 

return to geopolitical reality, or a reassertion of Russian culture. It is notable that 

1 Some possibilities for using the two theoretical frameworks together, and the answers thereby 
provided, will be examined in the conclusion. 
2 Among analysts to put this idea forward are Felgenhauer (1995), Dunlop (1995), Sakwa (1996), 
Malcolm et al. (1996), Wallander ( 1996), Webber (1996), Arbatov (1997), Petro & Rubinstein 
(1997), Medvede\' (1999) and Antonenko (1999). 



under Yeltsin there were only three foreign ministers, a rather surprising fact given 

that Russia lived under seven prime ministers and through countless cabinet 

shuffles. Some observers would suggest that the main feature of Russian foreign 

policy has in fact been its constancy,3 with the continuities being more important 

than the changes. Again, some have argued that far from being steady, or following 

a discernable pro-Western - Eurasianist path, it was chaotic, anarchic, too riven 

with internal conflicts to be anything except the reflection of personal antagonisms 

and ambitions.4 

Despite such controversies, it is generally accepted that Russia viewed the 

EU far more positively than it viewed NATO. In the Russia of the mid-1990s, 'the 

only issue we have more or less unity on, is our disapproval of NATO' (Rogov, 

1996: 27). At the same time, Yeltsin, Kozyrev, Primakov and other senior figures 

of Yeltsin administrations repeatedly stated that EU expansion was welcome or 

presented easily resolvable problems. During the whole period, in fact, NATO 

expansion was regarded with overt hostility, while that of the EU with more 

ambivalence or even lack of interest. Thus, 'views about the European Union are 

generally positive and they contrast strongly with the widespread criticism levelled 

at NATO' (Light et aI., 2000: 6). Statements from all parts of the political spectrum 

support this conclusion (Shearman, 2001: 161). What caused this to occur? Was it 

to do with the manner in which Russian national culture affected the way policy­

makers viewed the world? Or was it determined by material forces? Was it 

something about Russian national characteristics, or would any state in that 

position have followed more or less the same path? 

Studying foreign policy in the 1990s 

There are many approaches to the interpretation of foreign policy. Sovietology and 

post-Sovietology have sometimes been accused of remaining somewhat 

unconnected to developments in the social sciences in general and foreign policy 

analysis in particular. A recent study of Russian foreign policy and international 

relations research has suggested that 'the combination of contemporary study of 

Russian foreign policy and IR theory is still far from mainstream and is 

3 For example, Freedman (1997: 151). 
4 See, for example, Reddaway & Glinski (2001) and Lo (2002). 
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conspicuously underdeveloped' (Pursiainen, 2000: 3), and concludes that 'what is 

needed [is] ... to involve this field of study in those questions that are central in the 

contemporary IR debates' (Pursiainen, 2000: 212). The contention here is not that 

this should be the thinking behind all research into Russian foreign policy, but that 

a theoretical approach can provide a useful set of guidelines to a detailed empirical 

examination.5 

Realism and constructivism 

The empirical evidence will be tackled here through the medium of, first, a 

neoclassical realist approach, focusing on the influence of the distribution of 

material power; and second, a constructivist approach, focusing on national 

identity. The end of the Cold War and Russia's emergence as an independent state 

energised debates among social scientists about how to explain what had happened, 

what was happening, and to predict what was to come. It could be said that, 'just as 

Russia is experiencing an identity crisis today, so too is the study of international 

relations theory ... Both Russia and the community of scholars who specialize in 

international relations theory and Russian foreign policy are experiencing one 

aspect of the Cold War's end that is a boon for both: all seemingly fixed viewpoints 

have been under critical assault for the last ten years' (Hopf, 1999: 4-5). However, 

by the end of the decade, not only was it possible to look back on almost ten years 

of Yeltsin as president of independent Russia, but to see that realism and 

constructivism had been at the heart of the debates III international relations 

scholarship of that decade. The exercise of trying to understand Russian foreign 

policy using these two theories promised to provide some profound understandings 

of the new Russia. 

Realism aims to explain foreign policy by reference to the need for states to seek 

security in a dangerous world, with a focus on the external forces of material power 

that shape policy. Realist theories dominated the study of international relations 

during the Cold War (Shearman, 1997), much to the chagrin of theorists of other 

persuasions, but the collapse of the Soviet Union acted as a spur to renewed debate 

and a shift in emphasis to classical - or neoclassical - variants of realism. Russian 

5 See King (1994) on this debate. 



foreign policy experts recognise the problems involved in national interest and 

power (see for example, Tsigankov, 2002: 290), but it is still a powerful, if not 

dominant source of analysis in Russia and in the West. Realism offers convincing 

explanations of why Russia went from 'naYve', 'romantic' pro-Westemism, to a 

policy more in keeping with its true status. In Chapter 2 a variant of realism will be 

outlined which uses the realist focus on the international distribution of power, but 

uses the neoclassical variant of realism that seeks to understand the particular case 

of a state in its own unique situation (taking account of some of the effective 

criticisms of neorealism of the late 1980s and early 1990s). 

From the realist viewpoint, the shift in Russian policy from pro-W estemism 

to Eurasianism was inevitable, owing to the effects of material power (a 

combination of military, economic, technological and demographic factors) on 

rational policy-makers. The focus is on how Russian policy-makers used all of the 

tools at their disposal to alter the balance of force in Russia's favour. Given the end 

of the Cold War, the collapse of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation and then the loss 

of Soviet republics, this was a task that took place in extremely unfavourable 

circumstances. 

Constructivist studies of Russian foreign policy are relatively few, but the 

literature is expanding.6 These studies were given a boost by the end of the Cold 

War and realism's failure to predict or explain that event. Constructivist research 

has theorised how individual and national identities are formed and how national 

identity in tum forms the basis of a state's foreign policy by framing the 

perceptions of decision-makers. National identity is continually shaped by the 

members of a society, influenced by history and ongoing relations with external 

actors. In the constructivist view, Russia's shift to an overtly 'pragmatic-realist' 

foreign policy is the result of an alteration in the dominant view of Russian national 

identity held by members of the elite. In this view social norms provide the basis 

for action. 'National interests' result from the specific debates about identity within 

a country. 

6 See for example, Wallander (1996), Prizel (1998), Hopf(1999), Newnann (1999), Hopf(2002) 
and Fawn (2004). 
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In both of these frameworks, as Chapters 2 and 3 demonstrate, the focus is on 

empirical research focused on the state elite. In neoclassical realism, members of 

the elite respond purposefully and predictably to the dictates of the international 

environment. In constructivism, shared understandings influenced by history and 

ongoing interactions with external actors need to be understood. The relationship of 

the two theories to evidence is different because they take a very different view of 

the relationship between individuals and the world they inhabit. They do share, 

however, a belief in empirical research: realism sees external factors as having a 

direct influence on domestic decision-making because decision-makers are 

predictably purposeful in their reactions; constructivism sees the continuous 

development of national identity as shaping the way policy-makers view the world; 

the influence of the outside world only 'makes sense' because of the way the 

shared understandings of their particular identities filter reality. These 

understandings can change rapidly and in ways that strongly influence how the 

external world and the actions of other actors are perceived. 

In Chapters 4, 5 and 6 the realist framework will be applied to the research 

questions. Chapter 4 will examine, in the first place, Russia's global and regional 

position in terms of material power (military, economic, geopolitical and 

demographic factors). This, along with a brief examination of the decision-making 

structures and personnel in Russia in the 1990s, will establish the background for 

the chapters dealing, in tum, with NATO and the ED. 

Chapters 5 and 6 focus on Russia's relations with NATO and the ED, 

respectively, and how the Russian elite adopted policies towards the two 

organisations in reaction to the imbalance of material forces in the particular cases 

under examination. These policies were aimed at improving Russia's security by 

increasing its power relative to other international actors. The chapters deal with 

change - each will attempt to show, first, how policy-makers perceived the 

changing situation in terms of the distribution of power, altered threat, and the 

possibilities open to Russia as a result; and, second, what policies were carried out 

in response (such as balancing, bandwagoning, regional versus global goals, and 

the use of bargaining chips). In conclusion, it will be possible to see whether and 

when these policies were successful in their aims. 
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Chapters 7, 8 and 9 apply the constructivist framework to the case studies. 

Chapter 7 aims to identify which aspects of Russian history were resurrected as 

important and relevant parts of the contemporary national identity debate, in which 

NATO and the EU played contrasting roles. It lays the groundwork for the two 

chapters that follow by establishing the context in terms of the wider national 

identity debate in Russia. It also describes the various groups which pushed for 

their favoured view of Russian identity, and how the arguments among them 

developed over the decade. The chapter shows how the overall tone of the debate 

was influenced by disappointments and successes (as interpreted against this 

historical evidence) in such relations. These points will form the basis for 

understanding the specific questions in Chapters 8 and 9. 

Chapters 8 and 9 use the framework developed Chapter 3 to explain the 

divergence in policy between that focused on the EU and that focused on NATO. 

They therefore examine the interactions between, first Russia and NATO and then 

Russia and the EU. The aim is to try to understand Russian foreign policy towards 

these two institutions against the background of Russia's domestic national identity 

debate and how interactions with NATO and the EU influenced in tum Russian 

perceptions of the outside world. 

Chapter 10, in conclusion, summanses the findings of the realist and 

constructivist explanations. It also examines what the frameworks were unable to 

explain, or seemed to explain poorly. It demonstrates that, working together, the 

two theories provide a broader picture than they do separately, and that they 

provide a useful basis for further research this field (of the Putin presidency for 

example); but the suggestion is made that as a result of the findings of this thesis, 

they should be complemented by a more traditional foreign policy focus on 

bureaucratic and interpersonal politics. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REALISM AND THE STUDY OF RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY 

IN THE 1990s 

A realist framework is likely to provide an effective way of explaining Russian 

policy towards NATO and the EU in the 1990s. There are many varieties of realism 

and the debate among realists is fierce, as are critiques of realism from outside. 

Over time, challenges from liberalism, Marxism and more recently constructivism,7 

as well as the changing international environment, have caused realists to modify 

their views while still remaining true to their core beliefs. Among the various 

realist theories, none is necessarily inherently superior to the others; yet some are 

clearly more suited than others to the research questions of this thesis. 

Realism in the post-Cold War world 

All realists found their theories on a belief in the essentially conflictual nature of 

human collective behaviour. The solution to Hobbes' war of all against all, the 

Leviathan, is the very thing lacking in anarchic international relations. This leads 

realists to posit the need for alternatives based on self-help. States must ensure their 

own security by building up their domestic power and by diplomacy (for example, 

forming alliances). Owing to the constant threat of conflict, the fundamental 

motivation of states is survival as independent entities. But attempts to ensure 

survival by one state lead to insecurity for others, because of the lack of trust in the 

anarchic system. States are therefore caught in a cycle of mistrust, known as the 

security dilemma. 

Given the basic assumptions, realism can first be classified into 'classical' 

or 'structural' varieties. 8 The classical variant, associated with, for example, 

Machiavelli and Morgenthau, emphasises the timeless and repetitive character of 

political life: 'Social forces are the result of human nature in action. Therefore, 

7 See Snyder (2002: 149) for a fe,-iew. 
S There are many other possible subdivisions (see for example Snyder, 2002: 149-1.50), some of 
which are discussed later in the chapter. 
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under similar conditions they will manifest themselves in a similar manner' 

(Morgenthau, 1995: 42). Classical realists analysed leaders' calculations. which 

had to take into account human nature and the realities of material power, from the 

medieval prince to the Cold War statesman.9 

Structural realism, which found its most famous exposition III Kenneth 

Waltz's 1979 Theory of International Relations, preferred a 'scientific' approach. 

This came from a desire to avoid classical realism's theorising on humanity'S 

timeless drives and interpretations of the calculations of leaders. Weak states 

balance against powerful states owing to the work of structural forces over time; 

patterns emerge from the anarchic coaction of sovereign bodies. Waltz and other 

structuralists 'insist that social science must move beyond self-conceptions and 

motives because individuals are constrained by structural forces over which they 

have no control and of which they may possess no knowledge' (Buzan et aI., 1993: 

8). But in asserting that the nature of international life is determined by the 

distribution of military power, they accept that human life is insecure as a result of 

the aggressive nature of other humans, and that it will always be so - and hence 

'smuggle in' classical realist pessimism.1o 

Waltz always insisted that he was interested in long-term patterns of 

behaviour, and sidestepped such controversies. The goal was a parsimonious 

scientific theory explaining a few things well, founded on laws which are merely 

regular and repeated behaviour patterns (Waltz, 1979: 6).11 In this it succeeded, 

because the theory showed that such patterns did emerge over long periods of time 

and provided powerful reasons as to why that was. It was unable to explain 

individual state foreign policies, but did not aim to. 

Following the Cold War, high-profile academics in Russia and the West 

including John Mearsheimer, Stephen Walt, Kenneth Waltz and William 

9 Morgenthau was prone to describing both the manner in which state leaders generally do act, and 
also to prescribing the manner in which they should act. Jervis (1998: 976) argues. for example, that 
Morgenthau's lecturing of the American people on the need for US foreign policy to follow the 
country's national interests 'would have been unnecessary had his descriptive argument been 
without flaws'. This is true of all realist analysis. However, realism doesn't deny that some state 
leaders operate more effectively than others; ineffective leaders can have disastrous consequences 
for their state. 
10 One of Waltz' s problems is the implicit acknowledgement of the effects of ideology (and other 
unit-level variables) in his theory. Questions of ideology and domestic politics in general creep into 
his explanations to make them plausible. On this see Heikkia (1999: 67). 
11 Tickner (1995: 58). among others, has attacked such attempts by neorealists to impose order 'on a 
chaotic and conflictual world'. 
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Wohlforth, as well as politician-academics such as Zbigniew Brzezinski and Henry 

Kissinger, have espoused the realist policies that the West should adopt in dealing 

with the new Russia,12 or used realist theory to understand and predict Russian 

policy.13 Russians have also applied realist ideas to explanations of post-Soviet 

international developments and to outline the foreign policies that Russia should 

adopt as a result, often borrowing from Western sources (Sergounin, 1996: 6).14 

They include commentators and politicians across Russia's political spectrum, 

from Vladimir Lukin and Aleksei Arbatov of the liberal Yabloko party, to the 

conservative Evgenii Primakov and Evgenii Shaposhnikov; and also influential 

intellectuals such as Sergei Rogov, and the arch-conservative Aleksandr Dugin 

(who borrowed heavily from Mackinder).15 

Neorealism to neoclassical realism: focusing on foreign policy 

With the sudden end of the Cold War, neorealism came under fresh attack for its 

failure to have predicted the event. Many neorealists, such as Waltz, had claimed 

that the Cold War situation of bipolarity - the system dominated by two competing 

hegemons (dominant states) - was stable. The neorealist focus on structure and 

hence on long-term patterns was criticised for blinding it to the real factors that 

12 According to Tsigankov (2002: 10) 'Today ... from 80 to 85% of all the world literature on 
international relations, is published in the USA'. 
13 See MacFarlane (1999) and Donaldson & Nogee (2000) for further examples of a realist analysis 
of Russian foreign policy. 
14 Tsigankov has described the transition of Russian international relations theory from the state­
controlled Soviet period to the 1990s, when 'The fundamental social-political changes in the 
country gave rise to urgent "social demand" for the elaboration of a scientific basis in solving such 
tasks, like an effective political socialization of society, an increase in the level of political culture 
and political participation of the people' (Tsigankov, 2002: 11). Unfortunately, while 'there are a 
great number of centres for international politics research ... their disconnected efforts in the 
majority of cases were directed towards the implementation of immediate demands and prognoses 
of the political situation [rather than] the elaboration of the fundamental problems of international 
relations ... In the majority of national higher education establishments, unlike in the many excellent 
universities in the "far abroad", international relations has not become an independent subject of 
study (Tsigankov, 2002: 11-12). However, such text books do exist. See, for instance, Moscow 
State Institute of International Relations, 2000. 
15 Arbatov was from 1995 Chairman of the Duma Subcommittee for International Security and 
Arms Limitations; from 1999 Deputy Chairman of the Defence Committee of the State Duma and 
head of the Commission for Defence, Security and Ratification ofInternational Treaties; Lukin was 
Ambassador to the US (1992-1993) and Chair of the Duma Foreign Affairs Committee (1995-
1999). Primakov was Director of the Foreign Intelligence Service (1991-95); 1996-1998 Foreign 
Minister; 1998-1999 Prime Minister. Rogov was head of the Institute of USA and Canada Studies, 
of the Russian Academy of Sciences; Dugin was notable for the publication of his book Osnovii 
Geopolitiki: Geopoliticheskoe Budushee Rossii [The Foundations of Geopolitics: the Geopolitical 
Future of Russia (1997)]: Shaposhnikoy was the first commander of the CIS armed forces. 
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cause change in international affairs. Neorealists argued otherwise, but many 

realists moved towards explanations of foreign policy rather than the 'structural' 

factors of international life, largely as a result of having to explain the end of the 

bipolar Cold War structure, and the new situation that was perceived by most as 

one of unipolarity.16 Realism has in fact continued to thrive in the post-Cold War 

world. The activity of realists in responding to their critics and in explaining this 

new situation led to an array of theories all of which could be called realist, many 

of which built on - and branched out from - neorealism. 

The structural realism primarily associated with Waltz, while discredited in 

some people's eyes, does provide powerful tools on which theories that attempt to 

explain the behaviour of individual states and rapid change in international 

relations have been able to build. Waltz never denied that, in order to examine 

individual state foreign policy, we would have to go beyond the international 

structure and look inside the state itself (Buzan et aI., 1993).17 Thus, in order to 

explain Russian foreign policy, a realist explanation that does exactly this will be 

necessary. Neoclassical realists examine the way individual states respond to the 

international distribution of power and so build on neorealist insights; but they 

explain better some things that neorealism has been shown to be poorly equipped to 

deal with. 

The key fact for realists after the Cold War was that they could argue 

strongly that 'states haven't disappeared, the conflicts among them continue to 

exist, the diplomatic and strategic behaviour of the powers ... remains a fact of 

world politics' (Tsigankov, 2002: 289). They could argue that the international 

structure of anarchy among sovereign states was still the key factor in international 

affairs (as neorealism had powerfully argued), but that this could be combined with 

examination of foreign policy: they contend that state interests follow from the 

requirement to survive in an anarchic international environment and that state 

policy is influenced by material power distribution in the international system. But 

16 Kapstein & Mastanduno (1999) among others are clear that the new situation is one of 
unipolarity. Waltz on the other hand believed that 'bipolarity endures, but in an altered state' 
(Waltz, 1993: 52). The question of how long the current situation. however it is characterized, will 
last - its durability - is also the subject of vigorous debate. See, for example, Deudney & Ikenberry 
(1999: 103). 
17 Buzan et al. (1993) argued that unit level factors could be included \\ithin structuralist realism to 

expand its explanatory power. Elman (1996). howewr, made the case that Waltz's realism could be 
used for a foreign policy analysis. 
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they examine the manner in which state decision-makers act on this situation and 

therefore study the workings of state policy-making deliberately ignored by 

neorealism, while taking as their starting point the international distribution of 

power. 18 
In Russia, Yermolaev (2000: 1), for example, argued that the post-Soviet 

environment 'exerted a substantial influence on the nature of Russia's foreign and 

defence policy' . 

The meaning of power 

Power in the realist view is defined in terms of capabilities. It is the sum of 

capabilities controlled by a state: its military, economic and human resources. But 

the main point is that military power ensures security and therefore relative military 

power is the primary factor in international relations. 

The realist view of the means by which economics affects international 

politics is that economic strength translates into military power as it allows for 

funding of the military and the overall development of society, including such vital 

factors as scientific and technological advances. Economic growth is necessary to 

maintain military power, and so the search for economic growth is linked to 

national security. But in some theories, economic power is also seen as an element 

of power in its own right, strengthening the state's influence and its ability to attain 

allies. 19 'Given ... the intimate connection between wealth and power, sensitivity to 

relative gains is evident in the economic realm as well' (MacFarlane, 1999: 222). 

The population of a state in crude terms is the means by which economic and 

military might are created; a large, educated and dynamic population is more likely 

than the opposite to provide the domestic conditions conducive to a thriving 

economy and a strong military. 

The state's physical attributes of size, global position, access to trade routes 

and resources are also 'a tangible element of the relative strength of a country' 

(Sergounin, 1997: 27). After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia's astonishing 

change in size and borders (as well as other geopolitical factors to be examined in 

18 What Mastanduno & Kapstein (1999: 4) called an 'ongoing effort to elaborate an alternative 
realist vision, one that goes inside the "black box"'. The black box is a way of referring to the state. 
which realists try to avoid looking into and thereby avoid examining the details of state policy 
making. 
19 See KelT (1995: 983) on the links between economics and geopolitics. 
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Chapters 4, 5 and 6) were a crucial part of the environment in which Russia had to 

operate.
20 

Russia was clearly in a very different situation from the Soviet Union. 

The global distribution of power had altered radically. All realists would point to 

the new international distribution of power as being of vital importance in 

explaining Russia's foreign policy. Governments use various techniques to alter the 

balance of power in their favour, forming alliances and building up domestic 

power. But beyond that there are some differences among realists as to what 

policies will (and should) be undertaken in such a situation. 

State policy options 

Many realists suggest that a state will attempt to ensure its survival and 

independence in the anarchic environment by balancing (i.e. forming alliances with 

other states) against the most powerful state in the system. Most realists see 

balancing as the strategy most likely to result in the state's survival and 

independence. In realism from classical to neorealist times, it is seen as the most 

common form of international diplomacy.21 

The situation facing Russia and all other states in the 1990s was one of 

unipolarity, with the US as a global hegemon. Many realists argued that the other 

major powers in the world would logically begin to balance against the US. 

However, others suggest that this was not to be expected because states balance 

against threat, not power; or that in such a situation, allying with the power of the 

US was more likely than balancing against it or suggested that bandwagoning was 

more likely. 

Balancing against threat 

Walt's balance-of-threat theory (dating from before the end of the Cold War) 

argues that, rather than balancing against power, states will balance against those 

states that pose an immediate threat to their survival or interests. Walt (1987: vi) 

defines threat as a 'function of power, geographic proximity, offensive capabilities, 

and perceived intentions'. The threat is therefore a result of the analysis by one 

state of another's specific characteristics in these areas. It suggests that Russia 

20 See, for example, Trenin (2001). 
21 Doyle (1997: 164-165) has outlined some of the many balancing patterns recognized throughout 
history, such as 'Kautilya's circles' and checkerboard patterns. 
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would be more likely to perceive threats among states lying close to the country's 

borders than among those further away; or would find a threat in the fact that 

distant states with great offensive capabilities, such as the US, form alliances in 

neighbouring regions. Walt's examination of the evidence suggests that balancing 

is far more common than bandwagoning (the alliance of weak states with a 

preponderant power, or alignment with the source of danger) and that states 

balance against threat rather than power alone. 

Yet Walt does allow that in some circumstances states are forced into 

bandwagoning, because, for example, they are located so close to an overwhelming 

power that resistance is useless. 'In general, the weaker the state, the more likely it 

is to bandwagon rather than balance' (Walt, 1987: 29). Walt's theory was a detailed 

exposition of the need for states to examine the each others' intentions. But later 

analysis, notably of the post-Cold War situation, widened further the possibilities: 

bandwagoning is more likely to take place in the unipolar world than before, and is 

likely policy for medium-sized (or second-tier22
) states rather than only the very 

weak identified by Walt. This is a result of the United States' overwhelming 

military superiority. Thus Walt's theory retains its usefulness by focusing on threat 

and not only power (from which threat is in large part derived), but is too restricted 

in its predictions of policy. 

Bandwagoning from a position of weakness 

Schweller (1994: 93) showed that a state faced by an unfavourable balance (of 

either threat or power) has a variety of options which follow from realist reasoning. 

He sees the national interests as arising from the search for positive rewards, not 

just the avoidance of negative sanctions (as Walt, Waltz and others do). It becomes 

more likely that weak states will carry out 'piling on' bandwagoning with the 

stronger status-quo coalition. 

