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Abstract

This thesis will examine the question of how Russian
foreign policy was affected by the Kosovo Crisis.
Immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russian
foreign policy was pro-Western in nature. It focused on
integration into Western economic and political structure.
This policy line, however, began to shift in 1993 and by
1996 Russian foreign policy was more independent, less pro-
Western. In 1999, during the Kosovo crisis, Russia was
adamantly opposed to NATO intervention in Yugoslavia. This
was a period of tension between Russia and the West. After
the crisis was over, elements of distrust and feelings of
insecurity remained. Russian foreign policy documents and
statements after the crisis reflect the perceived threat
presented by both NATO and the US. Relations between
Russia and the West remain stressed, but efforts are being
made to rebuild these relations. The Kosovo crisis served
to solidify an already existing move away from the West in
Russian foreign policy.
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Introduction

The crisis in Kosovo and the bombing campaign by NATO
were a source of major disagreement between NATO and
Russia. The NATO statement on Kosovo, put out at the
Washington Summit in April of 1999, provided a clear
statement of the alliance’s objectives. NATO claimed to
support the territorial integrity and sovereignty of the
countries in the region and believed that the situation in
Kosovo was affecting the stability of the area. The
government of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) was
violating international 1law by disrespecting civil and
human rights.! NATO was well aware that not everyone would
agree with their view of the situation, but felt that
countries such as Russia and China were offering no
solutions, only opposition.? Perhaps this is why they did
not wait for UN permission to intervene.

In his speech on the 25 of March, the morning after
the bombing began, Russian President Boris Yeltsin branded
the bombing campaign "undisguised aggression". He saw it

as a violation of the NATO Treaty, the UN Charter, the

INATO, “Statement on Kosovo,” NATO Review nl Spring (1999), p. 21.
2paalder, I.H. & E. O'Hanlon, “Unlearning the Lessons of Kosovo,”
Foreign Policy nll6é Fall (1999), p. 133.



NATO-Russian Founding Act and several international laws.
The Russian government immediately called off a scheduled
visit to the US by Foreign Minister Evgenii Primakov,
recalled the Russian representatives to NATO, suspended the
Partnership for Peace (PfP) and postponed all other talks
with NATO. In Moscow there were attacks on the US Embassy
and German Consulate by demonstrators. Primakov’s response
to these attacks was that there was nothing wrong with
demonstrations as long as they remained lawful.®
Meanwhile, the State Duma had put out a statement saying
that it fully supported the actions of the President.!

US relations with Russia hit an all-time low for the
post-Cold War period.® Yeltsin stated in one of his
speeches that Russia would have to rethink its relations
with NATO since it had violated the basic principles of
international relations.® Russia felt that the bombing had

broken the Founding Act, the UN Charter and the NATO

3paukov, V. & Raskin, A., “US Embassy in Moscow Bombarded-The Weapons
Were Eggs and Bottles of Ink,” Vremia MN March 26 1999, pp. 1-2.
Translated in “NATO strikes Serbia, Russia is Outraged,” The Current
Digest of the Post-Soviet Press(CDPSP) v51 nl2 April 21 1999, pp. 1-6.
‘Kamyshev, D., “Duma Won’'t Go to War With NATO-Yet,” Kommersant March 30
1999, p. 2. Translated in “Russian Officials, Public Respond to NATO
Attacks,” The CDPSP v51 nl3 April 28 1999, pp. 6-12.

SLayne, C., Blunder in the Balkans: The Clinton Administration's
Bungled War Against Serbia. (May 20 1999).
http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-345es.html

Skremlin, “Rossiia s etim nikogda ne soglasitsia, zaiavliaet Prezident
Rossiiskoi Federatsii,” Rossiiskaia Gazeta 26 March 1999, p. 2.




Charter. This resulted in a loss of trust; Russia felt
that NATO had acted illegally.

Despite severe differences, Russia was not
irreconcilably separated from the West. Eventually Russia
and NATO were able to cooperate in finding a feasible

solution, which was accepted by everyone involved.

