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PREFACE 

This lS essentially a study of the new Russia's pol1cy 

towards the newly independent states of Caucasus, namely Georg1a, 

Armenia and Azerbaijan. This conflict - torn region cont1nues to 

be crucial for the Russ1an state, though it remain~ problematic 

for Russian policy-makers. Hence, a study of Russla·s near abroad 
i 

pol1cy v1s-a-v1s the three Caucasian states lS considered 

essential for understanding Russ1a's fore1gn pol1cy during ltS 

formative perlod, 1991-94 .. 

This study compr1ses f1ve chapters. Chapter I deals With 

the emergence of Russia's policy and Its stages of developments. 

whlle different schools of Thought 1n Russia s foreign pol1cy are 

brought Into focus. Chapter ll covers the historical bacKgro~nd, 

ethniC configuration and strategic Importance of the region for 

Russia. The two subsequent chapters deal With nevJ Russla·s 

pol1cy tot•Ja rds Georg I a on the one "hand and WIth Armenia ana 

AzerbaiJan together in the specific context of Nogorno-Karabakh 

conflict, on the other. The last chapter contains conclud1ng 

remarks. 

ThiS study IS based on published Primary sources. These 

are further supplemented w1th relevant books, academic articles 

and press coverages, as well as availaole Persian sources. 

I would l1ke to express my Indebtedness and gratitude to 

my supervisor Professor Zafar Imam for hiS Invaluable guidance, 

endless patience, faith and encouragement at every stage of the 
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oreoarat1on of th1s d1ssertat1on. I am also grateful to the 

~rotessors of the Centre for Soviet and East Eurooean Studies who 

not only taught .me but also 1nso1red me 1n my stud1es. 

My w1fe Rana deserves soec1al thanks who has oeen a tower 

of strength and supoort to me. Thanks also to Bahar for 

br1ghten1ng my day wnen work looked bleak. 

I would like to express my thanks to my numerous fr1ends 

who neloed me in many ways. Among them I thank Abdisalam 

Mohamad for hlS conSIStent encouragement. 

(Abolfazl Minooeifar) 



CHAPTER I 

Russ1a's foreign Policy 

An Overview 



Russ 1 a. emerged as an 1ndeoendent state Wl th its own 

fore1gn ool1cy as a result of the dist1ntegration of the Soviet 

Un1on. Pr1or to the Minsk oroclamation on the formation of the 

Commonwealth of IndePendent States <CIS), the Russian Soviet 

Federative Soc1al1st Reoubl1c <RSFSRI had no foreign DOlley. 

though It was active In International scene: the reouirements of 

statehood WhlCh IS oivotal to foreign pol icv was 
1 

absent. 

.Nevertheless. the adootion of a de~larat1on on state sovereignty 

0 

of the RSFSR in June 1990 was an essential step towards achieving 

statehood. Boris Yeltsin, the elected president of the RSFSR, 
c 

appo1nted Andrei t<ozyrev as foreign minister in October 1990. 

However, It was the August 1991 coup, and subseouently the Minsk. 

declaration on the formation of the the CIS which entitled 

RSFSR, along with other republics, to have its own foreign policy 

as an 1ndeoendent states recognised bv the other states. 2 

It should be emphasized that In order to analyze fore1gn 

policy of a g1ven country, two clusters of factors should be keot 

in mind. Generally, foreign policy of each and every country lS 

influenced by a number of factors, like location, promotion 

1. Mark Webber, "The emergence of the foreign policy of the 

Russian Federation", Communist and Post Communist Studies 

<California>, Vol. 26, No. 3 <September, 1993>, PP.243-245. 

2. Ib1d. 
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of security and welfare, past and present historical background, 

polit1cal culture, and so on. But there are countries which are 

mot1·vated by an Ideology or certain ideas, and these lr.fluence 

the formulat1on of their fore1gn policy. For instance, foreign 

policy of the former Sov1et Union, and some of Islamic states can 

be c1ted as a good example of ideological-oriented fore'ign 

pollC)'·._; 

f'Jo doubt, the above mentioned factors perhaps with 

of an Ideology had greatly influenced the making of 

Russia's fore1gn pol1cy. Russia's location and its huge land, 

stretching +rom Asia into Europe is a determinant factor 1n its 

fore1gn Nonetheless, the collapse of the Soviet Union 

had deprived Russia from some of its important sea outlets. Like 

:;.ts earlier predeccessor state, Tsarist Russia, the Russian 

Federation except in far north is almost a land-locked country. 

Ha·v1ng access to the warm water of the seas in the south is 

therefore, 

today. 

But 

one among the major goals of Russian policy-makers 

the pursuit of this goal is cpmpounded by the 
I 
I 

events 

o~ the newly 1ndependent states of former Soviet Union. Some of 

these states are in the midst of ethnic conflict. This poses 

security risks for Russia. The opportunities that those 

happen1ngs In near abroad offer not only for the intrusion of 

foreign military powers in their territories, but also that for 

( 3) Zafar Imam, Soviet foreign policy 1917-1990 {i-Jew Delhi : 

Sterling Publishers Private Ltd., f991), PP. 1-2. 
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the spread o1' ethn1c conflict 1nto Russia 1tself. These 

pOSSlbllltleS const1tute a maJor worry for Russia. And 

therefore affects KUSSla·s fore1gn and secur1ty POll CV 

formulat1on. 

More 1mportantly, one of the determ1nant factors of the 

Russ1an fore1gn pol1cy has been econom1c compuls1ons. After the 

collapse of the Soviet Un1on, the immediate task before. 1 ts 

pollcy-makers was to address its economic problems. Hence, 'the 

creat1on of favourable cond1t1on in relat1on to other states in 

order to facilitate econom1c reforms emerged as one of the 

pr1orit1es of Russ1an foreign policy. 

The role of personalities in formulating Russ1an foreign 

pol1cy should be also taken 1nto account. Long before the 

d1s1ntegrat1on of the Soviet Un1on, Yeltsin as a typical popul1st 

opposition leader believed that the best way to develop democracy 

in Russ1a was to learn from the u.s. ' where democracy has 

existed for two hundred years'. 4 In fact '"Learn from Americans" 

became more than a motto; it was a substantial part of hlS 

plat form' . 5 
Little wonder, the influence of Boris Yelts1n, 

pres1dent of Russ1a, and his western-oriented foreign minister 

Andrey Kozyrev affected the direction of Russia's foreign pol icy 

to incline towards the west. 
-------------------------------------------------------------~---

4. Vladimir Solovoyov and Elena Klepikova, Boris Yeltsin, 

Polit1cal Biography (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 

1 992 ) • p • 168. 

5. Ibld.,P. 169. 
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However. 1t should be emohastzed that much of the present 

Russtan foretgn ool1cy was already ooerat1ve durtng Gorbachev 

era. For thlS reason. a OUlCk look at Gorbachev·s "New 

Thinking" would helo us to understand Russian foreign po ltcy 

better. The danger ot nuclear confrontat1on and ann1h1lat1on of 

the human-klnd was the ma1n concern of Gorbachev's 'New 

Th1nk1ng·. 6 From thlS fundamental DO tnt he cone luded that 

"confrontation between caoital1sm and social1sm can proceed only 

and exclus1vely 1n forms ot peaceful comoet1t1on and 

7 
con·1:est." 

destructton· 

Therefore. the total abol1t1on of weaoons 

emphastze on negot1at1on, rather than the 

peaceful 

ot mass 

use of 

force or threat to use force and the fact that secur1ty lS a 

mutual tssue and can not be built endlessly on fear of 

8 
retal1at1on· formed comoonents of Gorbachev's 'New Thinktng' 

Henceforth, the Sovtet foretgn policy apparatus proceeded 

to out the ·New fh1nking · 1n practice 1n 1ts fore1gn i:Jol1cy. 

had led the 1mprovements at relatlans between 

Union and ,its adversaries, part1cularly the U.S.A. Negot1at1on 

on arms reduct ton, withdrawal of the Sovtet trooos from the 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
6. Robert Maxwell, ed., M.S. Gorbachev, Soeeches and Wr1t1nos 

(Oxford : Pergamon Press, 1986), P. 70. 

7. lbtd., P.73. 

8. Ibid. P.71. 



c 

fore1gn 

among 

lands, and disengagement 

ool1t1cal outcomes of 

from develop1ng countries 

9 the 'New Think1ng· 

were 

Indeed 

Gorbachev 1n1t1atea a aragmat1c fore1gn policy wn1ch ltS ma1n 

concern was promot1on of the Sov1et nat1onal 1nterests rather 

than 1nternat1~nal class struggle. 

Tne Russ1an pollcy-maKers cont1nued, more or less, tne 

Gorbacnev s New Thinking 1n fore1gn pol1cy. 

W1th regard to the role of Ideology 1t may be pointed out 

that 1s no 1onger an off1c1a1 1deology such .. as i"larx 1sm-

Lenin1sm 1n tne kussian Federation to d1rect 1ts fore1gn policy. 

But tnere are 10eas ana schools at thought wh1ch 

continued to 1nfiuence Russian foreign ool1cy. And they deserve 

attention. 

D1fferent Scnoois of Thought l.£l R.ussian Fore1gn Pol1cy 

The coli apse of the Sov1et Union was not antiCipated. 

Therefore, none of the successor states of the former Sov1et 

Un1on 1nclud1ng Russ1a had drawn a consistent framework for 

their own domest1c and fore1gn pol1cies. For th1s reason, there 

were 

9. 

a lot of debates on the goals and direction of Russian 

For the Sov1et Third world policy under Gorbachev see Zafar 

World, Imam, "The 1mpl1cat1oris of peresto1ka for the fh i rd 

part1cu1arly As 1 a" , IN So v 1 e t fore 1 g n Po 1 1 c y ill Trans i t ion , 

eds., Roger E. Kannet and Deborah Nutter M1ner <Cambridge: 

Cambr1dge Un1vers1ty Press, 1992), PP.220-224. 
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domest1c and ~ore1gn pol1cy among Russ1an political 
. 10 

el1tes. 

So hav1ng an 1ns1ght of d1fferent concepts of fo~e1gn policy put 

forward by Russ1an tore1gn DOlley el1tes 1s ot great help while 

anal\/Zlng pol1cy ot Russ1a. lt 1s worthwhile t;o note 

that "tnose who ·control the 1nstruments of coerc1on and 

oersuas1on, have SDec1al1sed ~nowledge, or occupy key tormal 

. . t " 1 1 oollt1ca1 pos1 1ons , 1n Russ1a 1s what we mean Russ1an fore1gn 

pol1cy el1tes. 

Soon after the collapse of the Sov1et Un1on, the Russ1an 

Federat1on under the leader%h1p of Bor1s Yelts1n adopted a very 

pro-western DOlley. lt caused a lot of debates and critic1sm 

aga1nst 1nternal and external pol1cie~ of Yelts1n's government, 

part1cularly among deput1es of the parl1ament. Those react1ons 

that broadly, man1tested among Russian pol1t1cal el1tes 

encompassed three pos1t1ons on security and fore1qn pol ley, 

namely, western, realist and nat1onal1st schools of Thought. 

\.Jesterners 

Th1s school of thought or1ginated 1n Gorbachev·s 'New 

Pol1t1cal Thinking·. But 1t was modified after the co1laps~ of 
------------------------------------------------------~----------

10. Consult Jud1ths t< u 1 1 b e r g , " The i d eo l og i c a l roots of E1 i te 

polit1cal Confl1ct 1n post Soviet. Russia," Europe-Asia 

Stud1es <Oxsfordshire, U. K • ) , Vol . 46, No. 6, 1994, PP. 

929-953. 

1 1 • Will1am Zimmarman, "Market democracy and Russ1an foreign 

pol1cy", Post-Sovlet Affairs(Columbia) Vo 1. 10, No.2, 

1994, P.l05. 
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the Soviet Union and formed the basic concepts and trends of the 

~=-e:;~ pol1cy of the Russ1an Federation. 

The advocates of this School of Thought known as 

westerners, 1nternat1onal1sts, atlanticisits, and liberal 

1nt~rnational1st, argue that Russia is a part of European 

Christian civilisation. Hence, it should promote close relation 

with the west. 
12 

Moreover, they propounded the setting up of a 

society on the bas1s of the western values, namely democracy and 

13 
market economy. Therefore,the integration of Russi~ in the 

community of democratic states and world economy is one of the 

main pr1orities of the westerners in the context of foreign 

policy. 
14 

They consider the weste~n countries as natural ally, not only in 

1nternational relations, but also in the1r programme of economic 

and political reforms. Moreover, they believe that economic 

transition of Russia is not feasible without support of the 

western countries. Therefore, the programme of reforms adopted by 

-
Yeltsin · governemnt put emphasize. oh aid and economic assistance 

12. See Kozyrev·s interview in Summary QL World Broadcasts 

<SWB> <Reading, England: BBC Monitoring Service>, 3 April 

19~2, SU/1346, A1/l. 

13. See Yeltsin's anniversary speech in Ibid., 14 June 1993, 

Su/1714, B/1. 

14. See Speech by Yeltsin in Ibid., 9 April 1992, Su/ 1351, 

c 1/7. 

7 



by the western countries as well western oriented international 

organisations to ensure the success of it. 

With respect to security, accord1ng to westerners, 

"Russ1an 1nterests would clearly be served by its integration 

into such lvestern alliance structures as NATO and the 

strengthening of the CSFE. . • [and J an embrace of the United 

Nations as a a manager of global issues, and acceptance of deeper 

involvement in it". 
15 

It should be also noted that the advocates of this school 

of Thought support ~egotiation and favour good relations with 

Russian neighbours particulalrly near abroad countries, based on 

internat1onal norms of behaviour. 
16 

The Westerner's view, which dominated over the formulation 

and conducting of Russian foreign pol icy under Yeltsin and 

Kozyrev led to a totally pro-western foreign policy, and as a 

result evoked serious criticism among other politicial elites of 

Russia. 

Euroasianism and Realist School of Thought 

According to Macfarlane, Eurasian is'"\' provided the 

subjective basis associated with 'special quality of Russian 

civilization' for realist school of thought in Russia's foreign 

Policy. 
17 

15. S. Neil Macfarlane, "Russian Conceptions of Europe", Post-

Soviet Affairs, Vol. 10, No.3, _1994, P.244. 

16. Yeltsin's Speech, SWB, 7 April 1992, SU/1349. B/3. 

17. Macfarlane, No. 15, pp. 247-248. 
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The proponents of Eurasianism put emphasis on Russia's 

d1stinct location, stretching from Asia into Europe and believe 

that Russ1a is neither a western type European nor a purely 

slav1c or Asian country, but that it constitutes a unique 

"Euras1an structure."18 Russia is essentially different from 

the west in terms of collectivism and individualism, as well' as 

ethnic configuration. It is multiethnic in its identity in 

contrast with the west and "its focus is on collective rather 

than individual." Moreover, there has been always in Russia an 

effort to pro~de a synthesis between the East and the West. 

The concept of Eurasian1sm forms the subjective basis of 

Realist School of Thought in Russian foreign 
. 19 

pol1cy. Thus 

the realists argue that Russia's foreign policy should be based 

18. Olga Alexandrova, "D1vergent Russian Foreign Policy 

Concepts", AussenPolitik<Hamburg), Vol. 44, No. 2, 1993, 

P.365. 

19. In , view of Olga Alexandrova, advocates of Eurasian ism 

<Eurasism) wh i 1 e emphasizing on Russian unique Eurasian 

structure, postulate history as c;onstant struggle among 

empires, mainly between 'a continental and insular Atlantic 

Powers·, indicating Eurasia and the Anglo-Saxon 

civilization. So the confrontation between the East and the 

West, even during the cold war, is essentially considered as 

a geographical struggle. To Alexandrova Eurasians are 

influenced by some of geopolitical schools like that of 

Makinder and Ratzel. See Ibid., P. ,367. 

9 



on nat1onal interests which are different from those of the west. 

It should be noted that while the realists recognize the 

importance of good relations with the west, yet they favour to 

keep a balanced relations with both the East and West. 

However, their view of approach to the near abroad countries 

var1es. Some of them are in favour of giving 'top priority to 

relat1ons Wlth the CIS states' besides a normal political 

relat1ons Wlth these states, in keeping with international 

norms. While others argue for a strategic, political and 

econom1c relations. Moreover, there is an agreement among them 
... 

on the status of Russia as a great power and it deserves a 

'sphere of 1nfluence' . 20 
1n 1ts near abroad. 

Above all, the real1sts reject Westerners' overemphasis 

on d1alogue and negot1ation. They argue that exertion of 

1nfluence and use of force in foreign policy cannot be dismissed 

as they are inherent 1n the nature of international relations. 

The Rad1cal nationalist School of Thought 

The advocates of this school of thought include 

nationalists and communitists. They are essen.tially anti-

i 
western. They reject western values and institutions as 'not only 

foreign but in1mical to Russian culture. As Olga Alexandrova put 

it "it encompasses the notion of a "Third way", a fundamentally 

anti-western attitude, an aggressive combination of isolationism 

and a claim to superpower status and the orientation of all hopes 

20. Renee De Nevers, "Russia's Strategic Renovations", Aldephi 

Paper <London), 289, July 1994, P.31. 

10 



to a large, strictly organized·and centrally regulated whole, an 

imperial 
. I 21 
1 de a 1 

• 

In respect of fore1gn pol1cy, they advocated a 'complete 

revision of Russia's fore1gn policy. They also favoured the 

re1ntegration of all regions 1n the republics of the Soviet Un1on 

wh1ch were populated by Russ1ans or russified people. Moreover~ 

they 1dent1f1ed the ex1stence of the CIS only as a transitional 

phase 'prior to an inevitable reformulation of the empire'. 

They considered the Gorbachev's perestorika and economic 
... 

reforms in Russ1a under Yeltsin's government as catastropic. That 

reduced 'Russia to the status of a beggar nation'. Indeed it was 

a conspiracy, they argue, that was plotted by Russia's enem1es to 

destroy the country. 

In realm of security, cooperat1on with NATO was regarded 

as a channel for penetrat1on in Russia by western intelligence 

agencies. 

The proponents of Radical nationalism gained substantial 

vote in December 1993 election, and formed an opposition against 

Yeltsin's government w1thin the parliament; that influenced the 

Russian foreign policy. 

Russian Policy toward distant abroad 

The immediate task of Russian policy-makers, after 

disintegration of the Soviet Union was to determine the 

21. Alexandrova, n. 18, P.365. 

1 1 



.direct ion of its internal and external policies. As was 

mentioned before,the main trusts of the Russian foreign policy 

have their roots in Gorbachev's 'New Thinking' and foreign 

policy, particularly In his last two years in power. His 

deideologization of foreign pol icy and his steering toward 

pragmatism brought completely new trends to the Soviet foreign 

policy. In other words, 1t led to a new phase in the Soviet 

world relations friendly relation with the western countries 

particularly the U.S.A, on the one hand, and disengagement from 

the third world countries, on the other; a phenomenon that 

manifested itself, at its best, in supporting the U.Su led 

22 

It should be emphasized that the Russian foreign pol icy 

more or less, is Gorbachevian. Besides, Russia's historical 

background and l . . l 23 its po ltical cu ture has also affected its 

foreign policy. 

22. For an overview of the Soviet and Russia's Third world policy 

see Mohamed M. El. Ooufani, "Futile interventions: P.ussia's 

disengagement from the Third World", International Journal 

<Toronto), Vol. 49, No. 4, Autumn 1994, PP. 846-873. 

23. For the impact of political culture on foreign policy, see 

Joshua A. Tucker,"Walking the tightrope: An investigation of 

the political culture concept and its application to foreign 

pol icy analysis", Paradigms <Caunterbur~, Vol. 9, No.1 

Summer 1995, PP.37-61. 

12 



Soon after ~he demise of the Soviet Union and emergence of 

Russia, Boris Yeltsin and his foreign minister Andrey Kozyrev 

enacted the Ideas of Westerners. Russia under Yeltsin therefore 

committed itself to be integrated in the community of the 

democratic states and the world economy. They repeatedly 

emphasized the importance of relations with the west, not as an 

ordinary links, but as one based on 'partnership of values'. 

As Kozyrev put it, "that gist of our policy is that we are 

beginning to share, we have set a course towards genuinely 

sharing, the values of the civilized world and to live according 

to these values" 
24 

The economic and security concerns of Russia were also 

very important factors In framing its foreign policy. Kozyrev as 

architecture of Russian fore1gn policy with his very benign 

view of the west's Intentions' favoured a very close cooperation 

with them specially U.S. A. , to obtain 

Russia's economic 
. 25 

transformation. 

f inane i al support for 

Not surprisingly that Yeltsin paid his first foreign visit 

after the formation of the CIS, to Canada, France, UK and u.s. 