Wohlforth (1994) has also provided evidence that bandwagoning is more 

likely for second-tier states (or declining challengers), when faced with 

22 In the theories in question the tenn refers to medium-sized states, rather than weak or extremely 
unstable states. Russia was of the second-tier, because it was able to dominate the weak states in its 
renion but was not strong enough to form a global pole as the USSR had done in the Cold War. c , 
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hegemons.
23 

Bandwagoning, as a result of unipolarity in the post-Cold war world, 

has grown in likelihood in this view. In a unipolar world, Wohlforth demonstrated 

that 'the raw power advantage of the United States means that an important source 

of conflict in previous systems is absent: hegemonic rivalry over leadership of the 

international system. No other major power is in a position to follow any policy 

that depends for its success on prevailing against the United States in a war or 

extended rivalry... second-tier states face incentives to bandwagon with the 

unipolar power as long as the expected costs of balancing remain prohibitive' 

(Wohlforth, 1999: 8). In this situation, local balances of power may loom larger in 

the calculations of other states than the background unipolar structure. 24 

Russia was no longer a great power - it was a second-tier power in a 

unipolar world. As Snyder says, 'One can think of other ways in which conciliatory 

policies might be useful even to an expansionary state. For example, conciliatory 

tactics ... might appeal to an offensive-minded state as a means of discouraging the 

formation of balances against it, or of weakening opposing alliances. Diplomatic 

detente could be a useful policy during periods when a state's power buildup has 

been frustrated by opposition' (Snyder, 2002: 166). Bandwagoning becomes a 

tempting policy, along with concurrent attempts, within the confines of that overall 

policy, to build domestic and regional power and position (Snyder, 2002: 166, 

footnote 24). 

This is not to say that second-tier states will not try to increase their relative 

power, even if that takes place against an overall bandwagoning policy. 'The 

advent of unipolarity therefore does not mean the end of all politics among great 

powers ... Second-tier great powers will not suddenly stop caring about their 

standing vis-a-vis other states ... We should expect evidence of states' efforts to 

explore the new structure and determine their place in it' (Wohlforth, 1999: 35-36). 

23 Realism has traditionally been concerned with great powers. Was Russia a great power in the 
1990s? This was arguable, but not vital to the application of realist theories that are explicitly 
interested in second-tier powers. With its stockpile of weapons of mass destruction, as well as its 
vast regional weight, Russia could lay claim to this modest title (hence the importance of the Anti­
Ballistic Missile treaty to Russia). Fedorov (2002: 6) argues that 'while helping to deter large-scale 
aggression, nuclear weapons as such cannot be converted into political power,' but this is 
debateable and was a tactic used by Russia in the 1990s. Its success or otherwise will be examined 
in Chapter 5. 
24 Walt's focus on geographic proximity in threat perception is therefore still rele\'ant. However. the 
argument below will be that sensitivity to the regional situation is not necessarily about balancing 
against threat: it can be local expansion under a global bandwagoning policy umbrella. 
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The key is that regional and second-tier competition should not be confused with 

balancing to restructure the system towards multi polarity. 

These arguments open up interesting and likely possibilities: among them 

that a state such as Russia, when faced by a hegemonic global power, is likely to 

bandwagon with that power, unless it felt that this was putting its security at greater 

risk than an alternative strategy. Yet at the same time, such a policy might change 

as threat perception changes, and the state will be searching for advantage where 

possible. The point of Walt's work is not lost: the focus on threat. But the range of 

possibilities is much wider than he acknowledges. 

The work of Snyder, Schweller and W ohlforth suggests a way towards a 

more detailed and narrative approach to explaining Russia's foreign policy. 

Empirical examination can show when and how Russian decision-makers decided 

to act. Their predictions move the focus beyond balance of power and threat 

perception and balancing to suggest a more complicated picture in which 

balancing, bandwagoning, local and global strategies are combined.25 States fight 

to maintain or improve their situation in terms of relative power, and this is a fight 

that takes place in several arenas at any time. It is complex and might involve 

elements of bandwagoning, bluff, aggression and retrenchment. While the strategy 

of this fight is conditioned by the external environment, the environment does not 

determine the intricacies of policy tactics. 

Power and elite perception 

The distribution of power is hard, if not impossible, to calculate with minute 

accuracy. Moreover, in the real world, 'crude quantitative indicators of capabilities 

cannot accurately represent decision-makers' assessments' (Wohlforth, 1994: 98). 

There is no clarity about either what the objective threat is, or what should be the 

resulting policies. 

Walt's balance of threat theory has already shown the need to understand 

why and when threat is perceived. Decision-makers can only decide on the basis of 

assessments that they make. The argument followed by neoclassical realists is that 

'the scope and ambition of a country's foreign policy is driven first and foremost 

25 MacFarlane (1999) reaches a very similar conclusion, without expanding on it, in his analysis of 
Russia's post -Cold War foreign policy. 
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by its relative material capabilities. This is why they are realist. They argue further, 

however, that the impact of such power capabilities on foreign policy is indirect 

and complex, because systemic pressures must be translated through intervening 

variables at the unit level. This is why they are neoclassical' (Rose, 1998: 146). 

Decision-makers are not necessarily rational or operating in conditions of 

'bounded rationality' .26 But they are purposeful in their pursuit of relative power 

and security (Taliaferro, 1999: 3). Domestically, state leaders aim to increase the 

viability of the state - to raise revenues for military expenditure, establish a 

productive and technologically advanced economy, and create the conditions for a 

healthy and educated population and also a political system in which decision­

making is not hindered by domestic problems or inefficiency. In these 

circumstances, the elite will aim to establish an efficient system of rule, based on 

coherent institutions with agreed rules, and may see nationalism as a useful tool for 

achieving it (Tuminez, 1996). 

Neoclassical realism 'predicts that an increase in relative material power 

will lead eventually to a corresponding expansion in the ambition and scope of a 

country's foreign political activity [and vice versa]... It also predicts that the 

process will not necessarily be gradual or uniform ... because it will depend not 

solely on objective material trends but also on how political decision makers ... 

perceive them' (Rose, 1998: 167).27 What neoclassical realist theory shows is that, 

in the long run, a state's foreign policy 'cannot transcend the limits and 

opportunities thrown up by the international environment' (Rose, 1998: 151).28 

Neoclassical realists then specify the mechanism through which policy inputs 

translate into policy outputs - namely, the various diplomatic, military, foreign 

economic, and national security strategies that states actually pursue (Taliaferro, 

2000: 155). 

Russian statesmen could have witnessed the effectiveness of their foreign 

policy decisions by judging the ongoing process of success and failure, for 

26 The concept of 'bounded rationality' takes account of the fact that people clearly aren't 
comprehensively rational, because of the 'the physical and psychological limits of man's capacity as 
alternative generator, information processor, and problem solver [ which] constrain the decision­
making processes of indi viduals and ofganizations' (Allison, 1971: 71). 
27 Research has shown that statesmen's perceptions of power can change suddenly in response to 
shock events. See for example Jervis (1976) and Friedberg (1988). 
28 See also Kapstein & Mastanduno et al. (1999: 8). 
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example, in relation to the expansion plans of NATO or import tariffs set by the 

EU. The judgement of success and failure would be a process on which these twin 

expansions would cast a continuous and revealing light. When the calculations go 

wrong, it can have serious consequences: territory or trade can be lost, areas of 

influence seized by an opponent. Threat must be recalculated, the possibilities of 

balancing and bangwagoning reconsidered. Foreign policy decision-makers will act 

in response to alterations in the distribution of power internationally and threat with 

coherent and purposeful policies. 

Defensive and offensive realism 

Defensive neoclassical realists suggest that the range of possibilities open to states 

is wider than offensive realists allow. To defensive realists, states aim to maximise 

security not power, and thus their concern is to maintain their relative position 

within the system and not to maximise power as far as possible. A 'retreat from 

confrontation' makes sense to a defensive realist when it is deemed to be 

necessary, given a position of weakness. But aggressive expansion is also feasible 

in certain cases.29 Defensive neoclassical realists posit a more complex link 

between the crude distribution of power and the policies of individual states - than 

offensive realists. And the effects of intervening' structural modifiers', such as the 

offence-defence balance, geographic proximity and access to raw materials, 

'influence the severity of the security dilemma between particular states' 

(Taliaferro, 2000: 131). Offensive and defensive realists differ in the weight and 

the range of options available to leaders as a result, and hence the differences 

between them are a matter of degree. In practice, defensive and offensive realists 

often agree on likely policy. In general, security-driven expansion becomes more 

likely when leaders perceive that they have a good chance of military victory and if 

such a victory will redress the perceived power imbalance and improve security. 

Empirical study of policy can show how policy-makers perceived the situation and 

the correct response to it. 

29 Taliaferro (2000: 152) also makes this point. 
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External pressures and state policy-making 

Realism - even of the neoclassical variety - rests on a "top-down" conception of 

international politics. All realists treat the pressures of the external environment as 

being more important than the preferences of actors within states. W ohlforth argues 

that 'If power influences the course of international politics, it must do so largely 

through the perceptions of the people who make decisions on behalf of states' 

(Wohlforth, 1993: 2). Yet 'the distribution of capabilities exists apart from the 

perceptions of statesmen, and influences ... outcomes ... In the final analysis the 

outcomes of state interactions will be influenced by the real distribution of power' 

(Wohlforth, 1993: 6).30 

Relative material power therefore 'established the basic parameters of a 

country's foreign policy ... [But] there is no immediate or perfect transmission belt 

linking material capabilities to foreign policy behaviour. Leaders must aim to grasp 

the progressive waxing or waning of relative power through calculations of their 

own and other states' capabilities and intentions, as well as through trial and error 

in diplomatic and military ventures. States will calculate where they can push for 

advantage, and where they are forced into retreat. They can play various bargaining 

chips in this way in a continuous struggle to realize advantage within the overall 

strategy.31 Another means of calculation is through the lens of geopolitics and the 

geographical evidence of size and resource base. In this way states can calculate the 

effectiveness of their policies and hence any required changes in policy. Perception 

of threat will also change as the international environment changes. 

Foreign policy choices are made by actual political leaders, and so it is their 

perceptions of relative power that matter' (Rose, 1998: 147). However, the 'menu' 

of possibilities available to state leaders is limited by actual relative power. 

30 Defensive realism has been attacked for taking account of elite perceptions and misperceptions 
and other domestic factors, which sacrifices a supposedly core realist assumption that states are 
unitary, rational actors. Critics on these grounds include Legro & Moravcsik (1999). Yet as 
Taliaferro (2000: 158) argues, there is no reason why realists cannot take some account of 
additional factors if these add to our understanding of the real world. In this case, such additional 
factors simply complicate, but do not break, the link between the realities of the international world 
and state responses. 
31 Likely tactics include making concessions in some areas in return for concessions from the 
opposing side in others; using 'bargaining chips' to gain advantage where possible; attempting to 
weaken the ties binding potentially threatening alliances; and threatening the use of force. Pikaye\' 
(2000: 2), for example, sees the change in Russian foreign policy associated with the mid-1990s 
consensus as a search for bargaining chips (diplomatic assets), which included its powerful nuclear 
arsenal and influence in various regions. 
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Neoclassical realism, of both offensive and defensive varieties, posits a strictly 

limited role for domestic politics. The key point that arises from the discussion is 

that an examination of how the elite responded to the international environment in 

a case-study analysis can utilise this view of foreign policy to 'trace how, in actual 

cases, relative power is translated and operationalized into the behavior of state 

actors' (Rose, 1998: 16). It is decision-makers who translate relative power into 

policy. Realism predicts that leaders will act in a purposeful manner which is 

strongly influenced by the distribution of power. The perception of threat, for 

example, will be governed by the material capabilities and offensive potential of 

rival states. Policies are complicated and multi-faceted and change rapidly with 

changing realities, but this does not preclude the existence of overall strategy and 

pattern. The empirical chapters will be able to see exactly what policies were 

undertaken by the Russian leadership under the international conditions that 

obtained. 

Therefore, once the overall distribution of power is established, the 

composition of the elite will be the next factor to establish: the decision-making 

elite forms the link between the distribution of power and policy. It is the elite's 

perception of developments and changes and possibilities in the international 

environment that leads to policies designed to alter the distribution of power 

(whether by balancing or bandwagoning, or, as suggested, some mix of the two) to 

the state's benefit. The case studies will aim to illustrate the complex ways that 

Russia perceived and responded to international developments that resulted in 

changes to the perceived relative distribution of power and how the elite perceived 

threats and possibilities. The objective facts of the distribution of power condition 

what the elite perceives to be the threatening aspects of that distribution. Leaders 

decide (within the limits set by the possibilities of relative power) what action they 

take. This perception can change rapidly, as can the decisions taken on the basis of 

the perception. 

The possibilities for state action are limited by the realities of power, but 

can be complex and take place in different arenas at the same time. A state will use 

all the means possible to ameliorate its relative position. These means - which can 

be conceived of as bargaining chips - include those factors of material power (such 

as the threat of nuclear retaliation, embargoes of vital goods and alliance-building), 
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which can be used to defer an unwanted development. Chapters 5 and 6 therefore 

examine how the elite reacted to the perceived threat posed by NATO and the EU. 

Russia, NATO and the ED in the neoclassical realist framework 

A neoclassical realist approach offers a powerful framework for tackling Russian 

foreign policy-making in the circumstances of the 1990s. It shows how the 

distribution of power in the international environment influences state policy­

making. It suggests that to understand a state's policies we need to take this fact 

into account; but it also directs research towards an examination of the policies 

adopted by a state in these circumstances. A state's leaders act within the 

constraints of the international environment to improve their state's relative 

position. Because state leaderships are in a constant struggle to identify the correct 

policies within a changing environment, 'different states or even the same state at 

different times pursue particular strategies in the international arena ... while 

building on Waltz's assumptions about anarchy, neoclassical-realists explicitly 

reject the injunction that theories ought not to include explanatory variables at 

different levels of analysis' (Taliaferro, 2000: 134). 

Neoclassical realism posits a relatively complex link between the 

distribution of power and policies that result, which a structured narrative account 

can illuminate. It also suggests a relatively wide range of possibilities available to 

the state elite. In practice, it is clear that a state has various facets of power that it 

can use in its favour to counterbalance its weaknesses. 

States pull on all potential means of exerting international influence, using 

military and economic resources. Policy-makers will be desperate to slow down 

and reverse processes that weaken the state domestically, and react sharply to 

perceived attempts to exploit or further exacerbate any weakness. Thus as NATO 

and the EU carried out their policies of expansion and other activities in the 

military and economic areas, Russian policy-makers would have been acting to 

ensure that these were not to Russia's detriment, sought to exploit any advantages 

possible to improve Russia's position, and carried out all diplomatic and military 

actions deemed necessary to do so. The perception of threat would have been a 

major factor in such calculations. 
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NATO's continuing existence, combined with its enlargement and out-of­

area military activity, highlighted Russia's contemporary weakness: Russia's 

politicians had to devise policies to react to this constantly changing situation (of 

threats and opportunities) within the global strategy of balancing or bandwagoning. 

The EU was primarily an economic and political alliance. To a realist this would 

mean that the EU did not present a threat, except that, by excluding Russia from 

trade and economic assistance, it could accelerate Russia's economic decline and 

relative economic weakness relative to other states. Russia's economic situation in 

comparison to the EU was similar to its relative military might in comparison to 

NATO. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONSTRUCTIVISM AND THE STUDY OF 

FOREIGN POLICY IN THE 1990s 

The argument in Chapter 2 was that a realist framework focusing on the 

international distribution of material power would be a productive way of 

explaining the policies adopted by Russia in the 1990s towards NATO and the EU. 

This chapter takes a very different approach, putting the case for a constructivist 

account that focuses instead on national identity. The argument here is that Russian 

national identity frames the way policy-makers view the world and shapes their 

foreign policy.32 

Constructivism in the post-Cold War world 

Like neoclassical realism, constructivism gained a boost at the time of the end of 

the Cold War, and since then has established an authoritative position, in both 

Russia and Western countries. 'Hardly known a decade ago, constructivism has 

risen as the officially accredited contender to the established core' (Guzzini, 2000: 

147), and often seemed to be seizing the 'middle ground' (Adler, 1997) of 

international relations research.33 Such a development was partly based on a 

powerful critique of neorealism and neoliberalism, the established core at the time. 

What spurred the constructivist critique of mainstream research was its 

failure to predict or explain the end of the Cold War. Prior to this event, 

international relations research had been dominated by neorealism and 

neoliberalism. Both assumed that actors respond in a rational way to external 

circumstances, primarily the international distribution of power in anarchy. 

However, the end of the Cold War seemed to come about not by an alteration in the 

32 The manner in which the theoretical frameworks used in Chapters 2 and 3 are compatible (if they 
are) will be examined in the conclusion. 
33 At times scholars have responded with hostility from both sides of this middle ground. Keohane 
(1988) condemned constructivism's lack of concrete research results. Critical theorists have 
criticised its 'masked rationalism and positivism' (Price & Reus-Smit, 1998: 260). 
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material distribution of power, which many argued had not changed significantly,34 

but in ways of thinking. 'If the US and Soviet Union decide that they are no longer 

enemies, "the Cold War is over'" (Wendt, 1995: 135). 

The constructivist alternative 

States, on this reading, are not simply rational actors. Each - or more precisely the 

leadership of each - has changeable interests. Constructivists argued that 

'intersubjective rules, and not some unchangeable truths deduced from human 

nature or from international anarchy, give meaning to international practices' 

(Guzzini,2000: 155). This is because 'the distribution of power may always affect 

states' calculations, but how it does so depends on the intersubjective 

understandings and expectations, on the "distribution of knowledge" that constitute 

their conceptions of self and other' (Wendt, 1995: 135). Constructivists and others 

were therefore trying to account for precisely those factors that rationalists assume 

are unimportant (being to all intents and purposes identical) and do not accept the 

unproblematic nature of the tenn national interests.35 They tried to understand the 

manner in which the identities and hence interests of actors are constructed through 

intersubjective understandings of the world.36 

These arguments are based on a philosophical grounding very different 

from that of neorealists and neoliberals. Constructivists do not deny the existence 

of the outside world and the physical objects in it. But they do oppose the view that 

'phenomena can constitute themselves as objects of knowledge independently of 

discursive practices ... our interpretations are based on a shared system of codes 

and symbols, of languages, life-worlds, social practices. The knowledge of reality 

is socially constructed' (Guzzini, 2000: 159-160). Actors can only understand the 

world by means of socially created systems of meaning, and 'social identities are 

said to constitute actors' interests and shape their actions' (Price & Reus-Smit, 

34 (Ruggie (1998: 25), for example, argued that 'in this instance brute force remained entirely on the 
side of the status quo'. 
35 Some critics of realism could accept that it provided useful insights but was underdetermining 
(Risse-Kappen, 1996: 185-186), others argued that it was more deeply flawed, because its view of 
humans as rational actors. Risse-Kappen's conclusion was that 'ideas intervene between material, 
Eower-related factors in the one hand, and state interests and preferences on the other'. 

6 It was also evident that realists such as Brzezinski, Kissinger and Waltz often implicitly accept 
that cultural or ideological factors influence foreign policy. As Weldes (1999: 7) notes, 'Even 
Morgenthau said that "the idea of interest is indeed the essence of politics'''. 
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1998: 266-267).37 Agents and the socially constructed structures in which they 

operate 'are joined in a "dialectical synthesis" with the agents who create and 

inhabit them' (Wendt, 1987: 357). The key ideas of constructivism are therefore, 

first, that it is through shared (intersubjective) understandings that people make 

sense of the world and, second, that these are created in a 'structurationist' manner: 

agents and structures are co-determined. These structures, or systems of meaning, 

influence agents; in turn, agents influence the reproduction of these structures. 

People communicate with each other, make sense of the world and make 

themselves comprehensible to others. Just as spoken and written language are 

always changing, so do other shared understandings of the world, such as national 

identity. People act as a result of their understanding of the world and the 

appropriate or reasonable actions, which are based on such shared understandings -

not as a result of some pre-determined 'rational' responses. The constructivist 

approach to foreign policy therefore involves an analysis of the manner in which 

such understandings come about and are reproduced, and how this affects the way 

state leaders carry out their interactions with outsiders. 

To constructivists, a key concept here is national identity: the way in which 

members of the nation understand the characteristics which unify them and identify 

outsiders. National identity is considered to be the root of the national interest. The 

national interest is the way in which policy-makers perceive required action in the 

field of foreign policy, and this is formulated by their understandings of what gives 

the nation its unique identity. 'By studying the way in which national identity is 

formulated and understood by policy-makers, we can gain insight into the foreign 

policies they undertake' (Weldes, 1999: 4). 

The usefulness of the concept 'lies in its subsuming ideology, political 

history, culture, and experience, variables that have been variously examined in the 

context of foreign policy roles' (Le Prestre, 1997: 9), an amalgam of 'language and 

religion as the basis of national unity, cultural and historical values and national 

and historical memory' (Tsigankov, 2002: 292-293). National identity production 

and reproduction are a result of domestic debates in which people - agents -

discuss or demonstrate through their words and actions, either deliberately or 

instinctively, those things that make the 'nation': on issues of citizenship, religious 

37 See also McSweeney (1999: 139). 
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and ethnic membership, borders, enemies, friends and historical traditions. Public 

speech and action together create what can be considered a continuous public 

debate. 

Several recent works have applied constructivist (or similar) approaches to 

understanding Russian foreign policy or closely related cases.38 Such work deals in 

a comprehensive way with the history of Russian culture and ideologies such as 

Marxism-Leninism, and how relevant they are to foreign policy-making, offering 

'explicit arguments about the relation between behavior and normative 

frameworks' (Pursiainen, 1999: 168). 

History and national identity 

To constructivists, national identity draws on history (including the history of and 

continuing relations with outsiders, usually in this context called 'others,).39 It is 

continually reproduced by the interpretation of that history and interaction by 

members of the group with outsiders - these are major influences on the manner in 

which agents reproduce the national identity. Thus the existing national identity, 

developed historically, is interpreted by agents in the present and used as the basis 

for the ongoing debate. Members of a nation use the collective national past for 

inspiration, for guidance to what should be the appropriate role for the nation and 

for understanding of what it is that makes the nation unique.4o 

The group's past strengthens the present sense of group identity. Those 

factors that loom large in the collective memory tend to be traumatic or triumphant 

events such as invasion, military victory and defeat or periods of oppression and 

expansion. These historical factors are one reason why different groups with 

different histories see the same situations in very different ways: what is seen as a 

threat by some is quite the opposite to others. Current relations with outsiders also 

influence national identity and interpretations of the past (see below). 

38 Including those by Szporluk (1994), Prizel (1998), Kortunov (1998 and 1999), Risse-Kappen 
(1996), Neumann and Williams (2000), Kassianova (2001), Zevelev (2002b and 2002c), Hopf 
(2002) and Fawn (2004). 
39 The term 'identity' as used here originally comes from social psychology, 'where it refers to the 
images of individuality and distinctiveness ("selfhood") held and projected by an actor and formed 
(and modified over time) through relations with significant "others". Thus the term (by convention) 
references mutually constructed and evolving images of self and other' (Katzenstein, 1996: 59). 
40 Hunt (1987), for example, has analysed the continuities of cultural attitudes among the US elite 
and how they have influenced foreign policy. 
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People in a nation do not VIew such matters uniformly, and there is 

continuous 'competition' among individuals and groups over interpretation of the 

facts. There was a fierce struggle among groups and individuals in Russia, for 

example, after the Soviet period, in the search for guidance as to what constituted 

the core factors of 'Russianness' that could be used to hold together and provide 

purpose to the nation in the post-Soviet period. Among nationalists, the pre­

revolutionary past was often evoked as a guide to the present. The Soviet period 

was frequently considered to have involved some kind of break with the natural 

historical process in Russia, and as having had a disastrous effect on Russian 

identity through its attempts to merge nations and suppress Russia's national 

individuality.41 Communists and indeed many nationalists saw the Soviet period as 

providing a usable history in defining Russianness in the post-Soviet period, 

although the Russian Communist Party quickly adopted nationalist clothing. 

