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SUMMARY

This paper andyses how the Russan top leadership's rhetoric on security and the West
evolved during and after NATO's Operation Allied Force againgt Serbia in 1999. By grasping
the logic inherent in paliticad rhetoric, one can arrive a a better understanding of the messages
that a politica actor is trying to convey, which may dso enhance on€'s ability to predict how
that actor will reason in the future. Political implications for reations between Russa and the
European Union are discussed in the find section.

Previous research has indicated that the Russan leaders rhetoric was relatively pro-Western
during the period 1992-97. The politica language continued to be rdatively pro-Western, or
a least ‘badanced’, in 1998. The leaders, however, remained hogtile to the progpect of NATO
enlargement and events in the Balkans began to strain relations with the West.

Russa sharply condemned NATO's campaign againgt Serbia and its presdent in 1999. The
country’s leeders officidly interpreted the bombings as an atempt to impose the United
States's will in world politics, thus reinforcing a unipolar world order. They condemned what
they termed ‘theories of humanitarian intervention’ and pleaded for a stronger role for the UN
and its Security Council in internationd relations. Further eaborating on ther argument, they
cdled for a joint druggle aganst separatism and terrorism in areas such as Kosovo and
Chechnya.

Although Vladimir Putin's coming to power in 2000 did not dter the politicd language, it has
been gradudly evolving snce the Kosovo war. Russas leaders eaborated increasingly on
what could be termed mord — or ‘ethicd’ — agpects of internationd relations. They main
taned that ther verdon of internationa ethics was mordly superior and ought to apply.
According to its leadership, Russa carried out a worthy mission, standing up for democratic
vaues agang unipolarity and terrorism, for the common good of the civilised world. Its
leaders suggested diplomacy rather than force, condemning NATO's actions as a ‘barbarian
aggresson agang a sovereign date. The Alliancegs conduct in ther view threstened sover-
eignty and the entire international order, risking chaos and anarchy.

The presdential team dso protested a the US Nationd Missle Defence (NMD) initiative,
and proposed ‘congructive dternatives. They stated that their am was ‘a just and democratic
security order’, while the ‘militarisation of space’, in the shape of NMD, would lead back to
an uncontrolled arms race.

While developing its mora arguments, Russa's use of thregis diminished, and a the same
time it kept a working rdaionship with the West. Although they remained quite consstent
and pesgent in ther condemnation of the behaviour of NATO and the United States,
Russa s leaders nevertheless manifested a clear desire to improve mutua relations.

A drategy of cooperation with the West was thus maintained during the period in question.
Notably, Moscow promoted cooperation with the EU, reecting podtively to the EU's initia-
tives of taking on alarger share of respongbility in the sphere of security.

Russds gance towards the EU depends on a range of factors such as, for example, how
closly the Union is willing to cooperate, its policy on the sStuation in Chechnya and, findly,
a few dructural issues, such as the enlargement of the EU and NATO and US plans for an



NMD. The paper concludes that Europe may become increasingly important as a srategic
partner of Russa

Finaly, the paper emphasses that the Russan leadership has employed a seemingly ambigu-
ous rhetoric vis-avis the West. It has been pursuing a reactive, ad hoc policy in order to
counter specific short-term developments that could run contrary to Russas interests. On
longer-term issues, however, it has followed a very consstent line amed a cooperation.
Moscow has pleaded for the common pursuit of a multipolar world order that is based on
repect for sovereignty, an international effort to fight ‘new threats, and multilaterd deci-
sons taken in the UN Security Council.

However, Russds leaders may in time find it difficult to continue promoting ther verson of
moraity while smultaneoudy pleading for closer reations with the West. It is not a al clear
that Russa will be able to build a functiond draegic patnership with a Western community
that sanctions military intervention in defence of human rights, because to do so  would be to
condone precisely the kind of mordity and code of conduct in international reations thet it
rejects.

Vi



INTRODUCTION

NATO's use of force in Serbia and Kosovo during the spring of 1999 was intended not to
breed, but to put an end to violence It did, however, supply Russa with an additiona
agument for legitimisng its bombing of Chechnya the following autumn. Proponents of
Russids military intervention reasoned that ‘if NATO did not ask for permisson to shdl a
sovereign country for the sske of politicd ams, Russa should not have to do so when acting
within its own borders.® Moreover, Russa decided to freeze cooperation with the Alliance
because of its campaign againg the Serb presdent. Western criticism of Russa's handling of
the gtuation in Chechnya resulted in even more resentment.

Taking my previous findings, covering the period up to 1997, as a point of departure, | am to
establish how the Russan leaders rhetoric on security and the West evolved during and after
Operation Allied Force. Politicd consequences for relations between Russa and Europe are
discussed in the concluding section.