Hypothesis

This paper will argue that the events in Kosovo
solidified an already existing desire for a Russian foreign
policy that was independent from the West. Before the
Kosovo crisis began, the move away from a pro-Western
policy was already underway. The Kosovo crisis only served
to strengthen the desire for an independent policy and
solidify the formation of a policy based on multipolarity
and Russia’s national interests.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russian
foreign policy embarked on a pro-Western path. However, in
1993-4 dissatisfaction with this foreign policy was growing
and a shift began. The shift was completed when Evgenii
Primakov replaced Andrei Kozyrev as Foreign Minister in
1996. Primakov's foreign policy was one of a self-reliant

Russia, friendly with everyone, but aligned with no one.



Primakov thought that by diversifying Russia’s foreign
relations to include many different partners it could avoid
dependence on anyone (the West in particular) and gain
leverage in its relations with both the West and its other
partners.7 This idea is still visible in Russia’s foreign
policy today.

The Russian government was strongly opposed to the
NATO bombing of Serbia, for reasons that will be discussed
in Chapter Two. While Russia had eventually been drawn
into the peace process, the feeling that Russia had been
overlooked still existed. Despite Russia’s veto power in
the UN and its supposed great power status, it was unable
to stop the bombing. This crisis made it clear that NATO
had taken Russia for granted and that Russia found this
unacceptable. Russia’s actions during this crisis
transformed the Primakov Doctrine® into reality. Had NATO
taken the time to come to an agreement with Russia before
bombing, perhaps the crisis could have been avoided.
Instead, this crisis underlined the need for a more

independent and stronger Russian foreign policy.

? pushkov, A., “The Primakov Doctrine and the New European Order,”
International Affairs v44 n2 (1998), pp. 12-13.

The Primakov Doctrine is based on the policies of Evgenii Primakov
during his time as Russian Foreign Minister. It is based on the idea
of gaining leverage in Russia's relations with the West. By
interacting with everyone while not becoming too close to anyone,
Russia can gain more independence in its foreign policy. It is
discussed in detail in Chapter 1.



Shortly after the crisis, tension levels remained
high. Russia would not comnsider Western pleas to stop the
campaign in Chechnya. Shortly after the US demanded the
withdrawal of Russian troops from Chechnya, Yeltsin made a
shocking speech in Beijing, reminding the world, and the US
in particular, that Russia was still a nuclear power. This
strong line continued even after Yeltsin resigned. Putin’s
national security doctrine also underlined the nuclear
strength of Russia and the threats presented by NATO and
the US. While these may just be scattered incidents, it is
important to determine whether or not they are indications
of a stronger Russian foreign policy.

It will be demonstrated that the events of the Kosovo
crisis solidified the already existing desire for a more
independent (less pro-Western) foreign policy in Russia.
This has since been translated into a stronger policy
towards the West, which has been represented by the above-

mentioned incidents, among other things.

Methodology

The assumptions held by the author in this paper are
basically in line with the Realist theory of international

relations. Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Thompson best laid



out the basic principles of Realism in the book “Politics
Among Nations”. The first principle is that laws of human
nature, which remain fairly stable over time, are at the
root of politics. This also means that these laws are
applicable to all states.’

The second principle is that all relations between
states are based on interests, which in turn are defined in
terms of power. All statesmen, therefore, think and act
according to power interests. All relations are power
relations. The interests themselves may change over time,
but power issues will always determine these interests.®

If we apply these principles, then this assessment
will assume that all foreign policy action is a part of
power relations between states. These states will always
act according to their own national interests, however they
are perceived.

In order to assess the issues at hand, a comparative
methodology will be used. This will be a case study, which
will compare Russian foreign policy before, during and
after the Kosovo crisis. Before beginning this comparison
a working definition of foreign policy is needed as well as

an outline of the theoretical and methodological structure.

SMorgenthau, H.J. and Thompson, K.W., Politics Among Nations: The
Struggle for Power and Peace. (Alfred A. Knopf: New York, 1985) pp.
4-11.

¥1bid.



Foreign policy as defined by Joseph Frankel “consists
of decisions and actions which involve to some appreciable
extent relations between one state and others”. This
definition assumes that for each action a decision has been
made. Frankel explains that decision-making is defined as
making up one’s mind after considering alternatives. In
foreign policy this decision-making power is held solely by
the state, with other factors directly or indirectly
influencing the process.

In any given situation there are many factors that may
influence foreign policy.? When a decision-maker is
interpreting the situation, national self-interest is the
most important factor. Other criteria, such as
international peace, security, or welfare of mankind are
also used, but only when they do not conflict or interfere
with national interest. A person entrusted with decision-
making for a state is governed by that state’s interests.®?
Domestic issues, such as public opinion and bureaucratic
politics, may have their influence on a government, but
ultimately national interest is the vital factor.