Russia's foreign policy has often been seen as heavily influenced by culture 

and ideology, the result of the country's geography, mixture of 'Asiatic' and 

'European' peoples and customs, Orthodox (and Muslim) religion, Bolshevism42 

and state-people divide, to name a few of the factors often considered important. 

Both native and foreign observers have often inferred that Russia's role in the 

world is or should be different in some way from that of other nations. 43 In the 19th 

century, for example, the broad Westemiser-Slavophile divide pitted two versions 

of Russia against one another: one in which the West was inimical to Russia, and 

one in which Russia lagged behind but should aim to be more like European 

countries.44 Nikolai Gogol's question, in Dead Souls (1842) - 'Russia where are 

you flying to? Answer! She gives no answer' (Gogol, 1967: 259) - summed up the 

feelings of many. The Westemiser-Slavophile divide persisted throughout the 

Soviet period and beyond. In post-Soviet political writings and party political 

programmes, in the media and in other public forums, there was an explicit quest to 

discover the 'Russian idea' (or a tacit acceptance that there was a self-evident 

41 Although at times the Soviet leadership, particularly under Stalin and Brezhnev, did toy with 
Russian nationalist rhetoric (see Chapter 7). 
42 See Pravda (1988) and Kramer (1999) for analyses of the role of ideology in influencing and 
constraining Soviet foreign policy making. 
43 As King (1994) has pointed out, Sovietologists' view of the significance of the rebirth of Russia 
differed according to how much weight they placed on Russia's cultural specificity. 
44 See Berdiaiev (1947), Neumann (1999) and Figes (2003) for overviews. 
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Russian idea and that the state should be adhering to it).45,46 Repeating Gogol's 

question in Dead Souls, Pravda was asking 'Where are you going Rus? There is no 

answer', in February 1992 - the answer was still being sought 150 years after 

Gogol first asked it.47 Continuities in the practices of political culture were evident 

too, despite the highly unsettled and continuing debate. 

Russian history has often been regarded as taking place in cycles. 

Continuities in Russia's authoritarian traditions and political culture throughout the 

Tsarist and Soviet periods, as well as the role played by the West in Russian 

national identity, have been identified by Medvedev (1999) in his analysis of the 

long-tenn character of Russian society and by Reddaway & Glinski (2001: 19), 

who see Russian history as being similar to a 'pendulum swinging between 

progress and conservative backlash, between despotic, bloody police regimes and 

the anarchic "times of troubles"'. This takes place through a fonn of "'path 

dependence" as every new round... was shaped by memory of past and 

comparisons with previous similar experience'. Kortunov (1998: 2) also cites 

Kvasha's periodisation of Russian history into repetitions of 'planning and energy 

accumulation' followed by 'straining of all forces that strengthens the state and 

creates a strong leader'. 

The role of the other 

An examination of how Russian history was interpreted in building an idea of 

contemporary Russianness needs to be complemented by a consideration of how 

relations with outsiders (in the past and as an ongoing fact of national life) 

influenced the ongoing fonnation of national identity. Constructivists emphasize to 

varying degrees the importance of outsiders, or 'others', in the construction of the 

self. Kubalkova (2001: 33), argued that 'identifying "others" against whose alleged 

identity one fonns one's own identity simplifies the equation, [of identity 

45 The Russian state (in both Tsarist and Yeltsin periods) has also directed research to codify and 
make official what is unique about Russia and thus what its relations with the rest of the world 
should be. 
46 Duncan (1998) and Hosking (1998), to take two examples, have shown in their historical studies 
the various though limited continuities in Russian political culture from Tsarist times through the 

Soviet period . 
. p Kuda neseshsia Rus? .. Ne daet otveta was the title of an interview with Ruslan Abdulatipoy, 
Chair of the Russian Federation Supreme Soviet's Soviet of Nationalities, in Pravda, 19 February 

1992. 
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formation] especially insofar as groups are concerned'. Most research in this field, 

indeed, suggests that it can only be through a dialogue with external others that the 

self can have any meaning. 'We can understand the state as having no ontological 

status apart from the various acts that constitute its reality... Difference is 

constituted in relation to identity' (Campbell, 1998).48 The individual, in fact, 

'needs her own identity in order to make sense of herself and others and needs the 

identities of others to make sense of them and herself (Hopf, 2002: 4-5). 

Similarly, 'ethnic groups [are] reproduced by the very maintenance of the 

boundaries that separate them from other groups, who were seen to be constituted 

by their lack of this or that trait' (Neumann, 1999: 36). 

This process becomes a never-ending dialogue between separate groups in 

international relations. 'Foreign policy provides a channel for engagement with the 

external environment, supplies evidence of the outside world's perception and 

appraisal of the collectivity, and functions as an instrument for realisation of the 

self-image ... The process involves defining "us" against "them" by comparison 

with the chosen referent(s), differentiation, and drawing boundaries' (Kassianova, 

200 I: 821-822). 

At the same time, 'national identity and security strategy are closely linked. 

Their relations are dialectical by nature. The problems of security strongly 

influence the process of national self-identification. And vice versa' (Baburkin, 

2003: 2). Thus a country perceives another country through the lens of its own 

identity, 'and creates a new reality by interpreting the initial step through its own 

perception of the move. Identity and self-image are the main factors that determine 

how the actions of other countries are perceived' (Zevelev, 2002c: 456). The 

national identity debate consists of the public statements that can be understood as 

relating to 'us' and 'them'. 

Russian foreign policy was conducted on the basis of the sense of Russian 

national identity shared by members of the elite, which in tum was influenced by 

the manner in which relations with important external actors developed. While the 

outside world and events that occur in it are given meaning by national identity, the 

threats, problems and opportunities that are seen to arise, and which are 

48 See also Der Derian (1997: 61). 



successfully or otherwise dealt with, are in turn reinterpreted and affect the 

developing internal national identity debate, giving meaning to the nation itself. 

The nation's history and relations with others are the two crucial aspects of 

its identity formation. But as noted, the constructivist view is that institutions like 

identity only exist because people make them exist. Therefore it is vital to 

understand which interpretations of history and outsiders (others) come to 

dominate and become the accepted version of foreign policy and how this occurs. It 

is individuals who make identity and foreign policy - which is the expression of 

national identity. 

Individuals and the formation of identity: the pre-eminent role of national 

elites 

The national identity debate is conducted by people. But some people hold more 

influential positions in society than others and thus have more power to determine 

the generally accepted vision of the nation. Power is understood by constructivists 

to be 'not only the resources required to impose one's view on others, but also the 

authority to determine the shared meanings that constitute the identities, interests 

and practices of states ... Because social reality is a matter of imposing meanings 

and functions on physical objects that do not already have those meanings and 

functions, the ability to create the underlying rules of the game, to define what 

constitutes acceptable play, and to be able to get the other actors to commit 

themselves to those rules because they are now part of their self-understandings, is 

perhaps the most subtle and effective form of power' (Adler, 1997: 336). Power is 

therefore seen as the 'central link between the construction of knowledge and 

social order. .. First, people are attributed labels [which affect how they perceive 

themselves and how others perceive them] ... Second, power analysis emphasizes 

the link ... between the social production of knowledge and collective action. Here 

the focus is on those social groups empowered to provide the authoritative vision of 

the world. Both types of power analysis which are profoundly intersubjective link, 

on each level, the theory of knowledge with social theory' (Guzzini, 2000: 172). 

As Prizel suggests in his term 'guardianship of national identity', and as 

Urban (1998), Ponarin (1999) and Kassianova (2001) have pointed out, this applies 

to national identity. Defining the national interest and ensuring a successful foreign 
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policy is considered by members of the nation and outsiders to be the business of 

officials within the structures of the state. The foreign policy elite consists of those 

within the formal structures of power who are in the most powerful position to 

influence the debate and also put into practice what the prevailing concept of 

national identity suggests is correct foreign policy. State officials are considered 

not only by other members of the nation, but also by other state officials in the 

outside world, to be responsible in this way. Thus the foreign policy elite adopt 

responsibility for interpreting history and of interpreting ongoing interactions with 

others. 'Since the state is the central site at which national interest is defined, the 

most important language is that of state officials' (Weldes, 1999: 112). 

Thus the focus of empirical research is on the statements and actions of the 

elite. The relevant elite is, however, broader than the membership of official 

policy-making circles. As well as the state foreign policy elite, various other people 

are influential in national identity because the Russian national identity debate 

includes the input of a variety of authoritative voices. The wider cultural elite of 

journalists, academics and religious figures is influential because it adopts and is 

accorded the authority to expound upon issues of national significance. 

The elite can be conceived of as being of primary importance in the study 

of identity formation, which is 'particularly important in newly emerging or re­

emerging states, since nationalism and national identity are often the main if not 

the sole force binding these societies together. .. Nationalism and national identity 

are the glue that gives coherence to ... all polities' (Prizel, 1998: 2_3).49,50 In a 

country such as Russia after the collapse of Communist rule, given the lack of 

stable 'intermediate associations' between society and government, this elite plays 

'an enhanced role in shaping change' (Checkel, 1999: 7). 

In every country the relationship between policy decision-makers and the 

public at large is different (Tsigankov, 2002: 294-295). In empirical work we can 

find the relevant people who regularly 'produce and express views and evaluations 

in the area, who are recognised as experts by the official power, or who come out 

as spokesmen of the legislative power and government in the corresponding area 

49 See also Richter (1996: 71). 
50 See also Elshtain (1995: 349-350). 
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and who serve the state power at the federal as well as regional levels' (Ossipov, 

1999: 183). 

In Russia, rapid 'changes in the internal and external environment. .. led to 

core changes in foreign policy' (Prizel, 1998: 2). The role played by significant 

others in the outside world was crucial in this struggle for power. The perceived 

success or failure of different concepts of national identity were a result of how 

these interactions with other actors in the international world played out and were 

interpreted in the domestic debate. There was clearly a confused and highly 

competitive period in which different groups and their ideas struggled for 

dominance. This is crucial because a 'shift in the custodianship of national identity 

[leads to] a shift in the foreign policy orientation' (Prizel, 1998: 3). The 

competition between the various branches of the elite - between parliament and 

presidential apparatus, between Foreign Ministry and Defence Ministry for 

example - was fierce; among other things, over the correct interpretations of 

national identity; these contests therefore are one area of interest to Chapters 8 and 

9. 

Roles: national identity and individual action 

The link between individual actors and intersubjectively shared understandings can 

be understood through the concept of roles. This shows how individuals are both 

influenced by and influence the terms of the national identity debate. The 

'custodians' of national identity are influenced to act in certain ways (in carrying 

out foreign policy, and, in tum, interpreting its results) because, as constructivists 

argue, the world is given meaning - makes sense - because of the way it is 

interpreted by individuals. These interpretations are based on identity, and operate 

as road maps to understanding 'reality'. Shared understandings such as national 

identity reduce the complexity of real-life situations and lead to people acting in 

fairly predictable ways. National identity therefore provides a basis for behaviour 

in the international realm. 'Perceptions of the situation in which actors find 

themselves and the courses of action which they view as reasonable to pursue are 

constructed in the context of their identities' (Williams & Neumann, 2000: 362). 

The sudden disappearance of the Soviet empire, heir of the Russian empire, left 

Russians facing a 'profound identity crisis' (Baev, 1999). As Richter (1996) has 



suggested, this leaves elites searching for ideas that legitimise foreign policies. 'It 

is not ... easy to ... grasp the logic of action in this process [the quest for non-Soviet 

legitimisation of the state] without first analysing the corresponding normative 

vocabulary, ways of perception and evaluation used by the political elite' (Ossipov, 

1999: 183) 

The logic of appropriateness shows how individuals understand what they 

should do, and how it is to be made comprehensible to others. The 'self-perceived 

identity of the actors is central to their understanding of what is appropriate action 

in a given situation. The logic of appropriateness is intrinsically social and 

relational: what counts as appropriate action is determined in the context of a social 

structure within which the actor is located and on the judgement of others ... To be 

recognised as a certain kind of actor is to adhere to the recognised behaviour 

deemed appropriate to the situation, and thus to be a legitimate actor within it. 

Undertaking specific actions in that situation is equally a sign of being a particular 

kind of actor. Analysed in this broadly social context, legitimate identities are 

inextricably bound to roles, and to structures of power' (Williams & Neumann, 

2000: 363-364). Thus the roles adopted by actors, such as foreign policy-makers, 

result in what is seen as appropriate behaviour. Given that these identities are 

intersubjectively created, the roles also make sense to other members of society. 

Thus the individual's identity reveals itself in the roles he or she performs. 

These are cultural norms and values, interpreted as 'a national "ideology" or belief 

system in foreign policy, in the sense that ideas of who "we" are serves as a guide 

to political action and basic world views ... Thus, this conceptual lens through 

which foreign policy-makers perceive international relations, tends to set the norm 

for what is considered by themselves "rational" foreign policy-making' (Aggestam, 

1999: 5). For Aggestam, 'Role conceptions suggest how norms and values become 

operationalised in terms of verbal statements about expected foreign policy 

behaviour. Role provides an essential link between agent and structure, as it 

incorporates how foreign policy behaviour is both purposeful and shaped by the 

institutional context (Aggestam, 1999: 9). As Little (1988: 37) pointed out much 

earlier, 'the belief system [is] a property of the social group rather than the 
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individua1.
51 

It is a 'set of ideas that transcends the individuals who are committed 

to it ... [that makes] otherwise incomprehensible social situations meaningful, to so 

construe them as to make it possible to act meaningfully within them ... The 

willingness of individuals to conform is hardly surprising given that much 

individual behaviour only makes sense in the context of an extemalised belief 

system' (Little, 1988: 42-43). Yet members of the elite also try to push forward 

their own interpretations of what is appropriate as there is not a homogeneous 

vision of what the national identity is. These debates sometimes resolve themselves 

into areas of common acceptance, at other times views seem to be irreconcilable. 

In practice, perceptions of what is perceived and defined as being 

acceptable and viable goals and interests in foreign policy - the roles adopted by 

policy-makers - are clearly identifiable in their language. 'With their successful 

repeated articulation, these linguistic elements come to seem as though they are 

inherently or necessarily connected, and the meanings they produce come to seem 

natural, come to seem an accurate description of reality' (Weldes, 1999: 99).52 

Empirical research aims to show (by analysing elite actors' statements), what they 

perceive to be their role as foreign policy-makers in relation to certain situations. 

The role of the wider population 

The elite and their self-conceptions are the focus of a constructivist analysis of this 

kind, focusing on national identity and foreign policy. But these roles can only be 

understood in the context of a wider societal debate. In Russia there has 

traditionally been a specific form of state-people divide, and to many observers 

that continued into the 1990s. The debate on identity in that period was dominated 

by elites (Kortunov, 1999: 23). Yet, even in a very elitist society, core values held 

widely across society are common to all members of the nation. 

51 See also Carlsnaes (1986), who focuses on ideology. 
52 Similarly, Guzzini uses Bourdieu's concept ofajield - a social subsystem which is a 'patterned 
set of practices which suggests competent action in conformity with rules and roles, [ and which] 
relies intrinsically on a historically derived system of shared meanings which define agency and 
make action intelligible. Being historical, fields are open and change over time' (Guzzini, 2000: 
165). Collective memory becomes 'the "natural" way of doing, perceiving and thinking things' 
(Guzzini, 2000: 166). Williams and Neumann (2000: 360, footnote 16) also draw on Bourdieu for 
the concept of 'symbolic power', emphasizing 'the power which legitimate conceptions of identity 
have on what is understood as appropriate action by the actors concerned'. 

34 



The elite are not hermetically sealed from the rest of the population. There 

is a flow, perhaps limited, of people and ideas upwards and across, and there are 

similarities in educational and cultural experiences. The wider population in Russia 

in the 1990s was able to express its opinion at least to some extent through opinion 

polls, the media and elections. The elite and the mass public inevitably share many 

ideas, owing to their shared historical education. Empirical analysis can show to 

what extent this was important in the case in question, but the elite cannot push 

forward any vision of national identity. To some degree, 'interpretations of old 

traditions and inventions of new ones by intellectuals and politicians "must be 

consonant not only with the ideological demands of nationalism" but should also fit 

particular ethno-histories and have a popular resonance' (Tolz, 1998: 269). In 

Ponarin's (1999: 2) scheme, 'the situation can be pictured as a 'marketplace where 

"masses" are potential buyers with a certain demand and elites are competing 

sellers whose profit is political power'. Yet he admits that sellers can 'sometimes 

shape demand'. 

Thus the elite and the wider population are connected to some degree, and 

'examining the language of the national interest, whether found in speeches, policy 

documents, memoirs, or other sources, helps to explain why claims about the 

national interest are believed. Even the most outrageously cynical statements are 

powerful because they make sense to at least some in their audiences ... even 

exaggerated "rhetoric" thus provides a good indication of what makes sense in a 

particular political environment at a particular time' (Weldes, 1999: 114-115). 

Empirical research and national identity formation in Yeltsin's Russia 

The first point to be established, then, is the nature of the elite and how they 

entered into the national debate. The relevant influential historical political-cultural 

debates on Russia's national identity formation in the 1990s - those that were being 

revived and reinterpreted in the 1990s - will be the next matter to be examined, as 

will the ideas which became dominant, which parts of the elite espoused the 

various interpretations, and whether there was a dominant view of national identity 

and the national interest (see Chapter 7). In specific case studies, an analysis is 

required of how external actors are perceived: in this case, the manner in which 

NATO and the EU - two major organizations representing 'the West' - were dealt 
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with in the Russian domestic debate and how the elite perceived Russia's 

appropriate actions with regard to them. According to the framework established in 

this chapter, such perceptions should be founded on the historical debate about 

national identity. 

The evidence for this work comes from the public debates conducted in 

Russia, mainly by the state and cultural elite. These include debates in the various 

media, in parliament, and the results of public opinion polls that deal with Russia's 

place in the world, with ethnicity, borders, on threats and the perception of the 

major external influences on Russia. One recent empirical approach to using an 

elite-focused constructivist analysis of Russian foreign policy was undertaken by 

Kassianova who, in a similar argument to that used here, suggests that the state can 

be considered as the 'producer rather than the mediator or arbiter of the identity 

discourse' (Kassianova, 2001: 825). Her methodology is to focus on 'the texts of 

major official documents [ which] may be singled out as a specific component of 

the national self-consciousness discourse for they provide a set of authoritative 

state-sanctioned visions of the principal questions of the state's and nation's 

objectives and prospects ... it amounts to a state-authorised message addressed both 

inwards, to the nation, and outwards, to the world. In the latter capacity such 

documents are taken seriously by observers, experts and politicians browsing them 

for clues to predict the state's behaviour' (Kassianova, 2001: 827). However, the 

clues as to the significance of these major texts will be found in the wider domestic 

debate, including by reference to the wider resonance of such ideas in opinion polls 

and election results. The requirement here is to study documents and speeches from 

a wider spectrum of the elite, those produced by the institutions of state, the media 

and by senior politicians, commentators in the major journals and newspapers and 

academics at the major state institutes, in parliamentary debates, party programmes 

and in personal memoirs. These were the means by which those with political 

power to influence the national identity debate did so. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RUSSIA'S POWER RELATIVE TO THE WEST IN THE 1990S 

Realists believe that decision-makers must react to the facts of the international 

distribution of power, and the threats and possibilities that present themselves, to 

ensure the survival of their state (see Chapter 2). They build domestic strength and 

carry out diplomacy to ensure, at a minimum, that the position of their state does 

not worsen relative to other states, with the ultimate goal being either security or 

hegemony. 53 Domestic politics play a limited role because it is the international 

distribution of material power that is of paramount importance in determining state 

strategy. 

Realism predicts that leaders will act in a purposeful manner. Policies 

change rapidly with changes in the environment, but this does not preclude the 

existence of strategy. The aim of a case-study analysis utilising this view of foreign 

policy is to 'trace how, in actual cases, relative power is translated and 

operationalized into the behavior of state actors' (Rose, 1998: 166). This chapter 

lays the groundwork for the two case-study chapters that follow by examining the 

key structural factor - the decline in Russia's military and economic capability 

compared to that of other states and alliances (primarily in relation to the West but 

also in the wider regional and global view); it also describes the decision-makers 

and institutions responsible for foreign policy in Russia in the 1990s. 

Most realists regard the post-Cold War international structure as unipolar. 

'The United States is the first leading state in modem international history with 

decisive preponderance in all the underlying components of power: economic, 

military and geopolitical' (Wohlforth, 1999: 7). Its one potential competitor had 

disappeared. 

53 Offensive realists argue that states will inevitably seek as much power as possible, aiming for 
hegemony; defensive realists that the ultimate goal is security. In practice, however, policies will 
usually turn out to be the same, as both scenarios involve a continuous struggle for relative power 
and position. 
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Russia and the West in the post-Cold War era the new distribution of power 

The new geopolitical situation 

In December 1991 the democratically elected leader of Russia, with his Ukrainian 

and Be10russian counterparts, signed the decree that officially dismantled the 

Soviet Union and formed the Commonwealth of Independent States (they were 

later joined by most other former Soviet republics). The Russian state was reborn 

in a commonwealth at the heart of a shattered Union. 

The geopolitical retreat of the Soviet Union from the West had begun under 

Mikhail Gorbachev, when the east European countries were allowed to secede from 

Moscow's control and Moscow accepted unwillingly that Germany would be 

reunited within NATO. At a party plenum, on 25 December 1989, Gorbachev 

claimed that 'the inclusion of a united Germany in NATO would represent an 

unacceptable "shift in the balance'" ,54 and he also stated that his hope was for 'new 

structures created within a pan-European framework' (Gorbachev, 1997: 683). 

However, Germany was indeed reunited within NATO, and NATO remained 

vigorously alive. 

In December 1991, Russia had to face up to the fact that the USSR 

(successor to the Russian empire) was no more, the former Soviet republics were 

independent, and Moscow was no longer the centre of a superpower state. Russia's 

borders were those of many centuries earlier, and new states had appeared on those 

borders in huge territories that had previously been under Moscow's control. Many 

of these territories the Russians considered to be historical homelands - parts of 

Russia - such as the Crimea, Belarus and the Ukraine. Areas with large, densely 

settled Russian populations, such as northern Kazakhstan, Moldova and the Baltic 

republics, were now also found in independent states.55 The military and economic 

infrastructure built up by the Soviets was left stranded in various parts of the 

former Soviet Union. 

The collapse of the USSR led to plans to withdraw a 500,OOO-strong army 

from the territory of Soviet allies in Europe. Russia indeed began to withdraw its 

54 Cited by Wohlforth (1993: 286). 
55 Many millions of Russians were left outside the country's borders; the precise number was 
uncertain, as the definition of 'Russian' was unclear. The number usually quoted is 25 million (see 
Chapter 7, footnote 2). 
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armed forces far away from the centre of the continent, in a situation in which pay 

or even housing could not be guaranteed for the troops. From the Western 

perspective, Russia offered a much reduced conventional military threat. From 

Russia's point of view, 'for the first time in 300 years (in peacetime) the Moscow 

military district has turned from the deep rear into the advanced defense line of 

Russia' (Arbatov, 2001: paragraphs 13-15). The separation from Western Europe 

did have one military advantage in that it created a barrier between the military 

forces of the Western powers and Russia in case the former did harbour hostile 

intentions. This buffer zone would disappear, however, if the eastern European 

states allied themselves with NATO. 

As Russia moved further away from Europe, its routes to the sea were 

restricted. Russian ships seeking access through the Baltic, because of the 

shallowness of the Gulf of Finland, depended on the good will of Estonia and 

Finland (Jonson, 1997: 311). This situation, coupled with an unsatisfactory deal 

with Ukraine on the Black Sea Fleet, increased the significance of the east of the 

country and the ocean outlets in that direction (Chung, 1999: 266), although the 

Pacific Fleet also fell into disrepair. 

Despite these facts, Russia was by far the most powerful state in the former 

Soviet empire militarily and economically. It was the legatee of the Soviet Union's 

international treaties, and the inheritor of its arsenal of nuclear, chemical and 

biological weapons. Russia remained a gigantic country and regional power with 

an area of 17 million square kilometres, almost as large as the United States and 

Canada combined. 