The sudy focuses on the top leadership: the president, the prime minisger and foreign and
defence minigers. By making an inductive, quditative andyss of thar satements, | seek to
establish what postions these crucid actors took on the West, and how they judtified ther
comments? The empiricd investigation centres on the presdentid team’s officid definitions
and explanations of foreign policy in the period 1998-2000, as reported in the Russan
Foreign Minigry’s monthly Diplomaticheskii Vestnik.®> Based on one single publication, the
reading is limited, but ill provides a representative account of officid Statements on the
West; Vestnik is a comprehensve source on Russds officid foreign policy, regularly
publishing magor speeches by politicad leaders and other datements’ Reference to
‘datements covers not only verba datements but aso written messages such as the
published aticles of political leaders and principad foreign policy documents issued by the
president and/or government, (for example, the Concept of National Security).®

‘Political language’ and ‘rhetoric’ refer to officid — verba or written — political Statements,
thus subscribing to Perdman’s broad view of ‘rhetoric’ as ‘persuasve communication’, aimed
at influencing one or more parsons® | assume that Russian rhetoric on internationd issues is
normdly intended to influence both an externa and a domestic audience. In this sudy, | do

! Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 991025; Pain 2000; Arbatova 2000:50.

2 According to Graber, qualitative content analysis involves ‘the systematic, directed search of selected
documents for presence or absence of alimited amount of presumably significant information.’ It differs from
quantitative research by de-emphasising the potentially equal importance of all content elements, focusing
instead on pre-selected key elements (Graber 1976:129).

The account of rhetoric during the period 1992-97 is based on a previous study, which mapped the language
on the West as reported in Nezavisimaia Gazeta, Rossiiskie Vesti and Diplomaticheskii Vestnik (Wagnsson
2000).

All copies were scrutinised, excepted for those issued in January and October 1999.

The statements are selected according to the following criteria. If the source was a text, it should have been
written or signed by the relevant actors. Alternatively, if it was a verbal act, the relevant actors should have
uttered it. Statements by the relevant actors are examined whether uttered in the context of a speech, at a press
conference, or during a state visit. Foreign policy concepts and similar major texts that seek to explain foreign
policy have been analysed as well. In order to grasp the leaders' own words; only direct quotes are included,
not second-hand accounts.

Perelman 1982:162. In Perelman’'s view, the aim of a persuasive discourse is to ‘strengthen a consensus
around certain values which one wants to see prevail and which should orient action in the future’ (Perelman
1982:20).
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not try to establish what specific audience the leaders primarily had in mind on every
occason andysed. The man god is to present and andyse the politicd messages — the
rhetorical drategies — as such. By grasping the logic inherent in political rhetoric and
monitoring how it evolves over time, we reach a better understanding of what messages a
political actor is trying to convey. This, in turn, improves the ability to predict how that actor
will reason in the future. If an actor employs a consstent and purposeful rhetoric, he is less
likdy to change this tendency. Even when a rhetoricd drategy does not prove to be
immediatdy successful, paliticians may not be able to change ther language dradticdly in a
short period of time, since the language of foreign policy has a condraining effect on future
behaviour and discourse.’

Statements are only consdered for anaysis if they relae to security and the West. ‘The West’
is indeed a rather ambiguous concept. In Russia, it has been used to denote not only Europe
and North America, but dso Japan and the indudtridised world a large. In this paper, ‘the
Wedt' refers, then, not only to Western Europe but to North America as well. The investiga-
tion is designed to examine statements on an abdract, generd level by, for example, focusng
on the consensus or discord between Russa and the Wes. This involves examining the
overdl security gStuation. Statements on individud dates such as, for example, Belgium,
France, or the United States, are taken into account only if closdy connected with the overal
language on the emerging relationship with the West, or the European and/or globa security
Sructure. Statements on issues that only indirectly influence the relationship between Russa
and the West such as for example, the conflict between Russa and Esionia regarding
citizenship laws, have been excluded.

7
See Matz 2001:67-93.



CHAPTER ONE: RUSSIA AND THE WEST 1992-97

In 1996, Russan Presdent Boris Ydtdan gave his campaign workers a year in which to define
a new ‘nationd ided. Ydtan argued tha in every phase of Russan hitory there had been a
date ideology — monarchy, totditarianism or perestroika — while the current democrtic
period still lacked such an idea® To remedy this lacuna, the president formed a committee to
establish on what identity the Russan stae should base its policy. The committee traveled
the country, conducting interviews and discussons, but returned with its misson incomplete.
The authors of the new Russian concept on security of 1997 noted with regret hat the new
nationa, unifying, idea had not been found.

Three years later, in November 1999, acting Presdent Vladimir Putin again argued that
Russa needed a new nationa ideology, stressng tha ‘one ideology was logt and nothing new
was suggested to replace it.” According to Putin, patriotism ‘in the most postive sense of this
word’, ought to be the backbone of the new ideology.*

The incessant pursuit of a new ideology and sdf-image is dosdy intertwined with Russas
ambiguous reationship with Europe. Russans have traditionaly looked to Europe with mixed
fedings, perceiving it as both a modd and an antipathetic example! To put it differently,
Europe has functioned as Russds dgnificant ‘other’, in rdation to which Russans have
defined their country, or ‘taked themsdves into exigence’ While many, such as Peter the
Great, emphasised their country’s adherence to the occident, others have distanced
themsdlves, dressng Russds Byzantine character, or the uniqueness of the Russan
experience  During the Soviet period, the United States dso emerged as a sgnificant
‘other’, amirror to define identity.*

When the Soviet Union collapsed, the debate on Russia and the West took yet a new urn.
Alongsde redis and geopoliticd consderaions, old philosophicad issues linked to identity
re-emerged, as mentioned above. The lack of spiritua orientation was, however, not solely
confined to issues such as ideology and higtoricd heritage and ailture. It has aso to be seen
agang the background of Russas immense loss of territory due to the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Moscow was bereft of vast areas to the west, south and east, and of important Black
Sea and Bdtic Sea ports. The leaders aso fet that other dtates were attempting to exert
influence in what were regarded as traditiond Russan spheres of influence in Centrd Aga
and the Caucasus.