That Wl th the aim to seek economic assistance for Russia's 

economic reforms. Moreover, he developed personal contacts with 

some important western leaders. This facilitated the winning of 

"$ 24 billion multilateral assistance package adopted by the 

24. SWB, n.l2, SU/1321, 5 March 1992, Al/1. 

25. "Kozyrev offers draft foreign policy guidlines," 

current digest QL the Post-Soviet Press<Ohio>, Vol. 44, 

No. 48, 1992, PP. 14-16. 

13 



Group of 7<G7) in July,, 1992. 26 However, in this sear!=h of foreign 

did not spare Russia s eyes from south-East Asia. 

visit to Seoul in November 1992 was aimed to obta1n aid, advance 

technology and 1nvestment for Russia. 

Furthermore, 1t •vas argued that 1n order tu facilitate the 

process of reforms 1n Russ1a, the 'confrontation with the west 

on m1litary 1ssues 
?' 

should come to an end.~' In this direction, 

f<ozyrev underlined that the democratic Russia no longer saw the 

west as an enemy. He went further by saying that 

virtue of this that opportunities are appearing for a 

to disarmament 
28 

lnitiatives". Therefore Russia 

"It IS by 

transition 

signed the 

strateg1c Arms Reduction Treaty <start ., ' 
L. ) on sharp reduction of 

nuclear arms with U.S.A. And as well as a mark of its comm1tment 

to end the confrontation with west on military issues, Russia 

continued the withdrawal of its forces from Germany, Eastern 

Europe and some of near abroad countries, which Gorbachev had 

Besides, Russ1a d1stanced itself from 1ts longstanding 

friends like Iraq and Serb1a when they became an issue in security 

council as show of full cooperation toward the west. 

This pro-western policy faced sharp criticism among 

Russi an political elites- within and without the parliament. 

They asserted that Russia's government was pursuing a policy of -

26. Webber, n.1, P.259. 

27. SWB, Su/1346, 3 April 1992, A1/2. 

28. Ibid., SU/1321, 5 March 1992, A1/1. 
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complete cooperat1on w1th the west, even at the cost of Russian 

nat1onal 1nterests. It also neglected its near abroad, and As1an 

countr1es l ike China, South Korea and India, because of its 

1 ineat~ approach and 'excess1ve concern for the western good 

l<J i l l ' . In consequence, Russ1an fore1gn policy began to change 

tor·war·d more assert1on, s1nce late 1992. In fact, the Russian 

pollcy-makers had to accommodate at least to some of demands of 

the opponents of the government. This caused a ziq-zag move and 

somet1mes contrad1ctory moves on tpe side of the Russian foreign 

policy. 

There are also other factors Involved in shiftinq Russian 

fore1gn pollCV. The programme of reforms initiated by Vegor 

Ga.idar ended in fa1lure which had also disastrous 1mpact on 

Russian SOClety. 

the poverty l1ne, 

29 
corrupt1on. 

It pushed 40 percent of the 

accompanied with the rise 

population below 

of cr1me and 

This d1scred1ted the ,west for their support to Gaidar's 

econom1c reform. 

That bred ''a theory among Russians that the refor~ is 

actually the result of a conspiracy",
30 

to bring Russia to its 

knees. 

Vet the logic behind Russia's pro-western foreign pol icy 

was to ensure the flow of economic assistance from the west which 

29. Georgi Arbatov, "Eurasia, Letter: A new cold war?", 

Foreign Policy <Washington>,No. 95, Summer 94, p.92. 

30. Ibid. , p. 96. 
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fell short of R•Jssian expectation. And much of it "intended to 

sustain Russia's reform programme was tied either to specific 

polic1es, or to purchasing goods from western states". 
31 

Moreover, Russians expected 1n respect to partnershiP and 

cooperation 
"'t'? 

with the west to be treated as equal.~~ But 1 t did 

not. Indeed, the western countries d1d not consider Russia's 

concerns over ISsues like military action and extens1on of 

sanction aqainst Serbia and Iraq, as well as the conflict in 

Georgia. As Arbatov put it, that the American behaviour, when it 

ola;s the role of ·lone superpower 1s humiliating to Russians. 

They try to 1gnore Russ1a while addressing European 

particularly Eastern 
._::;_.:J 

Europe. 

1ssues 1n 

As a result of these developments, Russia's fore1gn policy 

gradually began to shift from western conceptual framework toward 

real1st framework. Truly, in the course of time, It became more 

nat1onal1st1c and professional and less western-oriented. The 

last moment cancellation of Yeltsin's v1sit to Japan in 1992 and 

1993 because of opposition of certain elites 'particularly in 

illilitary' to concessions to Japan over disputed Kurile islands; 

the flipflopping on economic sanctions against Serbia in April 

31. De Nevers, n.20, p.12. 

32. See Andrei Kozyrev, "The Laging Partnership", Foreign 

Affairs<New York, N. Y. ) , Vo 1 • 73, No. 3, May/June 1994, 

PP.59-71. 

33. Arbatov, n. 29, P.97. 
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1993. 
34 

and opposttion to the eastward expansion of NATO, 

be ctted as tndtcators of the shift. 

Yeltstn's v1s1t of Astan countrtes was dtrected to 

about a balance of 1ts policy toward East and West. 

occupted prominent posttton among Asian countrtes Wtth 

can 

brtng 

Chtna 

regard 

to prtorittes of Russtan foretgn poltcy. Durtng 1993 these two 

qov e ,~nmen ts exchanged htgh-level delegattons to negotiate on 

borders demarcatton, reduction of their military forces, .trade 

and economic cooperatton specially in Ru~sian far East.
35 

However, the Kurtle tslands dispute conttnued to throw its 

shadow on Russo-Japanese relations. Nevertheless, level 

contacts conttnued, and the volume of mutual trade 

between 

Yeltsin 

the two grew by over 50% tn 1992.
36 

VlSited Japan on the heels of his 

In October 1993, 

attack on R.u.ss ian 

Parliament wtth tank ftre and his expulsion qf deputtes from the 

assembly. 

territorial 

In thts visit, Yeltstn confirmed the ex i·stence 

issues between the two countries but they did 

of 

not 

reach any agreements tn this regard. Yet, they signed dozens of 

34. 

35. 

Franklin Griffiths, "From situation of weakness: foreign 

policy of new Russia" International Journal, Vol. 49, No. 

4, Autumn 94, P. 704. 

See Eungen Bazhanovand Natasha Bazhanov, "Russia and Asia 

in 1993", Asian Survey_<Brekeley, Calif>, Vol. 44. No. 1 ' 

January 1994, PP. 90-91. 

36. I b i d . , P .. 92. 
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.documents a1med at the promotion of economic and other forms of 

bilateral cooperation. 
37 

The relation betlveen Russia and South korea remained 

active at both political and economic level. 1'10SCOL>J l•Jas 

Interested to promote 1ts relation with prosperous korea as a 

source of caoital and technology. 

Yet, i t should be remember.ed that there have been 

disagreements between Russia and America on some issues 

concerning some of developing countries like India, Iran, Libya 

and Iraq. Though, these issues were economic oriented, not 

1deoloq1cal like the Soviet era, still it troubled their 

relat1ons. 

For example, Russia's plan ·to sell India advanced rocket 

eng1nes for financ1al gains resulted in American pressure on 

Russ1a to cancel 1ts deal with India on the ground that it would 

v1olate the ban on transfer of long-range missile technology. 

Russians submitted to the American pressure and abandoned the 

deal. Th1s provoked sharp criticism against Yeltsin's government 

by his opponents. Americans also put p~essure on Russia to stop 

sell1ng advanced military equipments including several submarines 

to Iran, but Russia did not. yield to American demands. 
38 

37. Ibid. , P. 92 

38. It is worth noting that Russia has tried to regain its share 

in lucrative arms marketing. They have been searching among 

rich developing countries like China, India, Iran, Malaysia 

and so on, which a~e able to pay the price of weapons. 
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Moreover, .'Russia threatened to veto security counc1l's 

proposal to expand the sanctions against L b
. . 39 

y 1 a. However, 

Russta·s mottve was not to defend lyb1a, but to get back $ 4 

billton debt that libya owed tt'. The same argument can be true 

In the case of Iraq In which Russia was In favour of partial 

ltfttng of the sanction against it .. 

i Ct sum up, 1 t mav be said that Russ1an foreign pol icy 

toward developtng countrtes, more or less, was continuation of 

Gorbachev·s foreign policy; abandoning developing countries in 

order to remove Irritant 1ssu•s in Russia's relation with the 

western countries specially U.S.A. 

Since late 1993, Russia as a result of change of its 

external and Internal policy pursued a more assertive foreign 

policy. Yet,Russla is not prepared to challenge the west in the 

Security Council for fear that this might endanger 1ts relation 

with them. Therefore, some scholars argue that the shift in 

foreign policy of Russia toward the west mostly 'occurred at the 

verbal level·. In other word, "The language in which Russia's 

foreign policy towards the west 1s defended has been changed, but 

the pol1cy remains largely 
. 40 
1 n tact." But Russia's policy toward 

the eastward expansion of NATO is a good example of a shift in 

Russia's fore1gn policy at least with regard t6 Europe. 

39. Paul Marantz, "Neither adversaries nor partners: Russia and 

the west search for a new relationship," International 

Journal, Vol. 49, No. 4, Autumn 1994, P. 728. 

40. Ibid., P. 735. 
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For Russ1a, Europe has been a source of threat throughout 

much of its history. To address its security concerns 1n Europe, 

the former Soviet Un1on entered in military alliance with Eastern 

European countries under warsaw pact against NATO. 

The dissolution of the warsaw pact removed that and created 

a vacuum In Eastern Europe. The desires of some of the former 

members of warsaw pact like Haungry, Poland, Check republic and 

Slovakia by applying tn JOining NATO in order to meet their 

security concerns compounded Russia's securtty fears. 

However, Russta's attitude towards NATO till first half of 

1993 as shown by the reaction of Yeltsin and Kozyrev was vag~e 

and ambivalent. For Instance, Yeltsin during h1s visit to Poland 

endorsed the r1ght of Poland as a sovereign state to JOin NATO, 

though later on, he reversed his opinion and in a letter to NATO, 

he sugg,sted ''a JOlnt NATO-Russian guarantee for the security of 

41 
the East central European states" 

But it seems from late 1993 onward a consensus has 

emerged among Russian political elites against the eastward 

expansion of NATO. It should be noted that none of political 

elites in Russia Including nationalists 'seriously talk about 

NATO as a real military threat. ·
42 

Moreover, NATO is no longer 

considered as a threat in the military doctrine of Russia. 

41. De Nevers, n.20, p.66. 

42. See Alex Pravda, "Russia and European Security: The 

delicate balance", NATO Review <Brussels>, No. 3, May 1995, 

p. 19. 
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Therefore 1 t seems that 'political and psychological factors' 

have determ1nant roles rather than military consideration 

Russ1a s opposition to the eastward expans1on of NATO. 

In order to meet Russ1a s concerns about its security and 

prevent1ng it from 1solat1on, NATO proposed the partnership for 

peace \PFP). In PFP all former members of the warsaw pact and 

former Soviet republics could cooperate w1th NATO, and jo1n it in 

the long term if they meet certa1n conditions requ1red for NATO's 

approval of the1r 
43 

membe1sh1p. 

i\levertheless, Russia, though satisfied 

oostponement of eastward e~pansion 
44 

of NATO warned 

with the 

its former 

allies of warsaw pact that they had no r1ght to JOln NATO at the 

cost of Russian secur1ty concerns and 1nstead called for 

promot1on of econom1c cooperation between Russia and Central 

Eastern European countries. 

This 1ndeed asserted Russian vital interests in central 

Eastern Europe as 1ts sphere of influence. And it dismayed 

Eastern European countries when they saw it in the context of 

Russia's heavy handed deal with Chechnya. 

43. See George A. Joulan, "NATO's Military contribution to 

44. 

\J 

partnership for peace: The progress and 

NATO Review, No. 2, March 1995, PP.3-6. 
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Russia's Policy Toward near abroad 

The collapse of the Soviet Unton and emergence of the ne~>J 

tndependent states posed a new challenge to Russia's pol icy-

makers. The first question before 1ts foreiqn policy dectsion-

makers 'was how to shape new relations with these new states·. 

It is. worth noting that Russian foreign policy apparatus had 

enough experttse to conduct Russia's foreign po 1 icy towards 

distant abroad. But there was no precedence in Russia to deal 

with the new soverign states in near abroad. Therefore, in the 

absence of expert1se 1t took Russia six months to establtsh a 

department 

4"'1 
mtntstry. -

to tackle w1th near abroad countrtes in ltS foretgn 

In the early oertod of Russtan foreign POlley, R.uss 1 a 

adopted a very moderate policy toward the near abroad based on 

developing cooperation, negotiation and compromise to resolve anv 

disagreement that artse among them. They were tn the view that 

the rights of Russian speaki~g people in near abroad should be 

preserved through tnternational organisations according to 

international law not by the use of armed forces. The 

Westerner's moderate attitude toward near abroad provoked sharp 

criticism on the side of some political and military elites. 

They asserted. that Russian western-oriented foreign pol icy 

neglected Russia's interests in near abroad. 

But by mid 1993, there was a sharp change In Russia·s 

po 1 icy toward near abroad. In other word, a consensus appeared 

between Russian political and military elites on Russia's vital 

45. De Nevers, n. 20, P. 19. 
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interests in the newly independent states of the former Soviet 

Union as its sphere of influence. It is worth to note that 

accord1ng to a survey conducted in 1993 so far as East-West 

relations 1s concerned, the orientation of the Russ1an elites to 

political economy IS 
. 46 
1mportant. On the contrary, acco~"'ding to 

the Z1mmarman's f1ndings, there was no correlation between 

or1entat1on to political economy and Russia·s po)lcy toward near 

abroad. In other word, Westerners <market democrats) in response 

to the questions like, whether they regarded 'the defense of 

Russian abroad in the former Soviet Union, as important 

policy goa 1 · , or whether they thought 'the national 

1nterests of Russia extend beyond its current territory' and so 

on, l
. 47 

d1d not differ much w1th other e 1tes. 

As a result of the consensus amonq political and m1litary 

el1tes on near abroad, Russia's fore1gn po 1 icy gained a new 

assertiveness towards these newly independent states. No doubt 

that Russ1a as the main successor state of the former Soviet 

Un1on has political, economic and secur1ty 1nterests near 

abroad. Besides, psychological motivations are also involved in 

shaping Russia's policy toward the near abroad countr1es. In 

fact, it seems that Russia is not prepared to shed its imperial 

awareness and accommodate itself with new s.ituation in the former 

territory of the Soviet Union. 

As mentioned, Russia has economic interest in near abroad. 

The collapse of the Soviet Union balkanized the highly 

46. See Zimmerman, n.11. PP. 103-126. 

47. Ibid., P. 121. 
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complementary and 'integrated economic system' of the USSR. The 

disruption of economy has had a great impact on Russia as well as 

the near abroad economies. In fact, it has complicated the 

process of 

48 
materials, 

reform 1n the CIS states. Access to ports 

markets, transport facilities including 

motor transport, gas and oil PIPelines, main 

transmiSSIOn lines and so on is essential to Russia's 

and raw 

rail and 

electric 

economy. 

There have been many attempts by Ru?sia and some other CIS 

countries to boost economic cooperation between themselves, yet 

nothing concrete has come out. For Instance, a treaty was signed 

to set up a ruble zone by Russia, r<.azakhstan, Belarus, 

Uzbekistan, Armenia and TaJikistan. In September 1993, a Treaty 

on the Creation of Economic Union was signed by the CIS countries 

on establishment of·a common market and un1form customs and 

. ( 49) 
monetary area 

48. It should be noted that many of m1neral deposits l1ke 

mag an ese, U ran 1 Lun , Dlsmuth, t1tar1um and so on, "that are 

needed 1n modern production and that cover 70 to 100 percent 

of the Kussian economy s corresponding requirements were 

situated outside Russia". See 0. Rybakov, "prospects for the 

development of Russia's economic relations with states of the 

commonwealth", Problem g_f_ economic transition <Armonk, 

N.Y.>, Vol. 37, No. 9, January 1995, P. 33. 

49. See Andrei Zagorski, " Reintegration in the former USSR? II' 

AussenPolitik, Vol. 45, No. 1994, P.264, and also 

Zagorski, "Developments in the CIS: Challenge for Russia." 

AussenPolitik, Vol. 44, No. 2, 1993, PP. 149-150. 
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But as of now. It has not become a reality and the oarties 

to the treaty. Introduced their own currenc1es. I t should 

stressed that Russia had found hard dealina with a 1 1 the 

countries With diverse Interests. This has given rise 

bilateral1sm between Russ1a and near abroad t 
. 50 

coun ries. 

be 

CIS 

to 

Thus 

Russia has signed agreements on coooeration in economic and other 

f1elds w1th some of near abroad countr1es on bilateral bas1s, 

which has been more successful than multilateral agreements. 

More 1moortantly. the --eruotion of conflict In near abroad 

adJacent to t=<.uss 1 a s borders IS of and security 

concern to Russia. in this regard the possibility of soill over 

CJ f con; lict to Russia nas oosed a security threat to ItS 

stability. In realm of security one of the main goals of Russian 

POliCY towaro near aoroad Is orotect1ng of borders of the former 

territory of Soviet Union from foreign intrusion and the so 

called Islamic fundamental1sm. Bes1des access to Russia's 

military bases located· in near abroad is of great importance to 

Russ1a. 

Russia has taken responsibility of oatrolling of much of 

the CIS borders. In fact "Russia has decided that rather than 

patrolling ItS borders with neighboring CIS states, it IS 

preferable to strengthen the outer border of the CIS''.
51 

During 

1993, Russian forces were active in conflict-torn regions of 

50. l bId .• p. 265 

5 1 • John W.R. Leo1ngwell, "The Russian military and security 

pol icy 1n near abroad", Survival<London>, Vol. 36, No.3, 

Autumn 1994, P.84. 
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near aboard on peace keep1ng missions - missions which led 

Russia to demand from the Un1ted Nations to recognize Russia's 

peace keep1ng miss1on there. 

The presence of Russ1an military forces the newly 

independent states is justified by Russian leaders, on the ground 

that 1t would prevent the emergence of a ·security vaccume in 

Russia's sphere of 1nfluence or near abroad. Besides, Russia's 

assertion on "m1litary presence in the near abroad was 

strengthened by a decree, s1gned by Yeltsin in April 1994 

authorised the mil1tary to begin negot1at1on to establish 

to ma1ntain 

52 
Russ1a". 

up to 30 military 

Apparently, Russia 

.. 
bases and facilities 

has already made use 

which 

rights 

outside 

of its 

m1l1tary forces 1n near abroad to exert pressure in the interest 

of Russian amb1t1ons , particularly regarding those countries 

which were assertive w1th respect to their independence. 

Russian pol1cy toward the near abroad countr1es has also 

an ethnic dimens1on. Though, in the early phase of Russia's 

foreign policy, l t appeared that Russia~ policy-makers were 

relatively indifferent with respect to the fate of Russians, but 

in the course of time Russian policy gained assertiveness 

near abroad. Indeed, one of the priorities of 

policy in near abroad 1s the protection of 

53 
abroad. 

Russian 

Russians 

52. Ib1d., P. 74, quoted from !TAR-TASS, 7 April 1994. 

toward 

foreign 

living 

53. See " K o zy r e v of f e r s d r a f t f o r e i gn-p o 1 i c y g u i d e 1 i n e s " , T h e 

Current digest~ the post Soviet Press, n.25, P.14. 
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After the collapse of the Soviet Union, there were 25 

mill1on Russ1ans resid1ng outs1de Russian Federation 1n the newly 

t b l f f S 
. . 54 

1ndependen repu 1cs o the ormer ov1et Un1on. The fate of 

these Russians has already affected Russia's relat1on w1th the 

new republics, and it will be a determinant factor the1r 

relations for t1me to come. 