Russia's economic collapse 

The Soviet Union's economic situation was very poor even before Gorbachev came 

to power, and this was one of the most important factors motivating his reforms. 

Yet these reforms and the shock therapy of Yeltsin and his reformist government, 

begun in January 1992, caused an economic catastrophe. 56 Between 1989 and 1994 

Russia's gross domestic product (GDP) fell by almost half, while annual inflation 

56 It is clear that Gorbachev and then Yeltsin were right to attempt some reinvigoration of the Soyiet 
economy. But the shock therapy begun in 1992 \\'as ineptly and corruptly carried out. 
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averaged 230% (Mason & Sidorenko-Stephenson, 1997).57 Russia's real GDP 

(US$ at 1996 prices), dropped from around US$ 700 billion in 1988, to less than 

US$ 600 billion in 1992, continuing its decline to around US$ 420 billion in 1995, 

then holding steady before dropping again to a decade low of USS 400 billion in 

1998, before starting to rise again. 

There were signs of stability and even some growth in the mid-1990s - in 

1997, it was felt that 'parts of the officially measured economy may be rebounding' 

(Russian Economic Trends, 1997: 3) - but the 1998 crash followed, another serious 

setback, before the economy again embarked on a period of growth, helped by high 

oil prices. Examining the percentage change in GDP (real change per annum) is 

another way of viewing the picture and shows the same pattern. The change was -

5% in 1991, -14% in 1992, -13% in 1994, -5% in 1995, then +1.38% in 1997 with, 

again, a decline of5% in 1998, and a decline of6% in 1999.58 In sum, an important 

part of Yeltsin's legacy 'is an economy only about half of the size of the one he 

inherited' (Ellman, 2000: 1420). As Putin said in 1999, '''in the 1990s the Russian 

GDP fell almost 50%. By size of GDP we lag 10 times behind the USA and five 

times behind China. After the crisis of 1998 the per capita GDP fell to about 3500 

dollars. This is approximately one-fifth of the average of the G-T" (cited by 

Ellman, 2000: 1420).59 

Part of the reason for Russia's calamitous economic performance was the 

break-up of the Soviet communications and resource-allocation system. Some 40% 

of Soviet GDP was accounted for in the CIS and Baltic countries (Trenin, 1996: 

33). This suggested a need for some form of economic reintegration in the CIS, 

although many argued that in fact the CIS would be a drain on the Russian 

economy, as these republics had been in Soviet times. 

57 See also Rogov (1997) and Reddaway & Glinski (2001) for an extended analysis along these 
lines. 
58 All of these figures are taken from The Economist Intelligence Unit. Online at: 
http://www.eiu.com. 
59 Lieven's (1999: 186-187) view was that, 'By the year 2000, if present trends continue, Russian 
GNP will be only twice that of Poland which renders absurd the idea that Russia could once more in 
the foreseeable future dominate Central Europe'. 
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Economic decline relative to the West 

During the 1990s, meanwhile, the 15 EU states were demonstrating very different 

economic results: GDP in the 15 EU states (US$ at PPP) in 1991 was 6,404 billion 

(when Russia's was 1,148 billion); it was 7,432 billion in 1995 (when Russia's was 

819 billion), 8,461 billion in 1998 and 8,780 billion in 1999 (when Russia's had 

shrunk to 856 billion). The only year showing negative growth was 1993 when 

GDP (% real change per annum) was -0.04%. The EU's GDP per head (US$) in 

1991 was 18,950 (when Russia's was 429); in 1995 it was 22,990 (when Russia's 

was 2,120); in 1999 it was 22,770 (when Russia's was 1,339).60 Percentage change 

in GDP (real change per annum) in the EU 15 was fairly steady throughout the 

decade: 4.5% in 1991, 1.3% in 1992, -0.3% in 1993,2.8% in 1994,2.5% in 1995, 

2,/% in 1997,2.9% in 1998 and 2.8% in 1999. 

The US economy, too, was dramatically different to that of Russia's in the 

1990s. Nominal GDP (US$ at PPP) was 5,803 billion in 1990, 6,338 billion in 

1992,7,072 billion in 1994, 7,398 billion in 1995, 7,817 billion in 1996,8,304 

billion in 1997, 8,747 billion in 1998 and 9,268 billion in 1999. In the US, GDP per 

head was (US$ at PPP) 23,200 in 1990, 23,653 in 1991, 24,671 in 1992, 25,580 in 

1993, 26,846 in 1994, 27,753 in 1995, 28,987 in 1996, 30,429 in 1997, 31,679 in 

1998, and 33,185 in 1999. In the US, GDP percentage change (real change per 

annum) was -0.2% in 1991, 3.3% in 1992, 2.7% in 1993, 4.0% in 1994, 2.5% in 

1995,3.7% in 1996,4.5% in 1997,4.2% in 1998 and 4.5% in 1999. 

Western aid was required to help Russia get through its difficulties, 

primarily in the form of IMF credits. In 1992, these totalled just over US$ 1 billion, 

increasing to US$ 1.5 billion in 1994, US$ 5.5 billion in 1995, then down to US$ 

3.8 billion in 1996, US$ 2 billion in 1997, US$ 6 billion in 1998, dropping sharply 

to US$ 645 million in 1999 and to zero in 2000. Russia's IMP debt during the 

decade, accordingly, rose from zero in 1991 to more than US$ 19 billion in 1998 

before beginning a gradual decline. Russia's overall net debt in the same period 

rose from almost US$ 60 billion in 1990 to more than 160 billion in 1998 before 

again, making a gradual descent. The IMF's loans were tied to economic 

developments in the country (,reform ') and even to certain figures being retained in 

key posts in the administration (Anatolii Chubais and Aleksandr Nemtsov being 

60 Figures from The Economist Intelligence Unit. Online at: http://www.eiu.com. 
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notable examples) which had an influence on Russian domestic politics, as well as 

providing fuel to critics of Y eltsin' s policies. But at the same time the loans turned 

out to be disappointing, materialising in quantities that when broken down over 

time, and taking into account repayments, were far less impressive than the huge 

numbers occasionally trumpeted by Western and Russian leaders. 61 

Social misery, a population in decline 

These economic data show clearly how the gap between Russia and the West in 

economic terms grew dramatically in the 1990s. But Russia's economic statistics 

also spelt social misery, collapsing infrastructure, and an inability to fund military 

reform, despite the hope pinned on the long-term success of shock therapy. Real 

wages fell by half between 1991 and 1996 (Mason & Sidorenko-Stephenson, 

1997).62 Arrears of wages between 1992 and 1996 stood at 7.5 billion dollars 

(Lieven, 1998: 170). The health of the population also suffered enormously during 

the 1990s. The total population of Russia fell from 148,164 million in 1990 to 

147,609 in 1995 (World Bank, 1996).63 Life expectancy fell from 74.27 for women 

and 63.79 for men in 1990 to 72.20 for women and 59.00 for men in 2000.64 

According to a report from the World Health Organization (written in 2003), 'in 

the last decade Russia has been experiencing a shock unprecedented in peacetime 

to its health and demographic profiles ... A combination of a dramatic fall in the 

birth rate and increasing mortality meant that since the mid-1980s, Russia's 

popUlation has shown declining growth rates, which became negative in 1992. The 

size of the population, estimated at 144.8 million in 2000, has fallen by 3.5 million 

61 IMF figures show that disbursements by the Fund to Russia totalled 719 billion (SDRs [Special 
Drawing Rights]) in 1992 and 1,078,275,000 in 1993 when Russia paid charges of56,082,833 
SDRs. In 1994 IMF disbursements to Russia totalled the same as in 1993, Russia now paying 
charges and interest of 122,264,400; in 1996 disbursements totalled 2,578,861,200, while charges 
paid were 323,567,770. In 1997 disbursements were 1,467,252,800, while charges and interest paid 
reached 423,093,268; in 1999 disbursements were a mere 471,429,000, while charges and interest 
paid were higher than this sum, at 528,469,919 (figures from the International Monetary Fund. 
Online at: http://www.imf.org). 
62 See also Rogov (1997: 2) and Reddaway & Glinski (2001: 2). 
63 In the EU 15, by comparison, the popUlation was around 400 million throughout the 1990s. In the 
US, the population rose from 250.1 million in 1990 to 266.6 million in 1995 and 279.3 million in 
1999. 
64 World Health Organization, Office of the European Region Tuberculosis Control Programme, 
personal communication, 20 August 2004. 
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in the period 1992-2000 (Tragakes & Lessof, 2003: 11).65 This decline would 

have been worse were it not for net immigration in the early part of the decade of 

ethnic Russians from other former Soviet republics. 'During the 1990s, mortality 

rose for all age groups except infants and children, and for both sexes, though the 

increase was far greater for males. The greatest increase in mortality was among 

males aged 40--49, which nearly doubled (87% increase) in the period 1990-1994. 

Life expectancy is now among the lowest in Europe, particularly in the case of 

men, which is almost 13 years lower than the average for the European Union .... 

Male life expectancy dropped from 63.8 in 1990 to 57.6 in 1994, and it was 59.15 

in 2000 (Tragakes & Lessof, 2003: 12). The Russian popUlation was growing in 

1990 but by 1995 had stagnated, and in 1999 was falling by 0.40%.66 

As in many areas of Russian life, the relevant laws relating to health 

insurance looked excellent on paper. The relevant law was "On Health Insurance of 

the Citizens of the RSFSR" of 28 June 1991 (No. 1499-1), 'setting out the basic 

framework for the establishment of a health insurance system for publicly provided 

health care services, and amended and reissued on 2 April 1993 (Law No. 4741-1). 

Reforms of the health system 'were undertaken at a time of great upheaval and in 

response to pressing demands ... The reforms were drawn up with a clear aim of 

preserving access to a basic package of care for the whole population ... This has 

not proved to be the case [and]... de facto rationing now takes place without 

scrutiny ... as the system comes to be increasingly financed out-of-pocket and 

under-the-table, in the absence of a formal cost-sharing mechanism in place, equity 

is clearly being compromised. Health status in the early part of the 1990s was 

severely affected' (Tragakes & Lessof, 2003: 179). 

Economic power relative to the other former Soviet states 

The economic statistics throughout the former Soviet Union, excluding the Baltic 

States, show a similar pattern of sudden economic decline in 1991-1992, followed 

by halting recovery during the rest of the 1990s. In 1992, all of the countries in the 

FSU (except Kyrgyzstan) showed enormous drops in GDP, from Georgia and 

Armenia (percentage real change per annum of -40%) to Kazakhstan and 

65 The report states that 'In 1992, the death rate in the Russian Federation was greater than the birth 
rate for the first time, and has been so eyer since'. 
66 Figures from Economist Intelligence Unit. Online at: http://\\ww.eiu.com. 
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Turkmenistan (the best perfonners) with declines of around 5%. In 1993 and 1994 

only one or two of all the FSU states showed positive growth, while by 1996 

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan were all 

registering some sort of growth. But these year-on-year percentage change figures 

reflect the even worse perfonnance of the previous year (hence Russia's relatively 

impressive showing in 1999). 

In tenns of GDP, Russia stood head and shoulders above the other FSU 

states: in 1999, and despite the disastrous economic perfonnance of the previous 

decade, GDP stood at 856 billion (US$ at PPP) compared to Ukraine's GDP of 

US$ 183 billion (US$ at PPP), clear in second place. This difference was actually 

in many instances greater than earlier in the 1990s because of the poor perfonnance 

of the FSU states when compared to Russia. Yet GDP per head shows a somewhat 

different story, and the numbers are closer, though Russia is still the best 

perfonner. Russia's GDP per head (US$ at PPP) was 7,896 in 1990, compared to 

7,242 in Ukraine and 5,948 in Kazakhstan. By 1995 Russia's GDP per head had 

fallen to 5,539, Ukraine's to 3,950, and Kazakhstan's to 4,417. Most of the other 

FSU states hovered around US$ 2,000 in 1995, rising slightly by the end of the 

decade, while Russia and Ukraine's GDP per head had not moved upwards much 

from the 1995 level. 67 

Military weakness, failed reform 

One result of Russia's economic collapse was the state's inability to prevent a 

severe decline in military capability in tenns of upkeep of weaponry, research and 

development, morale and training. Estimates are difficult to make, because of lack 

of transparency in both Soviet and post-Soviet periods, and complications in rouble 

: dollar conversions. According to one estimate, however, by the mid-1990s Russia 

spending 14 times less on defence than the Soviet Union had spent in the 1980s 

(Trenin, 1996: 33). Another, similar, estimate is that in 1997 the military 

expenditure of Russia and the fonner Soviet states was around one tenth that of the 

USSR in 1988.68 The USSR had been spending around 7-13% of its GDP for 

military purposes up until the 1990s, a huge sum compared to other states in the 

67 Figures from The Economist Intelligence Unit. Online at: http://www.eiu.com. 
68 Data from GlobalSecurity Org (2004), Russian Military Budget. Online at: 
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/worldlralmo-budget.htm. 

4-+ 



world, while the US had been able to maintain its forces at equiYalent levels with a 

far lower percentage of its GDP. With the foundation of the Russian Federation , 

military expenditure dropped to 5.5-2.8% of GDP by the late 1990s. Owing to the 

fact that GDP itself had dropped dramatically, there was in fact a 70% decrease in 

real defence spending in the 1990s. The year-by-year figures show that spending 

(by constant US$) fell precipitously in 1992 (owing to the cuts in military spending 

of the reformist government) from US$ 324.5 billion to USS 86.9 billion. The 

decline continued steadily until a sudden drop in 1995 to USS 46.6 billion, and 

rising in 1999 to US$ 56.0 billion.69 One further estimate is that the Russian 

military budget in 2000 rose to 110 billion roubles, up from 93 billion in 1998 and 

81.7 billion in 1999.70 One outcome was that in Russia between 1988 and 1993, 

'weapons production ... fell by at least 50% for virtually every major weapons 

system. Weapons spending in 1992 was approximately 75% less than in 1988,.71 

Thus there was a steady increase in spending, in 1999 at least, but not nearly 

enough to balance what the US was able spend on its own military: the 110 billion 

roubles of 1999 equates to around US$ 4.3 billion (using the exchange rate of 13 

September 1999); the US defense budget, meanwhile, had increased from USS 271 

billion in 1998, to US$ 280 billion in 2000. By the end of the 1990s the Russian 

defence budget had 'shrunk to 2 per cent of the American budget' (Arbatov, 2000: 

paragraph 22). As a result of the devaluation of the rouble in 1998, 'Russia 

appeared as a country with a GDP less than $200 billion... its defense budget 

dwindled to a level below $4 billion - two orders of magnitude smaller than that of 

the United States. The country's annual foreign debt servicing (approximately S 17 

billion) consumed three fourths of annual federal income' (Pikayev, 2000: 3). 

The need for reform 

One other result of the gigantic military effort of Soviet times was the vast amount 

of equipment that had remained. Thus 'Russia also still possesses approximately 

69 Data from GlobalSecurity Org (2004). Russian Military Budget. 
70 Data from The Military Balance, 1998-1999: 105-109. 
71 The huge inflation experienced in Russia in the rnid-1990s 'rendered formal budgets nearly 
meaningless' (GlobalSecurity Org, 2004: 2). Moreover, a high level of secrecy remained, so that 
after 1998 (and a period of relative openness), 'there are only 3 open lines in the military budget, 
with only one (open [but so general as to be meaningless]) line accounting for 90% of the budget' 
(Taylor, 2000: 3). 
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10-30 per cent more military equipment than the United States ... [which] only 

serves to exacerbate the contradiction between the size of the armed forces and the 

available financial resources for their support' (Locksley, 2001: 9). Such was the 

miserable condition of the finances for Russia's defence that in the summer of 1996 

the Moscow military district filed a court case against the Ministry of Defence and 

the Ministry of Finance to force them to pay servicemen's wages. The Russian 

military went through a grotesque series of catastrophes, with examples of the 

effects of lack of funds being daily reported in the media. The loth Guards Tank 

regiment, brought back from Potsdam, for example, returned to find no quarters for 

the men. In the army, problems of morale, hunger, often murderous bUllying and so 

on meant that 'soldiers are mostly unwilling to serve and there is much mutual 

antipathy. The officers not sunk into apathy and disillusion are divided on the 

future direction of the service and, increasingly, between those who are cynically 

profiting from the crisis and those who struggle to make ends meet and act 

professionally' (Dick, 1997: 9). 

The case for a smaller, more efficient and less expensive armed forces was 

clear to the foreign policy elite. It resulted from economic weakness and modem 

warfare requirements - NATO's new strategy, unveiled in 1991 was also calling 

for such reformed forces. 'Military reform was required to produce a significant 

diminution in the size of the defence budget ... the Russian armed forces must 

become an affordable institution for the Russian state and society during times of 

economic uncertainty while being capable of handling all possible threats and 

military contingencies' (Locksley, 2001: 5)72. However, 'without military reforms 

you cannot conduct an economic reform because you have a tremendous hole in the 

federal budget... The gap is widening between the budget and the force structure 

which the military wants to keep' (Rogov, 1997: 2). 

Moreover, 'the military legacy of the Soviet Union ... bore no relation either 

to Russia's current geo-strategic position and economic capabilities or to those vital 

national interests which might need to be defended by military means ... Russia, 

which represents slightly above 50 per cent of the territory and population of the 

former USSR, inherited roughly 80 per cent of its armed forces and defence 

industry. This, together with deep economic crises, a dramatic decline in GNP and 

72 See also Grau & Thomas (1996: 447). 
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falling industrial production, has predefined a widening gap between the armed 

forces and the state ... the new Russian state is definitely unable to maintain this 

military heritage and urgently needs to bring the Soviet military legacy into line 

with its security interests and economic capabilities' (Konovalov, 1997: 196).73 

Against this background can be seen the keenness with which the Russian 

leadership quickly sought cuts in nuclear weaponry. Yeltsin announced in January 

1992 that by reducing the number of nuclear weapons, while retaining their 

deterrent effect, substantial savings could be made. Under START-2 Russia's 

strategic arsenal would be reduced to 3,000 warheads.74 

The desperate need for reform was expressed frequently by Yeltsin, 

Minister of Defence Pavel Grachev 75 and others. Reform meant a reduction in the 

numbers of serving personnel and nuclear warheads in order to have less of 

everything but improve the quality of what there was; a more modem, professional 

force; and updating of equipment to keep pace with potential rivals. Russia also 

needed to begin a process of military reform at the same time as NATO countries 

(with the USA to the fore) were undertaking some extremely technologically 

advanced and expensive new military developments, which threatened to widen 

further the military imbalance, not least National Missile Defence (NMD). The first 

stage of Grachev's programme 'envisaged a "reform" of the General Staff of 

Russia's Armed Forces and the so-called "central apparatus" of the Defense 

Ministry with a planned 50 percent reduction in personnel. During the second stage 

of reform, due to take place from 1993 to 1995... a new "rapid-deployment 

operational command" would be established. From 1993 to 1995 the Russian 

Armed Forces were to have been "rebuilt" with the number of servicemen cut to 

2.1 million by 1995 (Felgenhauer, 1997: 3). 

73 Felgenhauer (1997: 2) argued similarly that 'Russia inherited an armed force built to fight and 
win an all-out global war. After the Cold War suddenly ended, however, the Russian military was 
left with a shambles of an army and a totally confusing military doctrine.' 
74 Izvestiia reported, on 20 December 1992, that 'The US and Russia ... will own about 3,500 
nuclear warheads by 2003 ... the treaty might be implemented by 2000 if the general state of the 
Russian economy allows it to carry out this work quickly .... Russia and the US will not only cut 
their "powder kegs" by two thirds, they will also destroy their most destabilising forms of 
armaments - heavy intercontinental [missiles] ... in the absence of full information about the results 
obtained, even thought this might sound over grandiloquent, one can confidently say, that 2-3 
January 1993 will remain historic days, printed in history as days when the two largest nuclear 

took a decisive step towards a safer world. ' 
5 Grachev was Minister of Defence from 1992 to 1996. 
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These facts were also acknowledged in the major policy documents. Thus, 

for example, the 1997 National Security Concept document stated that: 'The main 

objective of the organizational development of the Russian Federation Armed 

Forces and other troops is to create and develop troops (forces) capable of 

defending the independence, sovereignty, and territorial integrity of the country, 

the security of the citizens, and the other vitally important interests of society and 

state in line with the military-political and strategic situation in the world and the 

real potential of the Russian Federation'. 

Effective military reform proved impossible for various reasons, however. 

'Without clear-cut guidelines, not knowing what kind of enemy to counter, with 

President Yeltsin as a commander in chief who is unwilling to give extensive 

political leadership to the armed forces, and with utterly insignificant budget 

funding, the Russian armed forces under Grachev had no chance to "reform" in any 

meaningful way' (Felgenhauer, 1997: 4). Moreover, according to Felgenhauer, 

members of the General Staff were sabotaging reform efforts to buy time until a 

future rise in budgetary resources. Yeltsin admitted failure in February 1995 when 

he said that 'the army has begun to fall to pieces,.76 In March 1996, Yeltsin 

declared that 'military reform made practically no headway in 1995 and said that 

he would press for the creation of a "combat-ready, professional army'" (RFEIRL, 

1 March 1996). In May 1996, however, he stated that 'Russia must ensure its 

military security despite the reduction in international tension since the end of the 

Cold War ... [and] condemned plans to expand NATO eastward, saying that the 

West is trying to "reinforce its world leadership", by advancing "the NATO 

military machine to the east". He said that Russia must reform its military to adjust 

to its new strategic situation. Instead of "hundreds of divisions which only exist on 

paper", he said, "what we need is a few dozen divisions made up entirely of 

professionals' (RFEIRL, 30 May 1996). In June 1996 Grachev was sacked.77 

Failure to carry out such reforms led to the frustrated comments by Yeltsin 

III a radio message on 28 February 1997 that 'The financing of the army has 

improved, but not enough so far ... it is equally important to use more thriftily the 

76 Cited in Felgenhauer (1997: 7). 
77 The new Defence Council also pushed for reform, while clashing with the of Defence. 
The need to reduce spending was again given as the reason why this was essential (Felgenhauer, 
1997: 13). 
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money which our society can realistically spend on defence needs today. And this 

is possible only with the start of a genuine, deep reform'. In July of the same year 

he called for support for reforms, promising soldiers a better life if they backed 

him. In some ways the situation actually grew worse, owing to the proliferation of 

(and increase in numbers of personnel manning) the other armed services, such as 

the interior troops, border troops, and the Federal Agency for Government 

Communications and Information troops. 

The failure to reform was a result of domestic political and economIC 

circumstances. The economic situation meant that cuts took place, but they were 

not part of a general reform effort. The infighting between ministries was a primary 

cause, as was lack of decisive leadership from the top. For one thing, Yeltsin 

needed the support of the military, especially after the October 1993 showdown 

between himself and parliament. This compromised the leadership's ability to 

effect change. The Chechen disaster compounded the crisis situation in the army 

that prevented well-thought-out reform from taking place. 

Military comparison with the West 

One reason why reform and reinvigoration of the Russian armed forces was so 

important was because of the new military distribution of power in Europe. 

NATO's military forces in comparison to those of Russia were well trained, well 

maintained and technologically advanced. The greatest burden was borne by the 

US. In 1990 the total defence expenditure of European NATO countries was 

around US$ 186 billion US dollars. US military spending was US$ 306 billion; in 

1995 the figures were US$ 184 billion and US$ 279 billion respectively; in 1999, 

US$ 180 billion, and US$ 281 billion respectively. In the late 1980s 'the European 

countries controlled merely 4.6 percent of the world reserves of nuclear weapons 

while the United States controlled 46.8 percent and the Soviet Union 45.8 percent' 

(Inozemtsev, 2002: 128). 

US military spending was far higher than that of Russia - or that of any 

other state in the world - in the 1990s. This was in spite of the 'peace dividend' to 
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be expected after the end of the Cold War. 78 In 1993, the US administration 

requested US$ 281 billion, a decline of 4.5% in real tenns from 1992 which 

represented, perhaps, this 'peace dividend,.79 In 1997, the Clinton administration's 

budget request for the 1998 fiscal year was US$ 265.3 billion, to which Congress 

added US$ 2.3 billion. The budget in 1998 was US$ 271 billion in 1998, up to USS 

280 billion in 2000. 