Loss of teritory is gill but one among the many factors contributing to the seemingly feverish
need to seek a new identity and strengthen nationa pride. During the new Sate's first years of
exigence, its leaders digolayed sgns of humiliation due to the feeble economy and the
comparatively low military capability. Materid problems were matched by a political rhetoric
demanding ‘equd trestment’ in the internationd arena'* Russids status as a great power was
based on factors reatiing to its geopolitica location and assets, redlism and identity, according

8 Onmri Daily Digest 960715.

® Rossiiskie Vesti 971225, no. 239/1406.

10 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 991104

1 Gerner 1996:307.

12 Neumann 1996, Greenfeld 1992, Paramonov 1996:11-37. This does not eclude ‘mirroring’ in relation to
other actors aswell, most notably the neighbouring peoples of Eurasia (see Zevelev 1999:120).

13 Neumann 1996:95-157, Ringmar 1996.

14 Wagnsson 2000:108-113.
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to the leadership.’® President Boris Yetsn argued that materid assets condtituted only one of
severd attributes of great power status.

‘But even without nuclear weapons Russa remains a great power. Our greatness lies in our
traditions, our higtory, in our culture. | do not want to offend the Americans, but ther
history stretches only 200 years back in time, while ours counts thousands of years.'*

Dexpite the leaders frequent expressons of unease concerning Russas datus on the
internationa stage, they applied a farly benevolent rhetoric towards the West. Initidly, the
presdentia team praised the new era of peace and cooperation, as witnessed by Yedtan's
address to the Mayor of Paris in February 1992 when he sressed that ‘[tlhe period of
confrontation between the West and the East has ended, we are now friends, partners, dlies’*’

When the brief honeymoon with the West ended, Russid's leaders applied a harsher language,
but remained quite pro-Western during the period 1992-97. This attitude was reflected in
domestic public opinion, which exhibited reaively pro-Western dtitudes® The only mgor
exception was the leadership’s intense campaign againgt NATO's expansion to the east. The
Russian leaders argued that the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
should direct European security. Indeed, they tried to promote any organisation that was not
NATO. For example, Yetsn launched the idea of a European Security Council, inspired by
the UN security Council, which would be given the task of coordinating dl efforts to promote
security on the European continent® In addition, the North Atlantic Consultative Council
(NACC) and the Partnership for Peace (PfP) were put forward as dternatives to NATO.
When the Russan campaign seemed to fail, Ydtsn reacted by issuing a warning a the CSCE
ummit in Budapest in December 1994, arguing that NATO expansion could result in a
divison of Europe, and that Europe risked being plunged into a ‘Cold Peace . Likewise, in
1997, he warned, ‘the times are getting critical for Europe .2

Sill, eventudly Boris Ydtin dgned the NATO Founding Act on Mutud Réations,
Cooperation and Security in Paris on 27 May 1997. Domedicdly, he argued that the
agreement served Russan interests wdl, describing it as ‘a victory of wisdom’ which ‘saved
Europe and the whole world from a new confrontation between East and West.'* The ded did
enhance cooperation between Russa and NATO in some ways. Russa set up a mission to
NATO, led by an ambassador and a senior military representative who would direct military
cooperation with the Alliance. NATO undertook to revise its strategy to make it correspond to
the new security dtuation in Europe. It dso declaed an intention not to place nuclear
wegpons on the territories of the new members. A new forum for consultation between Russa
and NATO was edablished, the NATO-Russa Permanent Joint Council (PJC). It was
intended as a venue for consultation, cooperation and, wherever possble, consensus building
and joint decisions. Internal issues regarding NATO, its member countries and Russawere

15 \Wagnsson 2000:108-113, 114-116.
16 Nezavisimaia Gazeta 940426, no. 78/754.

17 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4-51992, p. 20 (Y dtsin).
18 \Wagnsson 2000: chapter 4.

19 Nezavisimaia Gazeta 951020, no. 103/1030 (Y eltsin), Rossiiskie Vesti 951021, no. 201/874 (Y dltsin).

20 pjplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 1995, pp. 4-6 (Y eltsin).
21 Rossiiskie Vesti 970514, no. 86/1253 (Y dltsin).

%2 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1997, p. 3 (Yéltsin).
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excluded from the agenda. However, while the Russan side regarded the PJC as a forum for
joint decision-making, NATO perceived it Smply as avenue for consultation.®

These events indicate that the Russan leaders remained rdatively pro-Wesern during the
period 1992-97. They did protest aganst NATO enlargement, but findly accepted it. In
retrospect, it is reevant to ask whether the campaign aganst NATO was mounted not so
much in order to prevent enlargement as to play on the question in order to gan as many
concessions as possible in exchange for Russa's eventua consent.