Soon after lndependence, the near abroad countries 

1ntroduced new measures regarding citizenship and language. That 

threatened the position of Russians 1n their countries. The .. 
1 n t ;~oduc t 1on of n ellj language policy, as a manifestation of 

nat1onal1sm the newly independent states made 1ndigenous 

language as off1C1al, wh1le maJority of Russ1ans living there did 

not !-:now those 
. 55 
languages. With regard to law of c1tizensh1p, 

Eston1a and Latv1a appeared to be very restrictive. They "have 

adopted C1t1zensh1ps laws that effectively cons1gn Russians and 

other non-t1tular who arrived s1nce 1940 to the category of 

resident alien". 
56 

Therefore many Russians in Eston1a and 

Latv1a were deprived from participation in election according to 

the new citizenship laws. 

It should be noted that, in some of the newly independent 

states, as a result of the rise of nationalism, resentment 

54. It is based on 1989 census held in the Soviet Union. 

55. See wn l i am D. Jackson, "Russia after the crisis-Imperial 

temptations: Ethnics Abroad'', Orbis (London), Vol. 38, No.1, 

Winter 1994, P.4 

56. Ibid., P. 5. 
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aga1nst Russ1ans was 1ncreasing. Broadly speaking, hostility 

aga1nst Russ1ans 1s h1gh where economic disparity is common, and 

Russians usually occupy better positions. Moreover, the confl1ct 

ridden reqions of the former Soviet Union, where Russia covert or 

overt is Involved prov1des a good ground for hostility by titular 

nationals aga1nst Russ1ans living there. 

In reaction to these development, Russians in the near 

abroad orqan1zed themselves to defend their rights. In Baltic 

states, they threatened to secede and join Russia. 
0 

In some other 

reqions tvhe re Russians formed majority, they formed strong 

secess1onist mo·.;ements and even received support from Moscow. 

This IS the case w1th Trons-Den1ester and crimea respectively in 

57 
Moldava and Ukrain. Some of Russians also m1qrated from those 

troubled areas to Russia or some other safe places. This, in 

turn, alarmed f"loscow of a 'Russ1an mass miqrat1on' toward 

Russia, an event that Russia with its fragile economy could not 

bear. 

Russia has tr1ed, wh1le protect1nq Russian rights 1n near 

abroad, to make use of Russian speaking people to extract 

concessions from the near abroad countries. 

57. For secession 1st movement in Moldava and the role of 

Moscow, See Anneli Ute Gabanji," Moldava between Russia, 

Romania and Ukra1n", Aussenpol1t1k, Vol. 44, No.1, 1993, 

PP.98-107. 



The Russ1an support for qreater 

relations 

autonomy for crimea 

compl1cated the Russtan-Ukrain whtch was already 

troubled over the d1v1s1on of black sea fleet and the 1 ack of 

determination on the side of Ukrain to cooperate with the CIS. 

Bes1des, Russta has tr1ed to exert pressure on Ukra in throuqh 

reduction bf fuel delivery. The "election of Leon1d Kuchma as new 

pres1dent of Ukra1n, as 1t was perceived, did not brought an 

essenttal change in the Russian-Ukrain relations. 

In Moldava, the 14th Army of Russia was very active to 

suppor~ the 1ndependence of Triins-Denlester repub 1 ic, 

Yelts1n and Kozyrev were not 1n favour of 1ts secess1on. 

thougr-, 

But the 

14th Army served Russ1a's interest 1n protecting Russ1an speak1ng 

people 

58 
Roman 1 a .. 

Moldava and preventinq 

Reqard1ng Baltic states, Russ1a 

Wl thdrawal of ltS troops from their 

from 1nteqrating 

made conditional 

59 
terr1tory,. with 

the 

the 

improvement of Russian minorities· posit1ons 1n Baltic states. 

The reduct1on of energy delivery was also used as an econom1c 

means1n Russia's 1nterest. 

The Russian majority of Kazakhstan population was 

in Kazakhstan close relation with Russia. Even the determinant 

president of Kazakhstan has suqgested the formation of 'Eurasian 

58. Ibid. 

59. In practice the withdrawal continued accordinq to the 

negotiated t1me table. 



Un1on· Wlth 
60 

Russ1a. So far as Russ1a's pol icy towal"'d near 

ab l"'Oad 1s concel"'ned, 1t has suppol"'ted centl"'al As1 an countl"'ies 

consel"'vative l"'egimes to re1nfo1"'ce stabllity, pl"'event ethnic 

conflict and as well protect the CIS bol"'del"'s against fore1gn 

1nstrus1on. 

Wh1le stab1l1ty served Russla·s intel"'ests in central Asia, 

instability 1n caucuses was app1"'opr1ate tq Russ1a. 

60. See Lepingwell, n. 51, P. 79. 
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Caucasus 1s a land located between CasP1an and Black Seas. 

Located there are now three independent states, Georg1a, Armenia 

and AzerbaiJan with a total population of 
1 

15,719,933. 

Its ethn1c compos1t1on is very diverse and complicated. 

However, the main etnn1c groups residing there are Georgians, 

Armen1ans and Azer1s. Accord1ng to 1989 Sov1et census Georq1ans 

were 5,395,841, Armenians 3,404,353 and Azeris 7,019,739,
2 

and 

eacn one ot tnree ~onst1tutes a ma,Jor1ty 1n ltS republ1c. 

However. 1t 1s wortn noting that each of these ethnic groups form 

a 
. 3 

In other republics, along other ethnic m1nor1t1es 

sucn as Ussetes, Aoknaz. Greeks Kurds, Lezgh1ns, Avars, Tatars, 

Tats. 
4 

Taskhurs, Assyrians, Jews, Ud1ns, and Turks; and most of 

tnem have the1r own native 
5 

languages. Generally speaking, the 

1 • Paul B. Heneze, "The demography of the Caucasus accord1ng 

to 1989 Sovi,et Census data'', Central Asian Survey <London) , 

Vol. 10, No. 1-2, 1991, P. 149. 

2. Ib1d. 

3. After the outbreak of armed conflict between Armenians and 

Azeris over Nagorno-karabakh many Azeris and Armen1ans 

migrated to the1r, respect1ve country. 

4. Heneze n.1, P. 150. 

5. See Ib1d., PP. 164-68. 
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languages 

Turkic and 

spoken in the region ·can be classified as: 

6 Indo-European. 

Caucasian, 

It should be emphasized that the reg1on lS not onlv 

div1ded along ethn1c and lingual lines but also on the basis of 

religion. Georgians and Armenians are Christians while Azer1s 

are Mus l1ms. Moreover, the Christians of Caucasus are divided 

principally between the Monophysite Armenians and Orthodox 

G - 7 eorg1ans, and the Muslims are_Shiites and Sunnis. 

The diversity of the people of Caucasus resulted in 

rivalry among them and, as a consequence it attracted outstde 

powers to champton the cause of a specific group or relig1on. 

Th1s 1s particularly true wtth regard to the Russtans. 

Though Russta's south-ward expanston started from early 

19th century, 1t came tn contact with the reg1on as a result of 

clash between rival ethnic groups that appealed 

support in mid-sixteen 8 century. Th1s was the 

European overseas colonial expanston in all over 

for 

t1me 

the 

Russia as a land-locked country had no strong tradition of 

Russian 

of the 

world. 

naval 

forces and therefore proceeded to occupy the lands adjacent to 

its territory 'to reach an outlet towards warm water of seas and 

6. Muriel Atkin, "Russian expansion in the Caucasus to 1814", 

in Russian Colonial expansion_ to 1917, ed. Micheal Rywkin 

<London: Mansell Publishing Limited, 1988), PP. 142-43. 

7. Ibid., P.143. 

8. Ibid., P.139. 
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oceans 1n the South and Far-East·.
9 

In fact, Peter the Great was 

shar1ng the common 1dea among the then European powers that the 

state would be strengthened by expansion. Furthermore, he 

was w1lling to establ1sh colonies and trading centres on the 

pattern of European overseas colonies.
10

. 

The Russian expans1on 1nto the Caucasus compounded w1th 

decline of the Pers1an emp1re under Safavid dynasty. Russians 

came to realize the 1mportance of the region vis-a-vls the 

Ottoman Emp1re. Indeed 'The Russ1an governor of Astrakhan 

.. 
stressed 1n hlS reports to the emperor the strategic 1mportance 

of Transcaucasia <Caucasus) for future conflict ~ith Turkey·.
11 

Russta's toward south 1n Caucasia gained new 

strength under Cather1ne the great. She was willing not only to 

continue the m1ss1on of Peter the great, but also she found new 

tasks for Russ1a's expans1on1st policy, bringing civilization 

and chr1st1an1ty to the so called barbarous people of the 

1 ? 
reg1onsL- 1n other words,Russlfication of the non-Russian peoples 

which later on became an official policy under Alexander 111.
13

. 

9. Zafar Imam, Soviet foreign policy 1917-1990 <New loelhi: 

Sterl1nq Publ1shers Pr1vate Limited, 19~1), P. 11. 

10. Autk1n, n. 6, P. 147. 

11. Hough Seton-Watson, The Russian empire 1801-1917 <Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1967), P. 60. 

12. See Atk1n, n. 6, P.153 

13. For policy of Russificat1on during Tsarist Russia See 

Watson, n. 11, pp.485-505. 
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Russia's 1 moe ria 1. ambitions ~onfronted with harsh 

react1ons of Iranian and Ottoman empires. They frequently foug~t 

each others over the Caucasus and the region circulated among 

them. 

In 1783, as a result of the treaty of Georgievsky, Russia 

14 
emerqed as Georgia's protectorate. But, in 1795 Georgia, for a 

br1ef per1od was recaptured by Iran under Aqa Muhammad Khan, the 

head of Qajar dynasty. In 1800 Georgia was annexed by Russians, 

and they began to rule 1t d1rectly. It may be said that th1s was 

the decisive step 1n Russla·s exoansion~st policy In Caucasus. 

in 1804 a war broke out between Iran and Russ I a" w h I c h 

ended i,.;Jl th the victory of Russians, and conclusion of the 

Gulistan treaty <1813), In wh1ch ·Iran recognized a 1 l Russia's 

claims In C 
. 15 aucasus • Therefore, Khanates of 

GanJeh, Karabakh, Sh1rvan, Shakki, Baku, Derbent and Talesh were 

annexed to Tsarist Russia. The Russo-Ottoman war ( 1806- 1812 ) 

also came to an end with the sign1ng of the treaty of Bucharest 

under which Russia kept the western Georgian principalities but 

restored to the Ottomans the Pashalik of Akhaltsekhe and the 

other captured Ottoman positions. Sukhumi was supposed to be 

returned to the Ottomans as part of this 

Russians chose 

. t 16 1mpor ance •. 

not to yield 

14. See, Atkin, n. 6, P. 159. 

15 • I b i d,, P . 180 • 

16. Atkin, n.6, P. 180. 
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In 1828, as a result of another Russo~Iranian war, Russia 

occupied Yerevan and Nakhichevan, and according to Turkamanchay 

treaty the border between the two countr1es was determined on the 

Araxes 
17 

r1ver. 

Apart from Iran and Ottoman emp1re, the people of caucasus 

resisted Tsarist Russia's domination. In fact, it to9k Russians 

many years to consol1date their power in Caucasus. One of the 

most known resistant movement was a religious one headed by Kazi 

r"'u 11 a and I man Sham1l. They united the people of northern 

Caucasus and waged a holy war against Russians. But they l•Je r·e 

suppressed and Russ1a consolidated its rule over the whole 

Caucasus. 

Russla·s front1ers 1n Caucasus was stabil1zed in the f1rst 

quarter of 19th century. Although,there were attempts on the 

s1de of Russians to penetrate into the contiguous req1on, but 

these attempts proved fru1tless. 

In fact,Br1tishers felt anxious over the Russian 

toward the southern seas and were determined to save the1r 

interests in Asia, and arrest the Russian expansion. In this 
I 

regard, 1t was suggested that Caucasus could serve as a barrier 

Asia from Russia's aggressive march towards the protecting 

South'. 18 
The idea was never realized and Caucasus remained 

( 17) See Watson, n.ll, P. 290. 

( 18) Haidar Bammate, "The Caucasus and the Russian revolution, 

from a politlcal viewpoint", Central Asian Survey, Vol.lO, 

No . 4 , 1 991 , P • 3 . 
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under Russian occupation. Indeed, it served Russia as a base 

camp from which to carry out her ambitious prOJects', 
19 

the 

region particularly with regard to Iran and Turkey. However, 1t 

came to a halt with the out break of the October revolution and 

the collapse of Tsar1st Russia. 

Caucasus after the October Revolution 

With the revolution and subsequently the eruption of civil 

war compounded fore1gn Intervention, while the Russian empire was 
.. 

in the process of disintegration. ln fact, with the weakness of 

the centre and the r1se of nationalist fervor Russia's 

the centrifugal forces took upper hand In the 

affairs of their respective nat1ve lands. This was also true in 

case of Caucasus. 

On 22 April 1918, an Independent Transcaucasian Federal 

republic was proclaimed, 
20 

consisting of independent states of 

Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan respec~Ively under Mensbevik, 

Dashnak and Mussavat parties . But soon the divergent Interests 

. 
of constituent entities of the Transcaucasian unity brought an 

end to the federation.
21 

Georgia proclaimed 1ts independence 
-------------------------~---------------------------------------

19. Ibid., P.5. 

20. E.H. Carr, Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923, 

Haramondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1966. I, P. 346. 

21. See Richard Pipes, fhe formation of the Soviet Union: 

Communism and Nationalism 1917-1923, revised edition, New 

York: Atheneum, 1964, PP. 193-194. 
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on 26 May 1918, and Armen1a and Azerbaijan 'followed SUite two 

d f t ' 22 ays a er . 

As mentioned before, there has been r1valry among 

Georg1ans, Armenians and Azer1s notwithstanding the facts that they 

' (23) 
were strongly intermixed w1th one another in Caucasus, while 

'the ethn1c frontiers div1d1ng these three national groups were 

economic 1n p 1 aces ' 24 111-deflned . These , compounded with many 

disparities, bred the national animostities among these new 

Independent states. 

.. 
Soon after the withdrawal of Turks who had occup1ed the 

greater part . 25 
of Armen1a and AzerbaiJan, Armen1a and Georg1a 

entered a war over land d1soute. 
26 

·In 1919 and 1920 Armen1a 

also fouqht Wlth AzerbaiJan over the Karabakh and Zangezur 

regions· 
27 

These an1mos1t1es was exploited by the Bolshev1ks to 

dom1nate the reg1on where Bolshevism had no popular support 

except 1n some 1ndustr1al areas like Baku where Oll industries 

had attracted a lot of Russian and non-Russian m1grants. 

22. Ibid. Also Carr, n. 20, P. 347. 

23. Christopher J. Walker, Armen1a the Survival 

(London:Croom Helm, 1980), P. 244. 

24. Carr, n. 20, P. 344. 

.i 
of !t nation 

25. On Turkish assault on Armenians and their massacre consult 

Walker, n. 23, PP. 243-62. 

26. Ib1d., PP. 267-268. 

27. Pipes, n. 21, P. 210. And also Walker n. 23, PP. 277-279. 
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it should be noted that with industrialization of Russia 

and discovery of oil during the later half of 19th century and 

other mineral resources like manganese had added a new dimension 

to the strategic Importance of the Caucasus. Richard Pipes and 

Stephen Blank opine the Importance of Caucasus tor Russia was, 

in the first place, economic' 
28 

Anyhow, the Soviet government was determined 'To arrest 

and reverse the diSintegration of the Romanov domions'. 

Therefore, the doctrine of nat1onal self~determination Including 

the of secession was introduced with regard to the 

29 
nationalities question. Although,when the Bolshevik power was 

firmly borne upon the non-Russian nations, with some exceptions, 

the Idea of self-determination lost its function, which was to 

b r 1ng the shattered Russian empire together. The Bolsheviks 

'created an administrative system that gave symbolic recognition 

to nattonhood, in the form of a federal structure, and allowed 

the vartous national groups to preserve their linguistic and 

cultural 
30 

Indenty ·. So far as Caucasus 1s concerned, Stalin 

28. Pipes, p. 217, and also 

Transcaucasian Federation 

see 
I 

Stephen B 1 an.k, 

and the origins of the 

"The 

Soviet 

Union, 1921-1922', Central Asian Survey, Vol.9, No.4,1990, P.35. 

29. For this part see, Carr, n. 20, PP~ 259-281. 

30. Amy Knight, "The Political Police and National question in 

the Soviet Union", in Post-Soviet nat 1 ens,. 

Perspectives on the demise of the USSR, ed. Alexander J • 

Motyl, <New York: Colombia University Press, 1992>, P. 170. 
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then comm1ssar of nat1onalities, master minded the forced 

Sov1et1sat1on of the reg1on which his close associates namely 

OrJonikldzeh and Kirov had carried out. 

When the Red Army captured In 1918 the north Caucasus 

where the Independent republic of the North Caucasus had been 

.31 
proclaimed, and as well dealt the defeat of the White army, the 

Bolshevikes had no difficulty to capture Baku In April 1920, the 

capIta 1 of AzerbaiJan where the British troops withdrawal from 

Azerbaijan had made easier. Soon after their take over, the 

Boshevikes declared an Azerba1jan Soc1al1st Soviet Republic. 32 

Then 1t was the turn of the conquest of the Armen1ans, who 

were the most Russophi1e people In Caucasus, particularly WIth 

regard to the constant atrocit1es against them oy Turks, their 

traditional enemy. In October 1920, once again ·fighting broke 

out over a frontier dispute·, between Turks and 32 ArmenIans. 

It was a golden opportunity for Bolsheviks to Sovietize Armenia. 

In late November, the Red Army crossed the border and overthrew 

the Dashnake government which had already been defeated at the 

hand of the Turks and Armenian Socialist Republlc was procla1med 

in the late November. Considerino the rapproachement of 

Bolsheviks and Kemalists (In Turkey>, It was argued by some of 

31. For detail, see Bammate, n. 18, PP. 14-26. 

32. Carr, n. 20, P. 350, and also see Pipes, n. 21, P. 227. 

33. For further information, see Walker, n. 23, PP. 306-313. 
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scholars that there has been a collusion between Russians and 

. 34 
Turks aga1nst Armen1a. 

The fall of Georg1an Menshevlk republic at the hand of 

Bolghev1ks was the last instance of forced Sov1etisat1on for 

nearly twenty years 
35 

Soon after the proc1amat1on 

Soviet Armenia, Orjonikldze diti not lost time to seize 

even 1n open violat1on of 1921 Russo-Georgian Treaty 

Sov1et Russia had recognized the sovereignty of 

'6 
Georg1a· .--- on 21 February, the Red Army crossed the 

toward the Georg 1 an capital, and on 25 February, 

Lvl tnessed the oroclamat1on of Georg1an soc1al1sts 

Reoub l1 c. 

of the 

Georgia 

which 

Menshevik' 

borders 

Tbil1si 

Sov1et 

Len1n concern s over Caucasus 1n qeneral and w1th regard 

to Georg1a 1n part1cular, and h1s fear of popular res1stance 

aga1nst Bolshev1ks made hlm to favour 'policy of concess1on 1n 

relat1on to the Georg1an Intelligentsia and small 
' (37) 

traders , 

and a s lotver, more cautious, more systemat1c transition to 

1
. 38 

SOCia lsm· 1n Caucasus. But these precautions were never 

considered by Stal1n then commissar of nationalities and hiS 

associates In Caucasan particularly, OrJonikidze. They 

34. For example, see Pipes n. 21 PP. 231-232. And also in 

Walker, n. 23, PP. 275-276. 

35. Carr, n. 20, P. 354. 

36. P 1 pes, n . 21 , P • 334 • 

37. Carr, n. 20, P. 354. 

38. Pipes, n. 21. P. 341. 
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arb1tar1lv ruled over Caucasus 'through extraordinary organs and 

even bypassed the local commun1st parties and regular govern1ng 

agenc1es. 

The format1on of the franscaucasian Federation can be 

c1ted as good example of thelr style with regard to Caucasus. 

In SPlte of oppos1t1on by local commun1st oart1es and governments 

spec1ally 1n Georg1a and AzerbaiJan, the federat1on was 

proclaimed on 12 March. 1922. As Stephen Blank ment1ons that 

'they man1pulated the orocess of federation to make 1t seem as 1f 

it came from the bottom uo, 1n order to persuaded Lenin of the1r 

pol1cy's r1ghtness.· 'Lenin's correspondence on the subject .. 

1nd1cates hls reservat1ons about them and their 

russ1ficat1on old 
<9 

reg1me behaviour·.~ 

creation of the federat1on. 