The upshot of this was that, although 'since the late 1980s NATO has cut its 

force structure and weaponry by about 25-30 percent ... it retained the essence of a 

collective defense organization with the most developed countries in North 

America and Western Europe accounting for about half the global GDP, 

approximately 60 percent of world military expenses and 80 percent of 

international expenditures on defense-related research and development. In 

conventional weapons, accountable under the CFE Treaty, NATO now enjoys a 

three-to-one superiority over Russia, while in previous decades the Soviet Union 

dominated the European military balance. The Alliance possesses the only efficient 

integrated defense organization capable of using military coercion if necessary 

(Rogov, 1999: 2-3). 

Russia did have its superpower-sized stock of nuclear (and chemical and 

biological) weapons. The early stages of the development of the NMD system in 

the US, however, threatened even this advantage. While NMD remained unproven 

and unpredictable, it was a disquieting development, boding ill for the future of 

Russia's ultimate deterrence, and if nothing else, demonstrating the difference in 

research potential between the US and Russia. Thus NMD was an important 

diplomatic aspect of the 1990s when the US Government was aiming for 

alterations to the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty in order to allow the 

development ofNMD. 

The decline from superpower to local power 

Russia was a severely weakened superpower, whose economic and military might 

was clearly outweighed by that of the Western countries and their alliances. But it 

78 The imbalance therefore increased in the 1990s despite the fact that in the immediate post-Cold 
War environment, US commentators were noting that 'real reductions in military expenditure [had] 
become possible because of the ... disappearance of the "Soviet threat'" (/zvestiia, 6 January 1992). 
79 Data from The Military Balance 1992-1993: 16. 
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was at the same time the most powerful legatee of the Soviet Union - a local and 

Eurasian powerhouse. It remained easily the most powerful state economically in 

the CIS. Militarily too, Russia dominated the former Soviet Union. This was down 

to both conventional and nuclear power. Nuclear weapons were removed from the 

territory of Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan to Russia (although the threat of 

returning nuclear missiles to Belarus was sometimes made). 80 Russia also acceded 

to most of the USSR's international commitments, 'most importantly in the 

military and security areas. Consequently, Russia has assumed the USSR's posture 

as a major power in the East of Europe' (Krivosheev, 1997: 186). 

* * * 

Moscow controlled forces that were a pale shadow of Soviet times. It was in the 

West, and with regard to NATO, that the imbalance was most stark and where 

Russia's weakness was most clear (Trenin, 2001: 145). As regards the EU there 

was little military aspect to the relationship; but the EU's economic might also 

provided a clear contrast to Russia's steep decline. 'The collapse of the Soviet 

Union produced the greatest change in world power relationships since World War 

II. With Moscow's headlong fall from superpower status, the bipolar structure that 

had shaped the security policies of the major powers for nearly half a century 

vanished, and the United States emerged as the sole surviving superpower' 

(Wohlforth, 1999: 5). 

The threats to the new state were conceived in very different ways by 

different actors, but there were some obvious facts that had to be dealt with. Rough 

consensus soon emerged on what these threats were and agreement was reached on 

the general outlines of a foreign policy strategy for Russia, which changed from 

pro-Westernism to a more independent and balanced approach that emphasised 

Russian national interests. The consensus suggested a need for unsentimental and 

realistic cooperation with the West, limiting of the possible negative effects of the 

80 The issue of nuclear weapons was dealt with by a number of agreements in December 1991. 'The 
timetable for the relocation of tactical weapons was achieved ahead of schedule; the transfer of 
strategic weapons to Russia was completed in November 1996' (Sakwa & Webber, 1999: 382). 
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine all acceded to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
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enlargement of NATO and the EU, consolidation of Russian dominance of the 

former Soviet Union, and the rebuilding of trade and political contacts which had 

been broken at the end of the Cold War. This consensus, or compromise, was to a 

great extent a result of the inescapable and harsh realities of the international 

distribution of power. The devil, however, was in the detail. 

The foreign policy elite and institutions 

Elite continuities 

The end of the Soviet Union caused a revolution in Russia in that it destroyed the 

all-Union organs of power and removed the very highest ranking leadership of the 

old state. Yet the second, and later third tier of nomenklatura, 'younger and more 

dynamic' (Lieven, 1999: 65), as well as many of the managers of large industrial 

enterprises, stepped into their shoes. As Sakwa (1996: 61) puts it, 'Y eltsin 

decapitated the political leadership of the old regime and placed himself at the head 

of its elite hierarchy'. Many would conclude that 'it is the extent of elite continuity 

that distinguishes Russia's political transformation',81 but it is continuity of a 

specific character. 82 

The President was constitutionally the most powerful figure in the country, 

particularly after October 1993 and the adoption of the new constitution.83 But 

Yeltsin's habit of attempting to balance (or see-saw) the conflicts going on beneath 

him, led to confusion and duplication in policy-making. It was clear, however, that 

81 Lilia Shevtsova, cited in Lieven (1998: 165). 
82 The nomenklatura was of course the Soviet appointments system, a list of approved names; but 
the term implies a wider network of personal relationships, 'clans' and patronage. The former 
nomenklatura have been identified as forming a sort of social class (see for example, Sakwa [1996: 
160-161]), such that 'although the communists and their allies have a majority of seats in the 
Duma ... its leaders share many values with the elite, especially the perception that there is a gulf 
between the elites and the masses' (Jensen, 1998d: 2). Others suggest that in fact the alliance among 
the members of the new elite is closer than this (Reddaway & Glinski [2001]; see also Lieven 
[1999: 370]). Further evidence comes from the voting records of such 'opposition' parties as 
Zhirinovsky's Liberal Democrats and the Communist Party, both of which consistently supported 
the government when it counted, for example on budgets, the war in Chechnya, and so on. Yet the 
struggle was in many ways genuine, even if cooption succeeded in many instances, and is best 
characterised as one of conflict within the new elite. 
83 The President is head of state (Article 80.1 in the 1993 constitution). Article 80 goes on to state 
that the President 'determines the fundamental course of the state's domestic and foreign policy' 
and 'as head of state represents the Russian Federation ... in international relations'; article 86 
specifies that the President 'exercises leadership of the foreign policy of the Russian Federation; 86a 
that he conducts negotiations, signs international treaties ... and instruments of ratification ... and 
accepts letters of diplomatic accreditation' (Konstitlltsiia Rossiskoi Federatsii, 1996). 
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on major Issues he was the reference point from which the Foreign Minister, 

Defence Minister and military chiefs had to obtain support. Unfortunately, his 

influence was often inimical to clear policy-making. 

Allies of Yeltsin who headed important agencies in the early years, like 

Gennadii Burbulis, who directed the State Council and became a kind of overseer 

of foreign policy in 1992, and Anatolii Chubais, in charge of privatisation and later 

a First Deputy Prime Minister, took on vital roles. Some were old colleagues from 

Sverdlovsk, others from the democratic movement in Moscow, yet others (like 

Egor Gaidar) were plucked from academia. But a very large proportion of those 

filling middle and low level ranks in the political and bureaucratic structures had 

done so under the old regime. 84 Moreover, the high positions of government began 

to be taken over by representatives of the old guard, beginning in December 1992 

with the appointment and ratification of Chermomyrdin as Prime Minister. 85 

According to one study, 19% of the 1988 elite were in leading positions of 

private business in 1993; 48% of the 1988 group were still in the political elite in 

1993 ' (Jensen, 1998d: 1). Kryshtanovskaya presented survey results in 1996 

showing that '75% of the new political elite and 61 % of the new business elite 

comes from the Soviet nomenklatura, businessmen mainly from Komsomol (38%) 

and economic positions (38%) in the old nomenklatura. She stressed the role 

played by a few leading banks favoured by the government in unifying the new 

elite' (RFEIRL, 12 January 1996). The founders of 'financial-industrial groups' 

and other beneficiaries of what came to be known as insider privatisation often 

84 Others suggest that far from simply reacting quickly to the new circumstances, and being in a 
position to profit, the old nomenklatura was the very engine of a 'bourgeois revolution: the "second 
Russian revolution" was in fact a revolution in which a younger generation of the nomenklatura 
ousted its older rivals ... [It] led to a shift of power into property, based upon the privatisation of the 
key sectors of the infrastructure: finance, retail trade, international economic relations, and the most 
profitable sectors of industry' (Kryshtanovskaya & White, 1998: 97; see also Jensen [1998d: 1], 
Reddaway & Glinski [2001], Simonia [2001: 269] and Hoffmann [2002]). 
85 According to Willerton, Yeltsin also relied on a network of longer-term proteges or associates 
from his past, though augmented by his new allies in industry, extractive sectors and former Party 
apparatus, particularly in the presidential administrative structure. Thus, 'while a significant 
number of Sverdlovsk associates assisted Yeltsin in his early years as Russian President, many 
failed to survive even the first year of the post-Soviet transition. Those who did surviye tended to 
hold administrative support positions for Yeltsin rather than wielding major decision-making power 
in the government' (Willerton, 1998: 75). 
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came from levels of the Communist Party below the top rank, or from the 

Komsomol or outside the Party. 86 

Many of the top economic managers of the Soviet period retained their 

positions in the new regime, converting power into property. A powerful group 

within the new elite, many controlling and holding large stakes in enormous 

economic resources, came from the ranks of the 'Red Directors' (directors of large 

industrial concerns on Soviet times, often the beneficiaries of privatisation). 

Chernomyrdin's appointment was an apparent victory for the new sectoral elite 

against both 'reformers' like Gaidar, whom he replaced, and the free marketeers, 

like Chubais, who represented the interests of many of the oligarchs. New Yeltsin 

allies in 1992-1995 tended to be linked to powerful economic sectors, like Deputy 

Prime Ministers Vladimir Shumeiko, Aleksandr Zaveriukha and lurii larov. 

Increasingly, Russian monopolists (mainly in the field of oil and gas) came to 

influence the process of formulating foreign and security policy. Some of the 

largest concerns, such as Gazprom and Lukoil, lobbied for a foreign policy which 

would serve these interests (notably in the Caspian region). The oil industry also 

carried out a successful struggle with the Foreign Ministry over the means of 

securing rights to Caspian hydrocarbon reserves. For instance, the Union Treaty 

with Belarus 'primarily serves the interests of Gazprom, which is interested in a 

regular functioning of the pipeline crossing the country and going into Europe. 

Gazprom wants good relations with Ukraine and Moldova as well' (Parkhalina, 

2002b: 4). 

The oligarchs, usually identified as six men, came to symbolise the new 

Russia,87 and, it should be noted, came from outside the Soviet elite. All exploited 

or created links in the confusion of the early post-Soviet period to the political elite, 

which was the key to cashing in on the bonanza of the early Yeltsin years. The 

oligarchs gained access to the inner circle of state power and control of the media 

(being credited with managing Yeltsin's victory in the 1996 presidential election). 

Boris Berezovskii was briefly Deputy Secretary of the Security Council and chair 

86 The Komsomol had been given exclusive rights under Gorbachev to set up profit-making 
concerns, and many of them went on to become the new rich in post-Soviet Russia. 
87 They were: Vladimir Gusinskii, Vladimir Potanin, Boris Berezovskii, Aleksandr Smolenskii. 
Mikhail Khodorkovskii. and Mikhail Friedman, though sometimes the list includes ,\I10sco\\ mayor 
Iuri Luzhkov (in, for example, Hoffmann [2002]). 
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of the CIS Council. Their influence on foreign policy was generally to push for 

reasonable relations with the West, for business reasons. 

The elite represented a variety of interests (including organised crime). 

Yeltsin's preferred method of rule was to sit above and manage this balancing act. 

The major feature of the period was the uneven and somewhat chaotic rebuilding of 

a strong 'vertical state' (Medvedev, 1999: 30). Sakwa (1996: xii) saw the period as 

witnessing the emergence of a 'hybrid political system... tom between ... 

democracy, state unity, transformative goals, and the simple desire of elites to stay 

in power'. Vladimir Ryzhkov88 identifies one of the maj or themes of Russian state­

building in the 1990s as being the victory of bureaucracy over representative and 

judicial bodies (Ryzhkov, 2000: 12).89 Victory in the presidential elections of 1996 

did briefly reinvigorate the Yeltsin regime, and led to important changes in 

personnel and the launch of a new round of reforms which ended in failure with the 

financial crisis of 1998. One might discern here the ultimate victory of a form of 

statism that emphasises state authority for its own sake. 

Many analysts agree that a rough consensus - ideas on which most of the 

political spectrum could agree - had emerged in the late Kozyrev era, even before 

the establishment of Primakov at the Foreign Ministry.9o Where domestic interests 

coincided, the consensus was strongest. Thus, for example, many in the Duma 

argued for rearmament programmes for Russia's 'friends' in the Middle East and 

for the lifting of sanctions on Iraq, as part of a required shift away from an 

Atlanticist foreign policy. This would enable Iraq to begin exporting its oil 

profitably again to repay its huge debts to Russia. Obviously 'defence industrialists 

and officials in this domain are among the most consistent supporters of easing the 

UN sanctions' (Allison, 1998: 7), as they would profit from an Iraq with hard cash. 

A revolution of sorts did take place in 1991, with the reborn Russian 

republic asserting its independence from the central Soviet structures. However, the 

88 Himself a deputy in the State Duma. 
89 Others reason that the centre itself weakened during the decade (Robinson, 2000: 37). 
90 Primakov left foreign intelligence to become Foreign Minister (January 1996-September 1998), 
and later Prime Minister (September 1998-May 1999). For much of his career he was a Pravda 
analyst and correspondent in the Middle East, usually interpreted as involving clandestine work. 
Later he headed the Institute of Oriental Studies and the Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations in Moscow. Under Gorbachev he held high-level posts, and made the 
transition to post-Soviet life as head of the Foreign Intelligence Service. In January 1996 he was a 
popular choice in the Duma for Foreign Minister, though he initially refused the offer (Mlechin, 
1999: 265). 
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elite dominating the new state was made up of many of the same people who had 

dominated the old Soviet state. The general picture in the 1990s was of an increase 

in the power of a conservative old guard at the expense of the reformers. There 

were striking continuities of personnel. This calls into question the loyalties and 

possibilities for original thinking among the elite, and would also help explain the 

move towards a pragmatic nationalist centre ground with which much of the 

old/new elite was comfortable. 

Institutional holdovers 

As well as continuities III personnel, there were institutional holdovers, the 

institutions in which the elite just described operated and managed the levers of 

state power. 'Nearly all of the institutions of the Soviet state existed for some time 

after 1991. Most have been modified but few disappeared entirely ... While old 

institutions have disappeared in the Soviet system they have not been replaced by 

new institutions' (Wallander, 1996: 207-208). The Russian Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, for example, simply took over the offices of its Soviet equivalent on 

Prospekt Mira (Mlechin, 1999: 268). 

The President and his administration (a huge body of approximately 1,500 

people which often bypassed or competed with the government), the Foreign 

Ministry, the Ministry of Defence, economic and atomic agencies, regions, the 

Security Council, the Defence Council, the Council of Ministers, powerful 

economic interests and Parliament, all vied for power in the new Russia. But during 

and after the showdown of September 1993, the state did to a certain extent 

successfully bring power into the central bodies. 

Russia found itself emerging from 'the husk of the Soviet Union with a 

Congress of People's Deputies and a Supreme Soviet with an executive presidency 

[grafted] onto [the] two-tier parliament, itself an odd structure that blurred the 

definition of the real separation of powers' (Sharlet, 1993: 318). The constitution 

inherited from the Soviet era 'was ambiguous. The Congress of People's Deputies 

was described in Article 104 as the supreme organ of state power. When the 

executive presidency was later created, a constitutional amendment described the 

country as having a separation of executive and legislative power. But article 104 

was never amended' (Steele, 1994: 283). 
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There was an inherited problem of a lack of clarity in the jurisdictions of 

state institutions, a result of the suddenness of the Soviet Union's collapse, which 

'had some very serious consequences ... the old order in Russia ... was not pregnant 

with a new order' (Reddaway, 1993: 282). In the end the 1993 crisis came about 

because of the failure to solve these fundamental questions of power. Even after 

1993, 'the system could not at any stage be said to have settled into a regular, 

readily comprehensible system, as different players came and went, and the power 

of different institutions waxed and waned, which was perhaps normal for a state 

undergoing such a sudden transition' .91 

The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

The Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs had already been in flux before the Soviet 

system came crashing down. The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs also went 

through several years of turmoil, but Russia, perhaps surprisingly, made do with 

only three Foreign Ministers during the 1990s (Andrei Kozyrev, 1990-1996; 

Evgenii Primakov, 1996-1998; and Igor Ivanov, 1998-). 

The Foreign Ministry at first comprised no more than 70 people, later (in 

November 1991) 240, and eventually, 'about 3,200 in October 1992, not much less 

than the 3,700 in the Soviet ministry in November 1991' (Sakwa, 1996: 281).92,93 

Soviet diplomats traditionally graduated from the Higher Diplomatic School 

(HDS), later Diplomatic Academy (1974), 'which trained Communist Party recruits 

to 'reinforce' the diplomatic service. The latter were trained at the Moscow State 

Institute of International Relations... The Moscow State Institute of International 

Relations (MGIMO) was the alma mater for the majority of the Soviet diplomatic 

corps, government elite, academicians and international journalists' (Tiouline, 

91 Tatiana Parkhalina, interviewed by the author, Moscow, 12 July 2002. 
92 On 18 December 1992 Yeltsin 'brought the Soviet diplomatic service under Russian control, and 
on 22 December the Soviet foreign and defence ministries were abolished. The Soviet Ministry of 
External [economic] Relations was merged with Russia's ... Yeltsin placed himself in direct control 
of the Russian foreign ministry, and Burbulis took over routine operations. Russia inherited the 
mantle of responsibility and sought international recognition of its status by being acknowledged as 
the primary successor state' (Sakwa, 1996: 277-278). 
93 Kozyrev said in 1992 that 'up to 60 percent of the Foreign Ministry apparatus are either people 
totally demoralized by the system with cynical attitudes or are members of the direct political 
opposition' (interviewed in Nezavisimaia Gazeta, 1 April 1992; cited in Russia and Eurasia 
Documents Annual. 1992), Nezm'isimaia Gazeta (in which Boris Berezovskii had a controlling 
stake) was edited by Berezovskii's ally Vitalii Tretiakoy (Fossato and Kachkaeva. 1998), 
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1999: 175). These bodies were responsible for training the vast majority of those 

diplomats in influential positions in the 1990s.94 

Under Kozyrev (and afterwards to a lesser extent) vanous bodies 

undermined the predominance of the Foreign Ministry in the field of Russian 

diplomacy. Some of these were charged with overseeing the ministry's work (such 

as the Security Council), some simply acted in direct competition with it (including 

at times the Ministry of Defence, the nuclear energy agency, MinAtom, and private 

companies like Lukoil). Others, notably Parliament, subjected Kozyrev and the 

ministry in general to withering attack. It has been argued that after 'changes 

among the top Foreign Ministry officials in 1995, the first steps were taken to 

overcome the fragmentation ... of Russian foreign policy. Since then [the Foreign 

Ministry] has concentrated increasingly on defending the national interests of 

Russia. There was a slow turn in Russia's policy on Asia - an intensification of the 

Russian presence in the Middle East, the establishment of a strategic partnership 

with China in April 1996, the first steps towards a normalization of relations with 

Japan and the first serious efforts to create the preconditions for integration with 

individual CIS states' (Simonia, 2001: 273). 

Yeltsin seemed to heed the problem of fragmentation when, in March 1995, 

he 'issued a new "Statute on the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs" that 

consolidates its authority over all aspects of foreign policy and made the [Foreign 

Ministry] directly responsible to the President. The Russian press has interpreted 

this decree as sharply enhancing the foreign ministry's role in coordinating both the 

strategy and implementation of foreign policy, but has voiced skepticism over how 

well it will be observed' (Petro, 1997: 98-99). Later that year (26 December 1995) 

a new body headed by the president, the Council on Foreign Policy, was founded 

with the stated goal of coordinating the functions in the foreign policy of the 

Russian Federation. The Council included the ministers of foreign affairs, defence, 

foreign economic relations, CIS affairs, finance, the intelligence chiefs 'and the 

"apparatus" of the President's Assistant on Foreign Policy (Dmitrii Riurikov). It 

was supposed to become a "superagency" to assist the President in the conduct of 

foreign policy, and co-ordination of foreign policy efforts of separate agencies, 

94 According to Parkha1ina (interviewed by the author, Moscow, 12 July 2002) this explains the 
persistence of Soviet-style anti-Western attitudes in the diplomatic corps in the 1990s. 
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including the Foreign Ministry' (Rodin, 1996). The creation of the Council on 

Foreign Policy 'reflected Yeltsin's attempt to concentrate foreign policy 

decisionmaking in his own hands, in an effort to impose order on the chaotic 

Russian foreign policy process' (Sakwa, 1996: 284-285). 

That same month, Yeltsin officially declared his 'dissatisfaction' with 

Foreign Ministry performance and mentioned the 'strengthening' of the Ministry. 

The end came for Kozyrev only a few weeks later. 

With the appointment of Primakov, the Foreign Ministry was able more 

clearly to play its role as formulator of Russian foreign policy. This was a result of 

Primakov's authority and popUlarity among the elite and in parliament. A 

Presidential Decree of 1996 officially backed up his position, stating that the 

foreign ministry was to be the 'primary coordinator of foreign policy' (Tiouline, 

1999: 186). In the mid-1990s, then, under Primakov (and beyond, into Ivanov's 

period), the ministry established a more solid position in relation to other 

government agencies.95 Igor Ivanov provided a stable foreign policy, 'consensus' 

style, and thus continuity from the Primakov period. 

The Ministry of Defence, army and security services 

Yeltsin had ordered the creation of a Russian Army, on 7 May 1992, (Russia was 

one of the last CIS states to form a national army) with himself as Commander-in­

Chief. On 18 May, General Pavel Grachev was appointed Minister of Defence and 

'pledged to maintain Russia as a military "Great Power" and to call a halt to the 

strategic retreat begun by Gorbachev' (Sakwa, 1996: 302). The head of the 

Ministry of Defence therefore remained a soldier, as in Soviet times, and under 

Grachev (1992-1996), Igor Rodionov (1996-1997) and Igor Sergeev (1998-) 

struggled with military reform. It was a conservative body involved, as was to be 

expected, in matters of defence and security in foreign affairs. 

95 In 1996 a Presidential decree stated that 'The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian 
Federation shall provide direct implementation of the foreign policy course approved by the 
President of the Russian Federation. The Foreign Ministry of Russia shall be in charge of 
coordination of foreign policy activities pursued by federal bodies of executiw power and of control 
over them' (Decree by the President of the Russian Federation of March 12, 1996, #375. "On the 
Coordinating Role of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation during the Conduct 
of Unified Foreign Policy Line of the Russian Federation"). 
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The military and security services were prominent in foreign policy, using 

platforms in Parliament and the media. In the Fifth Duma (1995), 370 military 

figures registered as candidates for election (Sakwa, 1996: 111). The army proved 

itself very willing to get involved in foreign policy, in the CIS for example, where 

the Foreign Ministry was initially rather inactive. Several bloody wars in the 

former Soviet Union had heavy Russian military involvement: Transdniestr, 

Abkhazia in Georgia, and Tajikistan. At its most basic level, the army's 

performance in battle has been a foreign policy tool. In Chechnya, where it failed 

with appalling loss of life, the army's reputation was ruined. Nevertheless it served 

some purpose, by demonstrating utter ruthlessness and the power to lay waste to 

any nearby country. 

The KGB, broken up and reorganised several times, was overtly involved in 

politics. Primakov, for example, came to notice in the post-Soviet era as the first 

head of the successor to the KGB's First Chief Directorate of the KGB, the Foreign 

Intelligence Service (FIS). In 1993, the FIS published a report attacking NATO 

expansion as a threat to Russian security - and he did so at a time when the Russian 

Foreign Ministry was taking a much more conciliatory line. 'On the eve of 

Yeltsin's visit to Washington in September 1994, Primakov again upstaged the 

Foreign Ministry by publishing a warning to the West not to oppose the economic 

and political reintegration of Russia with other states' (Andrew, 1999: 730-731). 