The issue of national self-interest is not, however, a

clear one. Both inside and outside of a state, this idea

Lprankel, J., The Making of Foreign Policy: An Analysis of Decision
Making. (Oxford University Press: London, 1963) pp. 1-3.
Ibid.

131bid, pp. 55-56.



can be highly contested. It is commonly interpreted in
several different ways.!* This can be seen in Russia when
looking at the different groups, which each advocate a
different foreign policy, but all claim to be looking out
for the interests of Russia.®’ Various groups within
Russian politics advocate different foreign policy
alternatives. The debate is centered on just what Russia’s
national interests are. All of the groups, which will be
outlined below, present a different idea of what Russia’s
national interests are and how to best protect them.
Within Russia, not even the idea of national interest is
clear-cut.

Now that a sufficient definition of foreign policy has
been provided, the methodological structure can be laid
out. In his article, “Meaningful Comparison in the Study
of Foreign Policy: A Methodological Discussion of

n1%  McGowan

Objectives, Techniques, and Research Designs,
lays out five steps for foreign policy comparison. These
are the same steps that will be used here. The first of

these is observation. This is the research phase, which

M1bid, p. S6.

5arbatov, A., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” International
Security v18 n2 Fall (1993), pp. 5-43.

McGowan, P., “Meaningful Comparison in the Study of Foreign Policy: A
Methodological Discussion of Objectives, Techniques, and Research
Designs,” In (Ed.) Charles Kegley, Gregory Raymond, Robert Rood,
Richard Skinner’s, International Events and the Comparative Analysis of
Foreign Policy. (University of South Carolina Press: Columbia, South
Carolina, 1975) p. 69.




provides the foundation for everything that is to follow.
McGowan distinguishes between two different types of
research. The first of these is library research, which
consists of documents, reports, and aggregated data. The
second is field study, which consists of interviews and
surveys. The research for this comparison is purely
library research. It is based on documents, statements,

press releases, newspaper reports, as well as secondary

sources.

The second step in McGowan'’s process is
classification. This involves placing the policies to be
compared into classes. This step must always precede

comparison. The different classes of foreign policy must
be “natural” groups, as well as being mutually exclusive
and jointly exhaustive.'’

The groups that will be used in this analysis are
taken from the different opinions within contemporary
Russian society. These groups and the differences between
them are outlined in Arbatov’s article, “Russia’s Foreign

Policy Alternatives” .

He argues that there are four main
groups, which represent the different policy options for

Russia now and in the future. The details of the policies

71bid, pp. 69-70.
8prbatov, A., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 9-10.
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advocated by these different groups will be further
explored in Chapter 1.

The first group is the pro-Western group. The main
goal of this group is for Russia to join the West. This
means that Russia’s national interests lie in integration
into the West, and that these interests are in fact the
same as those of Western states. For this reason,
agreement on foreign policy would only be natural, and
integration inevitable.

The second group is the moderate liberals. Advocates
of this policy are also Westernizers, but they emphasize
the importance of a distinctly Russian foreign policy and
security priorities. They see Russia’s national interest
as tied to the West, but not necessarily identical. The
idea of partnership with the West suggests that this policy
line would be one of constructive engagement. That is, a
foreign policy that would foster closer relations for the
benefit of both Russia and the West; this would involve
partnership between independent states, not integration of
these states. Priority is placed on both the West and the
CI1s.

The third group 1is the centrist and moderate
conservative group. They want improved relations with the

West, but not at the expense of Russia’s great power status
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and regional influence. Close relations with the CIS
states, China and Russia’s traditional sphere of influence
best serve Russia’s national interests. This is a policy
that seeks maintenance of the international status quo.

The final group is the neo-communist and nationalist
position. The ideology is that of Russian Nationalism,
which is a combination of Orthodoxy, anti-Semitism and
anti-Westernism. They promote Russia’s alliance with any
anti-Western powers, especially Iraq, Libya, North Korea
and Cuba. This idea, evidently calls for conflictual
relations with the West. Russia’s interests 1lie in
competition and confrontation with the West.