Yet he 

propens1ty 

author1sed 

It should be stressed that the policy of d1v1de and 

tor 

the 

rule 

followed by Stal1n In Caucasus was cont1nuat1on of Tsarist 

Russian policy towards nat1onal1ties. For Instance, the 

Armen1ans· resistance against confiscation·of funds of the 

Churcr.' by Tsar1st government, was broken when "the Armenians' 

enemies, 1 the Moslem Tatars of Azerbaijan, were encouraged to 

attack Armenian fellow citizens and sack their property", 
40 

39. Blank, n. 28, PP. 37-38. 

40. Watson, n.ll, PP.S00-501. See also Audrey L Altstadt, 

"Nagorno-Karabagh apple of discord the AzerbaiJan 

SSR", Central Asian Survey, Vol.7, No. 4,1988, P. 70. 
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After the October revolut1on. the ethnic en1m1ty 1n Caucasus 

played an tmoortant role. W1th regard to the lack of popular 

support of Bolshev1sm 1n the reg1on and even 1n Baku where the 

communtsts took control of the Sov1et of Baku, as Pipes argues, 

"The r~ason must be souqht in the1r effective explo1tat1on of the 

nat 1ona l an1mos1t1es 
41 

When the Azer1 Muslims revolted in 

March 1918. the Armentan Dashnaks massacred Azeris for three days 

Q 

Wlth support of Russ1ans. Accordino to a Soviet historian. the 

event "cons1sted wtthout any doubt of the exploitat1on of 
0 

two 

nat 1ona l tendenc1es aga1nst a th1rd nat1onal 
42 

tendency". It 

should be noted that 1n the same Azer1s revenged Wlth 

supoort of Turk1sh army 1n Baku. 

Furthermore, 1t 1s worth not1ng that, the arb1trary rule 

of Stal1n was manifested in drawing artificial boundaries among 

the constituent republ1cs of the Soviet Un1on, spec1ally 1n 

Caucasus. This arttficial boundaries wh1ch were 1nherited by the 

newly 1ndeoendent states has already caused a confl1ct between 

rival ethn1cs 1.e. Armen1ans and Azer1s; and lt can engender 

border conflict 1n conflict prone areas ot the former ter·r1tory 

of USSR, where these artificial borders exist. 

For example, question of Karabakh or1q1nated 1n 

the 'Soviet nationalities policy in historical prospective·. The 

region located completely inside AzerbalJan territory populated 

mostly by Armenians, is claimed by republtc of Armenta. During 

( 41 ) Pipes, n. 21, P. 199. 

<42) I b 1 d., P • 200. 
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the short period of Independence, the two states repeatedly 

fought over Karabakh. After the October revolution, creation of 

an autonomous oblast was considered by the commun1st party of 

43 
AzerbaiJan staffed mostly by Russians and Armenians and r~ I rov 

as first Secretary of the AzerbaiJan commun1st party. 

The AzerbaiJan communist party set-up a commission without 

any Azer1 member, to study the feasibility of creat1on ot the 

Autonomous oblast. Consequently, Karabakh was removed from 

direc~ rule of the Azerbaijan qov•rnment and an Autonomous oblast 

was 
.. 

proclaimed by decree of 24 July 1923' .
44 

More 

"the borders of Naqorno-Karabakh were drawn so as to 

Armenian 
45 

maJOrity 1n the ethnically mixed region". 

Importantly, 

ensure an 

Therefore, 

l t left a constant source ot d1saoreement and conf l1ct between 

the two reoubl1cs 1n Caucasus. 

The Caucasus new Soviet republics JOined USSR. as 

const1tuents of the Transcaucasian federation in 1922. In 1937, 

WIth amendments· of the constitl.\tion of the USSR, the 

Transcaucas1an federation was dissolved and Georgia, Armen1a and 

Azerbaijan became direct members of the USSR. 

Although, with creation of the USSR, the constituent 

republics lost their sovereignty, yet during 1920s, the New 

Economic Pol1cy <NEP> compounded with the policy of nativization 

43. A l t s tad t, n. 39, P. 65. 

44. See Ibid, P. 67. 

45. Ibid, P. 67. 
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favoured by Len1n, encouraged 1ndigenous culture and the use of 

nat1ve 46 
lanquaqe. In fact, there was an attempt to promote 

educat1onal standard of the people through the1r nat1ve tongue. 

Moreover. was suggested that the adm1n1strat1on of the non-

Russ1an republ1cs should 'be composed the manners, customs and 

language of the local population'. 
47 

It should be noted that, 

dur1nq 1920s, even non-communlst wr1ters and nat1onal1sts were 

tolerated, though rel1g1ous places l1ke church and mosques were 

attacked. 

By the early of 1920s, Stal1n as general Secretary of 

the party had begun consol1dat1ng hls.power. Apart from Stal1n's 

character, the aoandonment of the NEP and the adoption of f1rst 

f1ve year plan· that focused on the rap1d 1ndustr1al1zat1on and 

collect1v1zat1on of aor1culture dealt a blow to the POllCY of 

nat1v1zat1on. In fact.the central economic plann1ng brought 

about ,pol1t1cal centralization wh1ch left ~1ardlv anv autonomy to 

48 
the union republics. fhe opponents of Stal1n were o rut a 11 'f 

suppressed by pol1t1cal police and many people were l1qu1dated 

46. Ronald Suny, "State, ClVi l SOClety, and ethn1c cultural 

consolidation 1n the USSR-Roots of the nat1onal question". 

in From Un1on to Commonwealth: National1sm and Separat1sm ~ 

the Sov1et republics, eds. Gail W. Lap1dus, V1ctor Zaslavsky 

and Philip Goldman <Cambridge: Cambridge Un1versity Press, 

1992) PP. 28-29. 

47. Merle Fainsod, How Russia ~ruled, Rev. ed. <Cambr1dge: 

Harward University Press~ 1970>, P. 362. 

48. Suny, n. 46, P. 29. 
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and thousands were Jatled, spec1ally 

nationaltsts. 

the old Bolshev1ks and 

fhe pol1cv of nat1vtzat1on was substituted by the pol1cy of 

Russ1ftcat1on. The Russ1an language became compulsory tn all 

schools, and the Auss1an culttire was regarded 

49 
advanced culture that was to be promoted· 

as the most 

After Stal1n s death, w1th Khushchev political and 1 egal 

reforms, there 

a.nd 

were some concess1ons to the non-Russ1an 

50 
reappear~. m1nortt1es a relative nat 10n a 1 express1on 

Furthermore, a native oolitlcal elites benefited a 'limited 

ool1t1cal autonomy tn the1r titular republics, a course WhiCh 

also continued under Brezhnev. ln other words. a k1nd of 

patronage network emerged In the Sov1et Un1on 
51 

where, the 

nat I on a l elites won over the support of their oatron In the 

46. 

50. 

51. 

See Gerhard Simon, Nationalism and Policy toward 

national1t1es 

dtctatorship 

Forster and 

In the Soviet Unton, from 

Post-Statinls Soc1ety, 

Oswald Forster <Boulder: 

1991), PP. 148-155. 

See Kntght, n . 30, P . 177. 

total1tar1an 

trans. Karen 

Westview Press, 

Regarding el1te behav1our and emergence ot the patronage -

clients network see John P. Willerton, Patronage 

Pol1t1cs ~ the USSR <Cambridge: Cambrtdge Un1vers1ty Press, 

1992, PP.5-42. 
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center while ma1nta1n1ng stabil1ty, keeping some restraints on 

nationalism. and show1ng econom1c growth·. 1n the1r respective 

5? 
republlc -. could rema1n 1n power for a long per1od. Th1s gave 

to corruptton among the party aparatchiks tn the form at 

illegal act1v1t1es d1rected towaPds pr1vate economic ga1ns WhlCh 

was known as the "second economy". 

ThlS sttuatton among caucasian states was alarming. 

durtng 1960s. The growth of corruption led Brezhnev to bring 

Halder Al1ev 1n AzerbalJan <1~9), Eduard Shevardnadze 1n Georg1a 

( 1972) ·wlth police backgrounds' and Karen Demirg1an 1n Armen1a 

(1974) to curb the r1s1ng t1de of corrupt1on and 
53 

nat1onal1sm. 

Thou.gh , there was su.ccess 1n some f1elds, 
54 

there was no 

structural change tn the system and patronage network. In other 

words. 1t was only a c1rculat1on of el1te. The very polit1cal 

netlvork and oat ron age, and client relat1on became a barr1er 

aga1nst Gorbachev's reforms. 

52. Suny, n. 46, P. 31. 

53. Ibid. 

54. On Al1ev s patronage network and its relation with Moscow 

See Willerton, n. 51, PP. 191-222. 
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Caucasus dur1ng Gorbachev era 

The succession aT Mikhail Gorbachev as General Secretary 

of the Communist Party and the introduction of h1s programme at 

reforms had great ImPact on natlona11t1es problem 1n the Soviet 

Un1on. Though,at the end of the Brezhnev era there were signs of 

tension among nationalities simmering to the surface, 
55 

were 

Indicating the acuteness of nationalities problem 1n the Soviet 

Union which It had Inititally no place in Gorbachev·s program a,,f 

reforms. For a long time the Soviet officials kept saying that 

the nationalities question had been solved. Gorbachev also along 

1,\Jl th the official line underlined the great achievements of 

Soviet Union on national1t1es 
56 

problem , and asserted 

national question nad been solved. In fact,1t was only 

course of time that Gorbachev realised the intensitY of 

nationalities question 1n the USSR. 

As Gorbachev proceeded to Implement his reforms the 

the 

that 

the 

the 

old 

nationalities qrievances reemerqed sometimes In the form of 

violence and murder which posed a real challenge to the process 

of reforms. As a matter at fact,decentralization of the Soviet 

polit1cal system compounded with democratization of the 

society and Introduction of competitive election provided a good 

-~---------------------------------------------------------------

55. See Theodore H. Friedgut, "Nations of the USSR: from 

Mobil1zed p a r t i c i p a t 1 on to autonomous diversity", 

Alexander J. Motyl, n. 50, PP. 201-202. 

56. See 27th Congress of the Community party of the Soviet 

Union, \New Oelh1, Allied Publishers, 1986) P. 68. 
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ground for national fronts to become a bas1s for the r1se 

and development of ClVIl 
(57) 

SOCiety , 1n th.e absence of any 

pol1t1cal party. Moreover, the econom1c stagnation of the Sov1et 

Un1on and material shortages also contributed to dlssatisfaction 

of the nat1onalit1es w1th the present order wh1ch was expressed 

1n the lan~uage of nationalism not only amonq non-Russians but 

also amonq Russians 
58 

themselves. fhe rise of nat ion a 1 ism, 

ethn1c conflicts, str1kes and disorders across the Sov1et Union 

1n turn deteriorated the economic Situation ot the country, that 

b<ed the demand for economic and political Independence amonq the 

republlCS of the USSR. However, 1t should be emphasized that 

Gorbachev·s attempts to rely not solely on the communist party, 

the e~..:1stence 

autonomously defined national 

of 

and 

Institutions based 

SOCial 
59 

Identity·, 

facilitated the diSlnteq<ation of the Soviet Union. 

on an 

which 

The first violent response to the Gorbachev's prestroika 

that aimed at the reforminq the party came from Alma-At a, when 

Dln-Muhammad Kunaev, the General Secretary of the Khazakh 

communist party was replaced by a Russian. However, the Caucasus 

once again was the hot bed of nationalism and ethnic conflict. 

57. Galina Starovioteva, "Nationalities policies In the period 

of perestroika: some comments from a oolitical actor", 

Lapidus, n. 46, P. 115. 

58. See Friedgut, n. 55, P. 209, and also see Suny n. 46, PP. 

35-56. 

59. Ibid. , p. 210. 
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In 1988 a mass demonstrat1on took place 1n Karabakh, 1n 

which the Armenians of the reqion demanded to the1r 

autonomous oblast to Armen1nan republlc. It was followed bv 

huge Armenian's march the streets of Yerevan support1ng 

the cause of Karabakh Armenians. Moscow was shocked by the 

number of Armen1an demonstrators marching in Yerevan, one of the 

most Russophlle people 1n the USSR. As time was pass1ng the 

s1tuat1on continued to deteriorated. As a result of spreading 

rumors on killing two Azer1s b~ Armen1ans, on 28 February, 1988, 

some Azeris attacked Armenians residing in Sumgait a city 22 

m1les away from BaKu wh1ch left 26 Armen1ans 
60 

and 6 Azer1s dead. 

It was allegedlY a oianned massacre eng1neered by the author1t1es 

both Bak:u. and Moscow, that was carr1ed out by hool1gans 

recru1ted from the 
( 61) 

Jalls. The r1ots continued for three days 

to pun1sh Armen1a that was 1ns1st1ng on Independence, then the 

military forces dispatched to the city to curb the unrest. It 

appeared that Moscow whtJe permitting the r1ot and conflict, lf 

not provocat1ng them, had resorted to the old tsarist policy of 

div1de and rule, part1cularly when the fervor for independence 
I 

and anti-Russlan sent1ment intensified. 

60. Summary Q.f_ World broadcasts <SWB> <Reading, England: BBC 

Mon1tory Service, 22 March 1989, SU/0106. 

61. For an 1nterest1ng detail of the events in Sumga1t and 

Moscow·s role 1n 1 t • see Igor Nolya1n, "t1oscow · s 

1n1t1ation of the Azer1-Armenian Conflict", Central As1an 

Survey, Vol. 13, No. 4. 1994, PP. 541-563. 
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The 1nter-ethn1c caused an exodus of refuqee from both 

Armen1a and AzerbalJan, where many Russians also left tne 

troubied area for Russia or some other safe places. 

In December 1988, following the breakout of the 

ear.thquake, the member of l<.arabakh comm1ttee, wh1ch had been 

formed by Armen1an 1ntellectuals to support the cause of 

Armenians In Karabakh, were arrested and for a short t1me there 

was an ease 1n Karabakh unrest. But once aga1n thousands of 

Armen1nans marched and protested the Internment of the members of 

the Karabakh comm1ttee. As a result they were released by the 

author1t1es. 

As unrest was cont 1nued, In January 1989, the Soviet 

government establ1shed a spec1al Adm1n1strat1on comm1ttee which 

was directly responsible to Moscow, to run the Naqorno-Karabakh 

62 
reg1on. fhe act was considered by Armen1ans as a transitional 

phase for JOlnlng Karabakh to Armenia, while Azer1s, which were 

already d1spleased w1th Moscow over the removal of the1r leader 

Haidar Aliev 1n 1987, saw it as Kermlin bias favour of 

Armen1ans. After one committee was dissolved and 

Nagorno-Karabakh was returned to Azerbaijan, which led to the 

Armenlan·s disappointments from Moscow. It should be noted that 

in tern a 1 developments of both Armenia and Azerbaijan and their 

nationalist fervor evolved around the karabakh ISSUe. W1th 

<62) See Peter Rut 1 and, "Democracy and nationalism in 

Armenia", Europe Asia Studies_(Oxfordshire, U.K.), 

Vol.46, No.5, 1994, P.844. 
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format1on of nat 10nal movements both republics and 

1ntroduct1on of competitive e 1 ec t ion, communist parties, 

particularly 

nat1onal1st slogans 

Azerba1 Jan accommodated 

63 In order to get elected. 

themselves WIth 

However, the absence ot any prospect for peaceful 

solution to the Nagorno-Karabakh question and Gorbachev·s lack of 

determ1nat1on to solve the problem, 'there was an 1ncrease 1n the 

frequency of clashes between large groups of people us1nq knives 

and guns, home made explosives and molotov cocktails·.
64 

In fact, 

a guerrilla warfare was underway In the region by Karabak 

Armenians, w1tn unofficial support of Armenia, against AzerbaiJan 

government. The nationalist movements of both sides 1 • e • the 

popular front of AzerbaiJan <PFAl and the Armenian Pan-National 

Movement (APM) were very act1ve In mob1l1z1ng and organizing the 

people. 

In January 1990, PFA supporters attacked the communist 

party and government buildings as well as the border posts 

between lran and the Soviet Union, allegedly to overthrow the 

Soviet goverflment 1n Azerbaijan. Moscow dispatched troops to 

suppress Azeris, in which 143 people were killed•
65 

The 
J 

General 

Secretary ot the party was replaced and order was restored. 

63. For Armenia see Ibid., PP. 847~48, and for Azerbaijan see 

Geoffrey Ponton, The Soviet era, Soviet Politics 

Lenin to Yelts1n <Oxford: Blackwell, 1994>, PP. 238-240. 

64. SWB, 13 July 1989, Su/0507. 

65. See Ponton, n. 63, PP. 237-240. 
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With the r1se of nat 1 on a 11 s t movements which 

increasingly in favour of 1ndependence, Gorbachev came out with a 

proposal on a new un1on treaty wh1ch was to g1ve more autonomy 

to the const1tuent republ1cs. A nat1on wide referendum was held, 

1n which s1x republics Including Armen1a refused to take part In 

lt.66 

In the aftermath of the referendum there was escalation of 

con f 1 ic t 

alleged 

in Karabakh, In whic'h Azeris took upper hand. It 

by Armenians that, Moscow was siding With AzerbaiJan 
~ 

punish Armenia for boycotting the referendum. Furthermore, 

was 

to 

when 

the August coup occurred In the Soviet Union, Ayaz Mutalibov the 

General Secretary of the AzerbaiJan communist party supported the 

coup, no wonder that after the failure at the coup Moscow tacitly 

titled towards Armen1a. 

As 1 t was ment1oned , Gorbachev Perestroika and 

democrat1zation of the SOClety also led to the r1se of 

nat1onalism Georg1a as elsewhere 1n the Sov1et Union. The 

nat1onal 1dent1ty and drive for 1ndependence was strong in 

Georgia. It should be kept 1n mind that the demand for 

independence was not l1mited at republic an level, but some 

autonomous regions w1thin the repub 1 ics also demanded more 

autonomy or even cession as it was in the case of Nagorno-

Karabakh. Georg1a also was facing the same problem w1thin ItS 

territory. The Abkaz1ans living in an autonomous republ1c 

66. On the new Un1on Treaty, See Ibid~ PP. 168-171. 
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in Georgia, demanded secession from Georgia. Moreover, South 

Osset1ans which formed another autonomous republics also tv anted 

secession to join North Ossetia in Russia. 

In November 1989. a demonstration by Georgians against the 

secessionist movements Georgia among other issues, was 

brutally suppressed with clubs and and toxic gas. It left 20 

people dead and some others . . d 67 InJure • Though~Mo~cow ordered an 

investiqation Into the massacre, but it did not answer who took 

the decisions l oc all J6 and 1n 
68 

Moscow. 

Involvement of central authorities appears to be 

However, "the 

confirmed 

when General Rodinov, the local commanding off1cer~ revealed that 

two politburo members. Including Shevardnadze, JOined In the 

deCISIOn to 1mpose martial law and use troops to seize the 

-1 +-,.,. .. 69 . 
I_ '.; T • 

The Tbilisi killings outraged people and Intensified the 

anti-Russian sentiments. In the first competitive election 

nationalist parties obtained maJority in the supreme Sov1et of 

Geor-gia. elected ultranationalist Zviad Gamsakhurdia, a 

I 

former dissident who was in jail for sometime, as new president. 

His authoritarian regime and tough policy towards minorities 

67. See Oleg Glebov and John Crowfoot eds., The Soviet 

Empire: Its nations speak out <Chur: Harwood Academic 

Publishers, 1989>, P.68. 

68. For a good assessment of Tiflis Tragedy, See Speeches 

of the Congress of People's Deputies, in Ibid., PP. 65-81. 

(69) Ponton, n. 63, P. 247. 
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brought about turmo1l not only among minor1ties but 

70 
Georgians themselves. -

also among 

Georgian nationalists believed that Moscow was behind the 

Abkhaz1ans and Ossets ~o as to subvert the Georgian 

Independence movement. With the rise ,of violence South 

Ossetia, a martial law was imposed by Georgian nationalist 

government. The act was declared by Gorbachev as illegal and he 

sent the Soviet troops to South Ossetia to br)ng peace and calm. 