Other institutional actors in foreign policy 

Several other institutions competed with the Foreign Ministry or worked separately 

in the field of foreign policy. Many of these were new institutions, created during 

the 1990s by Yeltsin. The Security Council was the most important of these, 

established in order to create oversight of foreign policy under Y eltsin' s control, as 

part of his goal of centralisation of policy-making. The new body, according to the 

Russian constitution (and which was controversially included in the constitution 

[Natsionalnaia Sluzhba Novostei, 1997: 1]) co-ordinates Russia's military strategy 

and confirms the use of military forces outside Russia. It contains about a dozen 

members, 'representing the key ministries involved in matters of national security: 

the Foreign Minister, Minister of Defence, head of the Foreign Intelligence 

Service, head of Federal Counterintelligence, the Minister of Interior Affairs. the 
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Minister for Nationalities and Regional Politics, the Minister of Civil Defense and 

Emergency Situations. As a concession to the legislature, after the Chechen 

invasion, the heads of both the upper and lower houses ... were added' (Petro, 

1997: 1 03). The idea was to create a unified policy from the top and put an end to 

the confusion afflicting foreign policy-making, hence the representation from the 

major institutions of state power. The Security Council took responsibility for the 

formulation of the major foreign policy documents of the 1990s. 

The Defence Council was set up in July 1996 'to coordinate defence-related 

policies and programmes' and therefore had an overlapping remit with the Security 

Council: it was unclear where each has its own exclusive area of concern, and thus 

exemplified Yeltsin's system of rule. The Defence Council led to, among other 

things, 'more infighting, this time between Iuri Baturin, Secretary of the Defence 

Council and the new Defence Minister, Igor Rodionov (Felgenhauer, 1997: 9). 

Parliament, as well as influencing the executive through law-making and 

some oversight powers, contained permanent committees in both the Duma (such 

as the Committee of Foreign Affairs headed for many years by Vladimir Lukin, the 

Security Committee, and the Committee on Geopolitics), and in the upper house 

(Foreign Affairs Committee and Security and Defence Committee). These were 

often used to advocate policy changes in foreign affairs. 

* * * 
There was, in sum, a high degree of continuity from the Soviet period with regard 

to the decision-making elite and institutions of state. By the middle of the 1990s, 

central control was being reasserted - though in an uneven and often chaotic 

manner - by the President, through the Foreign Ministry and the Security Council. 

Nevertheless, the Foreign Ministry was still seriously undermined at times, often 

acting in competition with the Ministry of Defence and others. The move towards 

central control improved under Primakov, and policy-making on the major issues 

became more coherent. Thus while the Russian state could be said to have acted in 

incoherent fashion at times, there was the potential for consistent policy-making 

led by the President. The Security Council emerged as the most powerful of the 

new institutions and, with some setbacks, proved able to coordinate the 'consensus' 

policy of the mid-1990s. 
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CHAPTERS 

RUSSIA AND NATO: 

THE NEOCLASSICAL REALIST EXPLANATION 

Russia in January 1992 was a second-tier state. It was militarily weak compared to 

the US and NATO - and the gap was growing. Economically, both the US and the 

EU (not to mention many other states around the world) were outperforming 

Russia to a great extent and so again the gap was growing. By the end of the 

decade, the distribution of power between the Western states and Russia was worse 

than in 1992. Within the former Soviet Union (FSU), however, Russia remained 

easily the most powerful state both militarily and economically. 

NATO was the means by which the US, Canada, and their European allies 

had maintained forces in Europe to defend against the threat of the USSR. After the 

disappearance of the USSR, two major strategies marked the change from the past: 

NATO's enlargement into central and eastern Europe, and out-of-area operations, 

which were undertaken in the former Yugoslavia. These strategic moves, as well as 

the bombing of Iraq, US plans for a renewed "Star Wars" programme and the 

downplaying of the CSCE/OSCE,96 were the major influences on the shift in 

relations between Russia and the West generally and between Russia and NATO 

specifically. 

Following the neoclassical realist framework of Chapter 2 and given the 

facts established in Chapter 4, this chapter will first analyse how Russian policy­

makers perceived the changing situation in terms of the altered threat to Russian 

national security. The first section therefore describes how the material factors 

outlined in Chapter 4, and the specific policies of NATO, were seen in Russia as 

representing an increased threat - a threat not only of attack, but of a worsening of 

Russia's relative position. The following section examines the policies that were 

carried out in response; the focus will be on whether Russian strategy can be 

classified as balancing ·or bandwagoning, what tactics were used to improve 

96 The CSCE became the OSCE on 1 January 1995. 
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Russia's situation, and whether coherent regional and global policies existed 

together. In conclusion, it will be possible to see whether and when these tactics 

were successful in their aims. 

Changing perceptions, a consensus on NATO 

NATO and the foreign policy consensus 

Russia's relations with NATO took place within the overall development of 

Russian foreign policy, from the 'honeymoon' (when Russian leaders even 

discussed joining NATO) to 'pragmatic consensus' (when relations were marked 

by some hostility combined with pragmatism). In the early, heady days of 1992, 

Russia started out with a generally positive attitude towards NATO. This was true 

of the President, the reformist government and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Yet 

from the start many of Russia's elite were extremely sceptical of NATO, and 

therefore even during the first phase there were many dissenting voices, and a 

pattern of contradictory and confusing statements on the subject was established. 

The Russian leadership 'expected the West to reward Russia for helping to defeat 

Communism by admitting it immediately into the Western community. On 

December 22 1991, a week before the Soviet flag came down, Yeltsin sent a 

message to Brussels saying that Russia planned to join NATO soon. It produced 

such a reaction that two days later he claimed it had been the mistake of a typist, 

who had left out the word "not"!' (Rogov, 1997: 3).97 

Military links between Russia and NATO were quickly established. After a 

visit by Manfred Womer, NATO's General Secretary, to Moscow in February 

1992, the First Military Committee in Cooperation Session was called, to which the 

Russian Chief of the General Staff was invited. In May 1992, Russian State 

Secretary and leading light of the reformist government Gennadii Burbulis even 

suggested that NATO would help Russia with its troop withdrawals from the Baltic 

97 Prior to independence some formal structures had been put in place. In summer 1991, NATO's 
London Declaration established the basis for diplomatic links between the alliance and former 
Soviet bloc countries. At Rome in November of that year the North Atlantic Cooperation Council 
(NACC) was established, and in December the North Atlantic Council (NAC) was inaugurated 
(later replaced by the Euro-Atlantic Council, or EAPC), with Russia becoming a founding member. 
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States.
98 

There was a sense that (just as Gorbachev had hoped) NATO would 

reward Russia's benevolent attitude by reforming in such a way as to include 

Russia within a pan-European security structure. The Russian leadership's 

persistent attempts to raise the importance of the CSCE/OSCE - of which Russia 

was a member - and decrease that of NATO was a result of the same desire. The 

fact that these hopes were not realised caused immediate disquiet. 

Russian views on NATO continued to be very uneven throughout the 

decade, and aggressive and negative pronouncements and policy proposals were 

found side by side with more positive ones. This was true even when NATO had 

decided to enlarge, and when the composition of Russian governments had 

changed to include more 'centrist' and pragmatic figures, notably Primakov. Yet 

the overall tendency was towards a more negative, hostile tone from 1993. In 

Parliament and the media the hostility was much more overt and aggressive than in 

government and the Presidential apparatus. When the government was purged of 

many of its reformers and a more centrist government established under 

Chemomyrdin, it simply reflected better the broader elite outlook. Yeltsin himself 

was particularly prone to sudden changes of tack, but the Russian view was mainly 

negative as NATO began its expansion plans and out-of-area operations with 

regard to the former Yugoslavia. 

NATO enlargement: an increasing sense of threat 

The Kozyrev period 

Russia's initial reaction to NATO's assertion that it would not only continue to 

exist in its current form (though with an altered strategy established at Rome in 

1991) but also take in new members was the turning point in the relationship. There 

had almost immediately been discussion of enlargement after the end of the Cold 

War: the reunification of Germany within NATO (agreed between Mikhail 

Gorbachev and Helmut Kohl during the 'Two plus Four' conference in Paris in 

July 1990) rather than within a new security structure could be seen as the start of 

the process. The flurry of visits by NATO General Secretary Womer to East 

98 Yet in October, Yeltsin, linking the issue of Russian troops in Estonia with the fate of the Russian 
diaspora, announced the suspension of the withdrawal altogether (though temporarily). 
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European countries III 1991-1992 also suggested that NATO was at least 

considering forming alliances and partnerships in the East. The Czech Foreign 

Minister, Jiri Dienstbier, had in fact visited NATO Headquarters for discussions as 

early as March 1990. 

In February 1993 Kozyrev, writing in NATO's own journal, was hinting at 

the potential pitfalls in the relationship: 'I am worried by how quickly a "school of 

thought" has sprung up in the West which maintains that it is better to have 

dealings with a weakened Russia, left alone with its troubles' (Kozyrev, 1993: 

paragraph 10). Despite NATO's professions of non-aggressive intentions, and its 

frequently voiced commitment to build 'a stable, peaceful and undivided Europe', 

many in Russia remained to be convinced by NATO's statements of pacific intent 

and desire only for democratisation and the stability of eastern Europe (Arbatov et 

aI., 1997: 7). 

Senior academic and political voices in the West could be heard suggesting 

that NATO's primary goal was to protect current and future members from the 

possibility of a renewed Russian threat in the future. Henry Kissinger, for example, 

stated in March 1995 that four hundred years of foreign policy 'indicate a certain 

proclivity' (Kissinger, 1995) on Russia's part.99 Indeed, 'NATO officials have gone 

on record that "enlargement will do nothing to dilute NATO's focus" and that 

following enlargement "the alliance's core mission will remain the collective 

defense of NATO soil, and the addition of new members will improve its ability to 

carry out this mission'" (Hillen & Noonan, 1998: 1). 

While in the first two years of Russia's independent existence anti-NATO 

sentiments were relatively restrained among the leadership, many Russians (mainly 

those outside the immediate decision-making group, often in parliament and the 

media) quickly took a very negative view of NATO, and there was soon a change 

across the leadership spectrum as a result of the hints and then concrete 

affirmations of NATO's intention to enlarge its membership.lOo Yet the uneven 

tone persisted. On his visit to Warsaw in the summer of 1993, 'Yeltsin effectively 

said to the president of Poland, Walesa, that the question of its accession to NATO 

is Poland's choice and not Russia's. The conditions did not allow this idea to 

99 See Chapter 7 for further examples of this school of thought. 
100 Yeltsin even criticised the space-based anti-missile system in February 1992. at his fIrst meeting 
with Bush as President of independent Russia. 
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develop ... but anyhow, this statement was immediately seized abroad and in 

Russia and it was presented almost as a sign that Moscow, even if it doesn't 

support the enlargement of NATO, will not say anything about it' (Primakov, 

1999: 226-227). In spring 1993, the Supreme Allied Commander Europe 

(SACEUR) visited Moscow and agreed on a cooperation programme with Grachev, 

the Russian Minister of Defence. Yet in 1993 the general tenor of Russian 

statements was extremely negative towards NATO, and even Kozyrev talked about 

the need to "defend Russian national interests at all costs" (Kortunov, 1999: 34). In 

the autumn of 1993, Kozyrev himself 'started openly to express the idea that a 

power vacuum was likely to arise along the borders of Russia in the event of a 

Russian military withdrawal from these states. This power vacuum, he said, might 

be filled by "other powers, which are not friendly and could even be hostile to 

Russian interests'" (Jonson, 1997: 319). 

Discussion within NATO on enlargement began in 1993 when Womer, 

'expressed himself openly on ... the prospect of enlarging NATO's membership' 

(Primakov, 1999: 228). US President Clinton stated in the autumn of 1993 that 

expansion was no longer a matter of if but when. This confirmed earlier hints, and 

after 1994, the process gathered pace. The Brussels Summit declaration of January 

1994 included the statement that 'We expect and would welcome NATO expansion 

that would reach to democratic states to our East, as part of an evolutionary 

process, taking into account political and security developments in the whole of 

Europe' .101 

Russia's 1993 Military Doctrine states, in somewhat obscure style, that 'the 

existing and potential sources of external military danger for the Russian 

Federation... [include] the expansion of military blocs and alliances to the 

detriment of the interests of the Russian Federation's military security', and 'the 

buildup of groupings of troops (forces) on the borders of the Russian Federation to 

the point where they disrupt the prevailing correlation of forces'. Thus the 1993 

Doctrinel02 did not actually refer to NATO by name, but the implication was clear, 

if not emphasised - as it would be in the major foreign policy and security 

101 NATO (2000), Online Library. Online at: http:/\\ww.nato.intldocu . 
102 Defence Minister Grachev introduced the Doctrine in a press conference in 1993, in 
which he emphasised that representati\'es of all government ministries took part in its formulation. 
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documents of 1997 and 2000. 103 Instead the 1993 document stated that the main 

challenge to the country's security stemmed from the unfinished nature and 

instability of democratic institutions of administration and power. 

Another example of the shifting weight of elite views on NATO came 

when, in November 1993, a widely publicized study by the Russian Foreign 

Intelligence Service (FIS; headed at the time by Primakov) characterised NATO as 

"the biggest military grouping in the world that possesses enormous offensive 

potential". It called the Alliance an organization wedded "to the stereotypes of bloc 

thinking'" (Adomeit, 1995: 48). The basic points made by the report were that: 'in 

the context of the post-confrontation period and in the absence of so-called bloc­

discipline which had existed before the elimination of the WTO ... the process of 

the entry of the central and eastern European states into NATO, its character, time 

frame, obligations and rights of the new members must take into account the 

opinions of all interested parties including Russia, the prospect of strengthening the 

foundations of collective security on the continent, developing European 

cooperation; only these factors would allow the creation of prerequisites and 

favourable conditions for the cooperation of the Russian Federation with NATO 

and their realisation that would allow translation of other relations into real 

partnership' (Primakov, 1999: 228). As Primakov explains, Yeltsin approved of 

this report. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, under Kozyrev, distanced itself, but 

was outmanoeuvred when the report was presented at a press conference in 

Moscow. Yeltsin quickly and publicly aligned himself with the FIS against the 

Foreign Ministry. 

Yeltsin indeed began to argue extremely aggressively against NATO's 

enlargement once it was confirmed as official NATO policy. He felt the need to 

threaten serious consequences if NATO were to enlarge and in December 1994 

caused a stir at the CSCE Summit in Budapest by 'refusing to condemn the 

103 The Outlines of Foreign Policy Concept (adopted by the President in April 1993), and Outlines 
of the Military Doctrine (adopted on November 2, 1993) 'were a result of a new kind of decision­
making in Russia, following the collapse of the Soviet state structure a highly secretive process that 
became more open later in the decade ... The Security Council, with its membership of experts from 
the foreign and defence ministries, the General Staff, ministries and other committees, the 
intelligence seryices and so on, was heavily involved. These two documents were replaced in 2000 
by updated versions, which in turn were the result of formulations and debates in the last year or so 
of the decade' (Nazarkin, 2003: 8). 

67 



violence in Bosnia and sharply attacking NATO's plans for a fast-track expansion 

into the fonner Soviet satellite states of eastern Europe ... Yeltsin mentioned a 

"cold peace'" (Moscow Times, December 8 1994). Yet he showed himself willing 

to change his stance. This often involved attempts to secure Western aid by 

invoking the threat of what would occur ifhe was removed from power. 

The Russian leadership hoped to boost instead a pan-European security 

structure based on consensus - the CSCE of which Russia was a member - which 

would replace a NATO that created 'dividing lines' in Europe.104 Russia wanted to 

see the role of the United Nations and the Security Council in particular maintained 

and if possible strengthened. An increased role for the CSCE/OSCE was perhaps 

even more desirable to Russia's leaders than the upgrading of the UN (Pursiainen, 

2002: 3). Meanwhile, Russia viewed the 'trend to a unipolar security structure in 

Europe under US leadership and NATO involvement in "external Euro-Atlantic 

security matters" as an alarming development that poses a potential security threat 

to Russia. The military has used that perception to justify badly needed increases in 

the military budget' (Virtual Infonnation Center, 1999). 

Invitations to join the Partnership for Peace (PfP) were first officially made 

at the NATO Brussels Summit in January 1994, but had been openly discussed 

since October 1993. The PfP was described by NATO in the usual language of 

involving a commitment to 'the preservation of democratic societies ... freedom 

from coercion and intimidation, and the principles of international law' and a 

reaffinnation of 'commitment to fulfil in good faith the obligations of the Charter 

of the United Nations and the principles of the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights' . 105 The PfP was often seen in Moscow, however, as a vetting procedure for 

prospective members. This view was later encouraged by the statement in the July 

1997 Madrid Declaration on Euro-Atlantic Security and Cooperation, that 'we 

strongly encourage the active participation by aspiring members in the Euro­

Atlantic Partnership Council and the Partnership for Peace, which will further 

deepen their political and military involvement in the work of the Alliance'. Some 

in the Russian leadership certainly viewed it this way. Primakov's published notes, 

for example, record that 'on Monday, 15 November 1993 ... I, as director of the 

104 See, for example, Gareev (1992: 543) and Konovalov (1997). 
105 NATO (2000), Online Library. Online at: http://www.nato.intldocu. 
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[Foreign Intelligence Service] was with the president giving my weekly report ... at 

the time we had absolutely reliable evidence that strategic military planning in 

NATO HQ still included the "worst option" with the use of nuclear weapons 

against Russia or China, and that in NATO circles, the approach leading to the PiP 

proclaimed and widely advertised as a universal process in which all countries 

including Russia could find their place.. . [was in reality] a school for gradual 

accession of various candidates, but naturally not Russia. This approach was taking 

over' (Primakov, 1999: 227-228). 

The Russian military leadership clearly also decided that, 'through the PfP, 

the West was once again trying to fool them. This view was held by many 

influential figures close to ... Yeltsin including the Security Council head Oleg 

Lobov ... PfP simply does not interest Russian generals. They have no need for 

expensive, joint peacekeeping operations, considering that the [Ministry of 

Defence] does not even have enough money to pay its soldiers or to buy them food' 

(Moscow Times, December 8, 1994). NATO's gigantic military capacities were 

once again starkly contrasted to those of Russia. 

The proposed signing of the PfP led to enraged voices being raised in the 

Duma. Gennadii Ziuganov, for example, leader of the Russian Communist Party, 

called the signing of the PfP by Russia 'blasphemous', as it fell on the anniversary 

of the invasion of Russia by Nazi Germany (22 June 1941): 'Our foreign minister 

Kozyrev, on behalf of Yeltsin, is signing a treaty on the entry of the Russian 

Federation into the Partnership for Peace programme. Its name is misleading. The 

real aim of this programme is not to guarantee peace, but the gradual introduction 

into NATO of former socialist states which used to be part of the Warsaw Pact. 

The new organisation, in this way, is set to become an instrument of geopolitical 

expansion to confirm a new world order. It was [president]... Bush who first 

introduced the concept of a new world order and he borrowed the term from Nazi 

Germany ... The new twist to US expansionism is aimed above all against Russia's 

rebirth as a great power' (Gosudartsvennaia Duma: Stenogramma Zasedanii: 6. 

paragraph 1). 

It was not NATO per se, but enlargement, that was seen in such a negative 

light. Russia's geopolitical situation was gravest in the West, where e\'en Ukraine 

was apparently considering NATO membership. 'The Russian military ... are 
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concerned with the alliance's real military capabilities. At present neither Russia 

nor NATO could launch a surprise attack in Europe. However, expansion would 

give NATO that capability. The Russian military must treat it as a direct threat of 

invasion, rapidly approaching casus belli proportions' (Moscow Times, December 

8, 1994). 

Realists in Russia argued that the more hard-line, independent course was 

forced on them by the failure of Atlanticism to reap rewards. Russian diplomacy 

had failed. NATO was expanding, the 'near abroad' was escaping, oil and gas 

reserves in central Asia would be bought up by the West and so on. The West was 

accused of wanting to turn Russia into a compliant source of raw materials. Fonner 

Warsaw Pact members fonned close diplomatic ties with NATO and eventually 

some of them joined, others fonning a queue close behind, and sometimes carrying 

out military manoeuvres with US forces (e.g. Centrazbat in Central Asia in 1997 -

although Russian forces were also involved). 

By June 1994, after a long and difficult period of diplomacy, Russia signed 

the PiP Framework Document (of which details are given below), and also in June 

NATO and Russia agreed on a Summary of Conclusions, defining the mam 

elements of an enhanced dialogue between them beyond the NACC and PiP. 

The Primakov period 

On becoming foreign minister in January 1996, Primakov outlined his priorities -

the CIS, eastern Europe, Asia-Pacific, Europe and USA - 'to demonstrate to the 

West Russia's capability as a counterweight to NATO and EU enlargement' 

(Sergounin, 1996: 11). In his first speech on accepting the position, on January 12 

1996, he stated that 'Russia was and remains a great power. Her foreign policy 

should correspond to that status.' He expressed a desire for reasonably friendly 

relations with the USA, though 'we proceed from the need for an equitable ... 

mutually beneficial partnership.' Any further expansion of NATO would disrupt 

this equilibrium: 'I have a negative attitude to the possible expansion of NATO. I 

think it is counterproductive for the stabilisation of the situation in Europe and 

would undoubtedly create a new geopolitical situation for Russia.' 106 In January 

1996, meanwhile, Russian troops began deployment as part of the Implementation 

106 Quotations from this speech taken from Leighton (1999: 3). 
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Force (IFOR) in Bosnia. There were several 16+1 Council meetings in early and 

mid-1996, as well as NAC foreign minister-level meetings. Such gatherings took 

place in most months of 1996. 

On Christmas Day 1996, Minister of Defence Rodionov stated plainly that 

'the activity of the North Atlantic alliance, which has made a radical decision to 

expand eastward, is a potential source of danger which could grow into a military 

threat' .107 Among the Russian elite at the time, 'the only issue we have more or less 

unity on, is our disapproval of NATO' (Rogov, in Kozyrev et aI., 1996: 27). 

By January 1997, however, the two sides had prepared the ground for talks 

between Javier Solana and Primakov on a NATO-Russia document. These talks 

went through six rounds, before the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, 

Cooperation and Security could be agreed on, approved by the NAC in May 1997, 

and the Founding Act could be signed. 108 This led to the formation of the 

Permanent Joint Council (PJC). The North Atlantic Council Meeting in July 1997 

issued the 'Madrid Declaration on Euro-Atlantic Security and Cooperation'. This 

reaffirmed the statement that NATO would 'expect and welcome the accession of 

new members' made at the Brussels Summit. It confirmed that (as the 'Study on 

NATO Enlargement' of 1995 had stated) 'NATO's military effectiveness should be 

sustained as the alliance enlarges'. The declaration also saw the official invitation 

to the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland to begin accession talks, with a view to 

membership of the countries becoming effective by the time of the 50th anniversary 

of the Washington Treaty in 1999. The alliance confirmed its openness to further 

new members. On 12 March 1999, the accession of the Czech Republic, Hungary 

and Poland took place. 

Out-of-area operations and an increased sense of threat 

NATO's actions in Bosnia caused an increase in Russian alarm. They demonstrated 

that NATO was willing to act outside its area of responsibility - defence of its 

members - without United Nations sanction and without apparent regard for 

Russia's interests. To many in Russia, this represented an extreme threat, the 

realisation of many of their fears regarding the future: that NATO was now so 

107 Cited in Felgenhauer (1997: 14). 
108 NATO (2000), Online Library. Online at: http://www.nato.intJdocu. 
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powerful as to be able to carry out military strikes against states it did not approve 

of suggested the possibility of its doing so in the former Soviet Union and thus 

completely eclipsing Russian control of the CIS. Some in parliament also 

suggested that this could mean that NATO was developing plans to attack Russia 

itself. 109 

Russia's major foreign policy and security documents demonstrate that 

NATO was increasingly seen as a threat to Russian national security in official 

circles. The change between the 1993, 1997 and 2000 documents is clear. The 1997 

National Security document finds a threat in the 'attempts to create an international 

relations structure based on domination by developed Western countries in the 

international community, under US leadership and designed for unilateral solutions 

(including the use of military force) to key issues in world politics in circumvention 

of the fundamental rules of international law'. Both the 1997 blueprint and the 

2000 National Security Doctrine 'state that "military factors in world politics" 

(1997 version) and "military force and violence" (2000 version) are still important 

factors in international politics' (Godzmirski, 2000: 5), but the 1997 version 

expresses the hope that these might be ameliorated in international affairs. The 

1997 document is critical of the 'threat to stablilization' posed by 'attempts to 

introduce into international parlance such concepts as "humanitarian intervention" 

and "limited sovereignty" in order to justify unilateral power actions bypassing the 

UN Security Council are not acceptable'. 