These groups will be used in analyzing and classifying
Russian foreign policy since 1991. The groups not only
refer to types of Russian foreign policy, but also to
political factions within society. 1In this analysis they
will be used with reference to general policy patterns and
not to certain leaders or political movements. They are
not to be applied in a strict manner, but rather viewed as
a spectrum of policy options from pro-Western to anti-
Western. As alre.ady mentioned, the foundations of these
groups will be discussed in Chapter 1.

The next step in McGowan’s method is comparison. Once

the policies have been classified it is then possible to
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compare them. In this case, Russian foreign policy is
being compared over time, so several variables will remain
constant. Since this paper is looking at Russia during
three different time periods many of the domestic factors
remain the same, such as political regime, economic
situation, and other internal issues.

The fourth step in the process of meaningful
comparison is analysis. This involves assessing the
results of the comparison. In this case, the degree of
change that occurred in Russian foreign policy between the
three time periods will be discussed. In this step the
cause of the change or continuity will also be assessed.
This section will look at the different factors that
influence Russian foreign policy and analyze which of these
factors played a role in changing or maintaining
continuity. In assessing the influences on Russian foreign
policy, five factors will be considered. These factors
were originally suggested for analyzing Soviet foreign
policy, but Aspaturian claims that they are general enough
to be applied to foreign policy in general.

The first group of factors includes motivations,
purposes and intentions. Motivations are the unseen
factors that push a state to follow a policy. The purpose

is the goal that an action is supposed to achieve, and the
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intentions are a state’s readiness to act in a certain
way.®

The second factor is power or capabilities. When a
state’s capabilities change, new options open up. As
relative power and capabilities grow, new priorities
develop and old goals tend to disappear.?®

The third factor is risk. This factor may be hard to
assess because it is based solely on perceptions, judgment
and chance. A leader’s ability to take risks depends on
the flexibility of the decision-making process, command
control, image projection, information security and
recovery capabilities. When assessing risk, a leader must
consider all of these factors.®

The fourth factor, which is closely related to risk,
is cost-benefit analysis. This is the process through
which it is decided whether or not it is worth taking the
risk. The appropriate level of benefits versus costs must
be found in each situation. This is one factor that can be

calculated before a decision is made.?

Ypaspaturian, V.V., “A Framework for Analyzing Soviet Foreign Policy,”
In (Ed.) F.J. Fleron, E.P. Hoffmann, and R.F. Laird’s Classic Issues in
Soviet Foreign Policy: From Lenin to Brezhnev. (Aldine de Gruyter:
New York, 1991) p. 156.

¥1pid, p. 167.

2 1bid, pp. 170-173.

#1pid, pp. 173-174.
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The fifth factor is one that is essential to any
foreign policy decision: opportunity and threat.
Opportunity is any situation in which the outcome will be
perceived as favourable. Opportunity provides the final
incentive to act or not act. It is usually unexpected, or
at least not planned by the state which will benefit.?*® In
addition to opportunity, threat must also be considered.
This is similar to opportunity, but it is a situation where
the perceived outcome will be negative. Threat is not
always visible to everyone, as it is based on perception.*
For example, others do not always see the threat against a
state’s regional influence as a threat.

This leads to the final step in McGowan’s method of
comparison, which is generalization. 1In this section the
hypothesis that was being tested is either reinforced or
disproved, or a new conclusion is formed.?® Also, general
conclusions are made about the results and the implications

of the study.

31bid, pp. 176-177.

Ugennedy-Pipe, C., Russia and the World 1917-1991. (New York: Arnold,
1998).

SMcGowan, P., "Meaningful Comparison,” pp.72-73.
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Chapter Outline

The chapter breakdown of this study will generally
follow the steps outlined above. Chapter One will look at
Russian foreign policy (RFP) before the crisis in Kosovo.
A historical outline of RFP from 1991 to 1996 will be
provided for background purposes. A discussion of the
Primakov Doctrine will also be included. Next, policy from
1996 up to the beginning of the Kosovo crisis will be
examined. The different factors in the formation of this
policy, as outlined above, will be considered. It will
then be determined, which policy alternative Dbest
characterizes this period of Russian foreign policy.

Chapter Two will examine RFP during the Kosovo crisis.
This period of policy will also be compared to the
different alternatives outlined by Arbatov. As in Chapter
One, the factors behind the policy will be assessed.

