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INTRODUCTION

Arkady Moshes, Andrds Rdcz

Almost three decades have passed since the dissolution of the Soviet Union.
Since then, a whole new generation has grown up with no personal mem-
ory of the Soviet era. Clearly, however, the disintegration of a former
superpower cannot happen in such a manner that its heritage would
disappear without a trace.

The idea to study in detail what remains of the former Soviet Union
emerged during a brain-storming discussion among researchers from
the Finnish Institute of International Affairs in the early autumn of 2016.
The research project proper started in early 2018, after we received the
crucially important support of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation. A project
workshop was held in Helsinki in April 2018 allowing the contributors to
comment on each other’s work while receiving a comprehensive impres-
sion of the project’s contents. The chapters of the report were finalised in
the summer and early autumn of the same year.

The aim of the project is to take stock of the process of erosion in the
post-Soviet space that has been going on since the break-up of the Soviet
Union in 1991. We wanted to analyse the remaining material and other
structural legacies of the USSR to find out, among other things, whether
re-integration of the post-Soviet space, or a part thereof, around Russia
was still possible and what kind of centrifugal and centripetal forces were
still at play. In other words, the intention was to assess whether it still
makes sense to speak about post-Soviet space as a collective region.

A major problem to solve was, of course, how to define post-Sovi-
et space geographically and politically and to decide which countries
to include in the research sample. On the basis of both institutionalist
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and constructivist arguments we decided that the Baltic states would be
largely excluded from the analysis. Even though all three of them were
forced to be part of the Soviet Union, they all put up fierce resistance
and managed to preserve the political traditions and institutions of their
interwar era of independence. Moreover, from as early as 1989 they all
declared their unwillingness to be involved in any form of reformed Soviet
Union or any post-Soviet integration projects. Instead, they made it clear
that restoring full and uncontested national independence was their main
objective. Finally, the accession of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European Union in 2004 fully
anchored these countries in the Euro-Atlantic world. That said, certain
ties inherited from the Soviet period still play a role today, specifically
related to energy, demographics and the concept of the ‘Russian world,’
however dubious it is. For this reason, the respective chapters dealing
with these topics occasionally briefly touch upon the Baltic states as well.

Given that the Russian Federation still is and will probably remain
the largest and the strongest player in the post-Soviet region and is the
only potential centre of any trend towards re-integration, most chapters
pay particular attention to Russia. However, the report is not structured
around Russia’s political effort and behaviour in the region.

Rather, and this is the main novelty of the project compared to previ-
ous studies focusing on individual countries, such as Andrew Monaghan’s
influential book The New Politics of Russia (2016) and Matthew Frear’s
Belarus Under Lukashenko: Adaptive Authoritarianism (2018), we ap-
proach the research questions from the perspective of cross-cutting issues
that encompass the region as a whole. In other words, our aim was not
to study how the post-Soviet states were faring almost three decades
after the transition. Instead, we focus on key themes such as defence
relations, energy and economic ties, as well as on various efforts to create
integration structures that would again unite at least parts of the region.

In terms of timeframe, the objective was to provide an overview of
the main trends and defining factors of integration and disintegration
in post-Soviet space since 1991. The chapters therefore mainly follow a
chronological order, starting from the late Soviet period and gradually
approaching the 2010s. Given that many of the issues under study are in
constant flux, and in particular that the availability and accuracy of cer-
tain data have significantly deteriorated since 2014 following the breakout
of the crisis in Ukraine, no exact end date was defined for the research.
Nevertheless, the authors have done their best to provide as up-to-date
assessments as possible.
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The Report is divided into three thematic parts. The first part con-
cerns the structural issues of post-Soviet politics and policies. Peter van
Elsuwege discusses the particularities of post-Soviet constitutional de-
velopment, especially the similarities and differences and the reasons
behind them. Gudrun Persson’s chapter covers defence-related ties in
the post-Soviet space and pays particular attention to the dominant
military power of the region, Russia, as well as to the regional conflicts.
Sergey Utkin examines in detail the foreign policy choices and options of
post-Soviet countries after 1991, and where these choices have led them
three decades later. Concluding this part of the report, Ekaterina Furman
and Alexander Libman analyse in detail why various integration projects
in the post-Soviet region failed to produce a cooperative body that would
even come close to the model of the European Union.

The second part comprises two studies dealing with the economic ties
that still exist among the countries of the former Soviet Union. Andrds
Dedk gives an overview of the economic linkages between these coun-
tries, and assesses both the developmental perspectives and the limits of
their complementarity from the vantage point of strong intra-regional
integration. Thereafter, Marc-Antoine Eyl-Mazzega discusses in detail
how the post-Soviet energy sector has developed since the collapse of the
Soviet Union and demonstrates the key and still definitive importance of
the structures inherited from the pre-1991 era.

The third and final thematic part of the report deals with the soci-
etal aspects of the question. Liliya Karachurina provides a detailed and
statistically solid account of the demographic trends in the post-Soviet
region, pointing out that many of the current definitive trends took root
before 1991, and assessing the continuing presence of ethnic Russians
in the successor states. Following the same logic, Veera Laine analyses
Russia’s political, cultural and church-related efforts to create a “Russian
world” in the region. Finally, Mark Galeotti takes a closer look at a strong-
ly under-researched aspect of the persisting ties linking the post-Soviet
countries, namely those related to organised crime.

The author collective consisted of scholars based in Europe, Russia and
the United States, which enabled us to work with sources, both primary
and secondary, published in several languages. Complementing the pub-
lished material, reference is made in some cases to personal interviews
conducted by the authors, but none of these were used as a decisive source
of argumentation.

This report could not have been prepared without the support of the
Konrad Adenauer Foundation Office for the Baltic States and Nordic
Countries, led by and represented in the project by Elisabeth Bauer. Her
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enthusiasm and commitment to the research idea gave us all strong
motivation. We would also like sincerely to thank our colleagues from
the Finnish Institute of International Affairs, particularly Maija Salonen,
whose help was invaluable in terms of organising and facilitating the
opening workshop of the project in Helsinki. We are also grateful to Anna-
Kaisa Hiltunen for the editing, to Joan Nordlund and Lynn Nikkanen for
the language editing, and last but definitely not least to Director Teija
Tiilikainen for her support and her insightful comments.

The views presented in the Report are those of the authors. Any mis-
takes that may remain in the text despite the best editing efforts are the
responsibility of both the authors and the editors.

14 / FEBRUARY 2019 FIIAREPORT









PART ONE












1. THE LAW AND POLITICS OF POST-
SOVIET CONSTITUTIONALISM

Peter Van Elsuwege

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union not
only fundamentally changed the political landscape in Europe but also
raised significant constitutional challenges. Most notably, traditional
features of the communist constitutional system such as one-party rule,
central planning and collective ownership had to be replaced. Inspired by
the experience of liberal-democratic constitutionalism, concepts such as
the separation of powers, representative democracy and judicial control
of fundamental constitutional rights all found their way into the consti-
tutional order of the Newly Independent States.! This implied a renewed
emphasis on legalism and the rule of law in contrast to the ideological
approach to the role of constitutions during the Soviet period.
However, transitional constitutionalism is not a linear process but
proceeds in the context of political evolution in a rather fragile environ-
ment.? This is particularly true in the post-Soviet space in which new
constitutional frameworks had to be designed from scratch in the absence
of deep-rooted experience with the rule of law. In this respect, it is note-
worthy that the understanding of the ‘rule of law’ - as defined within the
context of the Council of Europe and the European Union - fundamentally
differs from the Soviet experience with socialist legality. The latter basi-
cally allowed any action by public officials as long as it was authorised by
law. This interpretation followed the Soviet legal theory that there can
1 The term ‘Newly Independent States” does not include the Baltic States, which regained their independence
on the basis of the international law principle of state continuity. See Van Elsuwege 2007, pp. 59-86.

2 See Sadurski 2005, pp. 9-24.
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be no legality (pravo) outside of statute law (zakon). The notion of rule
by law, in Russian verkhovenstvo zakona, has to be distinguished from
the rule of law, in Russian verkhovenstvo prava.?

Although superficial at first sight, this linguistic distinction is of fun-
damental importance in that a formalistic interpretation of the ‘rule of
law’ permits authoritarian actions by governments and undermines the
very essence of the concept. Moreover, it allows for the instrumental use
of the constitution as a tool to achieve political objectives. Hence, formal
commitment to basic constitutional principles such as the rule of law,
democracy and respect for fundamental rights - which are to be found
in the text of all post-Soviet constitutions - is insufficient to assess their
evolution in the countries concerned.

As Rett Ludwikowski observes in his comparative study on constitu-
tion-making in the region of former Soviet dominance, “constitutions
are like seedlings of plants carefully chosen from different gardens and
implanted, piece by piece, into living, all the time changing, vegetation
composed of legal rules, norms and institutions.”* This living, dynamic
nature of constitutions implies that there is no single post-Soviet model
of constitutional development. Despite the shared legacy of communism,
domestic constitutional politics as well as external factors resulted in an
increasingly differentiated landscape.

The aim in this contribution is to map out and shed light on the major
constitutional changes and general trends in the region, while acknowl-
edging the unique situation of each state. After a brief reflection on the
general preference for presidential systems in most post-Soviet constitu-
tions (1), the focus shifts to domestic constitutional developments in the
region (2). The constitutional implications of regional actors (the Council
of Europe, the EU and the EAEU) are considered next (3) and finally, the
role of national constitutional courts, one of the major innovations of the
post-Soviet period, is assessed (4).

1.2 CONSTITUTIONS IN THE POST-SOVIET SPACE:
A PREFERENCE FOR PRESIDENTIAL REGIMES

One of the fundamental issues of post-Soviet constitutional reform con-
cerned the institutional choice between a presidential and a parliamentary
form of government. Presidential systems, most of which reflect the

3 Thedistinction between pravo (law) and zakon (statute law) also exists in other languages and legal systems,
as in the Roman jus and lex, the German Recht and Gesetz and the French droit and loi. See Burluyk and
Axyonova 2018, p. 34.

4 Ludwikowski 1996, pp. 234-235.
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American constitutional experience, have a directly elected president
as the head of state with the power to appoint members of the cabinet
(subject to their confirmation by the elected representative assembly).
The head of state in most parliamentary systems, in turn, is not directly
elected by the people but is rather appointed by parliament. Legislative
power controls the executive in the sense that a parliamentary majority
is required for the formation of a government. This implies that ministers
are politically responsible to parliament, which can vote them out of office.
In addition to these essentially presidential or parliamentary regimes are
mixed forms of governance such as the French presidential-parliamentary
system, with a directly elected president and the possibility for parliament
to vote the government out of office.

The key criteria determining the position of particular countries are
whether the government’s survival is more dependent on the president or
on parliament, and whether the president or parliament has the principal
authority over the government. Neither the president nor parliament has
such combined power in mixed systems. In practice, however, the con-
stitutional reality is often more complex with various forms of semi-pres-
idential or semi-parliamentary rule. Hence, instead of proceeding from
a traditional presidential-parliamentary dichotomy, it seems more ap-
propriate to start from a continuum ranging between the archetypes of
presidential and parliamentary regimes.®

Significantly, the choice of a presidential instead of a parliamentary re-
gime is not innocent: academic scholarship hints at a correlation between
presidential systems and authoritarianism.® The personalisation of power
in strong presidential regimes tends to impede democratic competition
and the participation of opposition forces. At the same time, such regimes
guarantee stability and allow for rapid decision-making in transitional
periods. Parliamentary systems, on the other hand, are deemed to foster
democratic consolidation but may be prone to political instability.

In this context, it is noteworthy that the post-communist experience
of the former Soviet republics fundamentally differs from that of the for-
mer Soviet satellite states of Central and Eastern Europe (CEESs). The latter
almost universally preferred some form of parliamentary regime whereas
a form of presidentialism was the predominant option in the post-Soviet
states. There may be several explanations for this noticeable constitutional
difference. First, it has been argued that the structure of the old regime
elites determines institutional choice in the transition phase.” A form of

5 Shugart 1993, pp. 30-32.
6  Seee.gLinz1990, pp. 51-69; Ishiyama and Velten 1998, pp. 217-233.

7  Easter 1997, pp. 184-211.
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presidentialism was preferred when these elites remained structurally
intact and experienced little internal fragmentation, as was the case in
the former Soviet Union, so as to maintain access to the state’s power
resources. On the other hand, when the old elites had dispersed and
new political actors such as opposition movements and popular fronts
gained power, as was the case in the CEE countries, parliamentarism was
the predominant choice. In this respect, it is noteworthy that the Baltic
states, in which strong popular movements evolved at the end of the
Soviet period, opted for a parliamentary form of governance whereas the
Central Asian republics, which did not have such movements, installed
strong presidential regimes. Second, the context of social, economic
and political uncertainty after the demise of the Soviet Union provided
a fertile ground for the establishment of strong presidential leadership.
Third, existing models of presidentialism provided a significant source of
inspiration during the process of drafting new post-Soviet constitutions.
Boris Yeltsin’s initial proposals for the new Russian constitution borrowed
heavily from the American constitutional experience, for example. Even
though not all these suggestions were eventually included in the final
text of the 1993 Russian Constitution, which has been described as “a
model that combines French and American features”, the preference for
a strong presidential regime was clear from the outset.® A similar trend
could be observed in other post-Soviet states in which the newly adopted
constitutions of the 1990s established semi-presidential or strong pres-
idential regimes. Only Ukraine, the last post-Soviet country to adopt a
new constitution in 1996, opted for what was called a “hybrid semipres-
idential-semiparliamentary” system with the President as head of state
and Parliament (Verkhovna Rada) as the highest state authority.°

The constitutional drafting process in Ukraine deserves particular
attention in that it illustrates quite well the societal challenges in the first
years after the end of the Soviet Union. Despite the general consensus
concerning the desire for independence in 1991, the Ukrainian political
elite was divided on the adoption of Ukrainian state symbols such as a
national coat of arms, the definition of the official language and the es-
tablishment of state institutions and structures.!? This clash of identities
and struggle for power resulted in the 1996 compromise constitution.
Even though the Venice Commission of the Council of Europe initially
welcomed the new constitution as “an important step in the establish-
ment of the country’s basic institutional setup”, it soon criticised the gap

8  Ludwikowski, op. cit. p. 67.
9  Sharlet 1998, p. 65.

10 Wynnyckyj 1997.
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between law and practice.!! In particular, the concentration of power in
the hands of the president and the constant confrontation between the
legislative and executive branches were deemed problematic. Ukraine
witnessed several constitutional revisions in the years that followed, all
of which took place against a background of tense political crisis. It is not
necessary to go into the details of the various constitutional amendments:
it is sufficient to point out the instability of the Ukrainian constitution-
al system in the post-Soviet period and the close connection between
domestic political developments and constitutional changes. The 2004
revision introducing more parliamentary powers coincided with the so-
called Orange Revolution. The return to a more presidential-type system
in 2010 followed the election of President Victor Yanukovich, and another
major round of constitutional amendments was initiated following the
Maidan revolution of 2014.12

1.3 PATTERNS OF DOMESTIC CONSTITUTIONAL POLITICS

The oscillation in Ukraine between presidential and parliamentary sys-
tems of governance illustrates quite well the dynamics of domestic con-
stitutional politics. This essentially implies attempts among the ruling
political elites to consolidate their power on the basis of constitutional
engineering. There are visible patterns of domestic constitutional politics
in the post-Soviet space, which vary in terms of the existence of internal
cleavages and rigid constitutional-amendment procedures depending on
the local context.