In 1998, however, the Permanent Joint Council (PJC) agreed to continue 

Russia's cooperation with The Stabilisation Force (SFOR), and condemned 

Belgrade's use of force in Kosovo as well as attacks by Kosovar fighters. Similar 

statements on the need for diplomatic solutions continued through late 1998. 'This 

approach permitted Russian isolation anxiety resulting from the first NA TO 

enlargement round to be cushioned politically' (Spillmann and Wenger, 1999: 

paragraph 13). 

109 In 1995 the Russian Institute for Defence Studies (reportedly commissioned by the .'v1inistry of 
Defence) produced a report which concluded that 'The US and its allies represent the main threat to 
Russian national security', and suggested a return to nuclear stand-off and reoccupation of the Baltic 
States, as well as economic protectionism, a military-nuclear alliance with Iraq, Iran and Libya and 
the creation of a new state including Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine Chronology of 
Events, 20 October 1995). 



The Kosovo conflict was a major reason why the official documents were 

altered further between 1997 and 2000, a reflection of increasing alarm. This 

period saw perhaps the low point in Russia-NATO relations. In April 1999, a 

revised NATO Strategic Concept was also approved after 15 months of debate. It 

emphasized 'new patterns of cooperation with the Euro-Atlantic security structure 

that would allow a role in security matters external to NATO which could 

potentially spill over into the alliance (as in the Balkans). Invitations for 

membership of NATO were extended to the Baltic States' (Virtual Information 

Centre, 1999).110 Russia, 'concerned with this disturbing change in NATO strategy, 

was simultaneously debating changes to its military doctrine to clearly delineate its 

perceived security interests and concerns within the changing environment. 

NATO's expansion into Poland, combined with the Kosovo bombing campaign, 

provided Russian military hard-liners with broader political support for a doctrine 

of confrontation' (Virtual Information Center, 1999). The Russian National 

Security Concept of2000 demonstrated the anxiety of Russia's elite that, 'elevated 

to the rank of strategic doctrine, NATO's transition to the practice of using military 

force outside its zone of responsibility and without UN Security Council sanction 

could destabilize the entire global strategic situation. The growing technical 

advantage of a number of leading powers and their enhanced ability to create new 

weapons and military equipment could provoke a new phase of the arms race and 

radically alter the forms and methods of warfare. The 2000 document is generally 

'much more pessimistic' (Godzmirski, 2000: 9). It reflected Russian reactions to 

NATO enlargement, the bombing of Kosovo, the 1998 economic collapse and 

conflict in Chechnya. 

The end of the decade - a new security doctrine 

The 2000 National Security Doctrine summed up the elite perception of threats 

facing Russia at the end of the 1990s. The main threats in the international sphere 

came from the 'striving of individual states and inter-state associations to lower the 

role of the existing mechanisms of ensuring international security, above all the UN 

and the OSCE; the danger of weakening the political, economic and military 

110 An updated NATO Strategic Concept was approved at the i\A TO Summit held in 
Washington, DC, 23-24 April 1999. 
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influence of Russia in the world; the strengthening of military-political blocs and 

unions, above all the eastward enlargement of NATO; the possible appearance of 

foreign military bases and large military contingents in direct proximity to the 

Russian borders; the proliferation of mass destruction weapons and their delivery 

vehicles' . 

Threats to the national security of the Russian Federation in the 

international sphere were found in 'the attempts of other states to hinder the 

strengthening of Russia as a centre of influence in the multipolar world, prevent the 

implementation of its national interests and weaken its positions in Europe, the 

Middle East, the Transcaucasus, Central Asia and Asia Pacific'. The Concept also 

argued that, 'The transition of NATO to the use of force (military force) beyond the 

zone of its responsibility and without the sanction of the UN Security Council, 

which has been elevated to the level of a strategic doctrine, is fraught with the 

destabilisation of the strategic situation in the world'. 

Under the heading 'Military-Political Principles', (sub-heading 'Military­

political situation'), the 2000 Military Doctrine argues that 'a destabilizing impact 

on the military-political situation is exerted by: attempts to weaken (ignore) the 

existing mechanism for safeguarding international security (primarily the United 

Nations and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe); the 

utilization of military-force actions as a means of "humanitarian intervention" 

without the sanction of the UN Security Council, in circumvention of the generally 

accepted principles and norms of international law; the violation by certain states 

of international treaties and agreements in the sphere of arms limitation and 

disarmament'. At the same time, 'external and internal threats to the military 

security of the Russian Federation and its allies persist and in certain areas are 

increasing. The main external threats are: territorial claims against the Russian 

Federation; interference in the Russian Federation's internal affairs; attempts to 

ignore the Russian Federation's interests in resolving international security 

problems, and to oppose its strengthening as one influential center in a multipolar 

world; the existence of seats of armed conflict, primarily close to the Russian 

Federation's state border and the borders of its allies; the creation buildup of 

groups of forces leading to the violation of the existing balance of forces, close to 

the Russian Federation's state border and the borders of its allies or on the seas 
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adjoining their territories; the expansion of military blocs and alliances to the 

detriment of the Russian Federation's military security'. In the section on 

'strengthening international security', the doctrine states that Russia would seek the 

'preservation and observance of the [ ABM treaty] - the cornerstone of strategic 

stability. The implementation of the plans by the United States to create a [NMD 

system] will inevitably compel the Russian Federation to adopt adequate measures 

for maintaining it national security at the proper level' .111 

Colonel-general Valerii Manilovl12 backed up the document with the 

statement that 'Today, there are no military threats, which by their scope or 

importance can be a menace to the NATO members ... To survive as a military 

alliance the bloc has to invent new tasks .... So we have what we have: ... an air 

operation in the Balkans in which NATO realized its new strategic conception by 

employing, without a UN sanction, its joint military force outside the sphere of 

competence against a sovereign state' (Manilov, 2000: 3). 

There was strong evidence, then, that some among the Russian elite took 

the military threat from NATO seriously and that this alarm had increased during 

the decade. 'The precision with which various Russian military services imagine 

scenarios involving the large-scale use of NATO forces in the former Soviet Union, 

and the still greater precision with which they describe the capabilities of the 

Russian Air Force or Army must have in order to prevail, seems to blur the line 

between planning yardsticks and genuine threat analysis' (Legvold, 1997: 47-48). 

In May 1998, the head of the Defence Ministry's Main Directorate of International 

Military Cooperation, Colonel-General Leonid Ivashov, argued that 'Russia will 

have to increase its strategic forces in the northwest of the country, if former Soviet 

republics become candidates for NATO membership'. He went on to deny '''the 

political speculation by NATO" that Moscow, which is cooperating with the 

organization, has reconciled itself with the alliance's enlargement. It was, he 

claimed "not true. At all official levels, we openly say that, if former Soviet 

Republics become candidates for admission into the alliance, then the situation in 

Europe will become unstable and the geopolitical situation will change"... We 

have asked in a bewildered way: against whom are the present 19 NATO member 

III This translation of the doctrine comes from the Virtual Infonnation Center (1999). 
112 First Deputy Chief of the General Staff of the Anned Forces of Russia. 
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states, which have about 50 divisions in total, now going to defend themselyes? 

What more powerful enemy in Europe do they have in mind? We have not received 

a clear answer, although it is clear that Russia is implied' (RFEIRL, 28 May 1998). 

* * * 

In short, by the middle of the decade Russia had a 'unique consensus on the 

problem of NATO's eastward expansion. Representatives of the entire political 

spectrum with rare exceptions are against the bloc's expansion' (Rogov, 1999: 3). 

The two major foreign policy documents that came at the end of the decade 

reflected the changing external circumstances. They showed the official view of 

NATO's changing role and argued that it represented a threat to Russia's national 

security. Yet, while some members of the General Staff and opposition parties 

seemed to believe that NATO represented a genuine military threat, to most in the 

elite (the consensus view), the problem was, rather, that NATO's enlargement and 

its outreach via the PfP programme, combined with its out-of-area operations, had 

sidelined Russia from the centre of global and European politics and threatened 

further weakening of its geostrategic situation. Russia would be a minor state 

among other such states in the region, some of which were hostile and had designs 

on Russia's national interests in the CIS. Russia's 'encirclement' and rejection by 

NATO would only exacerbate the negative geostrategic factors found at the 

beginning of the decade, and which had indeed worsened by the end of the decade. 

What could Russia do about it? 

Russia and NATO - change and stability 

The so-called honeymoon period was a period of bandwagoning. With the 

perception that NATO represented a growing threat and the establishment of the 

consensus on a realist, 'independent' foreign policy course, Russia and NATO 

settled into a relationship of hard bargaining, some notable formal agreements, an 

ability to work together at times, but distinguished by suspicion and even the 

occasional threat of war. Russia's response to NATO expansion from late 1993 
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onwards was bargaining to make the best of a bad situation, but policy was often 

incoherent (Kogan-Yasin, 1999: 22) and unsuccessful. 

The development of formal links, notably the PfP and the PJC, shows that, 

despite the very serious disagreements arising from NATO enlargement, contact 

was retained and formal institutions were created and replaced, even as the very 

actions the Russians continually described as unacceptable continued. Institutions 

such as the PfP and the PJC were clearly devised to (among other things) decrease 

Russia's perception that NATO represented a threat. Yet they also set in stone the 

continuing existence and probable future enlargement of NATO and hence were 

received in Moscow with mixed feelings, among which was the realisation that 

there was nothing Moscow could do to stop NATO. The hope in Moscow was 

expressed that they would at least enable Russia to influence the enlargement 

process. In January 1997, the German Foreign Minister, Klaus Kinkel argued that 

Russia's objections to NATO expansion were bargaining ploys: 'Russia knows it 

cannot stop NATO expansion and wants to obtain a good price for it'. 

The Partnership for Peace: the consensus strategy is established 

The PfP, signed by Russia in June 1994, established NATO's decision to look 

towards an active future and increasing depth of relations with states beyond the 

borders of its members. As the Russians perceived, it was also a way to begin the 

process of enlargement. The PfP enabled NATO to test new entrants for suitability, 

retaining treaty-ratified influence over them. Even in states which were not on the 

initial list for membership or even seriously considered for membership, the PfP 

fulfilled a similar purpose. l13 As it turned out, PfP functioned rather well from 

NATO's perspective, as expansion did indeed take place, helped by the close ties 

established in this period with states in eastern Europe and the former Soviet 

Union. 

PfP was also a way to obtain Russian compliance on the Issue of 

enlargement, while avoiding having to make any serious concessions. It was a 

113 For example, the Central Asian states took part in the Centrazbat military manoeUHes in 
September 1997 (with US and Russian forces among others) and Islam Karimov, the president of 
Uzbekistan, later allowed airbases to be used for US attacks on Iraq in 2003. Later, more or less 
permanent bases were established as part of the United States' conflict against the Taleban, and 
remain. 
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victory for NATO diplomacy and a defeat for Russia. Russia's reaction to the 

programme demonstrated an ambivalence that seemed to reflect the fact that it saw 

the PfP as both an opportunity and a threat. Russia reluctantly signed up to the 

Partnership in June 1994, but won some concessions to special treatment on the 

way, and thereby managed to proclaim a diplomatic victory. In the build up to the 

signing of the PfP Yeltsin and Kozyrev played all their diplomatic cards, though, of 

course, (and as Yeltsin admitted), they were 'playing with a weak hand'. At the 

NATO Council meeting in Brussels in December 1994, Kozyrev stated that Russia 

was postponing participation in the PfP. Yeltsin made his extremely harsh speech 

at the CSCE summit in Budapest on 7 December 1994, warning that pushing 

NATO up to Russia's borders risked plunging Europe into a 'cold peace'. Kozyrev 

once again mentioned the idea of subordinating NATO to the CSCE. Early in 1994, 

he proposed that the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) be transformed 

into an independent structure of military-political cooperation, closely linked to the 

CSCE ... the CSCE [would be] assigned the role of coordinator of the efforts of 

NATO, the European Union, the Council of Europe, the Western European Union 

and the CIS in the areas of strengthening stability and security, peacekeeping, and 

protecting the rights of national minorities in Europe' (Donaldson & Nogee, 2000: 

245). 

Kozyrev signed the PfP framework document with a protocol affirming that 

'Russia and NATO have agreed to prepare a wide-ranging individual program of 

partnership, in keeping with Russia's size, importance, and potential'. A 'highly 

placed' Ministry of Defence official said that, 'in the struggle against the foreign 

ministry's opportunistic policies, our line has emerged victorious. The president 

has confirmed a set of measures proposed by the Ministry of Defence which are 

designed to forestall the expansion of NATO' (Moscow Times, 1 June, 1995). 

Kozyrev claimed that 'the alliance had yielded to Russian pressure in deciding to 

postpone talks on [expansion] until 1997... [He] hailed the move as "a victory 

scored by Russian diplomats" and that "Russia's resistance has forced NATO to 

put off its expansion to the east. .. if Russia continues to fight desperately against 

the approach of NATO to its borders, then the West, possibly, will have to make 
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further concessions'" (Moscow Times, 7 October 1995). Similar attitudes were 

shared widely among the elite. 

This kind of opinion was part of the reason the Russian state adopted 

forceful language in its dealings with the West. The manner in which this dialogue 

occurred set the tone for the rest of the 1990s: grudging acceptance of the 

inevitable, fitting the overall bandwagoning strategy. The alternative, balancing, 

was simply impossible, owing to the imbalance in material power. 

In May 1995 Russia signed the Individual Partnership Programme (IPP) of 

the PiP and Areas on Pursuance of Broad, Enhanced NATO-Russia Dialogue and 

Cooperation. In July there was a 16+1 Council meeting on relations between 

Russia and NATO, followed later in the year by more meetings in this format to 

discuss the former Yugoslavia and the CFE treaty.114 Thus in the mid-1990s, 

through the PiP framework, Russia and NATO signed several important 

documents. Meanwhile, however, other major treaties, such as START-2 were 

languishing unratified in the Duma, even though the Duma did begin the 

ratification process in the summer of 1995 with the proviso that modifications to 

the treaty were likely. The NATO air strikes against the Bosnian Serbs in August 

1995 put a stop to any progress. Once again, the Russians reacted sharply and 

Russian media and Parliamentarians voiced outrage at the events occurring in the 

former Yugoslavia. The Duma elected in 1995, moreover, was less likely than its 

predecessor to support such issues. Even with the potential support of 

Zhirinovskii's Liberal Democratic Party, securing the required 226 votes for 

ratification of START-2 appeared to be unlikely (Pikayev, 2004). Yet, with 

114 Given Russia's desire to be able to influence conflicts in and tighten its grip over the CIS, an 
alteration to the 1990 CFE treaty was in Russia's interests. There was also an attempt to use the 
negotiations over START, the ABM treaty and NATO enlargement to secure concessions in an area 
vital to Russia's national security. In fact, Russia simply ignored the southern flank-limitation 
quotas. NATO seemed amenable to proposed changes to the CFE Treaty in 1995. NATO ministers 
apparently told Russian envoy Vitalii Churkin that modifications to the treaty were possible. 
Churkin and diplomats in Moscow 'called those overtures encouraging' (Moscow Times, 22 
September 1995). At the CFE Treaty Conference in October 1995 in Vienna, Russian diplomats 
produced a plan to alter the flank limits in order to allow Russia to station more heavy weapons 
there. In January 1999, the Russian Foreign Ministry called again for an updated CFE Treaty. "The 
Russian side proceeds from the fact that decisive progress at the talks should be reached before ne\\ 
members are officially admitted to 1\ATO ... The entire system of balance upon which the CFE 
Treaty is founded will be upset' by expansion (Summmy of World Broadcasts, -+ January 1999). 
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encouragement from Primakov III 1996 this Duma did begin the process of 

ratification. 115 

The end of PjP negotiations and Russian disappointment 

Soon after the PtP was signed, NATO announced finn plans for expansion, dashing 

Moscow's hopes of having shelved the issue for several years. The supposed 

diplomatic victory looked hollow. The gap between Russia's and NATO's power 

had enabled NATO to steamroller PtP through Russian protests. The threat felt by 

Russia's leadership, however, did not lead to a new strategy: bandwagoning policy 

continued, though modified as Russia demanded compensation - the best deal 

possible in return for its acquiescence - as part of the new, more independent 

foreign policy (and using a smokescreen of fierce rhetoric). Thus, 'as it became 

increasingly evident in 1995 that NATO expansion was inexorable, Moscow 

focused on the preconditions that it would demand for acquiescing to the 

inevitable'. Among these 'were a favourable revision to the CFE Treaty, the 

nondeployment of military bases and nuclear weapons in the newly admitted 

countries, exclusion of the fonner Soviet republics (especially the Baltic states) as 

candidates for NATO membership, and recognition of Russia's security system 

with the CIS states' (Donaldson & Nogee, 2000: 244-245). 

These demands were to be repeated regularly in the following years, and 

became the basis for Moscow's diplomatic bargaining. The history of the PtP and 

its role in the enlargement of NATO shows that, despite all its efforts, the 

fundamental military weakness of Russia enabled NATO to ignore Russia's 

interests. The balance of power in Europe worsened further for Russia. 

The rhetoric from Russia became heated. NATO expansion was described 

as 'the most serious military threat to [Russia] since 1945 ... NATO members 

"have not renounced the use of force as a method to solve foreign policy 

problems" ... This is also a reason why the Kozyrev line of January-February 

115 The US Senate had ratified START-2 in January 1996. Once the desire on the part of the Gnited 
States to alter the ABM Treaty became apparent, START-2 was even less likely to be appealing to 
the Russian side. But again, the prime cause of suspicion was NATO's eastward enlargement plans. 
After the signing of the Founding Act, and protocols signed by Primakov with Madeleine Albright, 
the potential for compromise was increased, yet this was not enough, and after the crisis of 1998 
there was even less chance of ratification taking place. START-2 was, however, eventually ratified 
in April 2000. 
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[1995], offering to accept expansion in return for Western concessions elsewhere , 

was abandoned and Kozyrev himself severely reprimanded by Yeltsin. Apart from 

the uncompromising hostility of the bulk of the Russian establishment to 

expansion, Russians also feel that the West can simply not be trusted to deliver any 

concessions it has promised' (Lieven, 1995: 199). 

Yet the factors preventing Russia from making a complete break from the 

West remained: fear of instability on and beyond its borders and its own military 

weakness and economic dependence on the West. The policy of bandwagoning 

continued after this interruption of frustrated rhetoric. Fortunately for Yeltsin, the 

US government was keen to offer him support against his domestic foes, and thus 

'the revision of the 1990 CFE treaty which Albright proposed could qualify as the 

sort of "binding treaty" that Russia has been insisting on, enabling Moscow to 

acquiesce in NATO expansion while saving face' (RFE/RL, 21 February 1997). 

The end of Kozyrev - and continuation of his policies 

Kozyrev's time was soon to be up. He was replaced by Primakov at the beginning 

of 1996. In an interview with Izvestiia soon after his appointment, in March, 

Primakov said that Moscow would '''more vigorously and effectively" defend 

Russia's interests, rejecting a "strategic alliance [with] former cold war 

adversaries," warning that any enlargement of NATO would only encourage "a 

revival of the Russian military and a more assertive Russian policy in Europe." In 

saying that Russia's goal would also be closer integration of the newly independent 

states, he describes them as "parts of the former Soviet Union" rather than the CIS 

(cited in Goble, 1996). 

As discussed in Chapter 4, there was a slight rise in Russian military 

spending in the mid-1990s, from the paltry 901 million (redenominated) roubles in 

1992, to 8 billion in 1993, 40.6 billion in 1994, to 59.4 billion in 1995. This 

suggested that efforts had already been made to tum the situation around; and that 

some attempts at domestic strengthening were taking place. However, the utter 

failure to carry out meaningful military reform was demonstrated in Chechnya. 

The policy established by the mid-1990s was forced on Russia by its 

weakness in the face of NATO's military power. As Yeltsin put it, 'the change of 

Foreign Minister does not mean a change in the basic principles of Russia's foreign 

81 



policy. They are defined not by ministers' personalities but by the country's 

interests' (Leighton, 1999: 3). The need remained to push for advantage wherever 

possible, and for Russia to maintain its position regionally and relative to other 

second-tier states. One place where this was perhaps possible, but also where local 

expansion had to operate within the general bandwagoning strategy, was in the 

former Soviet Union. 

Primakov repeatedly asserted that, while NATO expansion was going to 

take place, there was no reason not to obtain as much as possible in return. 

Therefore, despite all that was said, Primakov had continued the core principles of 

Kozyrev's policy. In September 1996 the Minister of Defence, Rodionov, stated 

that, while he and the Russian people remained opposed to NATO enlargement, 

'Moscow would continue to cooperate with NATO, even if it expanded' (NUPI 

Chronology of Events, 27 September 1996). 

In keeping with this strategy, and 'commenting on the NATO Council 

meeting in Berlin in June 1996, Primakov emphasized: "Russia, while retaining a 

negative attitude towards this process ... has singled out the core which is absolutely 

unacceptable - the movement of NATO infrastructure towards our borders. On this 

basis, Russia offers a dialogue to NATO". The Russian Ambassador in Brussels, 

Vitalii Churkin, was even more explicit: 'recently, at a quite high level, we have let 

NATO people know that we are worried not so much by the simple fact of 

"extension" but only by the approach of the alliance's infrastructure towards 

Russian borders ... This attitude opens up some space for a search for constructive 

solutions in the interest of pan-European security' (Zagorski, 1997: 536). Russian 

Minister of Defence Sergeev visited Germany on 28-29 January 1998. He met 

Germany's Foreign Minister and complained that NATO expansion 'doesn't 

threaten anybody except Russia'. In February 1998 Russia criticised a plan to 

create a north-east NATO corps to be NATO's first-ever permanent military 

mission in central and eastern Europe. Sergeev argued that the move amounted to 

NATO's 'advancing toward the Russian border with weapons in its hands' 

(RFEIRL, 6 February 1998). 

In May 1998 Yeltsin had visited the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to tell them 

that 'the long discussion around the priorities of our foreign policy is over at last'. 

The priorities were: 'preservation of Russia's territorial integrity, protection of its 
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national security, democratisation of society, and refonns and integration of its 

economy into the global market economy'. His remarks on NATO were cautiously 

positive, although he recommended 'radical changes' to NATO in order to 

'strengthen security in Europe rather than threaten it' (NUPI Chronology of Events, 

12 May 1998). 

Regional power projection: the CIS 

Most of the major institutions in Moscow paid little or no attention to the fonner 

Soviet Union in the first few months of the new administration. 116 Quickly, 

however, the CIS came to occupy a prominent position in Russian foreign policy. 

This was the one area where Russia could project its power, where the retreat could 

be halted and reversed and, as it quickly turned out, where NATO would not make 

an aggressive challenge. 117 Moreover, it was frequently cited by the Russian elite 

as being a rational response to NATO expansion, which threatened to include the 

fonner Soviet Union. 