The underganding of the language of politicians as primarily intended to influence interne-
tiona actors is strengthened by the fact that protests againg NATO never even came close to
military action. On the contrary, as Marantz notes, there was a dgnificant difference between
Russan words and deeds regarding the West's foreign policy orientation. Despite rather
drident anti-enlargement  rhetoric, Moscow's actions were far more deliberate and restrained,
and reaions between Russa and the West did develop fairly smoothly even during the anti-
NATO campaign, with agreement reached on such difficult issues as peacekeegping in Bosnia,
the CFE Treaty and Russan arms sales?* Thus, the anti-NATO campaign was not intended to
sverdy damage rdations with the Alliance or its member dates, but more drictly amed a
ganing as many concessions from NATO as posshble. In addition, the campaign provided the
Russan leaders with an opportunity to make the point that Russa had to be treated with
respect. By depicting NATO enlargement as aggressive, immora and directed againgt the
Russan public and jeopardising European security at large, Russds leaders may have hoped
to gain some mord victories.

23 Croft, Redmond, Rees & Webber 1999:41-42.
24 Marantz 1997:348.
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CHAPTER TWO: 1998 - TOWARDS MORE STRAINED RELATIONS

A review of the politica language in 1998, as reported in Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, indicates that
during the period following the firg dedl on NATO enlargement, the leadership’s rhetoric
remained quite pro-Western. Russia s relations with the United States were depicted in a postive
manner in a number of key speeches?® Addressing Russian diplomats, Yetsin recognised that,
after a period of ‘illusons and exaggerated expectations, Russa had established interactions
with the United States on equa terms® The leaders expected tha achievements within the
framework of the PJC would contribute to NATO' s transformation into more of a peacekeeping/
peace enforcement organisation.?” They aso described reations with the EU in positive terms.?®

Ydtsn adhered to Foreign Minister Yevgeny Primakov's dogan that the most significant trait of
Russids foreign policy is ‘activity in dl directions.?® Primakov, in turn, identified his politica
ideals in Russan higtory, referring to one of his predecessors, Aleksandr Gorchakov, who
assumed office after Russd's defeat in the Crimean War in 1856.3° According to Primakov,
Gorchakov remained convinced of his state's potentia, despite the fact that many had become
scepticd of Russa's ability to be a great power when he took office. Through skilful diplomacy,
he neverthdess managed to rebuild the state and regain for it a strong position in the internationa
arena.®*

‘I will only dwdl on what | believe are the most important contributions made by this
medter diplomat to Russan foreign policy. The mogt important things that helped Russa,
despite its externd and interna difficulties, defeats, pressures from hogdtile coditions, not
only to survive but dso reman a grest power. The most important things for today’s
Russan state, aswell.’*

Primakov argued that contemporary Russa should aso continue to pursue an active foreign
policy on dl fronts, playing a leading role in the world at large, despite its temporary wesk-
ness. By continuing to perform like a great power, Russa should be able to maintain its
international status.®®* Once its materid basis for power had been rebuilt, words would again
match facts, and Russiawould again be a great power in practice.

The leadership's favoured vehicle for security in Europe remained the OSCE.** Primakov aso
stressed the importance of subregiond initiatives and cooperation in the sphere of security,

% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 31998, pp. 3-4 (Yeltsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1999, pp. 3-5 (Ivanov).

26 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1998, pp. 3-5 (Yéltsin).

2" Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 1998, pp. 25-27 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 3 1998, pp. 34
(Yeltsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1998, pp. 3-5 (Yeltsin).

2 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 3 1998, pp. 34 (Ydtsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 1998, pp. 37-38
(Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1999, pp. 3-5 (Ivanov).

29 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 31998, pp. 3-4 (Yeltsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1998, pp. 3-5 (Ydtsin).
%0 Primakov 1998:7.

1 Primakov 1998.

32 Primakov 1998:7.

3 Primakov 1998:9-10.

34 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 1998, pp. 25-27 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 3 1998, pp. 34
(Yeltsin).



1998 — towards more strained relations

mentioning in particular the Bdtic Sea area® He lamented that Russd's initiative to provide
the Bdtic dates with ‘security guarantees had not been greeted with enthusasm, but il
recognised postive achievements tha improved mutud rdations®  Attending a medting of
heeds of dae of the Bdtic Sea countries, prime minister Chernomyrdin stressed that regiond
cooperation in the area was vita when forming a new democratic, united Europe without
dividing lines®”

Despite the fairly postive and cooperationrminded politica language, Russa did not change
its podtion on NATO enlagement. While remaning podtive to the prospect of an
enlargement of the European Union, Russa wished to hinder any further expanson of the
Alliance®® In his traditiond address to the Nationd Assembly in February 1998, Ydtsin
dated that an enlargement to the Bdtic countries would sgnify a threat to Russds nationd
security.®® The leadership aso protested against a European security structure based on
‘NATO-centrism’ and a unipolar world.*°

Findly, when Yugodavia put down an Albanian uprisng for independence in Kosovo usng
large-scdle military force in 1998, NATO acted resolutely. Beginning in May 1998, the
Alliance pressed Serbian Presdent Sobodan Milosevic to speed up the process of sdf-
determination for repressed ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. Moscow defended Yugodavia's
right to look after its territorid integrity. Russa agreed that something should be done to urge
Milosevic to change his methods, but not by using militay means** When summing up the
foreign politicd events of 1998, Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov specified that Russas god was
to secure broad autonomy for Kosovo while ensuring Yugodavia's territorid integrity. He
implicitly criticised NATO's interference in Yugodavia, arguing that the UN's ‘right of law’
should apply in world politics, ingead of (NATO's) ‘right of force. Ivanov declared that
Russia was ready to cooperate with NATO, but warned that much depended on what track the
Alliance took — abiding by UN sandards or using force without the Security Council’'s
approva.*?