But Georgians were 1n view "that Moscow using the conflict to 

pressure Geurgia into signing the proposed Union Treaty". 
71 

Amid turmoil In Caucasus, the coup occurred In the Soviet Union, 

that accelerated the drive for Independence among Caucasian 

republics, as well as the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

To sum up, Gorbachev's perestroika had little impact In 

Caucasus. In fact, It was a challenge to the party nomanklatura 

which were used to enjoy extra ord1nary concess1ons and 

toleration of corruption, a phenomenon that was common all 

Caucasian republics. Though, Gorbachev proceeded with reforming 

the party apparatus to Implement perestroika, the historical 

weakness of the communist party in Caucasus compounded with the 

r1se of ethnic-nat1onal1sm and conflict as a result of 

(70) See Suny n. 46, PP. 39-40, and also Ponton, n. 63, PP. 249-

250. 

( 71) Ponton, n. 63, P. 250. 
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openness 

essent1al 

solut1on 

and democrat1zation of the society hardly brought any 

change in the reg1on. In addition, Gorbachev had no 

to the problem of national1t1es which had engulfed the 

whole region. Indeed, he reacted to the problem with a mixture 

of conces~1ons and suppress1on that proved fru1tless. 

Furthermore, apo•ars that even Gorbachev or certain 

elements the leadership resorted to the old Tsorist-

Stallnist pol1cy of d1v1de and rule, when the situatiorr turned 

out o-f control. Th1s was the case with Caucasian republics where 

the demograph1c conf1guration of the region prov1ded a good 

ground for that pol1cy. When the Sov1et Union was disintegrat1ng 

the Caucas1an repLlD l1 cs a·::; 1ndependent states were also 1n 

turmo1l. Georq1a was 1n a state of c1v1l war between Gamsakhurdia 

and n1s opponents, wh1le f1ghting was underway between Armenia 

and Azerba1 Jan. Am1d th1s s1tuation they, as independent states, 

entered a new phase 1n their relation with Russia, still a great 

power with strategic interests in the entire region. Whether 

Russia could deal with them in the frame-work of international 

norms and practices 1s an issu~ which would be studied in the 

next two chapters. 
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CHAPTER III 

Russ1a's Policy Towards 

Georg1a 



Georq1a 1s located an the western s1de ot Caucasus and in 

Russ1a s southern flank by the shores of the Black sea. It 

covers an area of 69,700 <sq.km) w1th a populat1on of 5,400,841 

comprising three autonomous regions i.e. Abkhaz1a, South 

1 
and AJaria. 

Ossetia 

Though Georg1a declared its 1ndependence on 9 April 1991, 

it effect1vely emerged as an independent state after the collapse 

of the Sov1et Un1on r1ght in the midst of elite and ethn1c 

conflicts. 

The dawn or competitive elect1on 1n Georq1a led to the 

domination of the nat1onalists 1n the new supreme soviet of 

Georq1a wn1cn 1n curn e1ected a Georo1an chauv1n1st to the post 

of the cha1rman of tne elected body. Later on, a referendum was 

held 1n Georo1a wnich 93% voted 1n favour of separation from the 

Soviet Un1on, and Zv1ad Gamsakhurdia was appointed as the 

Pres1dent of Georo1a by 1ts suor~me sov1et. Georq1a appeared 

hav1ng one of the most enthusiastic lndependent movements with 

anti-Russlan sent1ment after the Baltic states the Sov1et 

Union. The new supreme soviet dominated by nat1onalists fervour 

adopted l avJS such as prohibiting the conscription of 

Georgians the Soviet army. In fact, Georg1a proceeded to 

form 1ts own nat1ona1 guard a year before the fall of the Soviet 

Union. Moreover, Tbil1s1 demanded the w1thdrawal of the Russian 

1 • See Paul B. Henze, "The demography of the Caucasus 

accord1no to 1989 Sov1et census data", Central Asian Survey 

<London), Vol. 10. No. 112, 1991, PP. 148-154. 

56 



fot'ces stationed 1n Georg1a from its territory. After the 

collapse of the USSR, the 1ndependent Georgia retused to JOln the 

Commonwealth of Independent States <CIS>, and cont1nued its 

1ns1stence on 1ts 1ndependence and keep1ng distance from Russ1a. 

However, the nat1onal1st fervour 1n multi-ethnlc Georgia . . 

was not only dlrected aga1nst Moscow, but 1t took the form at 

aggress1on against Georg1an minorit1es, particularly under 

Gamsakhurdla. His att1tude toward m1nor1ties and hlS 

authoritar1an rule ushered conflict between the Georgian elites 

on the one hand; and Georg1an mil1tary farces and the m1nor1ties 

namely Abkhazians the other. In tact, 

Gamsakhurdla·s po11cy brought about a multi-party c1v1l war 

v)h 1 ch hlS government had to fight Wlth Georg1an opposit1on, 

Abkhaz1ans and Ossetes at the same t1me. Thanks to the war 

between Armen1a and Azerbaljan, otherwise Georgia under the new 

Pres1dent mlqht also nave to fiqht Wlth Armen1a, because 

Gamsakhurdla·s ant1-m1norities policy d1d not spare Armen1ans 

liv1nq 1n ,Georq1a too. 

Though Gamsakhurdia was popularly elected to the po~t of 
! 

presidency, he in the course of time faced increasingly 

oppos1tion because of his authoritarian rule. He even alienated 

his allies in the independence movement. In fact, the Prime 

Min1ster Teng1z Sigua and Teng1z Kitovani the head of national 

guard sided with the opposition and resorted to force 
. ; 

2 
Gamsakhurdia overthrow. Henceforth, in December 1991 an armed 

2. See Geoffrey Ponton, The Soviet era, Soviet Politics 

Len1n to Yeltsin <Oxford: Blackwell, 1994>, P. 253. 
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confl1ct broke out 1n Tbilis1, in wh1ch the opposit1on took the 

u.pp e r hand whlch forced Gamsakhurdla to flee the country on 6th 

January 1992. { 3 ) Soon after the fall of hlS government, a 

military counc1l was formed by the opposition to run the country. 

The council arranged the return of Edward Shevardnadze to Georg1a 

and appointed him as the head of the military council. 

( 4) 
As ment1oned before, the r1se of nat1onalism and 

secess1on1st movements was not conf1ned to the union repwbl1cs of 

the Sov1et Union, but also atfected autonomous republics and 

reg1ons withln the union republics. Georgia as one of the multi-

ethnic repubilcs of the former Sov1et Union had to -race the 

demand for greater autonomy or secession among its minorities, 

particularly Abkhaz1ans and Ossetes. indeed, 1t was the first 

question before the new government to deal w1th. 

South iJssetia 

South Ossetia 1s an autonomous oblast In Georg1a, adjacent 

to the North Ossetia within the Russian Federation. 

area of 1505 sq.m, w1th a population of 
5 

98,527, 

It covers an 

comprising 

Ossetes, Geo~g~ans and Slavs. However, the number of Ossetes is 

65,195, that is 66.2% of the total population. 6 

3. See The Current d1gest of the Post-Soviet Press <Ohlo), 

Vol • 44, No. 1 , 1992, PP • 14-15. 

4. See Chapter 2, PP. 22-23. 

5. Henze, n.1, p. 149. 

6 • I b I d., P • 1 5 4 • 
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Ossetes, a people of Iranian origin, largely Christian and one of 

the most Russified ethnic groups 1n Caucasus under Stal1n 

auspices, they ~ere diVIded 1nto two parts - North and South 

lJsset1ans. fhe South lJsset1ans were JOined 'Wl th Georgia. 

After Tbilisl's 1ndependence, South Osset1ans demanded to reunite 

Wl~h their northern oretherns. This troubled Georgia s relation 

Wl th 
7 

Russia. Nevertheless, as 1t was prevalent amonq ethnic 

groups, the South Ossetians proclaimed themselves separate 

republic 1n September 1990, ( 8 ) which was supported by North 

Osset1ans. ... 

Gamsakhurdia sent troops to suppress the Ossets, but the 

miSSIOn rema1ned unf1n1shed, as Gamsakhurdia was overthrown by 

themselves. Nevertheless, there were skirmishes 

betwesn Ossets and Georgians In which many people were killed and 

many others fled either to North Ossetia or Georoia. With 

ascendancy of Shevardnadze as head of military council 

the 

of 

Georgia,_ he tr1ed to solve the problem through negotiation along 

w1th 8or1s Yelts1n. This led to a cease-fire agreement that was 

signed between Georg1ans and Ossetians 1n June 1992. But it was 

not lasting. Because certain elements in both Russia and Georgia 

were not tune with the peace and were advocating a tough 

pol1cy aga1nst each other. Ruslan Khasbulator's statement as the 

chairman of the Russian Supreme Soviet lS notable this 

7. Julkian Birch, "lJssetia: a Caucasian 8osn1a in Microcosm", 

Central As1an Survey, Vol. 14, No. 1, 1995, PP. 43-44. 

8. Ponton, n.L, P. 250. 
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context. In hiS statement in June 1992 he called "the ousting 

of the South Osse.tian population from thetr htstorical homeland 

He added that tf Georqta conttnued to vtolate the 

autonomy of the Ossetes by expelling them from their homeland, 

Russta's supreme sovtet would have to reconstder the South 

Ossetta's offtctal tor annexation to the Russian 
q 

FederatIon. · fh lS was hailed tn North Dssetta, wh 1 1 e fbI 1 Is 1 

considered a declaratton of against 
- 10 
Georgta, as war 

particularly when Russtan combat helicopters attacKed on units of 

the Georgtan Nattonal Guard and 1 1 
vtllages. 

However, 1n the confltct the Russtan assumed the role 

peace keeptng. Yet, thetr Involvement on the stde ot Ossets 

caused a tenston between Russta and Georgta. io overcome 

of 

had 

the 

dtspute, Yeltstn and Shevardnadze agreed to meet and dtscuss 

about Os·:;e t 1 a 1n Dagomys, Russta. In late July 1992, . the two 

leaders reached an agreement on a cease-ftre; "wtthdrawal of 

Georg tan Nat1ona1 Guards fr·om around Tskhtnvalt (caottal of the 

South Ossetla), the sett1ng up of a spectal commtsston; and the 

deployment ot a peace keePing force ot Russ tan, Georgian and 

1 -? 
Ossettan troops". L~ fhe agreement was also stgned by the leaders 

of the North and South Ossetia, under Russian pressure. 

9. The Current dtgest of the Post Sovtet Press, Vol. 44, No. 

24, 1992, 16. 

10. Ibid., PP. 16-17. 

11. Ibid, P. 17. 

12. Btrch, n. 7, P. 48. 
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Althouqh, thetr accord did not solve the problem of the 

South Ossetia, they succeeded through negotiation in bring1ng 

about a lasttnq cease-ftre between Ossetes and Georgians. Yet, 

the ethnic conflict tn Abkhaz1a and Russo-Georgian differences 

rematned unsolved. 

Abkhazta 

Abkhazta 1s an autonomous reoubltc 1n North-western part 

of Georgta, bestde the Black sea. Its populatton comprising 

Abkhaz, Georqtans, Armentans, and Slavs (larq•ly Russi.ans) lS 

onlv 524, 161.
13 It 1s worth no~1nq that the number of Abkhaz 1s 

only 90,713 or 
14 

of total pooulat1on. 

Abkhazta was an 1ndeoendent countrv at dtfferent ttmes 1n 

ltS htstory. Then, 1t was respecttvely occupted by Greeks, 

Romans, Byzanttnes, Turks, and ftnally, 1t was annexed bv Tsartst 

15 
Russta. Wlth the collapse of the Tsar 1st emptre, Abkhaz1a 

enjoyed a shoyt pertod of tndependence as a party to the North. 

Caucasus confederatton, but, soon came under Menshevtk 

. 16 
Georg1a. However, the upsurge of nationalist sent1ments led 

13. Henze, n.l, P. 153. 

14. Ibid· 

15. On Abkhazta's ancient history and their 1dent1ty consult 

B.G. Hewit, "Abkhazia: a problem of 1dentity and 

ownershtP", 1n Central Asian Survey, Vol. 12, No. 3, 

1993, PP. 267-75. 

16. Ford Ennals and others, "Report ot a UNPO m1ss1on to 

Abkhazia, Georgia and Northern Caucasus", Central Asian 

Survey, Vol 12, No.3, 1993, P. 330. 
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GeorQ'l.an Mensheviks to resort to repressive policies against 

their minorities particularly Abkhaz and Ussets. A fact, which 

became a ploy tor Bolsheviks to propagate against Mensheviks and 

destablise the Independent Georg1a by manlpulating the national 

. . . 17 
feel1ngs of the Georgia·s mlnorities. 

After all, with the conquest of Caucasus by the Bolshev1ks 

a Soviet Socialist Republlc of Abkhazta was proclaimed In March 

1921, wh1ch was hailed by Abkhazian people as liberation from 

repress1ve pol1cies of Menshevik government in Georgia. Abkhazia 

JOined USSR as a~un1on republic in December 1921 WhlCh lasted 

only for 10 years, "unt1l 1931 when Stal1n subordlnated them 

CAbkhaz1ansJ to the Georg1ans, and even then they were placed 

under the administrative rule of Tbil1s1 only as a part of tne 

T ranscaLJ.C as 1 a.n - " 18 r-ederat1on . He also inltiated a populat1on 

movement 1n lvn 1 en many Georq1ans were forced to settle 1n 

Abkhaz1a. 

Our1ng the Sov1et era, at different times there have been 

grievances by Abkhazians against Georg1anizat1on of Abkhazia. It 

culminated during Gorbachev era in the form of demand tor 

secess1on from Georg1a which led to the violent clashes between 

Georg1ans and Abkhaz1ans In Sukhumi, the capital of Abkhazia. 

(17) See Richard Pipes, fhe formation of the Soviet Union: 

Commun1sm and Nat1onalism 1917-1923, revised edition, New 

York: Athenaeum, 1964, P. 212~. 

Jhon Colarusso, "Abkhazia", Central Asian Survey, Vol. 14, 

No. 1 , 1995, P. 77. 
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The 1nter-ethn1c clashes was intensifled, when the supreme sov1et 

19 of Abkhaz1a voted for Independence on 25 August 1990, a move 

that t.vas reJected by Gamsakhurd1a who 1n response null1t1ed the 

borders between Georg1a and Abkhaz1a. After the departure of 

Gamsaknurdla, 1n August 1992, Shevardnadze dispatche9 troops to 

Abkhaz1a allegedly to release 1nterior minister who was kldnaped 

by Zv1ad1sts 1n Abkhaz1a. But later on, the defence m1n1ster of 

Georg1a adm1tted th~t tne goal of the military operat1on was to 

put a stop to the secession1st moves of the Abkhazian 

... 19 
parl1ament." However, w1th the eruption of f1ght1ng the 

Abkhaz1an m1lltia retreated and Wlthin days, Georgian troops 

were 1n control of Suknum1. Soon after, the Russ1an troops were 

sent to Georg1a ostens1bly td protect Russ1an military bases 

there, a move wh1ch alarmed Georg1ans. 

On 3 September, 1991 a cease-flre accord was s1gned by 

Georg 1 ans an£ Abkhaz1ans under the ausp1ces at Yelts1n, wn1ch 

never was observed. Nevertheless, Abkhaz!ans wh1ch had gained 

strength started to reoa1n the lost terr1tory aga1n, wn1ch was 

cons1dered by Georg1ans 1ncluding Shevardnadze a result of ·the 

Russ1an support. fh1s further strained the relat1on between 

Russ1a and Georg1a, wh1ch was demonstrated 1n clashes between 

their m1l1tary forces. In th1s clashes a Russian helicopter was 

shot down by Georg1an forces causing the loss of 62 lives. Yet, 

the negot1at1on between Georgia and Russia over the status of 

( 19) Ibid., P. 80. 

<20) Enn a l s, n. 15, P. 333. 
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Russ1~n military ba~es 1n Georgia and a treaty of fr1endsh1p and 

cooperation which started earlier, cont1nued. In July 1993, 

another cease-fire agreement was s1gned between Georg1ans and 

Abkhaz1ans 1n Russ1a, whlch lasted t1ll Sept~mber, when Abkhaz 

surprlsingly attacked Sukhumi and forced Georq1ans out of the 

:21 
Clty. The Abkhaz1an attack was compounded by Zv1adist forces 

reappearance 1n western Georgia, wh1ch was partly responsible tor 

Georgian's defeat at the hand of Abkhaz1ans. 

However, Shevardnadze accused Russ1a ot support1ng 

Abkhaz1ans who were also ass1sted volunteers from North 

Caucasus. Furthermore, he asserted that Georg1a suffered defeat 

only because the strateg1c 1nterests ot a maJor state· should be 
s·-1 

protected 1n Georg1a.~~ 

Later on, 1n December 1993, a peace negot1at1on was 

sponsored by the Un1ted Nat1ons 1n Geneva. It led to the sign1ng 

of a peace accord between Georg1ans and Abkhaz1ans 1n May 1994.
23 

It should be noted that late 1n the same year, Georq1a JOlned 

the Commonwealth of lndependent States <CIS) and its collect1ve 

secur1ty system, a step wh1ch it had declined to take t1ll then. 

By 
I 

doing sa, Shevardnadze succeeded 1n repulsing 

forces ot Gamsakhurdla w1th the help of Russ1an 

importantly, Georgia signed a 10-years treaty 

the advanc1ng 

forces. More 

of friendship 

21. The current d1gest of the post Soviet press, Vo 1. 45, 

' No. 39, 1993, P. 17. 

22. Ibid. 

23. See Colarusso, n. 17, PP. 92-93. 
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and cooperation with Russia In February 1994. Under this treaty 

Georgia agreed to stationing of Russ1an forces in ' 24 Georg1a, 

though, It was 1nsistinq on the withdrawal ot Russ1an torces from 

the Georgian territory by the end of 1995. 2~ 

Russian Polley toward Georo1a 

After the dislntegratioh of the Soviet Union and emergence 

of Georg1a, Russia's pol1cy toward th1s new independent republic 

can be pr1marily expla1ned 1n the framework of its policy toward 

near abroad countr1es. 

As ment1oneo before, the Russian policy toward ltS near 

a.b road countries. prominently, the southern flank, has gone 

through two phases: 1n the first phase Moscow adopted a relat1ve 

moderate pol1cy toward them based on compromise and negot1at1on 

because ot 1ts western-orlented toreiqn policy. Second phase 

Russ1an near abroad policy emerged by m1d 1993 when the 

re1ntegrative tendenc1es became dom1nant 1n Rus.s1 a· s poliCY 

towards 
' 26 

near abroad countries. In fact, H.uss1a rea11zed the 

Importance of the newly 1ndependent states in terms of 

economy, strategic location and security. Therefore, there 

24. See text of draft cooperation treaty between Georgia and 

Russia Summary Broadcasts <SWB> 

<Reading, England : BBC Monitor1ng Servlce), March 199~. 

Su/1643, B/1. 

25. Colarusso, n. 17, P. 86. Also see SWB, 22 March 1993, 

Su/1643. 

26. See Chapter 1, PP. 22-30. 
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was a shift In Russian policy from neglecting near abroad 

countries to active engagement with them In order to persuade or 

force them to accommodate With Russia's Interests. ln other 

words, the gap between nationalist - conservative forces approach 

on near aoroad and that of westerners represented by Yeltsin and 

Kozyrev get narrowed 1f not disappeared. Thus, Kremlin began to 

pursue ItS strategic Interests 1n near abroad, regardless ot 

niceties of Independence. The structural weakness of the new 

republics compounded with the presence ot the Russian minorities 

and ethnic conflict 1n sdme of the republics prov i"'ded a good 

ground to Moscow to follow Its strategic goals there. Georgia is 

a good example of how Russia succeeded to alter ltS behaviour 

through POlley ot st1ck and carrot. 

However, 1t seems that the protection of Russians l1v1ng 

near abroad. WhlCh lS partly responsible for Moscow's 

1ntervention1st POll C).' 1n the former territory of the Soviet 

Union, 1s not of pr1mary Importance In shap1ng Russ1a's policy 

towards Georgia. The Russ1an population that was 371,608 in 1979 

declined by 8.9%, to 338,645 according to 1989 census. mostly 

because of 
. 27 

out-migration. No doubt, that the erupt1on of 

civil war and ethn1c conflict had further increased the out-

migration ot already declin1ng number of Russians. 

As is known, Russia with its huge landmass is quite a 

land-locked country. For centuries,_ one of the a1ms of Russian 

27. See Henze, n.5, PP. 150-51. 
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expansion and conquest of new land was to reach the warm waters 

of the south, an aim which was realised during Tsarist period 

October mostly as a consequence of Russo-Ottoman war.s. The 

revolut1on which caused the disintegration of the Russian Empire 

did 

the 

not change the geopolitical reality, a fact which persuaded 

Bolsheviks to revive, by and large, the shattered empire. 