Chapter Three will then look at Russian foreign policy
at present. Its starting point will be the end of the
Kosovo crisis in late 1999 and will examine policy up to
the end of December 2000. This will encompass the first
year of Putin’s rule. Russian foreign policy after the

Kosovo crisis, as in the previous chapters, will be
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outlined and examined according to the influencing factors
and then be characterized.

The fourth chapter will focus on the comparison of
these different time periods and will discuss the
differences in influencing factors and the change or
continuity between the periods. This analysis will look at
how Russian foreign policy has moved along the spectrum of
policy choices.

Finally the conclusion will look at the future of
Russian relations with the Western world. The original
hypothesis, that the Kosovo crisis solidified the movement
away from pro-Westernism and strengthened the Primakov
Doctrine, will be assessed. Any issues that are unresolved

and questions for further study will be discussed.



g!!gto: 1: From the Collapse to Rosovo

Russian foreign policy has gone through many stages in
its development. Immediately after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, a pro-Western policy line was adopted.
During this period, several different groups developed
among the political elites. They all had different ideas
of what Russian foreign policy should be. These groups, as
outlined in the previous chapter, included the pro-
Westerners, the moderate liberals, the centrists and
moderate conservatives, and the neo-communists and
nationalists. During the development of Russia’s foreign
policy, the ideas of these groups have had varying degrees
of influence. They represented the different policy
options for Russia in the post-Cold War world.

In the period immediately following the dissolution of
the USSR, the policy adopted greatly reflected the ideas of
the pro-Western group. This is not surprising, as Andrei
Kozyrev, the Minister of Foreign Affairs at the time, was
one of the most prominent supporters of closer ties and
cooperation with G7 countries. The main goal during this
period was the integration of Russia into the Western

economic and political system.

17
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However, when opposition to this policy line began to
gain momentum there was a shift in Russian foreign policy.
It was actually more like a consensus among the political
elites in Russia. The new policy, which emerged between
1993 and 1996, was more assertive in its relations with the
West and more pragmatic in its view of Russia’s national
interests. It was still quite pro-Western, but did not
always coincide with Western policies. In this period,
Russia began to oppose several policies of NATO and the UN.
While this period was not characterized by a clearly
defined policy, but rather a culmination of ideas from the
different groups, the ideas of the moderate liberals were
most visible.

With the appointment of Evgenii Primakov as Foreign
Minister in 1996, the new consensus was developed into a
clear policy. This policy line became known as the
Primakov Doctrine. It was based on the idea of balance
between East and West in Russia’s foreign policy. This
doctrine was what guided Russian foreign policy from 1996
up to the time the Kosovo crisis began. Some would argue
that the ideas coﬁtained in the Primakov Doctrine remain
influential to this day.

This chapter will look at each of these periods and

assess the policies that defined them. It will then look
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at the various factors driving the shift in Russian foreign

policy.

Policy Groups

Several authors have described the development of
different factions in Russia’s foreign policy circles.
Among these are Alexei Arbatov, S. Neil MacFarlane, and
Alexei Pushkov?®. All three of these authors outline the
policies advocated by each of the competing factions. It
is essential to look at the ideas of these groups to
understand opposition to and support for the government in
its development of relations with the West.

The first group identified by all the authors is the
pro-Western group. Arbatov describes this group as
believing in economic determinism and universal democratic
values, while neglecting the geopolitical and strategic
side of international politics. Their main goal was
complete economic and political integration with the West.

This is the policy that was followed from the time the USSR

%arbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 5-43.
MacFarlane, S.N., “Russia, the West and European security,” Survival
v35 n3 Autumn (1993), pp. 3-25.

Pushkov, A.K., “Letters from Eurasia: Russia and America: The
Honeymoon’s Over,” Foreign Policy n93 Winter (1994), pp. 76-91.



20

collapsed until mid-1992.% MacFarlane offers a similar
description. He points out that the main goal of this
policy was for Russia to become a normal democracy. This
involved rapid integration into Western institutions such
as NATO and the Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE), and the development of security and arms
control accords with the US.?® Pushkov labels this group
“*radical democratic”. He sees this group as offering the
West their allegiance and concessions in return for
Russia’s integration into the political and economic
institutions of the West.? The similarity among these
descriptions is unmistakable: Russia’s integration into
and cooperation with the states and institution of Europe
and the West. These policies were advocated and supported
by many politicians such as, President Yeltsin, Foreign
Minister Andrei = Kozyrev, cabinet ministers Gennady
Burbulis, Yegor Gaidar and Mikhail Poltoranin, and within
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs by Georgy Kunadze and
vitaly Churkin (now Ambassador to Canada).’’ These
politicians represented the reformers who held power

immediately after the disintegration of the USSR.

Iprbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 9-10.
®yacFarlane, S.N., “Russia, the West and European security,” pp. 8-9.
¥pushkov, A.K., “Letters from Eurasia,” p. 77.

Iarbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Poreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 9-10.
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The second group is referred to by several different
names. Arbatov describes this idea as “moderate liberal”,
while Pushkov calls them “moderate democratic”. Both
explain that this policy is Westernizing, but more
pragmatic and realistic than the pro-Western group. They
focus on the idea of a distinctly Russian foreign policy
based on Russia’s geopolitical position and its
transitional character. It names the former Soviet states
as the priority over the West, but emphasizes the use of
the Western model of development. The main idea here is
partnership with the West, but not complete subjugation to
it. sSome of the political actors that advocate this policy
are Vladimir Lukin (Ambassador to the US), and Duma
deputies Alexander Peskunov and Eugeniy Kozhokhin. 3

Third, according to Arbatov, is the “centrist and
moderate conservative” group. This group advocates a
reintegration of former Soviet republics based on voluntary
agreement. They would like to improve relations with the
West as long as it is not at the expense of Russia’s
regional ‘sphere of influence’. Those who advocate this
policy also warn against excessive reliance on Western

economic aid and political guidance.32 Pushkov refers to

Marbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 10-11.
Pushkov, A.K., “Letters from Eurasia,” p. 78.
32prbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 12-13.
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this group as “statist bureaucratic”. He claims that they
are pragmatic and mainly represented opposition to
Kozyrev’s policies of pro-Westernism.?’> MacFarlane sees
these ideas and the moderate liberal idea as part of a
single group, which he calls the “Eurasian middle ground”.
He sees this group as promoting balance between East and
West without over-emphasizing either.?* Advocates of this
policy line included former Vice-President Rutskoi, the
Russian Democratic Party, and most of the military’s high
command. *®

The final group discussed by the authors is the neo-
communist/nationalist group. MacFarlane defines this group
as rejecting the West and the Western model of development.
They believe that Russia must abandon the West and turn
towards the east and south. They see Western efforts as an
attempt to lay the foundation for intervention in Russia’s
domestic affairs. Therefore, for this group, a Western
orientation represents a betrayal of Russian national
interests.3® similarly, Arbatov defines this group as based
on Russian nationalism, Orthodoxy, anti-Semitism, and anti-
Westernism. The goal of this group is a revival of

Russia’s empire and its superpower status. It promotes

3pushkov, A.K., “Letters from Eurasia,” p. 79-80.

MMacFarlane, S.N., “Russia, the West and European security,” p. 1ll.
Barbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” p. 12.
¥MacFarlane, S.N., “Russia, the West and European security,” pp. 10-11.
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alliances with rogue states such as Libya, Iraq, North
Korea and Cuba.?’ Pushkov calls this group the *“radical
opposition”. He defines their ideas in a manner similar to
the other authors, but includes the goal of alliance with
China and the Arab radicals.’® The main advocates of this
policy are the Communist Party of the Russian Federation
(CPRF) and its leader Gennadi Z2yuganov, and the Liberal
Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR) and its leader Vladimir
zhirinovskii.?

These groups provide a comprehensive view of the
divisions within the foreign policy discussion in Russia
following the collapse of the USSR. These were the options
that faced Russia at the time. This description will make
it easier to understand the policies chosen and the

emergence of widespread opposition to them.

1990-1993

In December of 1991 the Soviet Union ceased to exist.
After a long political battle, which included a coup,

Russia had become an independent state, and the Soviet

Marbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” pp. 13-14.
3pyshkov, A.K., “Letters from Eurasia,” pp. 81-82.
Bprbatov, A.G., “Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” p. 13.
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Union was gone. Boris Yeltsin was the first President of
the Russian Federation. However, Russia was still facing
many hardships. The political system that had been running
the country for the last seventy years had collapsed, and
Russia needed to build a new one. It was to be a
democratic system that incorporated a Presidential and
parliamentary-style government. Russia had elected its
President and by the end of 1992 would have elected its
first post-Soviet Duma.