In short, Russan political language was 4ill rdaively pro-Western, or at least ‘balanced’, in
1998. Russds leaders, however, remained hodtile to the prospect of NATO enlargement
while events in the Bakans had begun to change attitudes.

% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 1998, pp. 25-27 (Primakov).
% |bid., pp. 3-5.

37 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1998, pp. 22-23 (Chernomyrdin). See also Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2
1998, pp. 28-29 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 1998, pp. 37-38 (Primakov).

38 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 1998, pp. 35 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 3 1998, pp. 34
(Yétsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1998, pp. 3-5 (Y€tsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 1998, pp. 37-
38 (Primakov).

39 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 31998, pp. 3-4 (Yéltsin).

0 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 1998, pp. 35 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 3 1998, pp. 34
(Yéetsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1998, pp. 3-5 (Y €tsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1999, pp. 3-5
(Ilvanov).

41 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 1998, pp. 35-38.
2 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1999, pp. 3-5 (Ivanov).






CHAPTER THREE: KOSOVO AND AFTER

Russan rhetoric on the West in 1999 focused on the undesirable plans for an American
Nationa Missle Defence (NMD) and a further expansion of NATO.”® The leaders in addition
dedt with the necessty to wage an active Russan foreign policy in dl directions, form a
multipolar world, and promote cooperation with the European Union.** The most urgent issue
was, however, events in Yugodavia NATO's campagn agangt the Serbian presdent began
by warnings and symbolic actions and escdated to ar raids, carried out from 24 March to 10
June 1999. Russa refused to accept the use of military pressure and sharply condemned
Operation Allied Force.

Diverging views on the dtuation in former Yugodavia were certainly nothing new. Moscow
had disgpproved of NATO's ar rads in Bosnia in 1995 and opted for the abolishment of
economic sanctions againg Yugodavia in ealy 1996 This time, however, the leaders
reected more reolutdy, immediady freezing Russds forma cooperation with the
Alliance*®

The leadership applied a whole arsend of symbolic actions and dramatic pronouncements.
Prime Miniger Yevgeny Primakov cancelled his scheduled trip to the United States in mid-air
on 23 March. He was heading br the United States when, following a telephone conversation
with the American Vice-President, he ordered the plane back to Moscow.*” In a televised
goped the following day, Ydtan addressed ‘the whole world’, urging the American president
to refran from bombing, snce this would dgnify ‘a tragic step’ putting European security a
risk.*® The same day, Russa pulled out of the Partnership for Peace and military cooperation
programmes, recdled Russas chief military envoy to NATO, and ordered the closure of
Russia s offices at NATO headquarters.*®

The ar drikes being a fait accompli, on 25 March the foreign minister discussed the globdl
consequences of Allied Force. In Ivanov's view, Europe had not been as close to such a
serious rift snce 1945. For him, the rationde behind NATO's behaviour was obvious — to
enforce the United States's politica, military and economic dictates and strengthen a unipolar
world, where Washington would control ‘everybody’s fates. No one, he argued, had given
the Alliance the right to act as a‘globd gendarme .>°

‘Y esterday, it was Irag. Today — Yugodavia, what is next? >

43 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1999, pp. 15-18 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 1999, pp. 74-78
(Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 41-47 (Sergeev), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, pp.
74-78 (Ivanov).

4 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 37 (Ydtsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 11 1999, pp. 32-35
(Yédtsin), 69-71, 73-76 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, pp. 74-78 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii
Vestnik, no. 91999, p. 62 (Y€ltsin).

45 See, for example, Omri Daily Digest 960213,
46 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 10-11 (Y eltsin).

47 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 990324.
8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, p. 10 (Yeltsin).
4% Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 990325.

*0 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 11-18 (Ivanov).
*L bid., pp. 11-18.
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Asked why Russia did not criticise the ‘genocide againgt the Albanian population in Kosovo',
Ivanov replied that such acts had not been committed; it was nothing but a rumour, poread in
order to justify NATO' s aggression.* Instead, he accused the Alliance of genocide™

‘In Yugodavia, two crimes are currently [being] committed. It is NATO's aggression
agangd a sovereign dae, and it is the undisguised genocide agangt the peoples of
Yugodavia’>*

The foreign miniger blamed the United States as the ‘man initiator of aggresson’.®
Addressing the Federd Duma, he argued that the United States was using Kosovo as a testbed
for NATO's new Strategic Concept>® He repeatedly accused the Alliance of ‘neo-
colonidisT'NATO-colonidism’ which ‘amed to return to the era of colonidiam, dividing
European states into some kind of protectorates.”>’

Defence Miniger Igor Sergeyev pleaded that Russa would not get involved militarily in the
Kosovo conflict, but performed a symbolic action by announcing that Russia would send a
warship from its Black Sea Flet to the Mediterranean, to monitor events®® Sergeyev
condemned NATO's actions as a ‘ barbarian aggression against a sovereign state’ .>°

‘In Yugodavia today are decided not only the fates of Serbs and Albanians. They are smadl
change in the redisation of the US globd drategy directed at creating a unipolar world . . .
in which the dictates of military force will dominate, where there will be one sngle

superpower.’