First, presidents in countries such as Belarus and Kazakhstan quickly
strengthened their powers on the basis of constitutional referenda. In
Belarus, the referendum of 1996 gave President Lukashenko the power
to rule by decree and to control the state budget. The 2004 referendum
eliminated the term limits of the presidency.!? In Kazakhstan, President
Nazarbayev initiated a constitutional-reform process leading to the adop-
tion of a new constitution in 1995 after approval following a people’s
referendum. Whereas the first constitution of 1993 allowed the legislature
to control the executive branch headed by the President, the new version
laid the foundations for an authoritarian mode of government. Under this
constitutional regime, which has been described as ‘super-presidential’,

11 European Commission for Democracy through Law (Venice Commission) 2010.
12 Petrov 2018a, p. 92.

13 Burkhardt 2016, pp. 463-493.
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the President has almost unlimited powers.!* He is the guarantor of the
inviolability of the constitution and the rights and freedoms of individ-
uals. Moreover, he acts as “the arbiter ensuring concerted function-
ing of all branches of state power.”!® Strong presidential regimes also
emerged in the other Central Asian republics, albeit with certain varia-
tions. Kyrgyzstan, for instance, experimented as the only Central Asian
Republic with a form of parliamentarism in the wake of the 2005 Tulip
Revolution.'® In the Southern Caucasus, the constitutional history of
Azerbaijan stands out as an example of direct presidential interventionism.
The constitution has been amended twice so far, and on each occasion
there was a direct link with the succession of presidential powers. The first
set of amendments, introduced in 2002, facilitated the transfer of power
from President Heydar Aliyev to his son, Ilham. The second amendment
of 2009 removed the limits on the number of terms a president may serve
in office.'” In Moldova, on the other hand, an attempt by President Petru
Lucinschi to reinforce his presidential regime failed in 1999 and triggered
a parliamentary response, which resulted in a constitutional amendment
and the introduction of a parliamentary system in 2000.'#

The ruling presidents in several other post-Soviet republics have used
more subtle techniques to consolidate their power. The first example
concerns the initiative of Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma to organise
a referendum in April 2000 on constitutional amendments that would
significantly increase his presidential powers. Despite a positive out-
come in the popular vote, the changes were never implemented because
the required approval by a two-thirds parliamentary majority was not
achieved.!® It is noteworthy that a few years later, in 2003, President
Kuchma tried to shift the balance of power from the President to the Prime
Minister when he reached the second and last term of his presidency in an
atmosphere of scandal. Although he formally presented these reforms as
part of Ukraine’s democratisation process, some analysists perceived his
initiative as an attempt to safeguard his personal interests. In particular, it
has been argued that he feared criminal charges after the election of a new
president and therefore decided to weaken this position even though he
had consistently reinforced the President’s role when he was in power.2°

14 Kembayev 2011, p. 438.

15 Article 40 of the Constitution of Kazakhstan.
16 Newton 2017, p. 185.

17  LaPorte 2016, pp. 104-105.

18  Fruhstorfer 2016, pp. 368-371.

19 Gallina 2016, p. 502.

20 Protsyk 2003, p. 1087.
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Constitutional politics further explain the Ukrainian constitutional reform
of 2010 when President Viktor Yanukovich initiated the return to a more
presidential-type regime even if he had advocated exactly the opposite
before he came to power.?!

In Georgia, the constitutional changes initiated in 2010 transferred
powers from the President to the Prime Minister. Given that the entry
into force of the revised constitution coincided with the end of Mikheil
Saakashvili’s final presidential term, this development has been per-
ceived as an example of constitutional politics - albeit unsuccessful in
that Saakashvili’s United National Movement lost the 2012 parliamen-
tary elections. ??

The latest example of constitutional politics was the constitutional
referendum in Armenia that was held in December 2015 with a view to
changing from a semi-presidential to a parliamentary system of govern-
ance.?® The constitutional amendments significantly curbed the powers of
the President, who would no longer be directly elected by the population,
in favour of the Prime Minister. This evolution was generally regarded
as an attempt to consolidate the position of incumbent President Serzh
Sargsyan after the end of his second and last presidential term. However,
large-scale protests were held in the streets of Yerevan when a majority
in parliament nominated Sargsyan for the position of Prime Minister in
March 2018. Under pressure from the demonstrations, Sargsyan resigned
on 23 April 2018, which paved the way for the nomination a few weeks
later of opposition leader Nikol Pashinyan as the new Prime Minister. The
Armenian ‘Velvet Revolution’ reveals the limits of constitutional politics
in post-Soviet societies. Moreover, it shows that domestic constitutional
developments should not necessarily be seen through the prism of anti- or
pro-Russian sentiments, as has often been the case with respect to the
coloured revolutions and their aftermath in other former Soviet republics
such as Georgia and Ukraine.

Finally, constitutional developments in the Russian Federation de-
serve a special mention given that the concentration of power around
President Putin took place without the adoption of a new constitution. The
1993 Russian Constitution nevertheless envisaged some formal amend-
ments. Most of these concerned the administrative division of the Russian
Federation, in other words the number of federal territories or subjects of
the Federation (Article 65 of the Constitution). In general, these changes
did not spark much controversy. Even the amendment on the inclusion

21  Tatarenko 2014.
22 Corso 2010.

23 The Guardian 2015.
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of Crimea and Sevastopol in 2014 was not really contested in the domestic
constitutional order, notwithstanding its problematic nature in light of
international law. Other revisions concerned the extension of the terms
of office for the President from four to six years, and for members of the
Duma from four to five years (Articles 81 and 96), the abolition of the
Supreme Arbitration Court (Article 127) and changes to the composi-
tion of the upper chamber of parliament, the Federation Council (Article
95).24 In general, however, the stability of the constitutional framework
is remarkable. This does not mean that there have been no major chang-
es, but they are based on ordinary laws that do not affect the text of the
constitution but nevertheless change the substance of the political regime.
Significant examples concern the establishment of federal districts and the
appointment of governors on the initiative of the President, introduced in
the wake of the Beslan school siege (2004), and changes in election laws
(2005) that de facto consolidated the dominant position of Putin’s United
Russia Party in the Duma.??

The Russian model thus differs from the models in countries such as
Belarus and Kazakhstan on the one hand, where ruling presidents amend-
ed the Constitution to stay in power, and in countries such as Ukraine,
Georgia and Armenia on the other in which constitutional amendments
shifted the balance of power from the president to the prime minister.
Most significantly, however, substantial changes to the institutional set-
up of the political system in Russia strengthened the position of Vladimir
Putin without changing the constitution. The clearest example of this is
the office swap between Putin and Medvedev in 2008, which implied
that the constitutional provision prohibiting more than two consecutive
presidential terms (Article 81 of the Constitution) was being formally
respected. Along the same lines, Putin’s re-election to the presidency in
2012 was de jure not in breach of the constitution. In practice, however,
the concentration of power transformed the constitutional regime, which
is formally based upon the principle of the separation of powers (Article
10 of the Constitution) in a centralised, authoritarian political system.?¢

Hence, whereas constitutional developments in the post-Soviet re-
publics differ as a result of divergent domestic circumstances, attempts at
power consolidation by the ruling elites constitute the common denomi-
nator. Whether or not such attempts are successful depends largely upon
the particular domestic context in every post-Soviet state. It therefore
appears to be increasingly difficult to treat the post-Soviet space as one

24 Foran overview of these constitutional amendments, see Petersen and Levin 2016, pp. 527-532.
25 See Lemaitre 2006, pp. 369-41; Oversloot 2007, pp. 41-64.

26 Petersen and Levin, op. cit., p. 538.
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homogenous group. At best, certain patterns of constitutional politics
are discernible, ranging from the constitutional consolidation of strong
presidential regimes established in the 1990s, with Belarus, Kazakhstan
and Turkmenistan as archetypes, to the particular presidential model
of Russia under Vladimir Putin and experiments with various forms of
(semi-)presidentialism and (semi-)parliamentarism in countries such as
Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Armenia. The domestic power struggle
between the legislative and executive branches of government in the
latter group of countries coincided with the process of national identity
formation and internal cleavages concerning the foreign-policy orienta-
tion. In particular, the ambition of integration into the European Union
(EU) and the largely competing model of Eurasian integration within the
framework of the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) influenced the process
of domestic constitutional development.??

1.4 THE INFLUENCE OF REGIONAL ACTORS: THE COUNCIL
OF EUROPE, THE EUROPEAN UNION AND THE EURASIAN
ECONOMIC UNION

Constitutional developments in the post-Soviet space cannot be discon-
nected from the broader regional context. In the first place, six former
Soviet republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Russia and
Ukraine) are members of the Council of Europe and, as such, are formally
committed to respecting the core values of human rights, democracy
and the rule of law. However, the true impact of this membership and
the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) - the
so-called ‘Strasbourg effect’ - is subject to discussion.?® In any event,
the presumption in the 1990s that accession to the Council of Europe
would almost automatically entail the establishment of liberal democ-
racies has proven to be overtly naive. This does not mean that there has
been no effect at all. Human-rights concerns can no longer be simply
ignored, and judges increasingly refer to decisions of the ECtHR and other
international courts even though this does not necessarily happen in
a completely systematic manner. At the same time, there is a certain
tension between the reasoning of the ECtHR and the constitutional tra-
ditions and practices of certain post-Soviet states. This is most visible in
relation to the Russian Constitutional Court, which on several occasions
threatened to ignore the ECtHR judgments when they affected Russia’s

27  Petrov and Van Elsuwege 2018.

28  See Milksoo and Benedek 2017.
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sovereignty and fundamental constitutional principles. One notable ex-
ample is the case of Konstantin Markin, a divorced father of three minor
children working in the Russian armed forces. His request for three years
of parental leave was rejected by his military unit because, according
to Russian law, this can only be granted to female military personnel.
Whereas the Russian Constitutional Court did not find any contradiction
with the principle of equality between men and women as guaranteed
by the Russian Constitution, given the specific conditions of working
in defence of the country the ECtHR ruled that the refusal to grant pa-
rental leave to Mr. Markin violated Articles 14 and 8 of the ECtHR that
deal with the prohibition of discrimination and the right to respect for
one’s private and family life.2° The Russian authorities reacted fiercely
and suggested that ECtHR judgments should only be executed when the
Constitutional Court declared the Russian law unconstitutional. This re-
sulted in a highly controversial amendment to the Federal Constitutional
Law in the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation, giving the latter
the power to declare decisions of international courts unenforceable.3°
In two cases, the Constitutional Court confirmed the supremacy of the
Russian Constitution in relation to judgments of the ECtHR even though
it also stressed the exceptional nature of disagreements and the need
to find a ‘reasonable balance’ between the requirements of the Russian
constitutional order and the ECtHR.3!

The European Commission for Democracy through law, the so-called
Venice Commission, plays an important role in reconciling the constitu-
tional traditions and practices of post-Soviet states with the standards of
the Council of Europe and the EctHR. The Venice Commission was estab-
lished in 1990 as the Council of Europe’s advisory body on constitutional
matters, and currently comprises constitutional experts from 61 states

- the 47 Member States of the Council of Europe and 14 other countries
including Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan.3? The Venice Commission offers
legal advice in the form of (non-binding) opinions on draft legislation
or legislation already in force, upon the request of the Council of Europe
Member States, its institutions or other international organisations. The
Commission may also issue opinions at the request of a constitutional
court or the ECtHR. Significantly, the work of the Venice Commission

29 ECtHR 2012.

30 Federal Law of the Russian Federation no. 7-kz introducing amendments to the Federal Constitutional Law
no. 1-FKz of 21 July 1994 on the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation, adopted by the State Duma
on 2 December 2015, ratified by the Federation Council on 9 December 2015 and signed by the President
on 14 December 2015. For comments on these amendments, see the Interim and Final Report of the Venice
Commission, No. 832/2015, issued on 15 March 2016 and 13 June 2016, respectively.

31 ECtHR 2013 and 2011. For comments, see Kalinichenko 2018, pp. 174-176.

32 Onthe history and development of the Venice Commission, see Venice Commission 2018a.
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is not limited to the Member States of the Council of Europe. It has, for
instance, issued several opinions on the state of the rule of law and human
rights in Belarus.*? Since 2007, it has also established various projects on
constitutional assistance, elections and reform of the judiciary in Central
Asia. It has also adopted opinions with respect to constitutional develop-
ments in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan.34

It is almost impossible to measure the precise impact of the Venice
Commission, but it is generally accepted that its opinions are an impor -
tant source of reference.?? It is noteworthy, for instance, that the Russian
Constitutional Court echoed the comments of the Venice Commission
when it called for a dialogue between the ECtHR and national consti-
tutional courts.?® Moreover, post-Soviet states frequently consult the
Venice Commission on their own initiative in order to receive feedback
about draft constitutional amendments or reforms concerning the election
code or the re-organisation of the judicial system.3? The involvement of
the Commission may thus facilitate the domestic acceptance of certain
reforms. It could also be perceived as acknowledgement that the country
is concerned about compliance with general democratic standards, the
rule of law and human rights. It seems no coincidence that this option
has generally, although not exclusively, been used by countries with an
ambitious transformative agenda such as Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.
Reaction to the work of the Venice Commission tends to be more nega-
tive when the opinion procedure is initiated by a third party such as the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, rather than by the
countries themselves. The Russian government, for instance, heavily crit-
icised requests from the Parliamentary Assembly related to laws dealing
with election legislation, combating extremism and the status of NGOs.?#

It has been argued that the impact of the Venice Commission’s opinions
increases when they are embedded in a more comprehensive strategy.*® In
this respect, reference could be made to the role of the EU as a promotor
of respect for democracy, the rule of law and human rights. Whereas the
EU did not play a very active role in the post-Soviet space in the 1990s,
particularly in comparison to its engagement with the countries of Central

33 For an overview, see Venice Commission 2018b.

34 For the text of the opinions, see Venice Commission 2018c.
35 Hoffmann-Riem 2014, pp. 579-597.

36 Kalinichenko, op. cit. p. 175.

37 See, for instance, the Opinion on the amendments to the organic law on the constitutional court and to the
law on constitutional legal proceedings in Georgia, which was delivered upon request by the President, the
Government and the Parliament of Georgia, Opinion 849/2016.

38 Hoffmann-Riem, op.cit., p. 592.

39 Ibid.
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and Eastern Europe, the situation significantly changed after its eastward
enlargement. With the launch of the European Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP) in 2004 and the elaboration of a specific Eastern Partnership (EaP)
in 2009, the EU offered the prospect of closer political, economic and legal
relations in return for domestic reforms. This resulted in an increasingly
differentiated landscape as far as its relations with its eastern neigh-
bours were concerned. The EU concluded a new generation of Association
Agreements (AAs) with Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. It also upgraded
its bilateral legal framework with Armenia and Kazakhstan through the
conclusion of a Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement
and an Enhanced Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, respectively.
It further seeks to increase its interaction with Azerbaijan and Belarus.
One does not need to embark on a comparative analysis of the re-
spective agreements to see the divergent implications for the national
constitutional framework of the countries concerned. In particular, the
AAs with Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine set in motion the further revi-
sion of these countries’ constitutions.*° A clear example is the 2016 re-
vision of the Ukrainian Constitution introducing new provisions on the
independence of the judiciary, the Constitutional Court and the public
prosecutor’s office with a view to achieving the objectives of the EU-
Ukraine AA on justice, freedom and security.*! Moreover, Article 8 of the
EU-Ukraine AA concerning the International Criminal Court (1cc) resulted
in an amendment of Article 124 of the Ukrainian Constitution, which
now unequivocally states that Ukraine may recognise the jurisdiction of
the 1cc. This amendment is notable in that it overruled a decision of the
Ukrainian Constitutional Court from 2001 when it turned out that such
recognition was unconstitutional.*? In addition to instigating the textual
amendments of the Constitution and related changes to the law on the
Constitutional Court and the procedure for the appointment of judges,
the establishment of close relations with the EU also affects the daily
practices of Ukrainian judges. Even though EU law and the case law of
the European Court of Justice are not directly applicable in the Ukrainian
legal order, Ukrainian judges increasingly refer to EU legal principles and
doctrines as a persuasive source of interpretation in their decisions.** A
similar evolution is evident in Georgia and Moldova.*# This form of judi-
cial activism illustrates how foreign-policy choices serve as a catalyst for

40 Petrov 2015, pp. 241-254.
41  Petrov, 2018a, p. 95.

42 Ibid.

43 Petrov 2018b, p. 111.

44  See the contributions by Gaga Gabrichidze (on Georgia) and Mihaela Tofan (on Moldova) in Petrov and Van
Elsuwege 2018, pp. 105-130.
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constitutional change. The latest trend in this respect concerns the con-
stitutionalisation of foreign-policy objectives. A broadly formulated clause

on integration into the EU and NATO was introduced in the Constitution

of Georgia as part of the 2017 revision package.*> The government and the

Constitutional Court in Moldova have already approved the introduction

of a European integration clause, although President Igor Dodon declared

that he would do ‘anything possible’ to block this constitutional amend-
ment, which still had to be adopted by Parliament at the time of writing

this contribution.4¢ In Ukraine, President Poroshenko announced his

intention to submit constitutional amendments to Parliament in order
to consolidate the country’s Euro-Atlantic integration.4” Hence, there

is a certain convergence in the constitutional developments of Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine. In all three countries the constitutionalisation of
their so-called European choice is intended to ensure that this orientation

cannot simply be changed when political changes take place in the future.
Although revolutionary in the post-Soviet space, this evolution follows

the example of several countries from Central and Eastern Europe that

introduced more or less similar European-integration clauses in their
constitutions in the framework of their accession to the EU.*8

The impact of the European-integration process on the constitu-
tions of the associated countries (Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine) is
quite visible, but less so with respect to the other post-Soviet repub-
lics. Notwithstanding the existence of commitments regarding legal ap-
proximation, the agreements between the Eu and the non-associated
post-Soviet republics did not lead to major constitutional changes. At the
same time, however, members of the EAEU - Armenia, Belarus, Russia,
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan - are facing the constitutional implications
of the process of Eurasian integration.