Hot•!ever, with the collapse of the Soviet Union and emergence of 

the new sovere1gn republ1cs, once again Moscow's sea out-lets 

sharply shrinked part1cularly 1n republics adJacent to the Black 

sea, namely Ukra1n, aQd Georg1a. In fact, not only access to the 

Black sea, the leqacy of Tsar1st Russ1a but also preserv1ng 

dom1nant POSltlon' are strateg1c goals of Russia, WhlCh lS 

cruc1al to Russ1a s economic and m1l1tary 1nterests regardless of 

pol1t1cal and 1deolog1cal or1entation of the Kremlin leaders. It 

aga1nst 

act1v1t1es 

Georq1a. 

thIs background that one can assess 

1n cr1mea, and Abkhazia respectively In 

However, Georg1an defiant government under 

Wlth its ultra-natlonalist orientat1on was not 

the Russia 

Ukra1n, and 

Gamsakhurdia 

ready to 

accommodate Russia's 'vital interest' In Georq1a. His 

authoritarian rule led not only to the rise of ethnic: 

nationalism, but also conflict among Georgian elites, a situation 

which culminated in armed clashes between them and consequently 

the overthrow of Gamsakhurdia. It was alleged that opposition 

groups were supplied arms and ammunition by Russian military 

67 
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forces 1n 
28 

Georg1a. W1th the appo1ntment of Shevardnadze as 

head of the provisional government in TbiliSI, it was thought 

that he would be accommodative towards Russ1ans. a perception 

which not come true, though he tried to amend the tense 

relat1on between Georgia and Russ1a. In consequence, the two 

, 
countries succeeded to conclude a cease-fire in South Ossetia, 

but soon WIth the erupt1on of armed contl1ct 1n Abkhazia, 

relations of the two governments exacerbated, when, T b i 1 1 s 1 

accused Russia of aSSlStlng Abkhaz separatists.~ 

~t 1s worth noting, that there were some ev1dence 1n South 

Osset1a, regarding Russ1a s m1l1tary forces and Its peace keeping 

miss1on s1d1ng ~~1th Ossetes 1n order to put pressure on Georgia. 

But lt 1s more likelv that the conservative forces and 

nat1onal1sts 1n Moscow and w1th1n the mil1tary were behind the 

events. act1ng Independently from the government In Moscow. I t 

may be suggested that. the fact that Moscow did not utilize the 

con f l1 c t to extract concess1ons from fbllisi as lt did With 

regard to the Abkhaz con f 1 i c t supports the sa1d argument.-

Therefore, thiS behaviour can be Identified w1th the f1rst phase 
,.,-

of Russia's pol1cy toward the near abroad that was mostly based 

on the westerners school of thought, supporting a moderate policy 

towards the new independent states. 

However, the events in Abkhaz1a went 1n different way 

Ind1cat1ng the Russ1a's assert 10n · to follow its own national 

28. See Thomas Goltz, "Letter from Eurasia: The h1dden Russ1an 

hand", foreign policy <Washington>, No.92, Fall 1993, P.97. 
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Interest In near abroad. The old policy of divide and rule was 

used by Russians In a systematic manner to bring states which had 

refused to JOin the CIS like Georgia, back to the fold. 

In fact, Georgia represents the most evident case of 

Russia's Involvement In near abroad countries as Its sphere ot 

Influence. Moscow applied political, military and economic 

pressure to force fb 1 lis l to abide by Russ1a's strategic 

interests In its territory. 

Russla·s role as a guarantor of peace and stability has 

been endqrsed by others, particularly 
29 

Americans. 

enhanced Russia s political leadershiP as an arbiter to 

ThiS has 

the 

confl1cts In near abroad, a position on which the parties of the 

cont lict depend. So far as Georgia IS concerned, thiS was 

manifested 1n Russia's attempts tb Intervene and med1ate between 

Georgians and Abkhazians, a JOb that tould hardly be neutral. 

Although, there IS no absolute evidence to assert that 

Russ1a unleashed the attack against Georgia, there are some 

clear signals suggesting Russia's role 1n supplying arms, and 

traininq and sometimes directly assisting Abkhaz1ans In the1r 

conflict with Georgia. It appeared that the Russian military 

forces played an essential role 1n the conflicts. The presence 

of the Russian troops was one of the most important disagreement 

between Georgia and Russia. From the beginning, Tbilisi demanded 

" 29. See The Sunday Times<London>, 25, September 1994. 
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the withdrawal of Russian forces from its terr1tory and 

Moscow was reluctant to g1ve up its bases 1n Georgia, citing the 

spec tal strategtc tnsterests' of Russia in Georgia's Black Sea 

coast 
. . 30 

tncluding Abkhaz1a and AJarta which dictate the Russ tan 

presence in Black sea bases tn Georgia. 

However, 1t should be emphasized that 1t 1s difftcult to 

belteve that the Abkhaz mllitary forces 'drawn from a population 

of just 90,000' could have defeated the Georg1a National Guard 

b a.c ked by 4 mill1on Georgtans, without any help from outside. 

the SOPhiStiCated arms ltke f-72 tanks and heavy 

artillery used by Abkhazians against Georgians whtch neither 

Abkhazians nor North Caucasus volunteers 
31 

possessed, suggest 

that Russia could have supplied them to Abkhaz ftghters. 

More Importantly, Sukhumi was repeatedly bombed by 

unidentified atrcrafts. Georgian author1t1es tncluding 

Shevardnadze himself, blamed Russia for bombing of 
. 32 

Sukhum 1. 

Moscow dented its tnvolvement in attackinq Sukhuml, but the 

contradictory allegations of Pavel Grachev the Russ1an Defence 

Minister confirmed Russtan complicity, if not d1rect involvement 

1n the attack. He 1n1tially adcused Georgians of bomb1ng their 

30. The current d1gest of the post Soviet press, Vol. 45, No. 

39' 1993' p • 18. 

31. SWB, 18 March 1993, Su/1640, B/9. Also see, fhe current 

digest of the post Sovtet press, Vol. 45, No.· 11, 1993, P.14. 

32. SWB, 18 March 1993, Su/1640, B/8. Also see SWB, 29 March, 

Su/1649, B/1. 
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own cit1zens, though later on he admitted "that a Russian attack 

had taken place 1n 'revenge tor Georqian shell1ng ot area close" 

to Russ1an posit1on 1nclud1ng 1ts m1litary bases G 
. 33 

eorq1a. 

And even, when Georg1an forces succeeded to shot down a Russian 

Su-27 a1rcraft, Moscow cla1med that the a1rcraft was not on 

bomb1ng miss1on, out was only P?trollinq the skies, 

preventing the Georg1an pilots from inflicting a missile bomb 

strike on Russ1an military facilities'. 
34 

Georg1a's attempt to woo western support through 1ts 

western or1ented .. policy proved in vain. And when 1t 

fr1endsh1p treaty w1th Ukra1ne in Apr1l 1993, Russia 

lt as a threat. As such, 1t did not promote Georg1a s 

s1gned a 

cons1dered 

pOSltlon 

before Russ1a. After the fall ot Sukhum1 to the hand of Abkhaz 

f1ghters Shevardnadze appealed to the U.N. Secretary General and 

to the leader ot the U.S, Italy, Spa1n, .Japan, Canada, Great 

Br1ta1n, France and other countr1es
35 

thouqh w1thout any concrete 

result. It appeared to be a swan song of 1ndependent Georgia 

befo~e y1eid1ng to Russian demands. In fact, w1th the resu.rgence 

of Zv1ad1sts 1n western Georgia, the country was on the brink ot 

dismemberment. ln the absence of any option 
i 

outs i d e t h e C I S , 1 t 

appeared that there was only one option before Tbilisi, namely to 

33. Goltz, n. 26, P.107. 

34. SWB, 22 March 93, Su/1643, B/4• 

35. The current d1gest of the post-Soviet press, Vol. 45, No.39, 

1993. p. 19. 
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turn toward Russ1a. Hence, Georgian government agreed to 

the CIS which 1t had earlier res1sted. As Shevardnadze put l t: 

"I sent a telegram there consent1ng to Georgia's joining the CIS, 

something that I had opposed unt1l the very end. I agreed to the 

Russ1an Defence M1n1ster·s proposal to send addit1onal armed 

forces from that country 1nto Abkhaz1a. Georgia was essent1ally 

brought to 1ts 
36 

knees". 

However, 1t should be noted that, Russians used not only 

mil1tary pressure, but they ~lso utilized the econom1c levers at 

the1r dispOsal against Tbillsi government. 

It should be emphasized that the structure of the Sov1et 

economy was 1nterconnected through central plann1ng and reg1onal 

spec1al1zat1on among the un1on 
. 37 

republics .. Therefore, the new 

1ndependent states are heavilY depended on each others 

part1cularly on Russ1an Federat1on. Russia 1s source of raw 

and eneroy ,as well as a market for the 1 ow quall t·,t 

products of the near abroad countries. ThlS econom1c power 

prov1des Moscow a qood lever to put pressure on the near abroad 

countries, unwill1ng to Join .the CIS, like Georg1a. 

fhe rise ot ethnic conflict and c1v1l war in Georq1a 

compounded with rail and road blockades which led to rupture of 

Georg1a from other parts ot the former Soviet Un1on, spec1ally 

36. Ibid. 

37. See B. Miller, " Interrepublic economic relations and the 

Transit1on to a market," Problem of econom1c transition 

<Armonk, N.Y.>, Vo • .35, No.3, July 1992, PP. 78-87. 
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Russ1a brought about catastrop,he to the Georg1an economy. rhe 

situat1on was exacerbated as a consequence of Russian retaliatory 

measures Georg1a for not Joining the CIS. ThlS was 

1ncluded 'the 38 
term1nat1on of del1vers ot goods from Russ1a· and 

erect1nq barr1ers to the Georg1an exports. 

Hence, many of the Georgian enterpr1ses were shut 

39 
i::JOWn, monthly rate of .40 

1nflat1on exceeded 40 percent and the 

pr1ces drast1ca1ly went up. 

Georg1an low qual1ty oroducts 

Moreover. there was no market 

41 
other than Russ1an market. 

" 
So, the ClSaPPOl~tment of Shevardnadze Wl th the 

w1tn :ncreas1ng econom1c hardship and Russ1an 

tor 

west, 

he<:fVY 

nanoea aeal w1tn Georq1a. forced Tb1l1s1 to y1eld to the Moscow s 

demands. Henceforth, Georg1a not only acceded to the CIS, but .. ,. 
also s1gned a treaty on b1lateral m1litary re1at1on w1th R.u.ss 1 a. 

Soon after, Russ1an troops came to the ass1stance ot Georg1an 

forces 1n reouls1ng ~ne Zv1ad1sts Insurgency 1n wes~ern Georq1a, 

and protect1ng tne maJor ra1l l1nks. 

See B. Plysne'>'Skll, ''Reform1ng the econom1es of the CIS: 

The Transcaucas1an repub 1 i cs and Mo1dava",Problem 

eronom1c trans1t1on, Vol. 37, No. 10, February 1995, P. 59. 

S9. See Jean Radv an J 1, "Observation on Independence and 

Statehood 1 ranscaucasia", Post-Sovlet Georgraphy 

<Columbla) Vo 1. 35, No. March 1994, p .181. 

40. Plyshevskil, n. 36, P.58. 

41. See Radvan.J, n. 37, P. 180. 
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In Februarv 1994~ Yelts1n and Grachev v1s1ted Tb1lisi and 

signed a treaty w1th Shevardnadze, 1n wh1ch Russ1a was committed 

to ass1st Georq1a 1n the creation ot the republ1c of Georq1a ot 

42 
and suppl-ying the armed forces m1litarv eouipments. More 

ImPortantly, Russ1a reta1ned the three military bases in Georgian 

terr1tory, 1nclud1ng 'the Black Sea naval base of 
4' 

Poti ·. '"' In 

November 1994, 

(44) 

the two countries also reached a border patrol 

agreement a1m1nq to fulfill one of the Russia's strateg1c 

goals w1th regard to the near abroad countries, namely protecting 

outer CIS border. Little wonder, that Georq1a also JOined 

the CIS collective security system. In fact, the Abkhaz and 

south Ossetia problem remained unresolved, and the peace that 

pr-evails now lS dependent only on the presence of Russ1an 

peacekepers there. Therefore, there IS always the possibility ot 

the renewal ot conflict, 1f Georgia turns assertive aqainst 

Russ1an strateq1c Interests In Its territory. In thiS context, 

Georgia has no opt1on than to boost Its ties includ1ng security 

relat1ons with Moscow either within the CIS or on the b1lateral 

basis. For thiS reason, Georgia has come closer to the core 

42. See the Text of Draft cooperation Treaty, in SWB, 22 March 

1993, Su.1643, B.1. 

43. Hamner Adomeit, "Russia as a 'qreat power in world 

Affairs; Image and reality", International affairs <London) 

Vol. 71, No.1,. January 1995, P. 47. 

44. Martha Brill Olcott, 'Sovere1gnity and the near abroad', 

Obris, Vol, 39, No. Summer 1995, P. 538. 
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states of the CIS. e·y~en once Shevardnadze SUPPOrted the 

45 
Idea of Eurasian Un1on. proposed by Kazakhstan President. 

This drast1c shift 1n Georgia's pol1cy seems to have been 

b~ the dismissal of Its hard line opponents w1th1n 

the ru 1 i ng Georg1an 
46 

elites, even without substituting the 

Georgian ruling elites as 1t was the case with AzerbaiJan. Thus 

by the end of 1994. lt did appear that some semblance of 

stab1l1ty 1n Russ1a·s relations with Georg1a had appeared. 

~owever. a clear o1cture 1s yet to emerge. 

----------------------------------------------------------------
45 • I b 1 d. • P • 360. 

46. See Ibid., P. 363. 
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.. 
CHAPTER IV 

Russ1a's Policy Towards Armen1a and Azerba1jan 

and Nagorno-Karabakh 

Conflict 



The two Caucasian states of Armenia and AzerbaiJan emerged 

as indeoendent states with the break-uo of the Soviet Union, amid 

mutual conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh region. 

Armen1a w1th an area of 29,800 <so.km> is a land locked 

country 1n Caucasus. its 5,304,353, population Is comoosed of 

93.3 ethnic 1 
Armenians. In fact, Armenia has one of the 

homogeneous populations among the republics of the former 

Union, ... particularly after the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, 

most 

Soviet 

when 

many Azeris 1n Armen1a left 2 
for AzerbaiJan. Therefore, Armen1a 

unlike the other tL•JO Caucasian multinational states, namely 

Georgia and AzerbaiJan, remained protected against secessionist 

movements and consequently outside maniPUlation. 

AzerbaiJan covers an area of 86,600 <so.km) and its 

population IS 7,019,739, composed of 390~495, Armenians along 

other minorities liv1ng A 
. . 3 

zerbaiJan. Nakhichevan autonomous 

republic and Nagorno-Karabakh autonomous region. 

The diversity_ of population 
i 

posed a threat to the 

terr1tor1al Integ~1ty of AzerbaiJan part1cularly when outsiders 

have tried too ut1l1ze it to extract concession from B~ku. 

1 . See oaul B. Henze, "The demography of the Caucasus 

according to 1989 Soviet census data", Central Asian Survey 

<London), Vol. 10, No. 112,1991.; PP. 148-50. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 
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Generally speak1ng, most of the newly 1ndependent states 

of the former Sov1et Union, including Armenia and AzerbaiJan, 

under the fervour of nationalist movements thouqnt at Independence 

as something which would be achieved soon after breaking with the 

Soviet Union. l"loreover. It was perce1ved that Moscow would 

adJust 1ts policy towards the newly sovereign states accord1ng to 

the 1nternat1onal norms and w1th regard to the n1ceties of 

lndependence. But, both of these perceptions proved unlike 1n 

the course of t1me. 

No doubt, Russia is still a qreat power. .it has strateg1c 

interest In the former terr1tory of the Soviet Union or the near 

abroad countries. It seems that Russ1a has tried to Protect ltS 

strategic 1nterest through every means at its disposal regardless 

at 1ts leqal1ty. Th1s 1s spec1ally true ot !"'asco~-.. s POlley 

towards Armenia and AzerbaiJan 1n pursu1ng 1ts strategic 

1nterests. In tact, the Naqorno-Karabakh contl1ct which was 

underwaY between the two states was utilized by Russ1ans to make 

Armenia and Azerba1.ian dependent on Moscow for the sake of 

Russia's strategic 1nterest 1n the region. These strateg1c 

interests could be protect·ing the outer CIS 

.borders and preventing the outs1de powers from 1ntrusion 

the 

the 

reg1on, and the control of oil flow in the region. In 

into 

tact, 

Nagorno-Karabakh confl1ct was util1zed by Russians to make 

these two countries dependent on Moscow to secure Russia's 

strategic interests. Hence, an investigation of the development 

of the contlict IS of qreat Importance to understand how Russia 

follows its goals In the region, particularly vis-a-vas 

Azerbaijan and Armen1a. 
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Nagorno-Karabakh Confl1ct 

The Naqorno Karabakh 1s an autonomous oblast 

Az:erbalJan·s terr1tory. It covers an area of 1700 souare mile 

and 1t has an Armen1an maJorlty. Accordinq to the 1989 census of 

the Sov1et Un1on, the total populat1on was 189, 

145,450 Armen1ans, 40,632 Azeris and 2417 

029 

4 
Slavs. 

compr1s1ng 

Nagorno-

f<arabakh confl1ct has 1ts roots in the past. As was ment1oned 

earlier, 
5 

the 1ndependent states of Armenia and Aterbaijan 

fought over it repeatedly between 1918-1921. After the 

Bolshev1ks took over, the fate of the reqion 
<0 

Stal1n, therefore, Nagorno- Korabakh as an 

WIth an Armenian maJor1ty Joined AzerbaiJan. 

cont1nued to be a matter of s1lent content1on 

was dec1ded by 

autonomous region 

No wonder, 1 t 

between Yerevan 

and Baku. And whenever the c1rcumstances perm1tted Armen1ans In 

Nagorno-Karabakh marched 1n protest against assim1lat1onist 

POllCleS of the aovernment In Baku. However, these protests 

under Gorbachev cuim1nated 1n the form of armed clashes WIth 

support of people and natlonalist croups in Armen1a. When the 

two countr1es of Armenia and AzerbaiJan acquired the1r 

independence, the contlict took the form of a real war between 

the two newly lndependent states, in which Armenia never accepted 

its Involvement 
. 6 
1n the war. 

However, it should be noted that with the break up of the 

Soviet Union, Armen1a developed a good relation with Russia and 

4. Ibid., PP. 154-55. 

5. See, Chapter li PP.37 • 

• 
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• joined the CIS, and subsequently its collect1ve security system, 

co-s1gned by Russia, Kazakhstan, Uzbeklstan, t<yrghyzstan, and 

Taj1kstan. While AzerbaiJan turned assert1ve with reqard to its 

Independence and refused to ratify the documents ot the CIS 

s1gned by Mutalibov. Furthermore, it decided to establish its 

own armed 
. 7 

forces and demanded the Withdrawal of the ~ussia 

military units from 1ts territory. 

l)uring 1992, the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh 

intensified which Armenians took the upperhand and forced 

Azer1 milita~y forces to retreat. It was a setback to the Baku's 

leadershiP under Ayaz Mutalibo~. In fact, the military reverses, 

com01ned w1th power struggle among Az:erbaiJan s el1te, 

compelled r1utal ibov to 
8 

res1gn. He was replaced by 

Mamendov the Chairman of the Parl1ament as the prov1s1onal head 

of the qovernment till a new Presidential elect1on was held. 

6. 1-'aul B. Henze, "Conflict in the Caucasus, backqround, 

problems and Prospect for m i t i g at i on " , Euras1an Studies 

<Ankara), Vol. 1 No. 1, 1994, P. 79. 

7. Roy Allison, Military forces ini the Soviet successor 

states, Adelphi Paper<London>, No.280, October 1993, PP.9-10. 

8. See T adeu.sz Sw i e tochowsk 1, "AzerbaiJans triangular 

relationship: fhe land between Russia, Turkey and Iran", 

New Geopolitices of Central Asia and its border lands, eds., 

Ali Banu Azizi and Myron Weiner- <London: I .B. raur1s, 1994) , 

p. 128. 
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However, the replacement of Mutalibov did not br1nq any 

change 1n the battlefield. Therefore, the Armen1an military 

un1ts cont1nued to advance 1nto the AzerbalJan's terr1tary. In 

May 1992, they caotured Shusha a strategic town in Nagorno-

. 9 
Karabakh and, succeeded to aoen a corridor to reach Armen1a. 