The leadership’s language bore a strong resemblance to the rhetoric applied during the war in
Chechnya in 1994-96. In both instances, the leaders referred to ‘terrorists, ‘separatists and
‘Idamic extremigs. Ivanov repeatedly accused the Alliance of supporting Idamic terrorism.
He asked rhetoricaly whether Europe needed the creation of centres of Idamic extremism and
channds for smuggling drugs and weapons® As during the Chechen war, the leadership
distinguished the * peaceful population’ from the ‘terrorists and separatists %2

The rhetoric gradudly evolved from plain condemnation. For example, the leadership argued
that the bombings were causing an ecologica disaster.®® lvanov repeatedly referred to public
opinion in various NATO countries in order to demondtrate its weak support of the Alliance's
actions in Kosovo, arguing that ‘people cannot understand how such barbarian acts can be
dlowed at the end of the 21% century’ %

®2 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 31-37 (Ivanov).
>3 |bid., pp. 18-24; the leaders used the term ‘ genocide’ repeatedly; see for example, pp. 41-47.
** bid., pp. 18-24.

> |bid., pp. 31-37.
%8 pid., pp. 31-37.

" |bid., pp. 25-28, 31-37.

%8 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 990401.

9 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 41-47 (Sergeev).
€ 1bid., pp. 41-47.

61 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 31-37 (Ivanov).
%2 1hid., pp. 24-28.

% Ipid.

% Ibid., pp. 25-28, 31-37, 41-47.



Russian rhetorical strategies on security post-Kosovo

The leaders adso linked the conflict to wider European security, cdling the campaign ‘a blow
againg the OSCE'.*> Ivanov warned that, if NATO's aggresson continued, a larger war in
the Bakans might occur, the consequences of which ‘are well known from history’.®® He
stressed that Russia was concerned, since it was a part of Europe.®’

Although the leadership seized every opportunity to condemn NATO's actions — even
discussng ‘NATO's aggresson’ a an officid cdebration of the Russan nationd poet
Aleksandr Pushkin®® — they soon became involved in the negotiations® Former Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, gppointed as Russas presidentid envoy to Yugodavia on 14
April, was to play a decisve role in the peace taks. He faced the difficult task of attempting
to persuade Milosavic to settle while risking being accused of doing NATO's errands. The
peace plan — proposed by negotiators Chernomyrdin, Ahtissari and Talbot and accepted by
the Yugodav paliament on 3 June — contained some eements of success for Russa Most
importantly, it provided the UN with a role in the conflict, as a source of mandate authority
for NATO's operation, and it stated that Kosovo would remain within Yugodavia™ On 18
June, the Russian and US defence ministers aso reached agreement on the sructure of the
Kosovo peacekeeping force (KFOR). Russia was to participate in a unified KFOR command,
but its government would retain full control over its contingent.”

The most common — and highly plausble — explanation for Russds srong reaction to
Operation Allied Force is that the leadership interpreted it as an attempt to set up a new
internationd order that dlowed for the violation of sovereignty in defence of human rights.
Such a scenario can be interpreted as athreat to one of Russas most sgnificant greast power
atributes, its veto in the UN Security Council.”? This logic is dealy reflected in the palitica

language.

The leaders continuoudy referred to the primacy of the UN and its Security Council in
solving the conflict, while defending the principle of territorid integrity.”® This line of
reesoning perssted even ater NATO's campaign had ended. The leadership expressed
concern that Allied Force would be taken as a precedent, being followed by other out-of-area
campagns. Yetsn argued that it would be intolerable if NATO's ‘open aggresson agang a
sovereign country’ were to be taken and consolidated as a precedent. According to the
presdent, attempts to organise European security according to a so-caled ‘NATO-centric
model ignored Russia’s nationa and politica interests, and threatened dability in the whole

% Ipid., pp. 11-18.
€ 1hid.

®7 Ibid.
® Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, p. 73 (Ivanov).

89 When asked how he could speak of ‘partners’ in the West seeking a solution to the conflict, while simultane-
ously calling NATO an ‘aggressor, lvanov replied that by ‘partners’ he did not imply the ‘aggressors’, but
Western diplomats seeking a peaceful solution (Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 4-10 (Ivanov).

0 For adetailed analysis of Russia's rolein the mediation, see Lynch 1999:71-76.
"1 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 990621.
"2 Fedorov 2000:119-120, Godzimirski 2000.