In particular, the issue of direct applicability in the case of decisions
adopted by EAEU institutions remains controversial. In this respect, it is
noteworthy that all EAEU member states adopt a rather cautious approach
towards the implications of acts adopted in the context of international
organisations. The Russian Constitutional Court holds “an increasingly
defensive and isolationist position justified by the objective of guarding
the national sovereignty and protection of the domestic constitutional

45  Article 78 of the revised Constitution provides that “The constitutional bodies shall take all measures within
the scope of their authority to ensure the full integration of Georgia in the European Union and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation®. See Constitution of Georgia 2018.

46  See Crime Moldova 2018.
47  See President of Ukraine 2018.

48  Albi 2005, pp. 399-423.
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principles against the influence of international law.”4° A similar trend
is visible in other EAEU member states. Despite the provisions on respect
for the supremacy of principles of international law in the Belarusian
Constitution, the Belarusian Constitutional Court confirmed its right to
check the compatibility of decisions of the EAEU Commission with nation-
al laws and decrees.° The case of Armenia also shows that the objective
of ‘guaranteeing state, national and domestic sovereignty’ remains the
priority of the national constitutional system. The Constitutional Court
is unequivocal in insisting that the application of the decisions of supra-
national bodies in Armenia is only possible within certain constitutional
limits.>! Finally, the Constitutional Council of Kazakhstan determined
that ratified international treaties have only ad hoc superiority within
the Kazakh legal system. In the case of conflict the direct application of
international treaties does not imply invalidation and abolition of the
respective national laws. Accordingly, the Constitutional Council, which
is strongly influenced by the President, may block the implementation
of any international treaty and decisions of international organisations. 2
Hence, the EAEU has not yet brought about formal constitutional amend-
ments amongst its members, although the further process of Eurasian
integration, and in particular the evolving case law of the EAEU Court,
may bring this issue back onto the agenda.

1.5 CONSTITUTIONAL COURTS: OBEDIENT TOOLS OF THE
RULING POLITICAL ELITES?

Apart from Turkmenistan, which has followed its own trajectory,>? all
former Soviet republics created constitutional courts in the 1990s. These
post-Soviet constitutional courts, modelled on the Russian Constitutional
Court, acquired far-reaching prerogatives, inter alia, the constitutional
review of international agreements, laws, presidential and governmental
acts, and of the validity of elections and disputes between the branches
of government, as well as the authority to review complaints about the
violation of the constitutional rights and freedoms of citizens.>* This was a
major innovation in comparison to the Soviet period, when constitutions

49  Kalinichenko op. cit., p.176.

50 Karliuk 2018, p. 155.

51 Delcour and Ghazaryan 2018, p. 140.
52 Kembayev 2018, p. 192.

53 See Newton 2017, pp. 23-31.

54 For a comparison of the institutional settings of constitutional courts in post-Soviet countries and their
formal empowerment, see Mazmanyan 2015, p. 205.
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did not constrain the use of state power and could not be regarded as a
meaningful source of individual rights notwithstanding their enumeration
in virtually all constitutions in the region. Hence, the expectation was
that the newly established constitutional courts would play a defining
role in transforming the Soviet constitutional culture so that the power
of the political branches would be subject to effective judicial review.>?
The first test case was the 1993 Russian constitutional crisis. In this
context, the Russian Constitutional Court and its chairman, Valery Zorkin,
played a pivotal role in declaring Boris Yeltsin’s attempt to dissolve par-
liament unconstitutional, and later ruled on the validity of the April 1993
referendum.®® At the same time, the crisis also exposed the limits and
pitfalls of the Court’s judicial activism in this period. President Yeltsin
suspended the Constitutional Court in November 1993 and it was only in
February 1995 that it could resume its activities. In this second period of
its existence its rulings strongly converged with the position of the ex-
ecutive in so far as reference is made to the existence of “a tacit alliance
between the Court and the Presidency”.5? Striking examples concern the
Chechnya case, in which the Court upheld the constitutionality of the
military intervention, and endorsed Vladimir Putin’s decision to abolish
the election of regional governors and the restrictive interpretation of the
implications of ECHR judgments in the Russian legal order. It is notewor -
thy that Valery Zorkin, brought back as chief justice by Vladimir Putin in
2003, is currently regarded as a loyal ideological ally of the President.>®
The fate of Russia’s Constitutional Court in 1993 was not an isolated
case. The constitutional court of Kazakhstan was abolished in the consti-
tutional reform of 1995, to be replaced with a much weaker Constitutional
Council. As a result, any serious judicial review on the exercise of presi-
dential powers disappeared. President Lukashenko forced the resignation
of judges in Belarus, and from 1996 onwards started appointing loyal
allies. With regard to the Central Asian republics, too, the judicial in-
dependence of the constitutional bodies appeared largely declaratory in
nature. In practice, the newly established presidential regimes exercised
significant political control over the justice system.>® Hence, more often
than not post-Soviet constitutional courts are regarded as obedient tools
of the ruling political elites. A case in point is the 2010 decision of the
Ukrainian Constitutional Court to invalidate the post-Orange-Revolution

55 Teitel 1994, p. 169.

56 Schwartz 2000, pp. 132-136.
57 Mazmanyan, op. cit., p. 213.
58 Ibid.

59 Newton 2017, p. 194.
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constitutional amendments after President Yanukovych returned to pow-
er. According to Armen Mazmanyan, “the partisan nature of [this] de-
cision was doubted only by the naive”.¢° The Council of Europe’s Venice
Commission refrained from taking a position on whether the decision
was justified or not, but nevertheless considered it “highly unusual that
far-reaching constitutional amendments - including the change of the
political system of the country - [...] are declared unconstitutional by a
decision of the Constitutional Court after a period of 6 years”. It further
delivered the explicit message that “as constitutional courts are bound by
the Constitution and do not stand above it, such decisions raise important
questions of democratic legitimacy and the rule of law”.¢!
Notwithstanding their questionable reputation, the role of constitu-
tional courts in shaping their respective countries’ post-Soviet identities
should not be underestimated. This is obvious in the case of Moldova, for
instance, in which the constitutional court ruled on a number of politi-
cally sensitive issues related to the official state language and the coun-
try’s foreign-policy orientation. First, the definition of the official state
language goes to the heart of Moldova’s complex history and identity,
with its close relations with Romania on the hand and the Soviet legacy
and the influence of Russia on the other.®? This duality acquired a sig-
nificant constitutional dimension because Article 13 (1) of the Moldovan
Constitution provides that ‘[t]he State language of the Republic of Moldova
is the Moldovan language based on the Latin alphabet’, whereas the 1991
Declaration of Independence identifies Romanian as the official language.
The Constitutional Court ruled on this issue in 2013 when it decided that
the Declaration of Independence had superiority over the text of the
Constitution.®?® This decision in favour of Romanian as the official state
language has had major political ramifications. It underlines the coun-
try’s European orientation and dismisses the promotion of a separate
Moldovan linguistic identity as a relic of the Soviet past. Along the same
lines of argumentation, the Constitutional Court ruled in 2014 that “the
Declaration of Independence marked the detachment from the totalitarian
Soviet area of values and the reorientation of the new independent state
towards the European area of democratic values” when it confirmed that
the EU-Moldova Association Agreement complied with the Moldovan con-
stitution.®* The Court even explicitly stated that “any adverse orientation

60 Mazmanyan, op. cit. p. 215.

61  European Commission for Democracy through Law (Venice Commission) 2010, para. 33-36.

62 Foranaccount of the background behind Moldova’s complex history and identity, see King 1999.
63 Decision of the Moldovan Constitutional Court No. 36 2013.

64 Decision of the Moldovan Constitutional Court No. 24 2014.
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is unconstitutional a priori”.¢® This conclusion implies that the ambitions
of President Dodon to foster close relations with the EAEU raise signifi-
cant constitutional challenges. Moldova’s current observer status did not
cause major concern, essentially because decisions adopted within the
EAEU framework are not binding on an observer country. However, any
further steps in the direction of EAEU membership will inevitably lead to
incompatibilities with the EU-Moldova Association Agreement and the
country’s constitutional identity as defined by the Constitutional Court.

The temporary suspension of President Dodon’s powers after he re-
fused to appoint ministerial nominees and his controversial annulment
of the mayoral elections in Chisinau are the most recent illustrations of
Moldova’s turbulent political situation. It is noteworthy that on both
occasions the key players openly questioned the impartiality of the con-
stitutional court. According to President Dodon, the Court is nothing
more than “an obedient political instrument” of the government.® Andrei
Nastase, who won the mayoral election in Chisinau, declared that the
President of the Constitutional Court, Mihai Poalelungi, was behind the
judicial decision to invalidate the result.®” These public statements are
quite illustrative of the lack of trust in the post-Soviet judicial system.
Despite the creation of new institutions, initially constitutional courts,
this remains a crucial problem in the entire region.

1.6 CONCLUSION

The adoption of new constitutions in this specific geopolitical context after
the demise of the Soviet Union marked the beginning of a transformative
process that still continues. The initial expectation that all former Soviet
republics would go through a period of constitutional transition and de-
velop along the lines of Western liberal-democratic models has proven to
be overly simplistic. More than 25 years after the break-up of the Soviet
Union the outcomes are rather diverse, with very strong presidential
and often authoritarian regimes on one end of the spectrum and various
models of semi-presidential and semi-parliamentary systems on the other.
It thus seems to be impossible to identify one single model of post-Soviet
constitutional development.

The domestic political context and the pre-Soviet history of each coun-
try, as well as external factors such as the influence of regional-integration

65 Ibid.
66 See Deutcshe Welle 2018.

67 These statements provoked a remark by the President of the Constitutional Court in which he rebutted all
allegations. See Poalelungi 2018.

FIAREPORT FEBRUARY 2019 / 37



processes explain the increasing constitutional differentiation. The con-
clusion of bilateral agreements between the EU and Ukraine, Moldova
and Georgia, for instance, sparked a process of constitutional revision in
each of the associated countries, whereas the establishment of the EAEU
challenges the interpretation of national sovereignty in the countries
concerned (Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Armenia and Kyrgyzstan). On
top of this, internal cleavages on issues of national identify formation and
foreign-policy orientation are opening up throughout the region.

At the same time, the common legacy of the Soviet period cannot
be totally ignored. It seems to be no coincidence, for instance, that all
post-Soviet republics score relatively badly on major global indexes of
the rule of law, democracy, corruption and governance.® There are, nat-
urally, certain differences within the region, Belarus, Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan being the worst performers and Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
achieving comparatively higher scores, be it with certain variations over
time. In general, however, every country of the former Soviet Union
still suffers from a lack of judicial independence and an instrumental
approach to the law.

68 Burluyk and Axyonova, op. cit., pp. 31-33.
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2. CONFLICTS AND CONTRADICTIONS:
MILITARY RELATIONS IN THE POST-
SOVIET SPACE

Gudrun Persson

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Soviet Armed Forces represented one of the pillars of the great power
status of the Soviet Union. In terms of nuclear weapons, the U.S. and the
Soviet Union had reached parity. On the eve of the breakup of the latter
the number of military personnel in the Soviet Armed Forces was esti-
mated at 3.5 million: 350,000 troops were based in East Germany, 44,000
in Poland, 75,000 in Czechoslovakia and 60,000 in Hungary.

A brief flashback to the situation in December 1991 reveals that 61 of the
101 army divisions, 7 of the 10 air armies and 9 of the 15 air defence armies
were based in the Soviet Union, outside of Russia proper. Furthermore,
44 per cent of the entire manpower of the Soviet Armed Forces was sta-
tioned outside Russia, as were 43 per cent of its tanks, 50 per cent of the
strategic air force and, significantly, 28 per cent of its intercontinental
ballistic missiles.!

During the 27 years that have passed since then, Moscow has tried -
in various ways in different countries - to retain some of its influence,
in other words to build up its military capabilities to be able to project
military power beyond Russia’s borders in different strategic directions.
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania immediately turned to NATO to safeguard
their national security, whereas some of the other new countries - not
all - have been collaborating in various multilateral organisations and
bilaterally with Russia.

1 Rogov 1993.
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Obviously, Russia has several means at its disposal with which to se-
cure its influence, including soft power. The Russian language is still used
in the armed forces in parts of the cIs area, and Russia sponsors military
education. For instance, Uzbekistan and Russia signed an agreement
in 2018 enabling soldiers of the Uzbekistan armed forces to study and
attend courses at military academies in Russia for the first time in ten
years. Economic means such as selling armaments at significantly lower
prices are also in the toolbox. The focus in this chapter, however, is on
military policy and concepts, armed forces and armed conflicts in the
region.? In view of Russia’s dominance in this sphere, the analysis focuses
on the relationships between the member states of the Commonwealth
of Independent States (c1s) and Russia.

The objective is to assess military relations following the dissolution of
the Soviet Union and the demise of the Soviet Armed Forces. Hence, the
chapter will contribute to the overall theme of this book in considering
the military aspects of the question, if it still makes sense to speak about
the post-Soviet space as a collective region.

The historical background is briefly outlined next, then the focus turns
to the main bodies of multilateral cooperation in the military sphere. The
bilateral dimension is also taken into consideration. Special attention is
given to the impact of the wars in Georgia (2008), Ukraine (from 2014 on)
and Azerbaijan- Armenia (2016). Finally, conclusions are drawn based on
current trends.

2.2 SETTING THE SCENE

There were some initial, albeit feeble attempts to create a unified armed
force within the Commonwealth of Independent States (cIs). Article six of
the Belavezha Agreement of 8 December 1991 stipulates that c1s members
should “keep and support under a unified command a common military
strategic space.”?

In line with this objective of creating a unified c1s armed force, Air
Marshal Evgeny Shaposhnikov was appointed Supreme Commander of
the c1s Armed Forces in February 1992. A cis military doctrine was draft-
ed in early 1992, containing the proposal to create a unified, combined
armed force that would serve all the c1s member states.4 However, when
Shaposhnikov left his position in November 1992 the Russian Defence
2 Armed forces here include the forces under the ministries of defence. Forces belonging to other ministries

and agencies are not included unless explicitly stated.
3 Ispolnitel'nyi Komitet SNG (1991)

4 deHaas 2001.
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Minister, Pavel Grachev, took control of a set of nuclear-weapon codes
that had been Shaposhnikov’s responsibility. Control over nuclear weap-
ons was formally transferred to Russia from the General Headquarters
of the Joint Armed Forces in 1993, which was formally disbanded on 15
June 1993°. The position of Shaposhnikov’s successor was downgraded,
and Colonel General Viktor Samsonov was appointed Chief of the United
Staff for the Coordination of Military Cooperation.

Meanwhile, it became clear that the member states did not support
these plans to maintain a unified military structure, and instead they
started the process of creating national armed forces. Not even Russia,
the de jure successor state of the Soviet Union and the dominant military
power, was willing to preserve the cIs military structure. A substantial
blow to the establishment of joint cIs forces came in May 1992 with the
creation of the Russian Armed Forces. By that time, all cIs countries
except Tajikistan (due to the civil war) had started to build their own
national armies (see Table 1).

The reasons for this development lie beyond the scope of this analysis,
but it supports the argument that a country’s armed forces do not exist in
avacuum, and rather reflect the society as a whole. As historian Michael
Howard observes, “The military system of a nation is not an independent
section of the social system, but an aspect of it in its totality.”¢

5 Zagorski1998.

6  Howard 1991.
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Table 1: Manpower of the national armed forces in the c1s, 1993, 2000 and 2018.

Source: The Military Balance: 1993. Russia, 93:1, 93-106; 1993. Central and Southern Asia, 93:1,
134-145;1993. Non-NATO Europe, 93:1, 66-92; 2000. Russia, 100:1, 109-126; 2000. Central and
South Asia, 100:1, 158-177. 2000. NATO and Non-NATO Europe, 100:1, 35-108; 2018. Chapter Five:
Russia and Eurasia, 118:1, 169-218.

Armenia 20,000 44,500 44,800

Uzbekistan 40,000 59,100 48,000

Obviously, the mere numbers (Table 1) do not reveal very much about
a country’s military capability. However, Russia’s military might - in-
cluding its nuclear weapons - was and remains undisputed.

The most pressing issue in the 1990s concerned the nuclear weapons
that remained in Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan, although the re-
maining Soviet troops and military objects” in the Baltic states and East
Germany were also of major concern.