In this first year there was a rejection of all that
was seen as communist. This also meant an opening of

Russia’s economy to market forces, and to the international

market. Reforms began immediately in a policy called
“*shock therapy”. Russia was quickly transforming its
economy into a free-market system. With this

transformation came inflation, unemployment, and massive
economic hardship. The government had promised the people
that the hardship would be severe, but short-lived. Russia
was to pass through a period of economic and political
instability in order to emerge a liberal-democratic state.
The foreign policy adopted by Russia immediately after
independence had its roots in the Gorbachev era. Although
the Russian Federation declared independence from the

Soviet Union in June of 1991, and appointed its own Foreign



25

Minister, Andrei Kozyrev, its policy was not new. What
would become known as Kozyrev’s foreign policy was a
continuation of Gorbachev’s ‘new thinking’. It emphasized
the abandonment of militarism and new efforts at
cooperation in the international arena.*? This was
consistent with the popular reaction against the old Soviet
doctrine. Russia was rejecting Stalinist militarism and
economic isolation, in favour of a peaceful and
economically integrated world.'* The period between Russian
independence and 1993 gave birth to a Russian foreign
policy focused on peace and friendship between Russia and
the West.

This desire for international cooperation could be
seen not only in the area of foreign policy strategy, but
also in the statements of President Yeltsin. Shortly after
independence he announced Russia’s commitment to
cooperation with the other members of the UN Security
Council and increased involvement in UN peacekeeping
missions.*?

Kozyrev clearly defined this policy in his article

published in 1992, “Russia: A Chance for Survival”. In

‘9adomeit, H., “Russia as a ‘Great Power’ in World Affairs: Images and
Reality,” International Affairs (London) v71 nl (1995), p. 44.
‘lMalcolm, N., “The New Russian Foreign Policy,” The World Today v50 n2
February (1994), p. 29.

$3MacFarlane, S.N., “Russia, the West and European security,” p. 9.
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this article he outlined the main beliefs and values of
Russia’s foreign policy immediately after the fall of the
Soviet Union. Kozyrev saw Russia as located in a friendly
and positive international environment. It was essential
for Russia to cooperate with Western institutions such as
the Group of 7 (G7), the European Union (EU), and the
organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) . Kozyrev claimed that Russia’s national interests
would best be served in partnership with other democracies,
international economic competition, and in learning to play
by the rules of the international market. Russia wanted to
receive help from Europe and to participate in European
institutions for security and cooperation. He claimed that
Russia did not want any unnatural military responsibility
beyond its borders, and was committed to the goal of ending
the arms race and moving forward with disarmament. He also
claimed that relations with the former Soviet states would
be a friendship between states and people.!® Kozyrev wrote
an article for a newspaper in 1992, in which he said:
failure to integrate into the democratic community of
states and thus the world economy would amount to a

betrayal of the nation and the final slide of Russia
down to the category of third rank states L4

3kozyrev, A., “Russia: A Chance for Survival,” Foreign Affairs v71
March/april (1992), pp. 8-13.
“adomeit, H., “Russia as a ‘Great Power’,” p. 44.
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There was a sense of urgency in this policy. The
underlying idea was that if Russia did not form a
partnership with the West, the window of opportunity would
slam shut. It is evident that Kozyrev believed that this
was the best policy for Russia at the time.

This was the dominant foreign policy line in Russia
until mid-1992, when opposition from the Communist Party,
the LDPR, and several nationalist groups became quite
intense. The opposition accused the government of not
looking out for Russia’s national interests and simply
selling out to the West. Near the end of 1992 foreign
policy began to change to accommodate some of the demands
of the opposition. In the “Foreign Policy Concept” first
published in December of 1992, this change can be seen. 1In
this document, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated that
relations with the West needed to be developed in order for
Russia to revive itself, but it also acknowledged the
convergence and divergence of interests between the West
and Russia. It also recognized the existence of
cooperation and conflict between the foreign policies of
the West and that of Russia.® It seemed to respond

directly to many of the criticisms of the opposition:

‘SMacFarlane, S.N., “Russian Conceptions of Europe,” Post-Soviet Affairs
v10 n3 (1994), p. 252.