3 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1999, pp. 15-18 (lvanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 9 1999, pp. 62
(Yeltsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 1999, p. 39 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 11 1999, pp. 73-
76 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, pp. 35 (Ydtsin), 74-79 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vest-
nik, no. 4 1999, pp. 3-7 (Yédtsin), 12-17, 31-37 (Ivanov).
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world.™ lvanov argued that only the UN was entitted to act in the name of internationd
society. In order to prevent anarchy and chaos in internationd relaions, the UN's centrd role
had to be ensured.”

Further daborating on ther argument, the leadership cdled for a joint druggle agangt
separatism and terrorism in aress such as Kosovo and Chechnya, while pleading the need to
ensure territorid integrity and drengthen the role of the UN. For example, addressng an
audience in Paris in October, Ivanov urged France to join Russa in drengthening the role of
the UN Security Council, after which he criticised ‘theories of humanitarian intervention’
violaing territoria integrity. He continued to condemn aggressve separatism and terrorism,
discussed Kosovo and Chechnya, underscored the need to ensure territoria integrity and
findly condemned NATO's actions in the Balkans.”

The Ydtdan era was, however, ending, with the resgnation of the presdent in late 1999.
Vladimir Putin was named acting presdent and was officidly eected in the first round on 26
March 2000. The new presidentia team continued to elaborate on the same themes. Putin and
Ivanov cdled for a dtrengthening of the role of the UN and its Security Council.”” Ivanov
warned that violation of the UN's principles was ‘an invitation to a new arms race on the
plangt.’”® The leaders protested againg unipolarity and pleaded for respect for ‘universa
principles such as teritorid integrity.” In March, lvanov expressed worries that Kosovo
would bresk away from Yugodavia® After the Serbian dections in September 2000, he
repeated tha Yugodavids sovereignty and territorid integrity should be respected®  The
leaders aso protested againgt the United States and Britain for carrying out bombing sorties
over Irag' sterritory.®?

The leadership frequently cdled for an internationd dSruggle agangt ‘new threets; above dl
international  terrorism, organised crime, smuggling of drugs and aggressve separatism.®
They dated that dl democratic Sates were concerned by these ‘new’ threats and must unite to

" Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 1999, pp. 35 (Yeltsin), see Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, pp. 74-78
(Ilvanov).

> Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, pp. 74-78 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 1999, pp. 39
(Ivanov).

® Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 11 1999, pp. 69-71 (Ivanov), c.f. Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no.12 1999, pp. 11
(Ydtsin).

" Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 45 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 94-97
(lvanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp. 12-13 (Putin), 44-46, 104-107 (lvanov), Diplo-
maticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 79 (Putin), 54-58, 113-115 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 5
2000, pp. 60-61 (Ivanov). Putin and lvanov also complained of attempts (by NATO) to weaken the role of the
OSCE (Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 5-9, Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 61-62).

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 113-115 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 5 2000, pp. 13-16
(Ivanov).

9 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 94-100 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 113-
115 (lvanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 2001, pp. 17 (Putin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp.
44-46 (lvanov).

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 1 (Ivanov).

81 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 11 2000, pp. 46-48 (Ivanov).

82 See, for example, Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp. 22-25, 57-59 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik,
no.12 2000, pp. 42-43 (Ivanov).

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 101-105 (Putin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp. 12-13
(Putin), 22-25, 44-46, 57-59 (lvanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 54-58 (Ivanov), Diplo-
maticheskii Vestnik, no.1 200, pp. 22-34 (Putin).
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fight them.® Commenting upon Chechnya, they urged other states to support Russia in its
druggle againg internationa terrorism, a problem ‘dretching from the Philippines to Kosovo'
and threstening the entire civilised world 2

The Russan State Duma ratified the START Il nucler arms reduction treaty on 14 April
2000, in line with the presdent's wishes® Ivanov agued that Russa had thus cdlearly
sgndled its support for globa drategic Sability, which would be destroyed if the United
States developed an NMD.?” The leaders urged the United States to abide by the ABM Treaty
and to refrain from plans for a ‘militarisation of space in the shape of an NMD. % On a vist
to Washington on 26 April, lvanov argued that ether the world would move forward towards
a just and democratic security order, or, if the United States created an NMD, return to the
Cold War and an uncontrolled arms race.®

The leadership repeatedly proposed ‘condructive aternatives to an American NMD.*° lvanov
suggested a range of common measures to improve security, among them a serious discusson
of a globd system of control againg the soread of missles and missile technology.®* The
leadership adso suggested an internationad conference on the subject.®? The Russan sde had
in fact proposed a common initictive in this area in January 1992, when Ydtsn launched the
idea of a ‘globd cosmic defence system’ at his firs meeting with the UN Security Council.®
The defence system was intended to defend the entire world and to be crested through a re-
direction of the United Statess SDI programme, with the assstance of advanced Russan
technology. The new defence system would control and counter terrorists and ‘irresponsible
politicians, who would immediately be attacked from space if they used nuclear wegpons.
The Russians returned to this idea on severad occasions® A working group was created®™ and
ajoint statement issued,*® but the project did not produce any significant results.

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp. 12-13 (Putin).

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 94-97 (Ivanov), 101-105 (Putin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1
2001, pp. 22-34 (Putin).