With regard to nuclear capability, the initial idea of c1s control of
Soviet nuclear weapons was dropped, and Russia eventually took over
those that remained in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine. For a while
Ukraine had been ambivalent about giving up the nuclear weapons on
its territory, but the issue was resolved with some financial help from
the United States and in exchange for the security guarantees in the
Budapest Memorandum signed in 1994. The last remaining ex-Soviet

7 InRussian, voennye ob’ekty, military installation with personnel, not a base.
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nuclear warheads were withdrawn from Kazakhstan by May 1995, Ukraine
by May 1996 and Belarus by November 1996.

Agreements were also reached on Soviet troop withdrawal from the
Baltic states and Eastern Europe. This process was largely completed
by 1994 - although it took until 1998 for the Skrunda radar station in
Latvia to close. According to the former Chief of the Russian General Staff,
Nikolai Makarov, the withdrawal was messy when troops and equipment
returned to Russia. A lot of the military equipment was left out in the
open and rusted. As he wrote: “When it was decided to begin cutting the
numbers of the returning troops there was no one left to take care of the
military equipment. Where the disbanded military units had been located,
cemeteries of military equipment arose.”#®

Another key development during the early 1990s was the signing of the
Tashkent Treaty on 15 May 1992, the Collective Security Treaty (csT) that
was the embryo of the later Collective Security Treaty Organisation, CSTO.
The Collective Security Treaty came into force in 1994. It stipulated that a
Collective Security Council should be created, consisting of the “heads of
participating states and the commander in chief of the c1s Joint Armed
Forces.” When this ambition failed to materialise the treaty was revised
and the words about joint c1s Armed Forces disappeared.

It should also be noted that almost every c1s member had joined the
NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme by 1995.

Thus, by 1995, the situation could be illustrated as below:

8  Makarov 2017, p. 348.
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Table 2: Countries signing the c1s Treaty, Collective Security Treaty, and Nato PfP 1995.
Note: The csT was signed for a five-year period, and in 1999 Azerbaijan, Georgia and Uzbekistan
decided not to continue their participation.

cis Treaty csT Nato PfP
Armenia X X X
Azerba“anxx ..................................... X ...................................
Belamsxx ..................................... X ...................................
Georglaxx ..................................... X ...................................
Kazakhstanxx ..................................... X ...................................
Kyrgyzstanxx ..................................... X ...................................
MOIdovaX ........................................................................... X ...................................
Russmxx ..................................... X ...................................
Tajlklstanxx ..................................... ( Slgnedmzooz) .............
Turkmemstanx ........................................................................... X ...................................
Ukramex ........................................................................... X ...................................
UZbEklstanX ........................................................................... X ...................................

2.3 MULTILATERAL APPROACHES

Russia’s strategy for military security in the CIS area leans on multilateral
approaches on the one hand and bilateral mechanisms on the other. This
section focuses on the different multilateral organisations.

2.3.1 Commonwealth of Independent States - formal military
cooperation
The highest-level body for defence policy and defence cooperation is the
Council of Defence Ministers (cbm), which was created on 14 February
1992. Its secretariat is located in Moscow. However, the Staff of this
Council was dissolved in 2005 at the request of Kazakhstan, its functions
being divided between the csTo and the secretariat of the cDM.
Military cooperation within the c1s has focused over the years on
peacekeeping and air defence. A c1s air-defence treaty was signed in
Almaty in February 1995. However, of the original ten signatories, three
countries have left - Ukraine, Georgia and Turkmenistan. The remaining
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members are Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and
Tajikistan. Uzbekistan participates in the joint air defence exercises, not
as a full member but through a bilateral agreement with Russia.

2.3.2 CIS Peacekeeping and unresolved conflicts
There were several armed conflicts in the area during the 1990s, which
had an impact on the proposed collective defence cooperation. Russia’s
dominant position in peacekeeping operations in the cI1s area led to ques-
tions about its real intentions. Further influencing the cooperation was the
simple fact that the newly formed states were struggling primarily with
their own internal development and establishing national armed forces.
c1s peacekeepers have been involved in the following four conflicts
during the post-Soviet period, all of which remain unresolved and some
of which erupted following Russian military intervention.

Transnistria. Limited fighting broke out between Russian-backed se-
cessionist paramilitaries and Moldovan police and military forces in
November 1990. The conflict intensified in March 1992, lasting until
a ceasefire was established on 22 July 1992. Russian support was evi-
dent not least in the military sphere. The remaining Soviet 14th Army
stationed in and around the largest Transnistrian city Tiraspol was
quick to supply secessionist paramilitaries with arms, ammunition,
expertise and manpower.®

Tajikistan. The c1s Council of Heads of State authorised a Russian peace-
keeping mission in Tajikistan’s civil war in 1993. Russia’s 201st Motor
Rifle Division was deployed in Soviet Tajikistan in 1989 after the with-
drawal from Afghanistan and turned “peacekeeper” under the c1s
mandate four years later. The c1s acted without any mandate-granting
authority in international law. The UN accepted this pretence, fielding
a symbolic mission of observers (UNMOT) alongside Russian troops
in Tajikistan. This was the first Russia-led collective operation with
real participation by other cIs countries. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan each provided company-sized units, working alongside
the then 11,000-strong 201st Division.

Abkhazia. The war in Abkhazia lasted from August 1992 to May 1994.
Russia initially took an ambiguous stance and supported both sides, but

later increased its military support of the Abkhazian part. The Abkhaz
counter-offensive in summer 1993 forced almost the entire Georgian

9  Biischer 2016.
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population of Abkhazia to flee. A ceasefire agreement in May 1994

ended the fighting. The c1s nominally supplied the peacekeeping force

stipulated in the agreement, but the operation comprised only Russian

troops. A UN Observer Mission in Georgia was to monitor the cease-
fire. Abkhazia was almost entirely isolated after 1994 when Georgia,
followed in 1996 by the cIs, imposed an economic embargo. Russia

supported the embargo in return for Georgia’s antiterrorism coop-
eration (i.e. against the Chechen separatists who had taken refuge in

the Pankisi Gorge in Georgia).

South Ossetia. Russia adopted a different strategy in South Ossetia. In
1992 it forced an isolated Georgia to accept a format that included
North Ossetia (in Russia) and South Ossetia (under Russian-controlled
authorities, inside Georgia’s territory), alongside state actors Russia
and Georgia, with the 0SCE in the role of observer and facilitator. This
involved a Joint Control Commission and Joint Peacekeeping Forces
under Russian command.!®

In sum, Russia played a key role in all these conflicts, initially attempt-
ing to legitimise its military interventions as international peacekeep-
ing.!! Moscow largely failed to convince the international community
about this given that the agreements were signed after Russian forces
had enforced ceasefires and changed the balance of military advantage
on the ground. The presence of Russian peacekeeping troops in Moldova,
Abkhazia and South Ossetia cemented the conflict and created trilateral,
consensus-based settlement mechanisms that empowered the separatists
to block any progress in finding a solution. Thus, the Russian ground
forces guaranteed the military security of the separatists.

2.3.3 The Collective Security Treaty Organization

The Collective Security Treaty Organization, cSTO, was established on
7 October 2002. It currently comprises six member-states including
Russia, Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, and
has observer status in the United Nations. Uzbekistan joined in 2006 but
suspended its participation in 2012. The member states pledge to create a
‘collective security system, including the creation of coalition (collective)
forces of the Organization, regional (united) groups of armies (forces),
peacekeeping forces, united systems and the bodies governing them,

10  Socor 2011.

11 Allison 2013, p. 129.
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military infrastructure.’!? Its stated ambition is to coordinate foreign
policy. The supreme political body of the organisation is the Collective
Security Council, which consists of csTo Heads of state. Russia is the
dominant power - militarily and financially - whereas the other member
states primarily provide political legitimacy. Significantly, since 2004 the
member states have been able to procure arms from each other at friendly
prices, which in practical terms means additional Russian leverage in
the organisation.!?

The csTo has five types of forces at its disposal. Of these, three are
regional groups. The first one, the Collective Rapid Deployment Force for
Central Asia, established early on in 2001, is earmarked for intervention
in Central Asia, probably in response to the Tajikistan civil war and the
tensions around the Ferghana Valley.'* The second regional group includes
the Russian-Belarusian csTo Group of Forces in the Eastern European
Region (Russia - Belarus), which at the same time comprises the bilat-
eral Union State’s (see below) armed forces: it has some joint capability.
The third group is the Russian-Armenian ¢sTo Group of Forces in the
Caucasus. The fourth type is the Collective Operational Reaction Forces,
CORF, created in 2009 and consisting of around 20,000 troops. Finally,
the 4,000-strong Peace Keeping Force (PKF) is a smaller mobile unit that
can also be deployed in UN operations.

All these forces conduct exercises regularly in various constellations.

During the initial years of csTo’s existence the likelihood of achieving
many of the goals seemed remote and cooperation was still limited. Its
development since then has been described as ‘contradictory.’® There
was general agreement on the issue of counter-terrorism, but the other
member states seemed to doubt Russia’s capacity for effective and impar-
tial counter-terrorist military intervention in Central Asia and elsewhere.

The situation has been evolving in the 2010s, and the authoritarian
leaders are continuously revising their views. The Arab Spring started to
have an impact. The cSTO came to be seen as an instrument for obtaining
Russian support - including military support - for regime security. This
development is clear in spite of the events in Kyrgyzstan in 2010 when
President Kurmanbek Bakiyev was ousted. The csto did not intervene,
despite the fact that country’s new leadership had asked for its help.

12 CSTO 2010.

13 The Protocol was signed on 19 September 2003 in Yalta. For the original see: http://www.mfa.kz/
files/010_5815d0e1e8984.pdf. For the latest version see: http://odkb-csto.org/documents/detail.
Php?ELEMENT _ID=1685.

14 Norberg 2013, pp. 21-23.

15 Golub and Golub 2018.
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Finally, it is worth mentioning that various military exercises are
held within the framework of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation
(sco). The Peace Mission drills, which are Russian-Chinese led, have
become the standard form of exercise. The message behind this show
of force is to make it clear who is in command, both to the West/uUsa
and to internal or regional adversaries such as the Uyghurs in China and
separatist movements in Central Asia. Conversely, the anti-terror war
games concentrate on improving counter-terror techniques and related
cooperation within the sco.'® Russia and China are the most frequent
participants in these exercises. Three of the four Central Asian member
states of the sco — Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan — regularly
take part in the drills, albeit in different compositions.

The sco is more of a political-economic entity with a security com-
ponent, focusing on fighting “the three evils”, terrorism, separatism and
extremism, whereas the cSTO purports to be a fully-fledged military and
security alliance. Moreover, the sco has two dominating actors, Russia
and China, whereas Russia is the only major actor in the csto.

2.3.4 Bilateral mechanisms

Throughout the 1990s Russia concluded a number of bilateral military
agreements with various countries in the aftermath of the Soviet break-
up 17

One of the most significant of these bilateral relationships was the one
with Belarus in the western direction. Belarus is strategically important for
Russia in that it borders on Latvia and Lithuania. Moreover, the Russian
exclave of Kaliningrad oblast, which hosts the Baltic Sea Fleet, is enclosed
within Lithuania.

A Union State treaty was signed by the heads of state of Russia and
Belarus in 1999, according to which they agreed to have a united de-
fence policy and to cooperate militarily.!® In hindsight, without delving
too deeply into the details of cooperation, it is clear that Russia-Belarus
defence relations have remained solid. In turn, current Russian military
doctrine stipulates that “an armed attack on the state-participant in the
Union State, as well as all other actions involving the use of military force
against it,” should be deemed “an act of aggression against the Union
State”, authorising Moscow to “take measures in response.”!°

16  de Haas 2016, p. 388.
17  Persson1995.
18  Dogovor o sozdanii Soiuznogo gosudarstva 1999, article 18.

19 Voennaia doktrina RF 2014.
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Armenia is particularly important in the southern direction. Not only
is it highly dependent on Russia for its military security, it is the only
country in the c1s that has been provided with the Iskander short-range
ballistic missile system, much to the concern of Azerbaijan.

Kazakhstan is a core strategic ally of Russia in Central Asia, and the
two countries signed bilateral agreements on military cooperation early
on. The agreement signed in January 1995 even mentioned the intention
to create unified armed forces, and although this has not materialised,
military cooperation between Russia and Kazakhstan has remained close.

2.4 WARS IN THE REGION

During the 1990s Russia considered instability in neighbouring states a
threat to its own weakened state. It feared that the conflicts would es-
calate beyond the local framework and have a direct destabilising effect
beyond its borders. Although it used some of the conflicts to exert pres-
sure, its policy was primarily to end the wars and settle the conflicts.2°
This would change during the 2000s. Russia agreed at the Istanbul 0SCE
summit in 1999 to withdraw its forces from Moldova and Georgia, but
excluded Russian peacekeeping forces from this obligation. Moscow grad-
ually came to rely more and more on these troops, particularly given the
deterioration of relations with the West in the wake of the Kosovo War of
1999. The so-called colour revolutions in the first half of the 2000s, in oth-
er words the Rose Revolution in Georgia in 2003, the Orange Revolution
in Ukraine in 2004, the Tulip Revolution in Kyrgyzstan in 2005 and the
subsequent Second Kyrgyz Revolution in 2010, heightened the tensions.

The emerging discussion on NATO membership for Ukraine and Georgia
made the situation worse. Whereas Moldova and Georgia saw the pre-
dominantly Russian peacekeepers as de facto occupying forces, for Russia
they served as a bulwark against NATO expansion. Russian policy became
increasingly militarised.

Russia-Georgia, 2008. The first real sign of this militarisation was in 2008.
21 The Russo-Georgian War in August was a turning point for both
South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Not only did Russia win the war and was
free to establish a permanent military presence in South Ossetia and
Abkhazia, Moscow also recognised the areas as independent states. In
doing so, Russia openly and for the first time broke its commitment to

20 Fischer 2016, p. 15.

21 Allison 2008.
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maintain existing post-Soviet borders. It is significant that no other
c1s or cSTO member has done the same, which reflects the weariness
and suspicion of Russia’s goals in many of the states in this region. As
a direct result of this war, Georgia left the c1s a year later.

The performance of the Russian Armed Forces in the war was care-
fully studied in Moscow. A major military modernisation process was
launched, including a richly funded re-armament programme.??

Russia - Ukraine, 2014. The next step under Russia’s more assertive pol-

icy was to annex the Crimean Peninsula in 2014 and instigate military
conflict in Donetsk and Luhansk. The de facto loss of Crimea was a
serious blow to Ukraine: within a few weeks it lost two million of its
citizens and all of its 193 military bases and installations on the pen-
insula, including its two naval bases.??

Russia supports separatist forces in Donetsk and Luhansk. Thus far,
almost 11,000 people have died and millions have fled.?*

The Russian annexation of Crimea combined with the military
conflict in the east of Ukraine was a rude awakening not only in the
West, but also across the whole cIs territory. Russia’s military actions
in 2014, coupled with the political concept of the “Russian world”,
Russkiy mir, caused serious concern amongst its partners, in particular
Kazakhstan but also Belarus.

Azerbaijan-Armenia, 2016. The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was the long-

22

23

24

25

est and the bloodiest of all following the break-up of the Soviet Union.
The war was fought between 1991 and 1994 and is estimated to have
cost between 22,000 and 25,000 lives.23

Russian influence in this conflict was weaker than in any of the
conflicts in Transnistria, Abkhazia and South Ossetia - mainly because
its troops are not present in the separatist territory. Russia played an
important role in the early phases, but later on Armenia gradually
assumed the function of Nagorno-Karabakh’s political, economic and
societal patron. Russia has close bilateral relations with Azerbaijan,
is formally allied with Armenia both bilaterally and within the csTo
framework, and provides weapons to both sides.

Whereas Armenia is militarily dependent on Russia, Russian in-
fluence on Nagorno-Karabakh is more limited. The conflict escalated

Vendil Pallin and Westerlund 2009; Renz 2018, pp. 61-76.
Hedenskog 2014.
See e.g. Westerlund and Norberg 2016.

Hedenskog et al. 2018, pp. 91-93.
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in April 2016 (The Four-Day War) in what was the worst outbreak of
violence since the ceasefire signed more than two decades ago.

In sum, no csTO mechanisms were involved in any of these conflicts.
Nor was the csTo involved in Kyrgyzstan in 2010, when ethnic violence
erupted between the Kyrgyz people and Uzbeks, as mentioned above, or
in The Four-Day War in 2016.

The inability of this multilateral organisation to act in unison when
armed conflicts spark illustrates the limits of multilateral military co-
operation.