Henceforth, the AzerbaiJan·s parliament unsuccessfully 

tr1ed to re1nstate lvlutal1bav as Pre.sident wh1ch failed w1th take 

aver of the Pan-Turklsh Papular Front of AzerbalJan <PFA). 10 As 

a result, Mutallbav took refuge 1n Russ1a, and Yaqub • l"lamedov 

res1gned as the Cha1rman of the Parliament. It was alleqed that 

Russia was Involved 1n br1ng1ng Mutalibov back as presldent of 

Azerbaijan. Accordingly. before his res1gnat1an Mutalibov had 

negat1ated Wlth Russ1an author1t1es on delivery ot arms and 

equ1pments to AzerbaiJan by Moscow 1n exchange far A z e rb a 1 Jan · s 

. th - T s 11 H JOlning e ~~· • owever. with PFA com1nq to cower, the course 

of events in AzerbaiJan went against Moscow's 1nterests. 

lt IS worth not1ng that, unlike AzerbalJan, Armen1a 

enjoyed a relat1ve stability 1n spite of econom1c cris1s, 

----------------------------------------------------------------
9. Peter Rutland, "Democracy and National1sm in Armenia", 

Europe-Asla Studles{Oxfordshl~e W. K. ) Vol. 46, No. 5, 

1994, PP. 856-59. 

10. The current d1aest at the post-Sovlet Press <Ohio), Vol. 

44, No. 20, 1992, P. 10. 

11. Ibid. 
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specially extensive shortage ot energy as a result of blo~kade by 

Azeris and rupture of transportation In neighbourinQ war-torn 

Georgia. Levan Ter-Petrosyan th~ leader of Armenian Pan-national 

Movement lAPM) who was elected as pres1dent of Armen1a cont1nued 

to rule the country. As mentioned earlier, Yerevan tram the 

beq1nn1ng developed a qood relation w1th Moscow. It .Joined the 

CIS and was one of the foundinq members of the CIS collective 

securitY 12 - h treaty. Furt ermore, Arm en 1 a s I qn.ed a mutual defence 

pact With 13 Russia In May 1992. Russian troops cant inued to 

rema1n In Armenian terr1tory and protecting its borders 

particularly wlth Turkey, the historical enemy of Armen1ans. The 

presence of the Russ1an troops partly contributed to the 

Armenia·s political stabllity. While, Baku cons1dered this as a 

sign of !"los cow Yerevan ax1s against Azerbaijan. Therefore, 

Azeris accused Moscow of qiving help to Armenians In i\lagorno-

Karabakh conflict, specially when some of Russ1an nationals were 

arrested by Azer1 forces 1n Karabakh September 1992 .. 14 

Nevertheless, Armen1ans cont1nued to advance in Azer1 territory 

and captured the Lach1n d1strict, 
I 

12. See, Ruttand, n. 9. P.856. 

13. A 11 i son, n. 7, P. 65. · 

a land br1dge between Nagorno-

14. See Thomas Goltz, "Letter from Eurasia: The hidden Russ1an 

hand", Fore1on Policy <Washington), No.92, Fall 1993, P.98. 
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K b kh d A ' 15 ,ara a an rmen1a proper • 

However, after depos1ng the old Nomenklatura 1n AzerbalJan 

who were looking, by and large, toward Moscow, the leader of PFA 

Abulfaz Elch1bey, once a pr1soner dur1nq the Soviet Un1on, was 

elected as new Pres1dent in Jun• 1992. 16 Elchibey, who like other 

Azeri nationalists blamed Russia tor AzerbaiJan's defeat, turned 

toward Turkey for help. In fact, Baku under Elchibey tr1ed to 

replace Russ1a w1th Turkey. Furthermore, 1t refused ta JOln the 

CIS and kept pressing tor the withdrawal of Russian military 

" 17 units from the AzerbalJan terr1tory. 

ln June 1992, Azer1s launched a counter offens1ve and 

succeeded to rega1n some parts of their lost territory. By 

October, they were In control of biq chunk of Naqorno-Karabakh. 

However, Armenians believed that Russian help1ng hand was behind 

these v,lctories. But these successes dld not last lonq. 1 n fact, 

the econom1c cris1s of Azerbaijan, as a result of the war and 

15. Robert V. Barylski, "The Russian Federation and Euras1an 

Islam1c Crescent", t:urope-Asia-Studies, Vol. 46, ·No. < ._,, 

1994, P.404. Also see /The current digest of the post-

Soviet Press, Vol. 44, No.20, 1992, P. 12. 

16. The current digest of the post-Soviet Press,, Vol. 44, 

No. 2 < ._,, 1992. p. 14. 

17. Barylski, n. 15, P. 404. 

18. The current d1gest at the post-Soviet Press,, Vol. 45' 

No. 14, 1993, P. 22. 

82 



refugees as well as rupture of its economic relation With CIS 

members, part1cular1v Russ1a, was a destabliZinq tactor the 

country. At th1s JUncture, Azerbaijan suffered a setb~ck In the 

battlefield. On Apr1l 1993, Armenians captured another part of 

Azeris and opened a second corridor from Armenia to Naqorno-

v ' 18 r,_arabakh. and reversed the direction ot war In their favour. 

lo the disappointment of Elchibey, though Turkey rebuffed 'the 

Armen1an aggress1on but the POSSibility of open 

m1litary Inter-,, en t 1 on 1n the conflict.
19 

It 1s interestinq to 

note that once AnK~ra had threatened to Intervene the 

Armen1an-Azerba1Jan1 confl1ct on the s1de of Baku, when Armen1an 

forces Intruded 1nto Nakh1cheavan terr1tory that lS border1nq 

20 
T:_..:.rk.ev. led to narsh response DV r·larshal Yevqenv 

Shaposhn li(OV tnen commander 1n ch1ef of the CIS JOint Armed 

Forces and the warn1nq over the POSSibility ot a q lob al 

war· 21 

Howeve<, the new developments was a blow to Elchibey and 

hlS "1deal1st nat1onal1sm". As a matter of fact, he not 

any pos1t1ve cnanqe 1n AzerbaiJan s political and 

econom1c situation by keeping distance from Moscbw. 

19. Ibid, P. 23. 

20. According to the 1921 Russo-Turkish Treaty, Turkey was 

entitled to send troops Into Nakhichevan to defend its 

territorial lnteqrity. 

21. Moh1ad1n Mesbah1, "Russian foreign policy and security 1n 

Central As1a and Caucasus", Central As1an Survey, Vol .12, 

No.2, 1993, P. 205. 
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Furthermore, he al1enated the old el1te nomanklatura 'by 

replacing Mutal1bov's former commun1sts w1th popular Front 

22 
members. ~1nally, our1ng the Elcnlbey's government 

conflict turned tram bad to worse for AzerbaiJan. 

Karat:>akh 

Henceforth, the f 1 rst of threat to Elchibey·s 

government came tram GanJa, the stronghold of Colonel Surat 

Husse1nov. Once he was director of a Woolen factory who provided 

arm~ and equipment to the national army of AzerbaiJan. Because 

or serv1ces, he was granted the t1tle of National hero ot 

AzerbaiJan and then became the commander of Karabakh 
. 23 
torces. 

June 1993, Elch1bey dism1ssed Hosseinov of his posts, 

24 
but he •efused to ab1de by the order and the 709th 'brlgade at 

ganJa· 

to the 

•em<nned loyal 
25 

to Surat Hosse1nov. 

fherefore, Elchib~y sent troops to dlsarm them. 

armeo confl1ct and Hossainov's 
. 26 

v1ctory. In 

Hosse1nov put an ultimatum demand1nq the res1qnation 

a•.;.thor1t1es baku 1nclud1ng Elchibey by 15 June, 

22. Ba.rylski, n. 15, P. 404. 

fh IS led 

turn, 

ot the 

27 
and 

23. On Hosselonov·s record See, fhe Current d1gest of the Post-

Soviet Press, Vol. XLV, No. 24, 1993, PP. 2-3. Also Goltz, 

n. 14, PP.110-11. 

24. Ibid., P. 3. 

25. IbId. 

26. Barylski, n.15, P. 405~ 

27. The current d1gest of the post-Soviet Press, n. 22, P. 1. 
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started marching towards Baku. Meanwhile, amid this power crisls 

1n Baku, Armen1ans launched on offens1ve aga1nst Aqdam, Agdary 

and Agdzhabedl D1str1cts of AzerbalJan'. 
28 

To avo1d confrontat1on and boosting h1s pos1t1on. Abulfaz: 

Elchibey 1nvited Ha1der Al1ev from Nakh1chevan to med1ate. Soon 

after, Al1ev was elected as the cna1rman ot oarl1ament and asked 

Hossa1nov to stop march1ng on Baku. But 1 t was too late. 

Elch1bev tled from Baku, and Aliev was appointed bv oarliament-, as 
I 

29 
act1ng pres1dent w1th Surat Hosseinov as h1s Pr1me M1n1ster. 

I 
• I 

In October 1993, as a result of President1al elect1on 

was elected as new President ot AzerbaiJan. The return ot the 

old el1te, brought a new orientat1on to AzerbalJan fore1gn pol1cy 

from Turkev to Russ1a. In September 1993, Al1ev neqot1ated Wlth 

Yelts1n 1n Moscow and in the same month AzerbaiJan was admitted 

to the CIS. It also JOlned the CIS collective secur1ty pact. It 

was a great ach1evement for Russian fore1gn and security pol1cy 

in near abroad. However, th1s ach1evement appeared to be as 

consequence of the Russ1an subtle pol1cy regard1ng Nagorno-

Karabakh confl1ct. 

From the beq1nn1ng of Nagorno-Karabakh confl1ct, f"loscow 

adjusted 1ts POlley regard1ng the conflict to polit1cal 

28. I b 1 d. , P. 2 • 

29. The current digest of the post-Sov1et Press, lJol. 45, No. 

25 ' 1993' p • 18. 
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1 nc 11 nat 1 on 
30 

in Yerevan and Baku • For ex amp 1 e , Moscow under 

Gor-bachev s1ded ~~~I th Baku wh1le the Az:er-1s Nomenklatura 

31 
dependent on the center. 

After the collapse of the Sov1et Union, 1t appeared 

Russ1a under Yeltsin was 1n favour of developing r-elat1on 

near abroad countries as Independent and sover-e1gn states. 

was 

that 

with 

But -

thlS was a short per-1od 1n Moscow's relation with the former 

Soviet Un1on republics. Nev~r-theless, dur-1ng this period Russia 

d'LVIded 

'---
32 

its military and economic assets among them, despite .. 
the f~st that, some of the arms and military equ1pment had been 

" ..... a1 rea .. _,·.; se 1 zed ·b·v the near abroad countr1es. Armenia and 

AzerbaiJan also took thelr snares of weapons and ammun1t1on from 

<< 
the Sov1et Red Army desp1te ot war between the two.~~ However, 

so far as Naqorno-Karabakh confl1ct 1s concerned, thls may nardly 

be attr1buted to the Russ1an goodw1ll towards AzerbaiJan and 

Armen1a. 

30. See Uwe Halbach and He1nr-1ch T1ller, "RUss1a and ltS 

Southern Flank" Aussen Polit1k <Hamburg>, Vo1.45, No. 2, 

1994, p. 160. 

31. See Chapt~r- II, P.50-~· 

32. Robert, V. Barylski, "Russia, the West, and the Caspian 

Engrey hub", Middle East Journal <London>, Vol. 49, No.2, 

Spring 1995, P. 219. 

33. Ib 1 d. 
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Soon, Russia turned assertive on protect1nq Its strateg1c 

Interests In near abroad. This was marked the beginnlng of 

second phase 1n Russian Toreiqn and security pol1cy towards 

the 

the 

newly Independent states of the former Soviet Un1on. Therefore, 

nav1nq 

Russian 

fr1endly ne1Qnbors In near abroad became the keystone OT 

pollCY to achieve 1ts strateg1c goals 1n near abroad 

34 
co,Jntries. This led to the Russian 1ntervent1on1sm under gu1se 

of peacekeep1ng m1ss1on in the former territory of the Sov1et 

Un1on as a way to ra1se Russ1a's 1nternat1onal prest1qe, 

expanding 1ts Influince w1th neighbouring governments; they 

also a 

Russ1a· 

means 

35 

of keeping local conflict tram spreading 

wh 11 e 

were 

Into 

But, 1t seems that some ot 'Russian military Involvement· 

aimed at ·oeacepreventing 

peacema1<1ng. in fact. there 

rather than 

are ev1dents 

peacekeeping 

1nd1Cat1nQ 

or 

that 

1~1oscow s Interest would be served better 1f ·certain conflicts 

con t 1nue 
.36 

cart1cularly those related to some ot near abroad 

countries wh1ch are not accommodating towards Russia. 

34. See Chapter I, P.'J.'2,30. 

35. Stephen Page, 

and 

"The creation of a sphere at Influence: 

36. 

Russ1a Central Asia", International 

<Toronto),Vol. 49, No. 4, Autumn 1994, P. 795. 

Renee De Nevers, Russ1a's strateg1c 

Raper, No.289, July 1994, P. 55. 
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One ot these conflicts appeared to be b•etween Armen1a and 

AzerbaiJan. First Russia transferred arms and equipments to 

Armenia. No wonder, that Armenians took an upper hand In the 

confl1ct and occup1ed a large segments of the Azerbaijan 

territorv. fhe caotur1ng of six members of Russian spec1al forces 

by Azer1s 1n Nagorno-Karabakh can be c1ted as an evidence of 

Russ1an support for Armenians. It may be said that Moscow has 

closed 1ts eyes from the 1nvolvement of Russian mil1tary men 

,, 
the confl1ct l "t not encourage them. l"loreo·Jer, It was 

reported that Russ1an tanKs and armored personnel carriers trom 

the 366th army oaseo In ~arabakh were alonq advancinq Armen1an 

forces t e r r 1 t C> r. ·~/ 
37 

Howe·,e r .. the collapse of 

Azer1 defence posed a threat to the KUSSian Interests by 

POSSiblllty of 1ntervent1on Oi outside powers 1 1 k. e Turkey. 

Furthermore, Kremlin was determ1ned to ma1nta1n a balance of 

power oetween Armen1a and AzerbaiJan. Therefore, It supplied 

some arms and equ1pments to Baku through 1ts 4th army stationed 

in AzerbalJan territory. Even the Issue was discussed between 

Russian 

defence 

e xch a.ng e 

and Azeri off1c1als. Pavel Grachev, 

minister, had proposed to supply arms to 

38 
for 8aku JOining the CIS 

the Russian 

Azerbaijan In 

After all, AzeriS took an upper hand In the conflict and 

continued to take back their territory with Russian help1nq hand. 

But In October 1992, when Azerbaijan parliament voted aqa1nst 

:57. See Go 1 t z , n . 1 4 , P . 1 0 1 • 

38. See Mesbah1, n. 21, P. 206. 
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joining the CIS, Azeris offensive repeatedly ended 1n 
. 39 

failure, 

and Armen1ans began to advance Inside Az:erba1jan and occupy 

Azeris cities. It caused a flow of refugees AzerbaiJan a 

heavy burden on Its fragile economy. l"leanwhile, secess1on1st 

movements among AzerbaiJan's m1nor1t1es have surfaced. Tal1sh 1n 

the South and Lezgh1ns 1n the north demanded seccesstion from 

40 
Azerba1Jan. The occupat1on of about 20% of Azerba1Jan territory 

by Armenians and r1s1ng ot secess1on1st movements brought the 

country on the verge of dismemberment. Am 1 d t h 1 s t u r mo 1 l ., t h e 

June coup by Lolonel Hosseinov appeared to be the last step 

overthrowing the pro-Turkish Elch1bev government allegedly 

masterm1nded by Russ1ans. 

l t 1s worth not1nq that, there were attempts to medlate 

between the war1ng fact1ons 1n Nagorno-Karabakh con f 1 I c t by 

organ1sat1on o+ secur1tj and co-operatlon 1n t::urope <OSCE I, 

Russ1a and Iran. However, the OSCE and Iran efforts to negotiate 

a cease-Tlre 1n conflict posed a threat to the Russ1a s dom1nant 

posit1on 1n 1ts sphere of 1nfluence. ln fact, Iran was Invlted 

by the M1n1sters ot foreign affa1rs at AzerbalJan and Armen1a to 

mediate. They preferred Iran because of its 1mpartiality, while 

Russia was be1ng considered as an "imper1al" state' and Turkey's 

mediation was not acceptable to 
41 

Yerevan. 

impatiently waiting Tehran's efforts to fail. 

39. Goltz e, n. 1 4, P. 113. 

40. IbId. 

But 

41. The current d1gest ot the post-Sov1et Press, 

No.8, 1992,· P. 12. 
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Then, Russia supported the OSCE mediation and creat1on of a 

'peacekeeping forces made up of United Nations "blue helmet" 

forces, CSCE WSCE > troops and spec1ai un1ts ot the CIS Armed 

Forces 
(42) 

wh 1le prov1ding parallel un1lateral med 1 at 10n · . 

However, the d1vergent 1nterests of l"los~ow and OSCE caused 

frict1on between them and Moscow nave blamed OSCE for 

sabotag1ng 'Russian 1nterests and ' <43) 
negotiation? In the 

reg1on. Hence, 1t may be argued that while Mosco~ was anxious 

about outs1der s influence 1n the Caucasus, It wanted a peace 1n 

Nagorno-Karabakh on 1ts own terms. 

Russ1a's Pol1cy Towards Armenia 

As ment1onea ear11er, one of the Russia s strateg1c goals 

lS defending the external borders of the former Sov1et Un1on 

order to protect the Intrus1on of foreiqn powers 1nto the 

i"ioscow · s sphere of influence. 1 t also sought to set up 

multilateral or bilateral sectJ.ritv· pact ~"'I th near abroad 

countries to prevent them tram leaving the Russia's sphere of 

influens;e whIle protecting them against external and Internal 

threat. 

42. Ibid. , No. 20, 1992, P • 12. 

43. See Stephen·Blank, "Russia's real drive to the South", 

Orb1s <London>, Vol. 39, No. 3, Summer 1995, P. 375. 
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fh IS IS the case with Russian southern flank spec1ally 

the conflict - torn region of Caucasus. However, it should be 

kept In mind that according to Grachev, defence m1n1ster at 

Russia, the 'main near-term danger' to the former territory of 

the Soviet Un1on comes from the SouthJnamely Iran, Afghanistan 

\441 
Turkey. ' and Armenia located 1n the western s1de of the 

Russian soutnern flank 1s one of the forefront countries among 

the CIS states which has common border With both furkey and Iran. 

Therefore, naving common security arrangement with ·Yerevan was 

important to 8uss1a. .. 

rloluever, i-4rmenia appeared to oe less problematiC 

accommodating Russian Interests. Armen1a's geopolitical location 

has played a determinant role In Yerevan s external behaviours 

towards Russia. In fact, the old enmity between Armen1ans and 

Turks on the one nand and Azeris, on the other, and the memory ot 

their genoc1de by Turkey, left little opt1on for Yerevan except 

45 
to seek Moscow's protection. Hence forth; ArmenIa b ec arne one of 

the core states ot the CIS in promoting ties With l"loscow, 

particularly In security field. 

Against thiS backqround, Russia basically had no 

difficulty In pursuing its strategic interest in Armenia. In 

fact, Armenia was one of the founding member of the CIS 

44. A 1 1 i son, n . 7, P . 22. 

45. See Barylski, n. 15, P. 403. 
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collect1ve secur1ty treaty wh1ch bounded Russ1a to protect 

Armen1a ag a 1nst 1nternal and external threat. Furthermore, 

Russ1a has entered 1n ser1es of b1lateral security aqreement w1th 

some of near abroad countr1es. Armen1a also signed a ·mutual 

defence pact w1th Russ1a 1n May 
46 

1992' . However, they agreed to 

set up a JOlnt m1l1tary force cons1st1ng of Armenians 

Russians for patrolling the border w1th 
47 

Iran and Turkey. 

reported that 9,000 Russ1an troops were deployed 1n Armenia 

an'd 

It IS 

for 

. 48 
the said purpose. Some of these forces also are deoloyed along 

Armenlan-Azeri borders. Apart from the agreement on patrolling 

ot the boraers, Armen1a prov1ded two military bases to Russ1a. 