Soon, therefore, the region took on prominence in Moscow's foreign policy, 

and in September 1992 Yeltsin issued a decree to establish embassies in fonner 

Soviet republics. I IS Exactly a year later, after Yeltsin had told the UN that the 'near 

abroad' was a 'sphere of vital Russian interests', Kozyrev coined the tenn 'Yeltsin 

Doctrine' to describe Russia's policy towards the fonner Soviet space. This was 

also sometimes called the 'Monroevskii Doctrine' as it stressed Russia's right to 

dominate the region. 119 As early as February 1993 Kozyrev had stated that, 'It 

should not be forgotten that the Commonwealth of Independent States brings 

together peoples who have been linked to Russia for centuries. It is also obvious 

116 The reformist government claimed that the newly independent states were free to do what they 
wanted. Moreover, with policy focused on Washington, the leadership in Moscow demonstrated a 
lack of interest in the former Soviet states. 
117 The CIS was a means of strengthening Russia's influence as a global player. The West was not 
entirely averse to this doctrine: it was also in Western interests as it seemed likely to lead to greater 
stability in the region. Recent comments by Ivanov on strengthening the CIS Security and 
Cooperation Treaty, have been seen as a means of putting pressure on NATO before the agreement 
of May 2002 (Ivanov, Press conference remarks, at the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Daily 
Bulletin, 14 May 2002); see also The Guardian, 15 May 2002. 
118 The post of deputy prime minister for the CIS was created in November 1994. 
119 'This model still appeals to most Russian supporters of a strong state, or derzhava. Influential 
Russian officials regard Russia's keeping its great power status to be in its primary national security 
interest which needs to be defended at all cost. The view that Russia should use the CIS as a string , 
of buffer countries under the influence of Moscow is the preferred scenario for the bulk of the 
Russian political elite' (Trenin, 2001: 66). 
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that the entire geographic area of the former USSR is a sphere of vital interest to 

us' (Kozyrev, 1993: paragraph 5). On 8 April 1994, Nezavisimaia Gazeta 

published a map of Russia showing northern oblasts of Kazakhstan as part of 

Russia. 

A number of treaties were signed among CIS states following the Tashkent 

summit of 1992. Numerous military agreements were signed in that year as well, 

but these 'rarely achieved consensus and failed to lay down workable measures 

relating to either a common defence budget or joint military planning ... during 

1992 the tendency towards national military formation accelerated. Crucially, this 

process involved Russia ... The CIS framework was increasingly hollowed out by 

this process of national military devolution' (Sakwa & Webber, 1999: 383).120 In 

January 1993 the CIS Charter was signed - but only by Armenia, Belarus, 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. It was also 'a very 

loose document, subject to further reservations and amendments to be introduced at 

the stage of ratification' (Kortunov, 2004: paragraph 40). In February 1994 the 

Russian government announced plans to keep Russian soldiers in the "near abroad" 

by constructing almost 30 military bases out of existing military units located on 

these territories. It became obvious to foreign observers that Russia, seeking to 

assume an international great-power role, intended to regain it primarily by carving 

out a leadership role for itself within the former Soviet Union' (Jonson, 1997: 319). 

Thus Russia sought to strengthen CIS-wide structures and bind the CIS 

countries to commitments in a very stop-start manner. The explicit role of NATO 

in causing bursts of energy in this direction was often acknowledged by the 

Russian leadership. Echoing the frequent concerns of the military establishment in 

Moscow, Kozyrev argued in January 1994 that 'if Russia leaves the "near abroad", 

the security vacuum there "will inevitably be filled by other powers not always 

friendly, and in many cases hostile to Russian interests'" (cited by Kortunov: 2004: 

paragraph 70). Yeltsin also linked NATO enlargement to a strengthening of the 

CIS at a September 1995 press conference, warning the Western powers of the 

120 This was despite the fact that, as one prominent military analyst argued, it was 'completely 
obvious that if one proceeds from long term interests, then a defense alliance [among the CIS states] 
is most expedient for each of the sovereign republics individually and the CIS as a whole ... In the 
event that no new military alliance comes about, it will be necessary to create anew a defense within 
the confines of our own borders ... the entire air defense system will be disrupted' (Gareev, 1992: 
542). 
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possibility of a new military alliance within the CIS. He talked of a return to 

Warsaw Pact days. 'But few of the former Soviet republics seemed enthusiastic 

about the idea. Only Belarus voiced outright support, while Ukraine responded by 

announcing its intention of widening cooperation with NATO' (Moscow Times, 23 

September 1995). Decree number 940 signed by Yeltsin on 14 September called 

for 'the creation of an integrated political and economic community of states ... in 

order to create an effective "collective defence" organization' . 

On 28 March 1996, CIS defense ministers met to discuss increasing 

cooperation. Grachev 'expressed the need to coordinate defense policies, especially 

in light of NATO expansion'. In November 1995 he also linked the establishment 

of a unified CIS air-defence system to NATO expansion, and argued that expansion 

would require Russia to look for allies in the Far East and Middle East. At a 9 

February 1996 press conference following a visit to Belgrade, he said that Russia 

'would take "appropriate measures" to counter NATO enlargement... if NATO 

expands, Russia would "start to look for new partners in CEE and the CIS to set up 

a new politico-military alliance' (RFEIRL, 12 February 1996). Russia dominated 

the CIS institutions, with Yeltsin heading the Collective Security Council (the 

highest political body of the CIS) and Primakov the Council of Ministers of 

Foreign Affairs (the highest consultative body on the matters of co-ordination of 

foreign policy). During the Presidential elections of 1996, Yeltsin consistently 

confirmed Russia's interest in the CIS. In December 1996, however (on the fifth 

anniversary of the formation of the CIS), he said that CIS military cooperation was 

not intended as a counterweight to NATO expansion. 

In late 1998, following the Kosovo conflict (see below for details), the 

Duma debated taking measures to 'increase the Russian Federation's defence 

capability ... to strengthen collective security and expand military and technical 

cooperation first of all with the CIS countries' (RFEIRL, 19 December, 1998). Yet 

Russia's hopes of raising military expenditure were dashed by the economic 

collapse. 

The CIS struggled on, performing some basic tasks as a discussion forum; a 

long way from a counterbalance to NATO. The sobering experience in Chechnya 

seemed to suggest that the Russian military was not even able to take care of its 

own country, and thus Moscow's more 'pragmatic' approach, scaling do\\"n 
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ambitious plans in the CIS were forced on it by reality. It was not only 

incompetence and low morale but a 'shortfall in Russian military spending, which 

helps explain the non-implementation or failure of those bilateral and multilateral 

military and security treaties signed by CIS states which Russia has offered to 

underwrite' (Allison, 1998: 4). With Uzbekistan pulling out of the Collective 

Security Treaty (signed in Tashkent on 15 May, 1992) and the withdrawal of 

Russian forces from Azerbaij an (apart from those manning a former Soviet radar 

station) to give two examples, the Russian presence at the borders of the CIS was 

waning by the end of the decade. After several years when Russia's military 

presence seemed likely to increase, the trend has been reversed. 

Strengthening ties with Belarus and Ukraine, and preventing their joining 

NATO, was a vital facet of Russian diplomacy. With the on-off building of the 

Union Treaty with Belarus (which was signed in December 1999), some success 

was achieved in this area. However, Ukraine moved in the opposite direction, 

becoming a serious contender for a place in NATO. Immediately after the 

formation of the CIS, President Kravchuk of Ukraine strongly opposed the idea of 

CIS joint forces. Like Russia, Ukraine achieved high profile relations with NATO 

to the extent of being honoured with a 'Charter on a distinctive partnership' in July 

1997. This, it was said, 'does neither foreclose nor envisage future Ukrainian 

NATO membership, but it explicitly states "the inherent right of all states" to "be 

free to choose or change ... security arrangements, including treaties of alliance, as 

they arise' (BITS Press Release, 1997). Thus there was some success with Belarus, 

but outright failure with the Ukraine. 

Hard bargaining: making the most of strategic failure 

Military bargaining: the nuclear chip 

Nuclear weapons were the only parts of Russia's military force that remained 

world class - superpower-sized, if in need of some maintenance. They were an 

increasingly visible aspect of Russia's response to NATO and of Russia's post­

Soviet military doctrines and national security doctrines. 121 Given Russia's 

121 Russia's 2000 National Security Doctrine and Military Doctrine seemed to widen the 
possibilities for the use of nuclear weapons, to include cases in which the county was attacked with 
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economIC and conventional military weakness, nuclear power was an obvious 

means of obtaining advantages. Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons did 

provide Russia with the possibility of ultimate deterrence. l22 Arbatov argued that 

'nuclear equality would require that Washington "continue to treat Russia with 

t'" 123 d h'l 1· respec , an w I e wrang mg over the PfP and NATO's enlargement was 

taking place, 'an admiral, five vice-admirals and other Russian Black Sea Fleet 

officers wrote an open letter to ... Yeltsin, suggesting that Russia should aim its 

intercontinental missiles at the capitals and key installations of NATO members if 

the alliance admits new members' (Moscow Times, January 21 1997). The Defence 

Council was apparently considering a new military doctrine in which first use of 

nuclear weapons in the face of conventional attack would be included, a move 

linked to NATO expansion. 

The events in Kosovo in late 1998 and 1999 led Yeltsin to warn NATO not 

to 'push [Russia] towards military action. Otherwise there will be a minimum of a 

European or maybe even a world war, which must not be permitted' (RFEIRL, 12 

April 1999). Again, this threat only made sense because of Russia's possession of 

large-scale nuclear weaponry. Colonel-General Iakovlev, commander of Russia's 

strategic rocket forces, stressed that Russia's economic situation was 'not 

favorable' for the development of general-purpose forces which he described as 

'extremely necessary' following the expansion of NATO and in view of the 

'absence on the CIS border of a firm system of collective security ... our hopes 

remain pinned on nuclear deterrence forces and their main component - the 

strategic rocket forces'. The intercontinental ballistic RS-12M Topol missile (or 

SS-25) was test launched in September 1998 and Iakovlev also hailed the 

successful launching of 'all 57 of the Topol missiles' (NUPI Chronology of Events, 

16 September 1998). 

Russia's inability to maintain its weapons or indulge in research was, 

however, an embarrassing fact. Moscow pushed for lower levels of weaponry. 

START-2 was to reduce Russia's arsenal to 3,000 warheads. 'In 1992-93 ... The 

conventional weapons, and the situation was "critical to the national security of the Russian 
Federation" . 
122 Fedorov (2002: 12) notes that both American and Russian strategic armaments are still targeted 
at each other. Therefore nuclear deterrence remains a persistent feature of Russian-American 

relations. 
123 Cited in Lo (2002: 111). 
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Kremlin, in fact, agreed to give up strategic nuclear parity with the United States 

by accepting US demands to rapidly scrap the cornerstone of its strategic triad: 

ground-based MIRVed intercontinental ballistic missiles. In order to enter the 

Missile Technology Control regime ... profitable sales of missile engines to India 

were significantly restricted' (Pikayev, 2000: 1).124 START-2 offered what many in 

the Russian elite saw as a means of retaining or even improving the strategic 

balance of power, by reducing to an equal (more affordable) number the warheads 

held by the US and Russia. START-3 was discussed, in which the number of 

warheads would be reduced to 2,000. 

With current technology there was no defence against Russia's nuclear 

weapons (even a massive and surprise first strike), hence their strategic importance, 

and hence also the importance of the ABM treaty. 

ABM treaty bargaining 

On 21 January 1996, the US stated its wish to amend the ABM treaty. Colonel­

General Ivashov, head of the Ministry of Defence's Department for International 

Military Cooperation, immediately responded that it would harm the chances of 

ratifying START-2. Yet, as we have seen, START-2 was necessary because of the 

enormous cost of upkeep of the vast arsenal. Thus in February 1996, Gennadii 

Seleznev125 warned that enlargement of NATO or withdrawal of the US from the 

ABM treaty would kill any chance of ratification of START 2. But he added that 

Russia 'simply does not have the means' to maintain its current nuclear arsenal 

(RFEIRL, 14 February 1996). In March 1999, Vladimir Lukin told Ekho Moskvy 

radio station that there was a real chance of ratifying START-2 because it was 

obvious that the country was not able to finance and maintain its forces at the 

higher level (RFEIRL, 16 March 1999). Again, economic weakness influenced 

Russia's ability to bargain. 

124 The sale of nuclear technology by Russia to Iran, for example, (deal signed 8 January 1995) did 
go ahead. Sales to China also formed a useful coincidence of economic interest and further 
improved relations between Russia and China. 

Seleznev was elected as a Russian Communist Party member of the State Duma in 1993 and 
1995. From 1995 he was Chairman of the State Duma, and from 1996 Chairman of the 
Interparliamentary Legislative Commission (lower chamber) of the Intergovernmental Executiw 
Committee in the Russia-Belarus Community of Sovereign States. 
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The ABM issue rumbled on and was raised again in the 1998-1999 period. 

On 23 April 1998, acting Deputy Defence Minister Mikhailov also uroed 
o 

ratification of START-2 ... 'any other decisions will mean that the USA \\"ill feel 

free to withdraw from the antimissile treaty, whereas Russia, because of its current 

economic situation, will not be able to continue the arms race which may be 

initiated by the USA' (Summary o/World Broadcasts, 27 April 1998). Howe\"er, in 

mid-March 1999, the Russian Foreign Ministry called it a 'serious threat to the 

whole process of nuclear arms reduction as well as strategic stability'. Primakov 

noted that it came as an 'unpleasant surprise' (RFEIRL, 19 March 1999). A few 

months later, in June 1999, a joint communique issued by Russia and the US 

'concerning strategic offensive and defensive arms and further strengthening of 

stability' stated that the parties reaffirmed their commitment to the ABM treaty, 

while there were possibilities of increasing the 'viability' of the treaty. START-3 

was mentioned in connection with this, implying that ways were being found to 

work around the importance of the treaty for Russian national security. 

Ultimately, Russia's nuclear weapons did not help the country achieve its 

aims regarding NATO. Every time nuclear weapons were brandished, enlargement 

pushed ahead. Fedorov (2002: 6), therefore, argued that 'while helping to deter 

large-scale aggression, nuclear weapons as such cannot be converted into political 

power. .. Russia failed to prevent NATO enlargement, its war against the 

Milosevich regime, and the collapse of the latter'. 

Promoting a moral world order 

Throughout the 1990s, Russia made use of the United Nations as a forum for airing 

its grievances and proposing alternative visions to that conjured up by NATO. 

Russia 'needed to participate in constructing a new UN- and multilaterally based 

democratic international system to make up for its lack of effective traditional 

foreign policy instruments, such as military power' (Lo, 2002: 90). In this vein, 

Primakov, addressing the UN General Assembly (23 September 1997) 'criticised 

NATO expansion, which "does not proceed from existing reality" and creates "ne\\" 

division lines". He repeated Russia's promise to guarantee the security of the Baltic 

States'. The 1997 National Security blueprint stated that 'The Russian Federation's 

national interests in the foreign-policy sphere require the implementation of an 
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active foreign policy aimed at consolidating Russia's position as a great power and 

as one of the emergent multi-polar world's influential centres.' All this was 

'intended to serve up an image of Russia as a law-abiding member of the 

international community at a time when many countries viewed the US in just the 

opposite way' (Lo, 2002: 92). 

Following bombings in Iraq in December 1999, the Duma adopted a 

statement by a massive majority (394 votes in favour, one against and two 

abstentions), supported by Ivanov, then Foreign Minister, that the Duma 'resolutely 

condemns "the barbaric bombing of the Republic of Iraq, carried out by the USA 

and Great Britain without the authorization of the UN Security Council" ... 

Primakov rejected [AI Gore's]. .. arguments for airstrikes telling him that "'Russia 

unequivocally condemns the American and British military action and regards it as 

a crude violation of the relevant resolutions of the UN Security Council, the UN 

Charter and the universally recognized principles of international law' ... 

According to Primakov, the Anglo-American action against Iraq "infringes the 

whole of the world legal order that has been established since the Second World 

War and undermines the efforts and authority of the UN Security Council" 

(Summary of World Broadcasts, 19 December 1998). On 6 March 1999, Ivanov 

accused the US of seeking "to impose a unipolar order on the world". Thus "the 

democratic, multipolar world order" sought by Russia required that "there be no 

diktat on the part of anyone state".126 In June 1999, Russia and China issued ajoint 

communique condemning the 'barbarous' bombing of Yugoslavia. There were 

signs that Russia made attempts to firm an axis with itself, China and India to 

balance against NATO. 

This was an ultimately futile strategy, which did not bear any fruit. It was 

also part of Russia's attempts to weaken the ties binding NATO countries. In this 

case, as Light et al. (2000a: 11) point out, it was entirely normal and logical for 

Russia to try to accelerate any process of disintegration that NATO might be going 

through following the disappearance of the Soviet threat. Yeltsin moved to develop 

a differentiated relationship with the countries of Europe as well as suggesting that 

the US and Europe had different interests and that Europe should not go along with 

the goal of enlargement; or that European countries should aim to join Russia 

126 Cited by Lo (2002: 92). 
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within the CSCE/OSCE (or even the WEU) to form an alliance to rival :\ATO. 

Annual summits were planned between the presidents of Russia, Germany, and 

France, independently of those between Russia and the US. There were differences 

of opinion within NATO which were suitable for exploitation. These revolved 

around the desire of some European countries, notably Germany and France, to 

increase the weight they held within the European security structures. They sought 

to strengthen the EU's military power (see Chapter 6), and weaken Washington's 

influence in European affairs. 

The Founding Act and the PJC: hard bargaining and more failure 

The history of the signing of the Founding Act shows clearly the workings of 

Russia's foreign policy in regard to NATO. Early in 1997 President Clinton 

announced that a new Founding Act with Russia would be signed at around the 

time of the Madrid Summit scheduled for July, in which issues of enlargement 

were to be decided. Russia and NATO had worked together on the ground in 

Bosnia after a shaky start, and this was said to have contributed to the successful 

negotiations over the Founding Act (NATO Madrid Summit Press Information, 

1997). NATO's official line was that 'the transformation Russia is undergoing, its 

force reductions - which will continue - the withdrawal of Russian forces from 

Central and Eastern Europe, the revision of Russia's military doctrine, and its 

participation in ... Bosnia-Herzegovina' have led to the possibility of Russia 

cooperating with a 'profoundly transformed' NATO. This too involved 'reductions 

in conventional and nuclear forces ... a revision of its strategic concept. .. new 

missions such as peacekeeping and through its support for security cooperation 

throughout Europe' (NATO Madrid Summit Press Information, 1997). By March 

1997, after a series of discussions, Moscow had accepted that the NATO-Russia 

Charter would not be a legally binding treaty, as had been Moscow's insistence, but 

merely an 'executive agreement'. 

On May 27, Boris Yeltsin, Javier Solana and NATO heads of state signed 

the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO 

and the Russian Federation. This created at the same time the NATO-Russian 

Council, which would meet periodically to consider security problems in Europe. 

Crucially, NATO remained free to act without the Council's approval. Yet NATO 
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stated that it had 'no intention, no plan, no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on the 

territories of new members' or 'by additional permanent stationing of substantial 

combat forces' .127 In the latter case, several situations in which this might actually 

occur were listed. Possible alterations to the CFE Treaty were mentioned, taking 

into account 'the legitimate security interests of all OSCE participating states' 

though in the context of further reductions in equipment. 

Thus, by the standards of Russia's statements III prevIOUS years, the 

Founding Act represented a failure. Primakov was quick to call it a 'big victory for 

Russia' , 'but in a television interview on the night of the signing, Yeltsin 

acknowledged that Russia was "playing a weak hand'" (Donaldson & Nogee, 

2000: 246). Indeed, there was an element of humiliation for the Russian leadership; 

but at the same time a pragmatic acceptance of their fate. The Founding Act was 

signed only two months before the Madrid summit at which NATO decided to 

admit three new members from central Europe and declared an 'open door' for 

other countries to join. The Founding Act, NATO explicitly stated, 'does not delay, 

limit or dilute NATO's opening for the accession of new members, and it will not 

relegate any new NATO member to second class status'. 

In Russia, reactions were mixed. Rodionov cautiously noted that not all 

problems within the pact had been ironed out. The Duma's Security Committee 

secretary, Viktor Iliukhin,128 denounced the agreement as 'another example of the 

betrayal of Russia's interests'. Duma Speaker Seleznev, however, welcomed it, 

saying that NATO was taking Russia's desires into account. The Foreign Affairs 

Committee chairman, Lukin, praised it for its ban on the stationing of nuclear 

weapons on the territory of new members - which the pact did not in fact contain. 

As mentioned above, the NATO communique only stated that there were no plans 

to do so. 

Similarly, Rogov (1999: 5-7) argued that 'Russian diplomacy achieved 

some major successes in 1997. First of all, it became possible to avoid a new 

confrontation between Moscow and the West that Russia could not win. Russia's 

127 NATO (2000), Online Library. Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security 
Between NATO and the Russian Federation, Paris, 27 May 1997. Online at: 
www.nato.intldocwbasictxtlfndact-a.htm. 
128 A Communist member of the Duma, and from 1998 Chairman of the Movement for Army and 
Defense Industry Support. 
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diplomacy managed despite the odds to avoid a crushing defeat, which would 

have ... strengthened Russian isolation in the international arena ... Moscow and the 

West agreed upon measures to prevent a large increase in the military threat to 

Russia during NATO expansion, including the non-deployment of Western nuclear 

weapons and combat forces in Eastern Europe'. This was an interesting argument, 

a redefinition of Russia's goals after the event, and a misrepresentation of the 

Founding Act. As Rogov himself had argued two years earlier, 'a common 

European home is being built now, but without Russia. When Russia lost power 

and its military capabilities were reduced, it could be ignored. The European Union 

and NATO are becoming the backbones of the new post-Cold War European 

system, economically, politically, and militarily. And Russia, as a non-member of 

those two bodies, is out' (Rogov, 1997: 3). It was wrong to suggest that the PJC 

had changed the situation in any great way, except perhaps as a means of cooling 

the situation. 

The PJC, established by the Founding Act, held its first meeting on 26 

September when Primakov met his counterparts in New York. It became an arena 

for renewed clashes over NATO's enlargement. NATO and Russia had different, 

and sometimes opposing, goals for the body. The PJC became 'bogged down in 

power struggles over procedure, agenda items and other minutiae' (Tigner, 1998). 

Primakov complained in December 1997 of 'a tendency to tum the Russia-NATO 

Council into a debating club'. Russia did 'gain some access to NATO deliberations 

through creation of the PJC - though without any role in deciding NATO policy 

outside of the specific subj ects to be agreed by the Council: consultation, 

cooperation and even potential common action in areas to be agreed' (Hunter, 

2000: 126). 

Kosovo: symbol of Russia-NATO relations 

The actions by NATO in Kosovo brought about perhaps the low point in Russia­

NATO relations - but only temporarily. Only three years later, in Rome in May 

2002, Russia (under Putin) and NATO established the NATO-Russia Council. 129 

129 'The establishment of the NATO-Russia Council ... opened a new chapter in 0:ATO-Russia 
relations ... A previous accord providing for regular consultations, the 1997 ... Founding Act, 
foundered due to disagreements over NATO military action in the former Yugoslavia and other 
issues' (RFE/RL Special Report: The NATO Summit, 19 November 2002). 
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List of abbreviations 

Abbreviations have been kept to a minimum, and where used are generally spelt 
out at the first mention in each chapter. This does not apply to ~ATO, the Ee. the 
US, USSR and others which are too well-known for this rule to apply. 

ABM treaty - Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty 
CESDP - Common European Security and Defence Policy 
CFSP - Common Foreign and Security Policy 
CJTF - Combined Joint Task Force 
CPSU - Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
CPD - Congress of People's Deputies 
EAPC - Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council 
ESDI - European Security and Defence Identity 
FIS - Foreign Intelligence Service 
GDP - gross domestic product 
IFOR - Implementation Force 
!MEMO - Institute of World Economy and International Relations, Russian 
Academy of Sciences 
IPP - Individual Partnership Programme 
ISKRAN - Institute of American and Canadian Studies, Russian Academy of 
Sciences 
NAC - North Atlantic Council 
NACC - North Atlantic Cooperation Council 
NMD - National Missile Defence 
NPT - Non-Proliferation Treaty 
PCA - Partnership and Cooperation Agreement 
PiP - Partnership for Peace 
PJC - Permanent Joint Council 
RCP - Russian Communist Party 
SACEUR - Supreme Allied Commander Europe 
SFOR - Stabilisation Force 
START - Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
WEU - Western European Union 
WTO - Warsaw Treaty Organisation 
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