2.5 NEW STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS

The annexation of Crimea and the military conflict in the east of Ukraine
had a profound impact throughout the cis. It was perceived as a game
changer in terms of military relations. Several countries, including Russia,
consequently updated their military doctrines and national security doc-
uments. Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine
and Uzbekistan have released new strategic plans, and in 2016 the csTo
adopted a new Collective Security Strategy extending to 2025.2¢

These documents reflect some of the current concerns among the polit-
ical and military leadership in the countries concerned. At the same time,
they serve the bureaucratic function of achieving consensus among state
institutions and thereby may have a lowest-common-denominator aspect.
In Russia they have been described as “what is left on the battlefield after
the fight”. Whether the declared threat perception is based on real facts
or on imaginary scenarios conjured up to serve the purposes of domestic
politics is a fair question. What is clear, however, is that the threats - as
formulated in the doctrines and strategic documents - convey useful
information about the attitudes of the current political leadership, even
if they do not reveal how the individual countries mentioned above will
deal with them on the policy level.

According to the Russian view, the unpredictable nature of contem-
porary military conflicts allows less time to prepare for military actions.?”
One reason for this development is the increased use of non-military
means. Contemporary military conflicts are characterised as the “inte-
grated use of military force, and by political, economic, informational
or other means of a non-military nature through the wide use of the

26 CSTO 2016.

27 Voennaia doktrina RF 2014, Articles 9-16.
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population’s protest potential or of special operations troops”. The doc-
trine points to the use of various means such as hypersonic weapons,
electronic warfare and UAvs. Furthermore, the Military Doctrine men-
tions the use of “irregular armed forces and private military companies”
in military operations, as well as “indirect and asymmetrical methods”.

The military doctrines of Belarus and Kazakhstan are also pre-occu-
pied with the threat from the so-called colour revolutions and “hybrid
wars”. The Kazakhstan doctrine explicitly states that hybrid methods of
conflict present a military threat. ¢ With regard to the Belarusian doc-
trine it appears that csTo membership had some impact: in a published
draft version the use of Belarusian armed forces outside the territory of
the country was prohibited. However, this immediately raised objections
from Armenia, a cSTO member, because Yerevan interpreted the text as
a possible breach of the collective defence commitment. Consequently,
this provision was not included in the final version.?°

Armenia updated its doctrine in the wake of the Four-Day War with
Azerbaijan.3° It replaces the Armenian military’s Soviet-style “Static
Defence” doctrine, and paves the way for an Armenian pre-emptive strike
if an assault by the adversary is deemed to be “imminent”.

Both the colour revolutions and the hybrid threats are mentioned in
the csto Strategy. Perceptions of a hostile West, not least the Us Missile
Defence threat, now constitute the common denominator not only among
csTO members collectively but also individually in Russia and Belarus.

Georgia and Ukraine stand out at the other end of this spectrum. They
clearly declare that Russia constitutes a threat to their national securi-
ty. Both documents codify the ambition of becoming future members
of NATO. !

2.6 THE RUSSIAN MILITARY PRESENCE IN THE CIS AREA

Moscow has the advantage of having military bases in all the strategic
directions of Russia’s potential war theatres. The largest base by far is
that of the Black Sea Fleet in the annexed Crimea with around 28,000
troops, and Russia has established a joint inter-service force group under

28 Voennaia doktrina respubliki Kazakhstana 2017, article 2.10.1.

29 Rdcz 2016. The Belarusian military doctrine can be found at http://www.mil.by/ru/military_policy/
doktrina/.

30 Abrahamyan 2017.

31 The Georgian Strategic Defence Review 2017-2020. For the Ukrainian military doctrine from 2 September
2015 see President of Ukraine 2018.
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its command. This primarily strengthens Russia’s own defence perimeter,
and its air and sea power projection in the Black Sea region.

The armed formations in Donetsk and Luhansk are estimated to com-
prise around 34,000 troops, according to The Military Balance. It is im-
possible to establish how many of these belong to the Russian Armed
Forces, but it is clear that Russia’s military role in Donbas is mainly about
providing advisors and senior officers to support operations, and sup-
plying military equipment.3? Although Russia denies that its troops are
involved, President Vladimir Putin has openly admitted that Russian
military advisors are present in Donetsk and Luhansk: “We’ve never said
there are no people there who deal with certain matters, including in the
military sphere, but this does not mean that regular Russian troops are
present there. Feel the difference.”33

The Southern Military District also controls three military bases abroad,
namely the Russian bases in Abkhazia (7th) and South Ossetia (4th), with
a total of 7,000 personnel. These military bases provide Russia with both a
key lever against Georgia and a structural advantage in potential military
operations in the region. Another significant Russian military presence
is the 102nd Military Base in Armenia with around 3,300 soldiers. An air
defence regiment and an airbase are also located in Armenia, giving Russia
additional air power.34

Russia’s smallest military base is to the west, in Transnistria, Moldova’s
separatist region. This currently consists of the Operational Group of
Russian Forces (0GRF) directly controlled by Russia’s Western Military
District, with reportedly around 1,200 military personnel. There is also
a 400-strong Russian peacekeeping contingent.

Russia requested permission to open an air base in Belarus in 2015,
but Minsk refused. On the other hand, Russian pilots regularly practice
in Belarusian air space, and Russia could easily redeploy its forces should
the need arise.?®

In the eastern direction the 201st Military Base is located in Tajikistan
with around 5,000 troops, which under the current bilateral treaty with
Russia can stay until 2042. There is also an Optical Space Monitoring
Station in Nurek, engaged in finding and identifying objects in space.

Kazakhstan leases the Baikonur Cosmodrome to Russia - under the
current treaty until 2050. To reduce its reliance on Kazakhstan, however,
Russia is building the Vostochnyi Cosmodrome in the Far East.

32  However, Russian Armed Forces units were involved in the battles of llovaysk in 2014 and Debaltseve in 2015.
See McDermott 2015.

33 President of the Russian Federation 2015.
34 Hedenskog, et. al. 2018, p. 46. See also, Makienko (ed.) 2018, pp. 106-118.

35 Moshes 2017.
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A radar node of the 3rd Space and Missile Defence Army of the Russian
Aerospace Defence Forces is also located in Kazakhstan as part of a joint
missile attack warning system. Russia has a testing range located north-
west of lake Balkhash, and an air regiment provides transportation for
other Russian military installations.?¢

Russia has been leasing the Kant air base in Kyrgyzstan since 2003. It
has been subordinated to the 14th Air Force and Air Defence Army since
January 2017 when a Russian military base was established under unified
command.?? The 14th Air Force and Air Defence Army is under the control
of the Central Military District, its roughly 500 troops mainly supporting
the csTo Collective Rapid Reaction Force. The military base also houses
an anti-submarine testing centre in Karakol, a communications centre
in Chaldovar and a seismic station that detects nuclear blasts. The Manas
Air Base was used by the United States Air Force to support the campaign
in Afghanistan between 2001 and 2014, but it is once again operated by
Kyrgyz forces.

It is worth pointing out that there is no longer any Russian military
presence in Azerbaijan. The contract for the lease of the Gabala radar
station was not renewed in 2012, allegedly because of a substantial pay-
ment increase demanded by Azerbaijan. Russia has since built a station
in Armavir to compensate for the loss of Gabala.

The Joint c1s Air Defence System still exists, but the most significant
air defence is based on bilateral agreements independent of the csTo and
the c1s. The Belarusian-Russian system has been in operation since 2009
and another one involving Armenia and Russia is being developed, asisa
joint regional air defence system involving Kazakhstan and Russia. These
agreements give Moscow control over issues connected with the defence
of the respective air space of the signatories.

The significance of these military bases is both military and political.
With Russia again striving to achieve great power status in global affairs, it
has to be able to project military power. Furthermore, in the aftermath of
the Crimean operation, Russian President Vladimir Putin issued decrees
in 2015 and 2017 enabling foreign nationals to serve under contract in
the Russian armed forces - and to take part in Russian military opera-
tions abroad.?® The potential future competition for personnel could raise
political concerns in some countries, but it does not have a significant
military impact.

36 Regnum.ru. 2015.
37 Rossiiskaia gazeta 2017.

38 Ukaz Prezidenta Rossiiskoi Federatsii 2017.
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It is worth noting with regard to the radar stations lost in 1991 that
Russia has built its own by way of replacement. The bilateral air defence
cooperation further strengthens its defence boundary.

2.7 FUTURE PROSPECTS

The fall of the Soviet Union led not only to the creation of new states but
also to a geopolitical vacuum and strong tensions regarding relations with
Russia. Russia again sees the c1s in terms of 19th-century rivalry over
spheres of influence. The armed forces constitute one of the instruments
used to enforce this view. The defence policy has become more militarised
over the past ten years.

The multilateral approach to collective security in the area has been
fraught with problems. One obvious reason is that not all the states cre-
ated in 1991 have the same national interests: they selectively opt out,
effectively hindering the multilateral approach. Cooperation under du-
ress obviously resulted in rising tension and suspicion in several of the
original c1s members, most notably Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova. It is
of significance that the Soviet legacy of ethnic tensions and the weariness
of Moscow affected military relations after the dissolution.

The current trend in Russia’s military relations is to work closely and
bilaterally with a core group of countries to build joint capabilities and
air defences.

A primary group has emerged as a military alliance in the area, namely
Russia’s relations with Belarus, Armenia and Kazakhstan. These countries
play a key role in three strategic directions: Belarus in the west, Armenia
in the south and Kazakhstan in the east/Central Asia.

Nevertheless, all these countries have developed their own sense of
identity, and Moscow cannot always count on their unwavering support
in the international arena. After a quarter of a century of independence
they have a clearer sense of their national interests, and will insist on
foreign engagement on equal terms. Armenia, for instance, regularly takes
part in NATO PfP exercises in Georgia. Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, in turn,
have close military ties with Russia given its military bases on the ground.
Uzbekistan has long kept Russia at arm’s length in Central Asia, avoiding
binding military alliances and other relationships that might cede some
aspect of its sovereignty. Recently however, military cooperation with
Russia has accelerated: in October 2017 Russia and Uzbekistan held joint
military exercises for the first time in twelve years.
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It could be argued that the security architecture created by Russia,
including instruments such as the csTo and its military bases, are not
primarily intended to guarantee stability and security to Central Asia, but
are rather aimed at strengthening Russian influence.

At the opposite end of the core group are Ukraine and Georgia. They
have moved from being part of a Soviet military command system to
openly naming Russia as a threat. It thus seems that some of the disinte-
grational factors that contributed to the dissolution of the Soviet Union
are still influencing the dynamics within the region.

Turkmenistan is in a category of its own. It relinquished its cIs mem-
bership in 2005, but retains observer status. Having been militarily in-
tegrated in Soviet times, Russia and Turkmenistan currently have no
significant military relations.?’

Looking ahead, one could state that future developments in military
relations face severe challenges. On the one hand there are unresolved
conflicts that are unlikely to be settled in the near future: Russia’s military
actions in Ukraine have added yet another complication, this time with
serious repercussions in terms of relations with the West. On the other
hand, however, military relations with csTO member states have matured,
and are strong within a core group led by Russia.

The influence of China is on the rise in Central Asia. Strengthening
competition with Russia is to be expected, but not confrontation - the
costs are too high. Consequently, when the Russian Armed Forces con-
ducted its Vostok-18 strategic exercise in September, China was invited to
take part. At the same time, the West is scaling down its military presence
in Central Asia.*°

With regard to the overall question addressed in this book, whether it
makes sense to speak about the post-Soviet space as a collective region,
the answer on the military dimension is “No”. The issue is much more
complex. Ukraine and Georgia have clearly moved farthest away declaring
Russia to be a menace. At the same time, Russia is the militarily superior
power in the c1s by far and will continue to influence military relations
for years to come.

39 Kazantsev 2017, pp. 67-70. See also Yermakov 2017, pp 221-236.

40 The French base in Dushanbe (Tajikistan) was closed in 2013, the American base in Manas (Kyrgyzstan) in
June 2014, and the German base in Termez (Uzbekistan) in December 2015.
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3. NEW NATIONS - NEW INTERESTS:
THE FOREIGN POLICY OF
POST-SOVIET STATES

Sergey Utkin

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Before its collapse the Soviet Union famously reformed many of its foreign
policy premises, offering the world “new political thinking”, as Mikhail
Gorbachev proclaimed. Gorbachev’s vision and actions, although semi-
nal, ended in an attempted conservative! coup d’état in August 1991, and
eventual failure. What was discussed and fought over in international
politics before the autumn of 1991 rested on the assumption that the USSr
would continue to exist as a state entity. As events unfolded in a different
direction, sovereign republics abruptly faced different challenges from
those the Soviet government was addressing in the world arena.

One of the unwelcome legacies of the USSR was the failing economy
that pushed the republics toward painful reforms. Foreign policy tools had
to be developed to overcome these weaknesses. Most of the post-Soviet
counties are significantly limited in term of resources, demographics and
territory as a result of their unexpected independence. Members of the
senior diplomatic services were used to representing a much bigger coun-
try. Nationalism is a strong psychological and political force, however,
which is helping to shape the new narratives and the new foreign-policy
strategies, among other things.

Building up new relationships with other parts of the world was a
challenge, but a potentially bigger one was to rethink the ties between
the former Soviet republics and to tackle the international repercussions
of political conflicts in some of them. The republics, excluding the Baltic

1 The word “conservative” is used in this chapter to describe an overall preference for political traditions and
choices reflecting Russia’s imperial and Soviet past.
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states and Georgia, established the Commonwealth of Independent States
following the Alma-Ata Declaration of 21 December 1991, recognising
the principles and standards of international law and human rights2. As
is often the case, abiding by the principles turned out to be harder than
agreeing to them.

This chapter reviews these post-Soviet nations’ foreign policy in terms
of strategic options and choices, as well as the key outcomes achieved or
aimed at in their relations with foreign states. Many countries have basic
strategic documents that reflect their principle foreign-policy positions,
but the officially adopted texts cannot reflect the reality in its entirety. In
this sense, even a brief survey of the respective countries’ foreign policy
should include a critical overview of their realised goals and achievements.
To highlight continuity and change it is necessary to consider the initial
stages of policy formation, which may well establish long-term trends.

Post-Soviet states could be classified in groups based on geographical?
or geopolitical* criteria. Both dimensions are important, but they incor-
porate only some of the facets required to shed light on the foreign and
security policies of the respective countries. Each one inevitably takes
these dimensions into account, but in different ways. The present analysis
of the foreign-policy choices of post-Soviet countries does not cover their
joining of any blocs, given that this aspect is covered in other chapters
of this volume. Moreover, although such blocs may be instrumental in
securing limited benefits, in many cases such benefits are not decisive.
What is significant is the nature of the political systems intertwined with
the preferences of the political elites. Sub-regions of the post-Soviet space
are used to structure the chapter, and Russia is singled out as by far the
biggest state with a presence in each one.

3.2 RUSSIA: COPING WITH ITS HERITAGE

Declared the successor state to the USSR, Russia ensured the continuity of
treaties signed and obligations undertaken by the Soviet Union, replacing
it in international organisations, most notably the UN as a permanent
member of the Security Council. President Boris Yeltsin and his supporters
tried to make use of the thaw in relations with the West, which Gorbachev
initiated. However, when it came to the possible intentions of the new
Russia in the post-Soviet space there was no historical record available to

2 The New York Times 1991.
3 E.g. Batalden and Batalden 1997.

4 E.g.Popescu 2014.
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be used as a guideline. Both the Russian Empire and the ussr considered
separatist movements an existential threat they had to supress. Yeltsin set
a precedent in utilising separatist intentions in the USSR to free himself
from the supreme authority of Soviet state structures.

Yeltsin facilitated the collapse of the ussr. This was a key political
victory for him, whereas the opposition, primarily the communists but
also large and influential groups in state service, saw it as a national and
personal catastrophe. Russia’s first and most pro-Western Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Andrey Kozyrev, made this infighting shockingly clear
to his foreign counterparts in December 1992 at a ministerial meeting
during the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in
Stockholm: he “threatened to use force against other ex-Soviet repub-
lics and accused NATO of interfering in Russia’s backyard. He described
the territory of the former Soviet Union as ‘a post-imperial space where
Russia has to defend its interests by all available means, including military
and economic ones’. He demanded an end to United Nations sanctions
against Serbia and expressed Slavic solidarity with Serbian nationalists™>.
In the next sitting he explained that this was not a change in Russia’s
foreign policy but a description of what awaited the world if Yeltsin’s
opponents were to win.