HOt.\.12\'2f"., 

-3•~3.lnst 

1~ seems that Moscow uses Armen1a as a 

the Caucas1an 
4'1 

states, 

rea1onal 

soec1ally 

HzeroalJan. After all, 1t appeared that there are cont1nu1ty 

Russ1a s pol1cy towards Armen1a. Once aga1n the Russo-Armen1an 

relation nas the roie CJ T Russ1a as 

protectorate n+ 
-I Arrnenl-3 ma1nly aga1nst Turkey. Yet, thlS role 

snoula noc: unaerm1ne Moscow s strateg1c goal and ltS nat1onal 

Interests. To pursue Its 1nterests, Russ1a has to maintaln good 

relat1on with Turkey and bring the 011 ricJ Azerbaijan under the 

46. Allison, n.7, P.65. 

47. Ibid., PP. 65-66. 

48. Yasin As lam, "Turkey holds the key to the Caucasus 

confl1ct", E:.uras1an Stud1es, Vol.l, No. 1, Spring 1994, 

P.63. 

49. Go 1 t z, n. 14 , P . 96. 

92 



control. Therefore, Russia cannot support Armen1a's territorial 

A 
. . 50 

claims aga1nst 1urkey and zerbalJan. This was evident, when a 

Republic of Kurdistan was proclaimed in the occupied territory of 

AzerbaiJan under Armenia's aegis. But soon it disappeared after 

. 51 
Turkey's consultation with Russia. 

In the economic fields, Russia has tr1ed to reintegrate 

the near abroad countries in an economic un1on. As a matter of 

., 
fact, the near abroad as a market is important to Russia's 

economy. Furthermore, the legacy of the Soviet Un1on namely the 

economic interdependence of the near abroad countr1es 

specifically on Russ1a has persuaded these states to concur with 

Moscow's proposal on economic cooperation 1n general. 

Armen1a as having one of the most critical economies among 

the newly Independent states has been one of araent supporter of 

econom i'c 

AzerbaiJan 

cooperation w1th Russia. As a consequence of war 

which absorbs 
52 

'40 percent of the state budget· 

with 

and 

continuous blockade in both AzerbaiJan and Georo1a, the economv 

of Armen1a almost collapsed. The blockade led to the rupture of 

supplies of requ1red resources speciallv fuel, and therefore many 

50. See Barylski, n. 15, P. 403. 

51 . Ibid., P. 404. 

52. See William Word Maggs, "Armenia and AzerbaiJan: Looking 

toward the Middle East", Current History<philadelphia>, Vol. 

92, No. 580, January 1993, P. 9. 
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enterprises were 
53 

~hot down. Though, Armen1a has started to 

look towards the Middle East, part1cularly Iran as an 

54 
partner, but the structural dependency· with other 

the Soviet Union specially Russ1a could not be 

overnight. 

Thus, Russia would continue to be the main 

econom1c 

parts of 

overcome 

economic 

partner of Armenia tor somet1me to come. Henceforth, Armenia 

under its pragmatic leader fer-petroysan 'has already concluded 

treaties on the Econom1c Un1on and on the format1on of the new 

55 ~ 
ruble zone· even at the expense of Its sovereignty. However, 

as of 1994, concrete results of these treaties t} ave not yet 

materialized. 

Russ1a s Polley Towards AzerbalJan 

Unlike Armenia, Azerbaijan tu.rned assert1ve of its 

Independence and refused to abide by Russian 1nterests 1n 1ts 

territory. It IS true specially w1th regard to the pro-Turkish 

Elchibey government. As discussed earlier, Azerba1jan under 

53. Jean Radvanj i, "Observation on Independence and Stat~hood 

in Transcaucasia", Post-Soviet Geography, Vol.35, No.3, 

P. 181. 

54. Maggs, n. 52, P. 10. 

55. B. Plyshevskll, "Reform1ng the economics of the CIS: The 

Transcaucasia republ1cs and Moldava", Problem of economic 

transition, Vol, 37, No, 10, February 1995, P. 57. 
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Elch1bey refused to JOin the CIS, and demanded the w1thurawal of 

the Russ1an forces. Relying on its vast 0 i 1 resources, 

Azerbaijan was hoping to obtain full sovereignty. To th1s a 1m, 

Elchibey even bypassed Russia and signed an agreement with the 

western Oil companies to extract oil,which was to be exported 

through Turkey, then AzerbaiJan's ally. 

In fact, an assertive Baku under APF posed a challenge,, to 

Russia as 1t was poised to undermine its strategic Interests In 

near abroad. 

Security, as H.ussia·s · t1Istor1cal preoccupation lS 

cor. t I nued to oe of 1ts orimary concern. f"losco~.; has tr1ed to 

promote the security of the Russ1an heartlanc throuqn creating a 

buffer zone, a legacy of the Soviet Un1on. Therefore, havinq 

Sov1et 'friendly neighbors' among the republics of the former 

Union, more Importantly In its southern flank, as well as 

organiSing them in a common security arrangement was essential to 

Russia as an strategic goal. However the pro-Turkish and 

nationalist government in Baku appeared to be very hard to deal 

Wlth. Therefore, Moscow was ready to pressurise the Elchibey 

government e1ther to yield to the Russian demands or leave. It 

resorted to every means to destablize the government 

When Azerbaijan's 

Russia promptly 

parliament 

retaliated. 

voted against 

It erected 

Azerba1jan1an products; · 1mport duties on 

JOining 

barr1ers 

1noustr1al 

in Baku. 

the CIS, 

against 

products 

from AzerbaiJan rose more than half' while many contracts between 
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Russ1a and Azer1 56 enterpr1ses were withdrawn. The retaliatory 

measures of Russ1a. along w1th catastrophic 1mpact of Nagorno-

l<arabakh conflict led to the decline of Azer1 national economy. 

In the Nagorno-Korabakh conf.lict AzerbaiJan had lost 20% 1f its 

terr1tory and in turn was saddled with one mill1on refugees; all 

these exacerbated 1ts economy. Yet, 'the decline of its 

national income and 1ndustrial output' was lower than 1n Georgia 

57 
and Armen1a, partly because of availability of energy 1n 

Azerba1jan. 

However, the confl1ct 1n Nagorno-Karabakh prov1ded Russ1a 

a good ground to destabl1ze the nat1onalist government Elchibey. 

The Russian 1nvolvement 1n the confl1ct 1n terms of supplying arms 

a no equ1pments to Armen1ans s1gnificantly cons1dered to the 

Azeroa1.1an·s defeat. and r1s1ng oppos1t1on to APF government. 

i'io reo '.t e r • the June coup by Husse1nov and subseauent fall of the 

elected presldent of Azerba1jan ma1nly occurred w1th the helPlng 

hand of f"loscow. 

The ascendacy of Heidar Aliev to the power, led AzerbaiJan 

to Join CIS and its collective security system. In fact, he was 

on the view that Azerba1jan had no other opt1on than 

with Russia particularly in security d - 58 oma1n. 

important ach1evement for Russia 1n near abroad. 

cooperating 

It was an 

Yet, Aliev's 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
56. See Swietochowskl, n.B, P.130. 

57. Plyshevskil, n. 54, P. 53. 

58. Bary1sk1, n. 15, P. 405. 
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government appeared to be less 'Russo-centrlc' than it was 

expected. That nob-JI thstand ing, Baku has entered 1nto 

negot1ation with Moscow on var1ety of 1ssues Including patrolling 

the borders of AzerbaiJan with Iran and Turkey. But, it refused 

to abide by Russia s demanq on Introduction of Russ1an border 

59 
troops. Therefor, one of the Russian strateqic goals 7 namely 

protect1ng the outside CIS borders, wh1ch has been operat1onal 1n 

the southern flank, remained to be extracted from Azerbaijan. 

Moreover, Baku In soite of join~ng the CIS continued to be one of 

" the most reluctant states to enter fully Into the CIS. 

As a matter of fact~ Russla·s 1nsistence on demarcat1on of 

ltS son ere of Influence su~gests near abroad as 1ts econom1c 

domain. l"ioscow · s attempt to organ1ze the newly independent 

states In an economic union represents one of the strateg1c goal 

of 
60 

Russia. So 

econom1c un1on. 

far 

The 

Azerba1jan has proved reluctant to enter an 

Introductlon of an Interstate Econom1c 

Comm1ttee by Russ~a 1n September 1994, for creation of 'Tariff-

free common Trade zone within the CIS' 1n which the part1cipants 

have to coordinate their foreign policy trade and economic 

development policies, 61 Al. . 1ev s government fa1led to entertain. 

59. Marth a B r i l 1 0 1 cot t , "So v ere i g n t y and the near abroad", 

Orb1s, Vol. 39, No. 3, Summer 1995, P. 359. 

60. See Andre1 Zagorsk1, "What kind of CIS would do?", 

Aussenpolitlk, Vol. 46, No.3, 1995, PP. 266-67. 

61. Olcott, n.59, PP. 357-58. 
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However, It may be argued that AzerbaiJan as an Oil 

producing country tr1es to consolidate its statehood by achieving 

full sovereignty. At the same time, Moscow IS trying to control 

these resources as a strategic goal. 

It should be emphasized that the oil factor has played a 

significant role In Russia·s policy towards Baku also In internal 

development of AzerbaiJan. 

AzerbaiJan was one of the main producers of oil In later 

19th and first half of 20th centuries. As mentioned earlier, one 

of the mot1vation of the Bolsheviks to recao~ure AzerbaiJan was 

the 1mcortance of oil for Russia's Industry. However, since 1966 

the Oil production started to decline. After the collapse at the 

Sov1et Un1on, AzerbaiJan under Elchibey signed a contract with 

western companies to develop Its Oil fields Caspian sea. 

Accordingly it agreed to export the oil through Turkey's 

terr1tory. In fact, R.uss I a was totally excluded from the 

cotract. Therefore, the Influence of the oil factor in Russia's 

pol1cy towards Elchibey's government and his fall should be kept 

in mind. The new government under Ali ev 

contract and proceeded for a new one, in 

interests has been taken into account, but 

I 
canceled the 

which Russia's 

still far from 

Moscow s satisfaction. On 20 September 1994, Aliev"s government 

s1gned a new agreement with British petroleum led in t e rna tiona l 

consortium tor extraction of oil from Caspian sea. The Russian 

state oil company Lukoil was also given a share of 10 percent of 
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the 
62 

consort1um. Yet, Moscow reJected the deal and asserted 

that 'oil deals 1n the Caspian sea "Can not be recognu:ed" unless 

approved 
63 

bv l''loscow . It IS Interesting to know that Moscow 

asserted position regarding the contract in a demarche to 

London not Baku. Th1s has revived once again the old r 1 val r·.,; 

between Russ1a and Britain over the oil of Caucasus. Meanwhile, 

the lSSUe of pipel1ne is also a matter of difference among 

parties of the deal. Russia wants the oil to be _exported through 

ex1sting Russian to the Black sea, wh1le the west 

64 ... 
prefers Georo1a·s rout To secure its strateo1c 1nterest 

regarding the control of oil resources, it is suggested by some 

Russ1ans, ~nat Russ1a nas to resort to harsh measures, otherwise 

1~ would be out of region by the west that has enough capital to 

1nvest 
65 

1n tne reg1on. 

To thlS Moscow allegedly plotted a coup aga1nst 

Helder Al1ev only a short t1me after he signed the oil deal with 

the consortium. But It ~ailed and Husseinov, who led the coup, 

62. See Mathew J. Sagers, "The 011 industry 1n Southern-Tler 

former Soviet Republic", Post Soviet Geography, Vol.35, 

No.5, May 1994. P. 289. 

63. B 1 an k, n. 42, P. 369. 

64. The Sunday Times <London>, 8 October 1995. 

65. Barylsk1, n. 31, P. 222. 
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fled to Russia. However, Russia assumed that if it controls the 

o1l resources not only 1n Azerbaijan but also. 1n near abroad, 1ts 

1 n tern at 1 on a l pos1t10n would stengthen. Otherw1se, the 01 l 

revenue that flows 1nto the near abroad 011 produc1ng countr1es, 

1nclud1ng AzerbaiJan would promote the1r 1ndependence at the 

expense of Russ1a s 1nterests. 

All sa1d and done H.uss1a 1s not the only contend1nq power 

for influence 1n Armen1a and AzerbaiJan after the demise of 

Soviet 

·.;y1ng 

Wl th 

Un1on. Other outs1de powers, whether near 

for 

thlS 

1nfluence over them too. Hence, Russ1a has 

new real1ty. But whether r1oscow w 1 i l 

1mper1al obsess1on peacefully 1s a matter of content1on. 

100 
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CHAPTER V 

Conclusion 



Conclus1on 

One of the mo~Ivations oehind the diSSOlutiOI1 

Soviet Union was Moscow s determination to get r1d of, 

of 

what 

the 

l t 

cons1dered the econom1cally costl~ constituent repuolics of the 

the former Soviet Un1on. But as it IS now w1dely known, 

d1ssolut1on of the unton proved much more costly for new Russta. 

Russ tan Soon the re1ntegrat1ve tendenctes have reemerged in 

policy towards the newly independent states of near abroad. 

'-Russia, asoa great power, has strategiC interests in the 

the former terrltory of the Soviet Un1on~ As a matter of fact, 

geopol1t1cal compuis1ons as it was 1n Tsar1st Russ1a and Sov1et 

Un1on has cont1nued to oe a determinant factor 1n Russ1a·s 

PO 11 cy towards ltS adJacent lands regardless of 1deological 

1ncl1nat1ons of Kreml1n leaders. lhe tall of the Sov1et Un1on, 

lett a strateg1c vacuum 1n the former republ1cs of the Sov1et 

Un1on, wh1cn was bound to be tilled by others 1f not by Russ1a~ 

Therefore, 

albe1t neglecting 

Russ1a after the collapse of the Sov1et 

1ts near abroad for a period, 

Union 

turned 

assertive towards l t. One of the most 1mportant concerns of 

Moscow has been protect1ng of Russ1a's heartland against 

threat. 

outside 

As for the vacuum the intrusion of foreiqn powers in the 

reg1on would have caused anxiety in Moscow particularly with1n 

military c1rcles. Henceforth, the army 1n Russia took the lead 

of Russ1a's foreign and security pol1cy towirds near abroad) to 
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preserve Russia's interests. To pursue this aim, newly 

Independent states should be organised In a common security 

arrangement with1n the CIS framework. Thus the states which have 

refused to JOin CIS should be brought back to the fold and abide 

by the Russian strateg1c interests. The CIS thus became poised 

for some kind of permanency. 

So far as the Caucasus was concerned, once aqain In Its 

history it appeared problematic for Russian 

This strategic reg1on on the western side ot 

d.ec Is ion 

Russia 

makers. 

southern 

flank posed~a threat to Russia's security with the rise of ethnic 

confl1ct. 

sp1ll over 

The poss1b1lity of intervention of outs1ders and 

of the confl1ct into Russia was a maJor source. 

the 

of 

anx1ety for t<.reml1n. Apart from that, ~uss1a continued to have 

strateg1c 

protect1ng 

1nterests 

the outer 

1n the region which can be summarised as; 

CIS borders against outside powers, a 

guaranteed access to the ports In the region in order to off-set 

the 

the 

loss of Its sea outlets, and the control of the oil-flow 

t'eg1on. In the pursuit of these thrae pronged interests it 

had now to deal with the Independent states of the region. ~ 

Armen1a, as it 1s compelled bJ its geopolitical location, 

had no option other than turning towards Moscow. Therefore Russia 

had no difficulty In pursuing its goals in Armenia. Russian 

troops remained in Armenia after the collapse of the Soviet Union 

and it was welcomed by Armenians as a security against their 

historical enemy, Turkey. It seems that there is continu1ty in 

Russia's policy towards Armenia, as once again it has emerged as 

its main protector. 
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However, the two states of Georq1a and AzerbaiJan turned 

assert1ve the1r 1ndependence and refused to Join the CIS. 

'Yet, Russia was determined to secure 1ts strategic Interests by 

every means at its disposal. The multi-ethnlc character of these 

republics provided a good opportunity to Moscow to destablise the 

defiant governments in Tbi l isi and Baku. Therefore, Russ1a 

utilized the conflicts In Abkhaz1a and Naqorno-Karabakh 

extract concession from Georgia and AzerbaiJan. As a result 

the subtle Russ1an policy which brought them on the brink 

dismemberment, Georgia and Azerb~IJan yielded to the demands 

to 

of 

of 

of 

i"loscow. Both of them acceded to the CIS and ItS collecti·.;e 

security system; wh1le Georg1a even agreed to give Russia three 

mliitary oases. 

In fact, In the Caucasus, Russ1a has resorted to 

policy of div1de and rule 1n order to ach1eve Its goals, 

Russ1a was the same very policy whiCh was used by Tsar1st 

the 

this 

and 

later by Stalin as Commissar of nationalities after the 

Revolution. It Is Interesting to note that there IS 

October 

analogy 

between the pol1cy of Stalin h1s associates In Caucasus and that 

of present Russia to br1ng Caucasian states back 1nto the 

Russia's sphere of influence. 

As a matter of fact, the similarity between Tsar1st aims 

the region and those of Yelts1n's Russia IS striking. As it 

IS widely known, reaching the warm wate~ of the seas was one of 

the motives behind the land locked Russia's expansion prior to 

the Bolshevik revolution. 
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Yeltsin s Russia IS also pursu1nq the same qoal the 

newly Independent states adJacent to seas notably the Black sea, 

particularly wnen Its access to warm waters IS marqinalised after 

the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

Georgi~ on the shore 6f the Black sea, with Its Internal 

turmoil provided Russia a good hunting ground for 

ItS 

extracting 

concession from fbiliSI for ga1n1ng access to ports for 

military and economic purposes. 

Furthermore, the control of AzerbaiJan s 01 1 and gas 

resources 1s another strateg1c goal of New Russia. Th 1 s 1 s yet 

ano~her p1mary mo~1ve oehind Moscow s policy towards qovernments 

Baku. The Elch1oey government that s1gned an 01 l contract 

Wli:h '"estern 01 i comoan1es aga1nst the w 1 ll of Russ1a was 

overtnrown wi-th Russia's help1ng hand. Though Halder Al1ev, tn~: 

new leader of AzeroalJan, yave a st1are of the contract to Russ1a, 

1 t dld not sat1sfy Russ1a, and soon Baku w1tnessed an 

unsuccessful coup. 

fhe fall of Elchibey as elected President of Azerbaijan 

showed 

abroad. 

that Russia had no preference for democracy 

But it favours the old elites or Nomanklatura In 

near 

power, 

as long as they continue to accommodate Russia·s Interests. 

However, a change In ru 1 i ng elite of Azerbaijan 

led to some adjsutments of 1ts behaviour towards Russ1a. But 1n 

Georgia, the adJustment of Tb1l1s1 ·s behav1our took place as a 

result of a partial reshuffl1ng of the rul1ng elite, not a total 
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replacement of the el1te. After all, the r1s1ng fever for 

Independence among Caucasian states has been controlled In the 

face of reality. The ·Idealist nationalism· has been substituted 

l>J I th pragramatist real1sm·. The economic hardshlP which was a 

result of the rupture of the1r l1nk w1th other republics of the 

former terr1tory of the Soviet Un1on, spec1ally Russ1a~ exposed 

their structural weakness and dependency to Russ1a, a legacy of 

the 1mmediate past that cannot be overcome 1n a short term. ThlS 

has given a boost to the 1dea of econom1c cooperat1on among the 

CIS members lncl~dinq Caucasian states . .. 

However, Russia tries to integrate the newly 1ndependent 

s1:ates In an econom1c block as a market for ltS growing 

capitalist economy on the pattern of the western neo-colonlal 

policy towards Its·former colonies, namely mak1ng prof1t without 

undue burden. Thus, the format1on of an economic union 1s a long 

term poliCY for Russ1a, whereas, 1t 1s a tact 1 cal pol ley for 

Caucasian states to rel1eve their economic difficulties. 

" All sa1d and done, Russia's pol1cy 1n Caucasus IS no 

longer as 1ts domestic concern. ii ndependen t states ar~;:> now 

Involved that have oegin to operate, albe1t falteringly 1n an 

International environment. The USA and Europe may be far but 

states like Iran, Turky, Pakistan, China and Ind1a are close by, 

not to speak of Independent central As1an states. Hence, new 

Russ1a w1ll be compelled to operate in the region with a style 

d1fferent from the past. But is it capable of doing so? The 

question mark rema1ns ~ 
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