The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation signed by
President Yeltsin in April 1993° acknowledges the “interim importance”
of Gorbachev’s “new political thinking” but criticises it for abstract

“non-conflictual globalism” and the maintenance of an outdated view of
the world order as a competition between socialist and capitalist systems.
Although this was clearly a reflection of the uneasy relationship between
Gorbachev and Yeltsin, the more specific message was that the new Russia
would not repeat Gorbachev’s mistake of being too naive. The key foreign
policy goals declared in the Concept included the termination of armed
clashes and the resolution of conflicts around Russia, as well as guaran-
teeing full respect of human and minority rights in the “near abroad”,
especially among ethnic Russians and Russian-speaking people.

A further complaint was that the “formation of foreign policy in a
number of cIs states is marked by an emphasised willingness to distance
themselves from Russia, a characteristic of the emerging independence”,
as well as by territorial disputes and “a kind of allergy to anything that
resembles the former dependence on Soviet structures”. The resulting
landscape is described as a “complex process of forming the near geopo-
litical surroundings of Russia, the outcome of which will depend largely

5 The Independent 1992.

6  Diplomaticheskiy Vestnik 1993, pp. 3-23.
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on our ability, by persuasion or as a last resort by force, to ensure the

principles of international law, including the rights of minorities, to fight

for a solid, good neighbourhood”. Russia is referred to as a “great power”
that has to bear “the principle burden of peacekeeping in the c1s”.

The cis is extensively discussed in the Concept as a regional organisa-
tion that Russia strongly supported, although it is assumed that the en-
thusiasm might not be shared by other members demanding the “flexible”
and “multi-speed” development of cIS structures. The growing influence
of third states in post-Soviet space was seen as a risk in terms of Russian
interests on the one hand and an inevitability on the other.

The primary international security concern in the early 1990s was to
secure Russia’s control over the Soviet Union’s entire nuclear arsenal - a
move decisively supported by the West. The 1993 Concept places great
importance on establishing close bonds between the EU, NATO, Western
Europe and the “shaping security system of the cSCE”. Russia also aimed
at diverse and intensive cooperation specifically with NATO.

If it was to contribute to resolving the severe economic problems, for-
eign policy had to ensure the maintenance and further development of the
common economic space on “former USSR territory”, as well as obtaining
consultative and other support from the West. Other priorities included
strengthening Russia’s role as a leading power in space exploration and
arms exportation, while striving to reach international agreement on
prohibiting the export of weapons to conflict zones.

The goals listed in the 1993 Concept under the sub-heading “Western
Europe” were largely achieved in the subsequent years. They included
the conclusion of an agreement on multi-dimensional cooperation with
the EU (Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, 1994), accession to
the Council of Europe (Russia joined in February 1996), participation in
sub-regional organisations and the development of bilateral ties. It was
believed among the Russian leadership in the early 1990s that Russia’s
active participation in regional multilateral arrangements would compen-
sate for its economic weaknesses and make it equally or more important
for Western partners than other newly independent states.

As far as “Eastern Europe”, meaning the former Eastern Bloc and the
newly independent states in the region, were concerned the 1993 Concept
proclaimed a “completely new strategy” devoid of the “imperial ar-
rogance and egocentrism” of the Ussr. This was the message that was
meant to allay the already evident worries of former allies, and to relieve
Russian citizens of the burden of foreign-policy adventures. The strategic
goal had to be “to avoid the transformation of Eastern Europe into a sort
of buffer that would isolate us from the West”. On the other hand, Russia
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had to avoid being pushed out of Eastern Europe by the West. Specific
tasks referring to “Eastern Europe” were purely bilateral or related to
conflict resolution (primarily in Yugoslavia). The potential geopolitical
risks for Russia, which shaped Russian policy discourse in the following
decades, were immediately recognised but there was no clearly formu-
lated and tangible plan to mitigate them. The principle reason for this
was that Russia and other parts of the former Eastern Bloc faced similar
challenges related to economic and institutional transformation. Russia
was looking for financial and technical help itself, and could not become
a source of help among its neighbours. Moreover, the formal diplomatic
peer-to-peer relationships of the newly independent states naturally
required time to take shape.

The 1993 Concept formally remained in force for the rest of Boris
Yeltsin’s presidency, until 2000. It was reviewed four times in the years
that followed - reflecting the changes in leadership (Yeltsin-Putin in 2000,
Putin-Medvedev in 2008, Medvedev-Putin in 2013) and the consequences
of the Ukraine crisis in 2016)”.

The year 1993 ended for Russia with a limited but violent civil con-
flict in Moscow, when President Yeltsin brought down the conservative
parliament and adopted the new Constitution that remains in force a
quarter of a century later. It states: the President “shall determine the
guidelines of the internal and foreign policies of the State”, and “govern
the foreign policy of the Russian Federation”®. The conservative mood
openly expressed by the opposition-driven parliament did not soften.
Conservatism, or in more general terms realpolitik, which is considered
by actors in the area of foreign and security policy in particular to be the
only feasible alternative to ensure the protection of the national interest,
has been Russia’s mainstream policy for most of the time since the col-
lapse of the Ussr. Minister Kozyrev and any other liberal voices in the
government were almost immediately deprived of any direct influence
on hard security issues. When the military had the final word, diplomats
were left to deal with the consequences.

This effect of this was most obvious in the more prolonged post-Soviet
conflicts in which Russia played a role, positioning itself as a mediator
but de facto taking sides. The proponents of this approach considered it
necessary to support entities appealing for Russia’s help, framing it as “us
against them”, and seeing the collapse of the USSR as unfinished business
that did not give those seeking reunification with Russia a chance to secede.
This inevitably resulted in tensions among a number of post-Soviet states.

7 The updates did not always appear in same the year as the events that caused them.

8  Constitution of the Russian Federation, 12 December 1993. Article 80 (3), 86 (a).
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Russian efforts at conflict resolution were genuine in many respects,
but were conditional upon a commitment to closer ties. The dominant
vision was that after a period of time the post-Soviet states would redis-
cover the potential benefits of permanent cooperation with Russia. The
more divergent the foreign-policy visions of the conflict-torn post-Soviet
states became, the less inclined the Russian government was to facilitate
the reunification of the separatist “us” with “them”.

The ghost of the Cold War re-emerged in Russia’s relations with
the West on a number of occasions. It was prevalent at the Budapest
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (cscg) in December
1994: Russia protested against NATO enlargement, whereas the West com-
plained about Russia’s military support for opponents of the separatists in
Chechnya, referring to “tanks and modern fighter-jets without insignia”®.
All-out war broke out in Chechnya immediately afterwards, to the further
detriment of the relationship.

Andrey Kozyrev resigned as the Minister of Foreign Affairs in January
1996, to be succeeded by Evgeniy Primakov, an academician and the head
of the Foreign Intelligence Service in 1991-96. He emphasised the need to
develop a multipolar world in which Russia wold play a notable role as
part of a strategic triangle with India and China!®. This counter-balance
to the West was not meant to be adversarial. Minister Primakov invested
in fostering relations with the West, which improved at that time.

In line with Russia’s influential business representatives, the West
preferred the re-election of Yeltsin in the summer of 1996 to a looming
communist revanche. The First Chechen War ended with the Khasavyurt
Accords in August 1996 and the withdrawal of Russian federal armed forc-
es from the region. In May 1997 Russia and NATO signed the Founding Act
that helped to resolve issues arising from any enlargement of the Alliance.
President Yeltsin and Ukraine’s President Leonid Kuchma signed a bilat-
eral treaty in the same month, which was ratified by the Russian State
Duma in December 1998 after a heated debate over the fate of Crimea. By
July 1997 Russian participation had turned 67 into 68. The 1999 Kosovo
crisis dealt a further blow to Russia’s relations with the West. An at-
tempt to resolve various European security concerns in a package deal
was made at the OSCE Istanbul summit in November 1999 but failed over
the longer term.

During his first two terms in office Vladimir Putin made efforts to
form an allied relationship with the West, which were successful in part.
He offered the usa much-needed support in its Afghanistan campaign

9  Kommersant1994.

10 Simha 2015.

70 / FEBRUARY 2019 FIIA REPORT



(2001), built advanced bilateral relationships with a number of European
states, agreed on the establishment of the NATO-Russia Council (2002),
and on the concept of “common spaces” with the EU (2003). Russia signed
a visa-facilitation agreement with the EU (2006), which is still in force,
and started negotiations on a new treaty. As time went on the President
became increasingly sceptical about Russia’s chances of becoming a re-
spected player in the Western team. He revealed his frustration in his
famous speech!! at the Munich Security Conference in February 2007: it
was probably meant to be honest talk but it was understood as a decla-
ration of Cold War. The last months of Putin’s second presidential term
were marked by a us-driven campaign to recognise Kosovo and a NATO
Bucharest summit putting on paper!? future membership for Ukraine and
Georgia. Russia has clearly seen NATO as a vehicle for strengthening the
Us presence in Europe and making it permanent. As far as Georgia, and
especially Ukraine, are concerned this could involve the most sophisti-
cated military facilities and equipment with direct access to vast parts
of European Russia. The impression of the Russian leadership was that
whatever it said or did, their concerns were increasingly ignored by the
powerful and confident West.

Dmitry Medvedev’s presidency could have been an opportunity for
a new beginning. Indeed, his proposals, first and foremost on European
security!?, were designed as such. Instead, it will be remembered for the
war in Georgia, the disputed recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s
independence, and the Arab spring culminating in the 2011 Libya cam-
paign mainly involving Western powers. NATO intervention in Libya was
facilitated by UN Security Council Resolution 1973. Russia abstained from
voting following the deliberate and, in the eyes of Russian security circles
mistaken, decision by President Medvedev, who probably saw it as a way
of establishing Russia as an indispensable and cooperative Western ally.
Putin, at that time the Prime Minister, openly spoke against the Resolution,
calling it “handicapped” and “resembling calls for Crusades” 4. His return
to the presidency was obviously met with little enthusiasm in the West.
The displeasure with Medvedev’s “interregnum” in security circles was
further confirmed in an unprecedented documentary with comments
from high-level military personnel openly blaming Medvedev’s alleged
indecisiveness during the 2008 Georgia war?'>.

11 Speech and the Following Discussion at the Munich Conference on Security Policy 2007.
12 Bucharest Summit Declaration 2008.

13 Medvedev 2008.

14 Rbc.ru 2011.

15 Reuters2012.
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The 2014 Ukraine crisis further aggravated the Cold War-like atmos-
phere and delineated Russia’s immediate environment in Europe as com-
peting for influence. For the first time since the early 1990s a completely
new!'® conflict involving Russia erupted in the East of Ukraine, with no
end in sight. The Russian President seems to believe that giving up is not
an option, and that in the longer run his policies will help Russia to se-
cure its interests. In the meantime, the Russian government is acting as a

“pivot to the East”, intensively developing relations with key Asian states
that do not see the events in and around Ukraine as a stumbling block.

3.3 EASTERN EUROPE: MAKING A CHOICE

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, and arguably for centuries be-
fore that, the fate of Ukraine has been seen pivotal to the future of the
sub-region. As US strategist Zbigniew Brzezinski, who is of Polish descent,
famously claimed, “[i]t cannot be stressed enough that without Ukraine,
Russia ceases to be an empire, but with Ukraine suborned and then subor -
dinated, Russia automatically becomes an empire”!”. Conservative Russian
observers happily refer to these words, which they see as a manifestation
of the irreconcilable divergence of interests between the West and Russia,
the former determined to prevent the success of the latter by any means.
Whether being an empire represents success is arguable at best, but in the
conservative worldview the empire is the only form of Russia’s histori-
cal existence, and on this basis Brzezinski’s words could be interpreted
as an outright willingness to destroy Russia. The Ukrainian nationalist
movement was among the key targets of the tsarist and Soviet security
apparatus. Russia and Ukraine developed a complicated but peaceful
relationship that lasted for more than two decades until the 2014 crisis
separated the two neighbours for the foreseeable future.

In July 1993 the Ukrainian Parliament adopted Key Foreign Policy
Guidelines'® that describe relations with Russia as a “special partnership”
that “will to a large extent define the progressive democratic development
of both Ukraine and the Russian Federation, and stability in Europe and
the world”. The same passage includes a pledge to counteract territo-
rial claims and attempts to meddle in Ukraine’s domestic affairs. The
Guidelines specifically mention an “extremely important task” to make

16  Inspite of the fact that vast regional differences in Ukraine were well known and used as one of the political
instruments, for most people in and outside the conflict zone the military escalation came as an unexpected
shock.

17 Brzezinski1994.

18  Postanovlenie ob osnovnikh napravleniyakh vneshney politiki Ukrainy 1993.
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both Ukraine and Russia aware of the perils of confrontation. Among re-
gional organisations the CSCE and NATO are prioritised such that Ukraine’s
involvement would “gradually transform” NATO structures, eventually
making them “elements of a new all-European security system com-
patible with the Helsinki Process”. Given the changes resulting from the
collapse of the Ussr Ukraine’s declared willingness to be neutral and
non-aligned had to be “adapted to the new circumstances” and could not
be seen as an obstacle to full participation in the “all-European security
structure”. The Guidelines confirm Ukraine’s determination to become
a non-nuclear state, first declared in October 1991.

Ukraine also aimed at membership of the Council of Europe, which
was achieved by late 1995. Membership of European Communities “and
other Western European and all-European structures” was defined as
a possible future goal, “unless it would be harmful to [Ukraine’s] na-
tional interests”. In this sense the Partnership and Cooperation with the
European Union Agreement (concluded in 1994) was the first step, to be
followed by associated and then full membership. The cis is referred to
in the Guidelines as a useful consultation mechanism, mainly because it
was way of dealing with the Soviet legacy.

The strategic choices made by Ukraine in the early 1990s were sus-
tained in spite of multiple domestic turbulence, but significant adjust-
ments were necessary. Over the course of 25 years the country had five
presidents and 15 ministers of foreign affairs. President Kuchma de-
clared the country’s willingness to join NATO in May 2002. The winners
of the 2004-05 Orange revolution maintained this goal until 2010, when
President Viktor Yanukovich decided that a non-bloc status was best for
Ukraine!®. The Euromaidan of 2014 turned the tables again. The public
revolt was triggered by the refusal of President Yanukovich to enter into
an Association Agreement with the Eu, which was eventually signed by
the victors in mid-2014 and came into force in 2016-172°. Ukrainians
acquired the right of visa-free travel to the EU in 2017 (Ukrainian visas
for EU and Us citizens were unilaterally abolished in 2005). President
Petro Poroshenko declared his intention to insert the imperative of U/
NATO integration into the country’s constitution. Given the outcomes of
the 2014 ground-breaking crisis the appeal and significance of Western
institutions for Ukraine strengthened dramatically: an all-European se-
curity structure was dropped as an unfulfilled dream, whereas relations
with Russia deteriorated to a level that was considered a risk to be avoided
a quarter of a century previously.

19  NATO 2015.

20 EEAS 2016.
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In the case of Belarus its initial attempts to define its place in the world
largely resembled Ukraine’s priorities described above,?! but most of its
post-Soviet history since 1994 has been marked by the long presidency of
Aleksander Lukashenko. Determined to strengthen presidential powers
and to marginalise the opposition Lukashenko soon soured relations with
Western institutions that accused him of violating commonly accepted
norms. The Belarusian application to join the Council of Europe has been
frozen since 1997. The country’s leadership was on the receiving end of
EU sanctions and the us reflected Western attitudes to the repression
of the opposition after the presidential elections of 2006 and 2010. The
authorities ordered the expulsion of Western diplomats on several occa-
sions. The negative dynamics in the Belarus-Western relationship started
to change during the Ukraine crisis, when the dramatic developments
involving Belarus’ neighbours helped the country to position itself as a
balanced and predictable mediator. Minsk has been the venue for regular
talks on Donbass since 2014.

At the same time as Belarus became relatively isolated from the West
it strengthened its relations with Russia. They formed a community in
April 1996, and the Union State of Russia and Belarus a year later. The
Belarusian President’s relationship with Russia has had many tactical ups
and downs but he nevertheless remains Moscow’s closest ally. Belarus also
benefits from providing the key energy and goods transit route between
Russia and the EU.

The 2005 Guidelines on Belarus’ home and foreign policy are delib-
erately broad??. The document lists general principles and policy tools
but does not define its relations with particular partners. The Ministry of
Foreign Affairs does list regional priorities, however,?* which highlight
the importance of post-Soviet regional organisations such as the c1s,
the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) and the Collective Security Treaty
Organization (csTo). Attention is paid to the broadly defined prospect of
normalising relations with the EU and the Us.

The President of Belarus is regarded as a sophisticated player who is
using the mutual suspicion between Russia and the West to ensure his
sovereignty. At the same time, the outcomes of this policy line remain
ambiguous. Belarus remains the only country in the EAEU, and one of the
few in the world, that has not joined the World Trade Organization, which
would benefit business and future EAEU cohesion. Any formal legal-
ly-binding agreements between the EU and Belarus remain complicated

21  Snapkovskiy 2016.
22 Pravo.by 2005.

23 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Belarus 2018.
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given the long-felt Western scepticism towards the Belarusian political
system. On the other hand, Belarus’ sudden unilateral visa liberalisation
for a large number of countries?* led to the reintroduction of irritating
border checks with Russia, which has a much more conservative visa
policy. The intention of the Belarusian authorities to make the country
more accessible to foreigners clashes with its unchanged internal power
mechanisms.

Moldova emerged as an independent state in the midst of political
infighting around Transdniestria and the looming option of unification
with Romania, which remains unexplored. Its 1994 Constitution declares

“permanent neutrality”?°. The foreign-policy concept?¢ adopted by the
Moldovan Parliament in 1995 could have been inspired by the Ukrainian
Guidelines discussed above.

Relations with Russia, Ukraine and Belarus were highlighted as a prior-
ity that would “to a large extent define political stability and the success of
political and economic reforms” in Moldova. On the other hand, Romania
was seen as the country that could help Moldova to overcome “one-sid-
ed economic dependence” and facilitate its accession to the European
community (obviously understood more broadly than the EU, of which
Romania was not yet a member). Accession to the Council of Europe was
listed as the primary goal (accomplished in 1995) and membership of
the EU in the longer term. As Moldova saw it, the signing of the 2014
Association Agreement and visa-free travel in the same year were steps
in this direction, even if EU membership has not yet been sanctioned by
Brussels. Moldova, as Ukraine did at around the same time, declared sup-
port for the gradual transformation of NATO structures into the elements
of a new European security system.

Although Transnistrian conflict is not specifically mentioned in the
1995 Concept, in recent decades it has been one of the key topics of dis-
cussion between Moldova and its foreign partners. What was commonly
referred to as the easiest frozen conflict to resolve??, however, still lacks
a mutually acceptable outcome.

In spite of the direct proximity and economic importance of the EU,
Moldova keeps struggling with geopolitical choices and governance issues.
The country’s President since 2016, Igor Dodon, is exploring the possibility

24 Belarus.by 2017
25  Constitution of the Republic of Moldova, Article 11.
26 Postanovlenie Nr.368 ob utverzhdenii Kontseptsii vneshney politiki Respubliki Moldova 1995.

27  The hostile phase of the Transnistrian conflict was short and limited in scope. It would seem to be a question
of linguistic rights rather than ethnicities. Direct communication between Chisinau and Tiraspol officials,
as well as transport connections, are far from perfect but extensively normalised in comparison with other
protracted conflicts.
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of EAEU engagement. Moldova became the first EAEU observer state in
2018 - there had been no such status previously. The higher level of policy
coordination with Russia could be interpreted as an attempt finally to
resolve the Transnistria conflict. However, Dodon’s ideas are vehemently
opposed by supporters of European integration. Most of the country’s
political class is seen in the West as astonishingly corrupt, which further
complicates the integration of the republic into Western institutions.

3.4 SOUTH CAUCASUS: ETHNIC FAULT LINES

Georgia in the early 1990s was in a state of domestic turmoil and at war
with separatists. When former Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs Eduard
Shevardnadze was appointed leader he tried to use the relationship with
Russia to resolve the separatist conflicts. As President he decided to join
the c1s In December 1993, when Georgia was in the midst of a real eco-
nomic disaster?®. In line with many other European countries in the 1990s,
Georgia developed a partnership with NATO.

The ground-breaking change came with the Rose Revolution in
November 2003 and the election of Mikheil Saakashvili as President ear-
ly in 2004. Saakashvili’s ambition was to reshape the country’s identity
and policies. He enjoyed strong support from the West, while arousing
suspicion in the Russian leadership.

Georgia is aiming at NATO and EU membership, claiming that these
goals are potentially attainable even if the territorial disputes remain
unresolved. The example of West Germany, which joined the Atlantic
Alliance in 1955 while maintaining non-recognition of East Germanys, is
often mentioned as a valid precedent. Georgia along with Ukraine indeed
received encouragement from NATO at the 2008 Bucharest summit, and
were promised future membership. The 2014 Association Agreement
with the EU and the visa-free travel introduced in 2018 are also seen as
stepping stones leading to full participation in key Western institutions,
which would exclude even the theoretical possibility of EAEU membership.

The 2008 war strengthened these trends. When Russia recognised the
independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia the Georgian government
severed diplomatic relations with Moscow and left the c1s. Some form of
economic interaction and diplomatic dialogue with Russia were subse-
quently restored, however, when Saakashvili left the presidential office
in 2013. The Georgian government’s position on diplomatic relations has
not changed.

28 Kommersant1993.
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The initial formation of state policies In Armenia was also heavily in-
fluenced by an armed conflict. The intense phase of the Karabakh war
ended in 1994 but the long-standing enmity is not even close to being
resolved. Turkey, which is supportive of Azerbaijan, did not establish
diplomatic relations with Armenia and blocked the Turkish-Armenian
border. Armenia found itself in a unique geostrategic position. Hemmed
in by two of its neighbours it had two lifelines: one passed through Iran,
a country that faced heavy international sanctions most of the time, and
the other went through Georgia.

Given Georgia’s difficult relations with Russia the likelihood of de-
veloping an infrastructure connecting Armenia and Russia via Georgia
is limited. At the same time, Armenia was never completely isolated. It
enjoys the support of the vast and influential diaspora and successfully
developed bilateral relations with many Western states. Whereas the re-
lationship with Russia is important for historical, economic and political
reasons, Russia’s balancing act on the Karabakh issue frequently attracts
criticism from the Armenian elite. Armenia is one of the founding mem-
bers of the csTo, and it had to drop the idea of entering into an Association
Agreement with the EU in 2013 in order to join the EAEU. Nevertheless,
in November 2017 it signed a Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership
Agreement?® with the EU that did not interfere with the rules of the EAEU
customs union. The country experienced a peaceful change of political
leadership in 2018, which raised the question of whether the level of mu-
tual understanding with the Russian government would be maintained.
Most experts concluded that given the difficulties in the immediate neigh-
bourhood it would be the interest of any future Armenian government?°.

The Karabakh conflict meant the de facto loss of substantial territo-
ries for Azerbaijan, although de jure Karabakh independence remains
unrecognised by UN members including Armenia. The population of
Azerbaijan is three times as big as that of Armenia, its GDP (PPP) is six
times bigger, and it generates revenue from its vast natural resources. In
the eyes of many in Azerbaijan the imbalance constitutes the grounds for
a future revanche through negotiation or by force. The tension between
the two nations is possibly stronger and more dangerous than in any other
post-Soviet crisis zone.

Azerbaijan, in line with a number of oil-rich states, is more sceptical
than its neighbours about economic integration. On the military level it
also prefers to avoid multilateral alliances that would in all probability
remain unhelpful should the Karabakh situation escalate. For the West,

29 EU-Armenia Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement (CEPA) 2017.

30 E.g.Shakarian 2018.
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Azerbaijan is one of the sources of energy that is an alternative to Russia,
and could be used to boost the diversification of supply. This strong in-
terest®! has significantly reduced the volume of Western criticism of the
country’s government regarding democratic standards and respect for
human rights. At the same time its hereditary presidents - Heydar Aliyev
and ITham Aliyev - who benefited in the past from being in Soviet elite
circles, manage to maintain stable and friendly relations with the Russian
leadership. Importantly for Russia and other neighbours, Azerbaijan is
one of the Caspian states co-deciding the fate of the resource-rich basin.

States of the South Caucasus enjoy a unique geographical position that
they cannot exploit to the full on account of the acute conflicts that give
no reason to hope for a resolution in the near future. Given the adjacent
surroundings shaped by Russia’s troubled North Caucasus, Iran, which
is highly likely to experience growing tensions with the usa and the
turbulent Middle East, the long-term future of this Eurasian powder keg
will require further stabilisation efforts on the international level.

3.5 CENTRAL ASIA: THE CROSSROADS OF EURASIA

Contrary to multiple concerns related to radical movements and an in-
stability spill-over from Afghanistan, Central Asian states have man-
aged either to avoid or resolve the kind of disputes still going on in other
sub-regions of the post-Soviet space. These states are often discussed
in terms of unfinished political transition, although the basic structures
may still successfully cope with major risks in the future. Policies are
strongly influenced by leaders, who cannot remain in power forever,
but this will not necessarily alter understanding of the national interest
in foreign affairs.

The international environment in Central Asia is shaped by Russia and
China, as well as by the frequently difficult relationships among the states
and with other countries that willingly engage with the resource-rich re-
gion. China has the potential to become the dominant player. This carries
both risks and opportunities, but China is more readily considered a risk.

Nursultan Nazarbayev has been President of Kazakhstan since before
its independence. He was one of the most promising representatives
of the younger generation in the Soviet leadership, and has been a key
proponent of Eurasian integration as a way of uniting the efforts of core
post-Soviet states struggling with many economic-development issues.
Kazakhstan was therefore one of the founders of the EAEU. Nazarbayev

31 Coffey and Nifti 2018.
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also understood that foreign policy for a country situated between Russia
and China was inevitably a balancing act that should at best involve other
power centres.

Kazakhstan’s President approved a newly drafted Foreign Policy
Concept in 2014%2. Unsurprisingly, the country’s priorities include stabil-
ity in Central Asia, Eurasian economic integration, agreement on borders
in the Caspian Sea, and participation in global and regional multilateral
organisations. Kazakhstan is aiming at “full-scale relations” with the EU,
including the prospect of visa-free travel, and both parties concluded
a new Enhanced Partnership and Cooperation Agreement in October
2015°%3. Relations with China are described in the Policy Concept as a

“comprehensive strategic partnership”. A new bilateral treaty signed
in 2013, which refers to Kazakhstan’s relations with Russia in terms of
good neighbours and allies,?* is also a military alliance of sorts, given
Kazakhstan’s participation in the csTo.

Uzbekistan, the country with the biggest population in Central Asia,
recently experienced a major change of political leadership. President
Islam Karimov headed the country for 27 years and gradually, after several
ups and downs, stated a preference for economic and political isolation-
ism. The Collective Security Treaty - the basis of military cooperation

- was signed in Tashkent, the capital of Uzbekistan. However, President
Karimov declined prolonging the Treaty in 1999 and opted instead to
join the GUAM - a loose Russia-free cooperation format set up in 1997 by
Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova. After a few years, however,
Karimov became disillusioned with Guam and left it as well. His rela-
tions with the West soured following violent clashes in the Uzbekistan
city of Andijan in May 2005. He joined the csTO in 2006, and then again
suspended membership in 2012.

The President’s successor, Shavkat Mirziyoyev, came to power
in December 2016. He showed a willingness to make adjustments to
Uzbekistan’s policies, which now seemed to aim at more but still limit-
ed and controlled openness. Many foreign partners see this as a chance
to reboot their relations with the country, as neighbours of which the
previous president had been openly suspicious.

Kyrgyzstan could be considered the least autocratic country in Central
Asia. Starting from 2005 it experienced multiple changes of political lead-
ership, which did not bring economic success. Its first President Askar

32 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan 2014.
33 EU Delegation to Kazakhstan: 1 December 2017.

34 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia 2013.
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Akayev attempted?® to benefit from the idea of a new Silk Road before
it came into fashion as a result of Chinese efforts. China is Kyrgyzstan’s
big and powerful neighbour, which brings both opportunities and risks.
At the expense of territorial compromise and notable political fighting,
Kyrgyzstan managed to resolve border issues with China in 2002.

The relative enthusiasm demonstrated by Kyrgyzstan’s leadership for
different forms of post-Soviet integration could be attributable in part to
a desire to counter-balance China. However, it also reflects the search for
economic leverage and a generally positive assessment of the outcomes
of the Soviet era. Kyrgyzstan joined the EAEU in August 2015, six months
behind the founding members, which ignited worries related primarily
to the role the country might play in “grey” imports from China.

Tajikistan, on the other hand, remains outside the EAEU framework.
Its border with Afghanistan is seen by EAEU members as another security
risk, hence they are in no rush to bring the country on board. Tajikistan, in
turn, is trying to leave all options on the table and is assessing the possible
advantages and disadvantages of membership?¢. The country, headed
by Emomali Rahmon since 1992, has set three strategic foreign-policy
goals: energy independence, breaking the communications deadlock (i.e.
access to ports and other infrastructure) and food security?’. Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan are the leading recipients of development assistance in
Central Asia3s.

Tajikistan is ethnically and linguistically close to Iran, but this does not
necessarily promote a flourishing relationship. President Rahmon seems
to be increasingly concerned about Iranian influence on the economic,
political and religious level®.

Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are csTO members that form the southern
flank of the organisation. Given the continuous instability in Afghanistan,
Russia is motivated to maintain a modest but permanent military presence
in the republics. The UsA has expressed a similar interest, and extensively
uses the Manas airbase to support its Afghanistan campaign.

The strictest political regime in the post-Soviet space, Turkmenistan,
uses its vast natural reserves to refrain from close alliances, which re-
sembles Azerbaijan’s strategy. The change of leadership in 2006 did not
alter the essence of the regime. It seems to be reviving its participation
in the most loose of the post-Soviet organisations - the cIs - at a very

35 Dundich 2012.

36 Azernews 2018.

37 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Tadjikistan 2018.
38 Mirovaya Economika i Mezhdunarodniye Otnosheniya 2018.

39  Sputnik Tadjikistan 2018.

80 / FEBRUARY 2019 FIIA REPORT



steady pace: it chaired the organisation for the first time in 2012 and is
expected to do so again in 20194°. Turkmenistan, like Kazakhstan, Russia
and Azerbaijan, is a Caspian state involved in negotiations on its status that
recently produced a somewhat positive result*!. Its Foreign Policy Concept
declares that the state is prioritising environmental and water diplomacy*2.

3.6 CONCLUSIONS

In the third decade since their political, economic, social and ethnic “di-
vorce”, the post-Soviet states naturally feel further apart. Each of them
followed its own path of political evolution, including foreign policy. What
initially looked like a similar set of challenges defined by deep transforma-
tion towards a market economy, turned out to be different and driven by
“destiny” - an abundance or lack of resources, a more or less encouraging
regional environment and the availability of welcoming alliances.

These post-Soviet states use their membership of multilateral institu-
tions as a tool to serve their national interests. The different foreign-policy
choices being made depend on the political regime and the immediate
geographical surroundings, but what is common to them all is that they
look at foreign policy as a manifestation of their sovereignty and as a way
of strengthening it.

All post-Soviet states were aware of the leading role played by the
West in the world arena in the early 1990s, and many attempted to benefit
from cooperating with them. Over time their expectations became more
realistic, as open frustration surfaced. The uneasy relationship between
Russia and the West cannot be ignored by the other post-Soviet states,
which try to avoid negative repercussions for themselves. Ukraine and
Georgia are different in that they are already engaged in a tug-of-war to
an extent that makes them believe joining the West is the only workable
security guarantee for them.

Countries cannot choose neighbours, and the post-Soviet states quick-
ly learned that many of their foreign-policy concerns related less to their
political leadership and more to their immediate geographical environ-
ment. Some countries are luckier than others in this regard, but most have
to deal with the fact that their neighbours are also going through difficult
internal transformation. Neighbouring states may become suspicious of
one another, or even adversarial, regardless of the rational conclusion

40 Trend 2018.
41  BBC News 2018.

42 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkmenistan
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that they would derive mutual benefit more readily from constructive
cooperation than from rivalry.

Sovereignty implies the development of national elites, including in
foreign policy, who proudly defend their countries’ national interests.
The worst possible scenario would be for them to give up the right to a
hypothetical Eurasian political union. The post-Soviet regional organisa-
tions will continue to develop in a flexible, sometimes amorphous manner,
leaving their members enough room for manoeuvre.
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4. IMITATING REGIONALISM:
EURASIAN REGIONAL ORGANISATIONS
AS A SOVIET LEGACY

Ekaterina Furman, Alexander Libman

4.1 INTRODUCTION

One of the most visible legacies of the Soviet Union still persistent in the
political life of the Eurasian countries is a wide array of organisations
for regional integration, which have been flourishing in the region since
the early 1990s and remain active almost thirty years later.! Post-Soviet
Eurasia is not unique in this sense and is probably comparable to vari-
ous post-colonial commonwealths (such as the British and the French).
However, Eurasian regional organisations go well beyond most other
commonwealths in their ambitions. In fact, a persistent goal of Eurasian
regionalism, which the actors involved repeatedly proclaim, is to create
some sort of “Eurasian EU” - in a nutshell, an organisation with open
borders allowing the free movement of people, capital and goods, with a
high level of policy coordination and institutions similar to those of the
European Union. This is not to say that all post-Soviet countries have al-
ways embraced this idea, and certainly not that they would be willing to
implement it: on the contrary, even the most pro-integrationist powers
such as Kazakhstan put very clear limits on how far the integration should
go. Nevertheless, politicians from Eurasian states have been willing to
engage in repeated integration games for three decades, during which
time agreements have been signed and goals proclaimed that serve as
milestones on the way to a “Eurasian EU”.

Clearly, the Eurasian states did not manage to create their own EU
analogue. Even the Customs Union of 2010 fell far short of European

1 Furman, Rdcz, and Ushkalova 2013, pp. 255-268.
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integration.? This is not surprising: the EU is and will probably remain a
unique case in the universe of regional organisations in terms of its ac-
torness and policy impact. Nevertheless, such organisations are the most
visible sign of the promotion of the post-Soviet space as a specific region
in world politics. Even if they have little policy impact, as long as they
attract sufficient attention from politicians and the general public they
will strengthen the perception of the former Soviet Union as a distinct area
comprising countries that belong together in some sense.? It is therefore
necessary to understand how and why these organisations evolved if
one wishes to explore the surviving legacy of the Soviet Union in Eurasia.

The aim in this chapter is to study the evolution of the Eurasian model
of regionalism, and more specifically to shed light on the specific insti-
tutional forms its member states have chosen. We consider the imitation
of regionalism in the broader context of the imitational regimes that
emerged in most Eurasian countries. These polities, which on the formal
level resembled the institutions of advanced democracies, for the most
part relied on informal practices that safeguarded the power of the au-
tocratic elites. We suggest that the nature of these imitational regimes
affected the way in which post-Soviet regional organisations developed
and the integration results they achieved at various stages of their evo-
lution. This, in turn, had an effect on the extent of interdependence and
commonality among Eurasian countries. We consider the current situation
in light of the pre-1991 state.

4.1.1 Why Eurasian states were unable to create their own EU

Three former Soviet republics signed the Belavezha Accords officially
disbanding the Soviet Union on 8 December 1991. Only two months lat-
er, on 7 February 1992, members of the European Community signed
the Maastricht Treaty, which was the cornerstone in the establishment
of the European Union and a new step in the development of European
integration. These two events - the fragmentation of the Soviet Union
and a major step towards European integration - almost coincided. On
an official level the Belavezha Accords were perceived as a tool for main-
taining the integrated economic and social space of the Soviet Union
by means of international regional-integration initiatives, which over
time came closer and closer to the blueprint of the EU (in the form of the

2 The EU has a developed supranational decision-making mechanism, a strong court systematically promoting
an integration agenda, regulatory power in numerous policy fields, substantial authority in terms of
protecting the internal market (including antitrust), and a Common Security and Defense Policy. The
Customs Union, on the other hand, has no elements of political and security integration, much more limited
regulatory powers and a much weaker essence of supranationality (if any at all). On measuring the extent of
integration in regional organisations see Hooghe et al. 2017.

3 Libman,and Vinokurov 2012.
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Commonwealth of Independent States, c1s). The irony of post-Soviet
integration is that it did not start out to integrate the region it comprised,
but rather emerged as a by-product of its disintegration. Still, the point
of time at which Eurasian regionalism emerged made reference to the EU
as a blueprint and its emulation a natural choice for post-Soviet countries.

The close economic and social ties between the Eurasian countries
in the 1990s appeared to form a solid basis for the development of a re-
gional-integration initiative. The main function of this initiative was to
preserve — and possibly to build upon - existing connections such as
cooperation between enterprises and a common infrastructure, as well
as to resolve issues associated with the Soviet legacy of interdependence
including safeguarding pension payments to citizens of the new independ-
ent states and the mutual recognition of university degrees, for example.
Whether regional integration following the EU example (including specific
governance mechanisms and a specific sequence of steps towards region-
alism) would preserve or re-establish the economic, political and social
ties severed by the collapse of the Soviet Union remains an open question,
however. There are several reasons for arguing that this is unlikely.

To start with, post-Soviet countries in Eurasia were already very highly
integrated economically and socially at the onset of their independence,
and it was essentially a matter of preserving existing connections rather
than building new ones. The European project was not built on such ex-
tensive ties, nor was it about maintaining a particular mode of interaction.
Eurasian regionalism did not have a technocratic stage of development
when it was ignored by the public, which made the implementation of
initiatives much easier: from the very beginning it was very highly po-
litical because it was part of the major phenomenon that concerned all
post-Soviet countries, in other words the collapse of the Soviet Union.

Second, the post-Soviet space is characterised by a high level of eco-
nomic and political asymmetry. Russia has the lion’s share of resourc-
es, military potential and population, but also (especially in the early
1990s) sufficient bureaucratic capacity to govern regional organisations.
High asymmetry makes it particularly difficult to design an appropriate
decision-making scheme: if voting rights are more fairly allocated the
hegemon fears losing its influence within the given integration structure,
and even in bilateral relations with a concentration of power in the hands
of the hegemon, smaller countries are concerned about becoming even
more highly dependent.

Third, the shadow of the past also affected how the interaction among
Eurasian countries was traditionally organised. Regionalism almost
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coincided with the former space of the Soviet Union,* which was governed
through a clearly hierarchical structure. Major decisions were made in
Moscow and other territories either complied or negotiated (sometimes
successfully) with the Kremlin. Following the collapse of the USSR it was
anon-trivial task for the elites to make the transition from this model of
relations to the equitable dialogue that is inherent in the EU model. Thus,
Boris Yeltsin was irritated when Azerbaijani President Abulfaz Elchibey
insisted on using a translator in the negotiations in the early 1990s.5 A
further source of friction was the firm conviction of the Russian elites that
they fully understood the processes going on in other Eurasian countries.
Consequently, they ignored the need to study political developments in
what was referred to as the “near abroad”, and frequently misjudged
the direction in which the politics of the new independent states were
going. In addition, in its imperial past the space in which Eurasian inte-
gration occurred (with boundaries determined by the Soviet Union and
to a large extent earlier by the Russian Empire) included highly hetero-
geneous countries.

Finally, the authoritarian nature of the political regimes of the key
Eurasian countries (which became more pronounced over time) is a ma-
jor problem in terms of regionalism. Authoritarian regimes find it much
more difficult to delegate power to supranational bodies, and to con-
strain their autonomy in any way: bureaucrats and elites may perceive
even self-imposed constraints as a sign of weakness of the incumbent.
Such regimes also lack credibility in terms of commitments: because it
is easy for them to reverse their policy decisions, other countries are less
likely to trust them. Although some Eurasian organisations managed to
overcome this problem, for others it remained a key obstacle. Somewhat
paradoxically, for instance, the implementation gap in organisations
comprising countries with a lower level of economic interdependence
was narrower, basically because their members were less concerned that
other countries would abuse this dependence and were more willing to
go further with establishing functioning regional-integration institutions
rather than merely discussing it. This, as one of the co-authors of this
chapter has shown,* is one of the reasons why the Customs Union of 2010
(with much looser economic ties between its key members - Russia and
Kazakhstan - than in the 1990s and early 2000s) was more successful than

4 The main exceptions are the Baltic states, which have never been involved in any Eurasian regional-
integration project. Turkmenistan declared itself an associated member of the c1s in 2005. Turkmenistan and
Ukraine did not ratify the cis Charter either, although they did ratify the Treaty on establishing it. Georgia
left the cIs in 2009.

5 Furman and Abasov 2001.

6  Libman and Vinokurov 2018, pp. 334-364.
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its predecessors established by virtually the same set of countries. The
authoritarian nature of the Eurasian states, combined with their strong
interdependence inherited from the Soviet era, required them to become
less interdependent first in order to advance regionalism.

In sum, creating a “Eurasian EU” was a task the countries of the
post-Soviet space were unlikely to accomplish from the start. At the
same time, for decades they successfully managed to imitate such a un-
ion, in other words they systematically engaged in integration rhetoric
and rituals that appeared to be directed towards its creation, but they
never succeeded in implementing this regional-integration approach in
practice. Below we discuss the evolution of this imitational regionalism
and how it changed over time.

4.2 THE 1900s: WHY AND HOW THE EURASIAN STATES
DECIDED TO IMITATE THE EU

The hopes observers expressed about democratisation in post-Soviet states
in the early 1990s quickly vanished. Although most countries in post-So-
viet Eurasia adopted the political institutions of advanced democracies
(elections, multiple political parties and constitutions proclaiming the
separation of powers between the executive and the legislative, for in-
stance), political practices typically did not echo the transplantation of
these formal institutions. As a result, post-Soviet Eurasia became the do-
main of what is frequently referred to as “electoral authoritarian regimes”.”

In the view of the authors of this chapter, the most important char-
acteristic of these regimes is the systematic imitation of democratic
practices. There are elections, for example, but they are manipulated so
as to ensure the success of a particular group, although this manipula-
tion does not necessarily take the form of direct falsification. Systematic
imitation emerged for two reasons: as a result of biased perceptions and
ideas about how democratic political systems work,® and as a conscious
attempt among ruling elites to stay in power at the same time as achieving
democratic legitimacy. The reference to legitimacy is significant here:
it was essential for the newly independent states to look like and to be
perceived as recognised democratic governments. However, being a
European democracy as far as the elites and, to some extent, the popu-
lation of these Eurasian countries were concerned, also implied being part
of the European Union - a regional organisation focusing on economic and

7 Furman 2009, pp. 3-15; Schedler 2002, pp. 36-50.

8  Furman 1996, pp. 42-61.

FIAREPORT FEBRUARY 2019 / 91



political integration and the free movement of trade, capital and labour
(the development of which was boosted in the 1990s after Maastricht).

Given that joining the EU was not an option during that era (enlarge-
ment towards Central and Eastern Europe had yet to happen), post-Soviet
countries opted to develop their own analogue to European integration
in the form of Eurasian regionalism. There is a major difference, however.
The main goal for the European countries was to integrate their economies
and societies. The logic of regionalism for the Eurasian countries, on the
other hand, is best summarised as follows. Existing economic, social
(and even psychological) ties pushed them towards regional integration.
The nature of their political regimes, based on imitation of the rules and
practices of so-called civilised democratic countries encouraged them
to pursue a particular integration project in terms of design, goals and
structure - one that resembled the European Union. However, as with the
imitation of democracy on the domestic level, the interest of the elites in
rent-seeking and power and the lack of knowledge about how regional
integration is supposed to function® prevented the implementation of this
project. Thus, regionalism in Eurasia was imitational in nature.

The narratives of Eurasian regionalism, used by the Russian elites dur-
ing that period, were also imitative. The CIS treaties and the general dis-
cussion during that era highlight two goals of the organisation: the need
to ensure a “civilised divorce” among the former USSR republics by re-
ducing any tension associated with the division of common property and
responsibilities, and developing a common economic space connecting
the new independent states, based on the European experience. In 1997,
Tatiana Valovaya, who was responsible for interaction with cis bodies in
the Russian presidential administration, described the future of the cis
in terms of the following dilemma: “are we going to follow the way of the
British Commonwealth of Nations, an organisation that is not useless, but
lacks a solid economic foundation? Or is our guide the European Union,
which is moving towards full-scale economic, currency and political
union?”'° As the head of administration at the Executive Secretariat of
the c1s, Aleksandr Shevchenko, clearly stated in the same year: “from the
first days of its existence, the cIs in many respects followed the example
of the European Union”.!! Even those who questioned the wisdom of
blindly copying the EU, as the then Executive Secretary of the c1s Boris

9  This, again, could be seen as part of the Soviet legacy: most of the politicians and bureaucrats who witnessed
the beginning of regionalism in Eurasia were former nomenklatura officials (and some were members of the
Soviet intelligentsia), with a very limited and often ideologically biased understanding of the inner workings
of European regionalism.

10 Valovaya 1997.

11 Shevchanko 1997.
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Berezovsky did in 1998, referred only to two models of regionalism - the
EU and EFTA.12

From the perspective of the Eurasian elites, the advantages and disad-
vantages of economic integration were evenly balanced. On the one hand,
as pointed out in the previous section, the close economic ties between the
Eurasian states made the fragmentation of the common economic space
extremely costly (at least in the short term) and probably exacerbated
the generally difficult economic situation in most of the countries con-
cerned. On the other hand, the fragmentation in itself was instrumental
in achieving two major goals: rent-seeking (e.g., protectionist support
of privileged enterprises and massive public investment in the new infra-
structure the independent states needed) and nation-building (requiring
clear separation from the former metropolitan power rather than inte-
gration). Hence, actively pursuing an integration agenda was unlikely to
be attractive to many post-Soviet elites. This, again, strengthened their
interest in imitation rather than true, functioning regional integration.

The first institutions of Eurasian regionalism, as mentioned in the in-
troduction, emerged from the collapse of the Soviet Union and were, to a
large extent, a reaction to the fragmentation of the single state rather than
an outcome of any design. Thus, several republics signed the Economic
Community Treaty as early as in October 1991, and whereas some of these
already saw themselves as independent states, others intended to remain
part of the Ussr. The main integrated institution of 1992-1993 was the
Rouble Zone - an informal monetary union based on the de-facto control
by the Russian Central Bank of the rouble - the former Soviet currency
still used in most post-Soviet republics. During this period, some ob-
servers (in both Eurasia and the West) hoped that the Rouble Zone would
herald a new integration format, but in the end the disagreements among
the post-Soviet states precluded such a development.!?

From 1993 onwards the imitational approach towards regionalism
became increasingly predominant. In a nutshell, it is characterised by
three common features:

- The regular signing of agreements and treaties by countries that fail
to implement them later (and arguably did not intend to implement
them in the first place);

- Chaotic sequences of agreements that do not necessarily follow a
clear path of integration, are duplicative and significantly overlap,

12 Berezovsky 1998.

13 Pomfret 2002, pp. 37-47.
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and the content is determined by the short-term preferences of the
particular incumbent rather than general integration logic;

- Adherence to rhetoric and institutional forms borrowed from the
European Union without due consideration of their relevance to
post-Soviet Eurasia.

For example, in 1993-1994 the cIs countries signed the following agree-
ments: the c1s Economic Union (September 1993); the c1s Free Trade Area
(April 1994); and the c1s Payment Union (October 1994). Even though the
original cI1s treaty included provisions related to abolishing customs duties,
the same objectives were set out in the frameworks of the first Customs
Union (1995-1996) and the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsgc,
2000), which included only a sub-set of c1s countries. The language of
EU regionalism is easily recognisable in the cIs treaties (even the idea of a
Payment Union was borrowed from the European integration experience).
The Customs Union and the EurAskc also clearly take European regionalism
as a benchmark in terms not only of the sequence of integration steps, but
also of governance institutions and forms of interaction. There is an even
more striking example: the post-Soviet states established the Euro-Asian
Association for Coal and Metal (EAACM) in 1993, clearly resembling the
setting up of the European Coal and Steel Community (although unlike
the latter, the EAACM did not produce any results apart from a series of
financial irregularities discovered by the auditors in 2000, it was poorly
funded and it was ultimately abolished in 2005).*

The regional integration organisations that existed in Eurasia during this
period produced little in the way of policy output and failed to achieve any
meaningful economic or political integration across countries. At the same
time, however, they served the important purpose of imitation, creating
an illusion of vibrant regionalism in line with European standards and
bringing Eurasia closer to the developed world. The imitation also served a
number of further goals. Given that regional integration remained a popular
concept in many Eurasian countries, political leaders such as Belarusian
President Alexander Lukashenko could use it to strengthen their regimes
and to brand any opponents “enemies of integration”. Again, this is a
specific Soviet legacy, driven by widespread nostalgia on the one hand
and the existence of a large number of people with relatives and friends in
other post-Soviet countries interested in maintaining open borders on the

14 Vinokurov and Libman 2017.
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other.'® The integration rhetoric essentially furthered protectionist goals,
allowing domestic lobbying groups to secure access to rents.!¢

4.3 THE 2000s: THE LIMITS OF IMITATION AND RESHAPING THE
GLOBAL WORLD ORDER

Although the idea of integration into the global community of demo-
cratic nations was one of the main sources of legitimacy for post-Soviet
regimes in the early 1990s, over time it lost its appeal in quite a few of
them, including Russia. The economic growth in 