8 The START-II treaty cuts U.S. and Russian nuclear warheads from 6,000 to 3,500 in each country by 2007.
Included in the ratification is the adoption of three protocols submitting Russia’ s implementation of the treaty
to three conditions. Two conditions are based on 1997 agreements between Russia and the U.S. to postpone
the reduction until 2007 and committing themselves to upholding the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM)
(Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline 000414).

87 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 52000, pp. 62-63 (Ivanov).

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 27-29 , 94-100 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp.
90-94 (lvanov), 101-105 (Putin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp. 12-13, 22 (Putin), 22-25, 44-46,
57-59 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no.1 2001, pp. 7, 12-15 (Putin), 20-21 (Ivanov).

8 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik no. 52000 p. 19-21 (Ivanov).

% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 94-100 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 101-105
(Putin).

°1 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 52000, pp. 19-21 (Ivanov).

92 e.g. Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, p. 13 (Putin).

%3 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4-5 1992, pp. 48-50, 53 (Y eltsin).

% Ibid., pp. 16-17, 53 (Ydltsin), 56-58 (Kozyrev); Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 19-20 1992, pp. 20-23
(Kozyrev).

% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 15-16 1992, pp. 69-71.

% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 13-14 1992, pp. 12-13.
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Negative attitudes prevailed with regards to plans for NATO enlargement.®” In December 2000,
Putin argued that enlargement was a worrying prospect, since the Alliance did not let Russa in.
Asked to darify his postion on NATO membership, the Presdent replied that Russa had
declared that it would be ready but, judging from the reply, the Western community was not.?®

Finaly, cooperation with the EU was further promoted in 2000. Putin described Europe as the
cradle of democracy and civilisation and one of the most important poles in the emerging
multipolar world. He argued that Russa was a part of Europe® Both the president and the
foreign minister sated that Russa regarded the EU as a drategic partner, which in Ivanov's
interpretation signified ‘cooperation on a new leve’.*® Asked whether Russa felt threstened
by plans to form a European rapid reaction force, the foreign minister replied that it did not
fed threatened at al.’®* Further elaborating on the subject in December 2000, he declared that
Russia was positive and ready to cooperate on the issue.**

%" Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 5-9 (Putin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 48-50 (Ivanov),
Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 3-11 (The Foreign Policy Concept).

% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no.1 2001, pp. 22-34 (Putin).
% Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 5-9 (Putin).

190Djiplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 5 2000, pp. 12 (Putin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 54-58
(Ilvanov).

191D plomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 51-53 (Ivanov).
192D plomaticheskii Vestnik, no.1 2001, pp. 21-22 (Ivanov).
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CHAPTER FOUR: ‘MORALISING’ INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Prior to the Kosovo conflict, the Russan leaders disagreed with the West on a few crucid
issues linked to European — and globa — security; they promoted the OSCE as the main
organisr of security in Europe, protested againg unipolarity while promoting multipolarity,
condemned enlargement of NATO to the East and demanded better — ‘equa’ — trestment in
the international arena. The language condsted of a mixture of arguments, some of which
were to do with psychology and mordity while others were linked to geopolitics and redlism
and sometimes supplemented with threats of countermeasures.*®

The indication s0 far is that Vladimir Putin's coming to power did not quditatively dter the
political language. There had, however, been a gradua development since the Kosovo war which
continued under Putin. While previoudy countering undesirable developments, such as NATO
enlargement, with a mix of mora arguments and thrests of countermessures, the mord or ethicd
agoects of internationa relations came to dominate the political language. Russas leaders
gpplied such ‘mord’ arguments to convey that their sate and its verson of ethics was mordly
superior and righteous, and/or that this kind of mordity ought to apply in internationd
relaions'®

When protesting againg developments in Kosovo, the leadership eaborated eoquently on their
gthicd dimenson. While the man Russan initigior of the idea of multipolarity, Yevgeny
Primakov, had persstently proclaimed that this order ought to materidise, the new leaders took it
one gep further, making an effort to explan why multipolarity was dedrable, not only to Russa,
but to dl ‘civilised daes. They promoted an image of thelr date as carying out a worthy
mission, standing up for democratic values and the common good of the civilised world. For
example, by fighting terrorists and separatists, Russa pleaded that it was acting in defence of all
democratic dates. The leadership urged other dates to join them in ther just cause of
drengthening the role of the UN and its Security Council; thus enhancing the ‘right of law' as
opposed to NATO's ‘right of force'.

The leaders depicted the United States's ‘ self-seeking dictatorship’, embodied by NATO, as the
antipode of Russa's just and worthy struggle. They protested againgt a unipolar, non-democratic
world, promoting a world order that encouraged integration and cooperation amnong democratic
states. Russia stood up for ‘a just and democratic security order’, while a ‘militarisation of space
would lead back to an uncontrolled arms race. Russa persstently advocated diplomacy rather
than force, condemning NATO's actions as a ‘barbarian aggresson againg a sovereign dae'.
Moreover, the leaders implied that the Alliance could interfere in any date, threatening
sovereignty and the entire international order and substituting chaos and anarchy.

While developing the mord arguments, the tactic of using threats did not cease dtogether, but
diminished. The leaders predicted a sombre scenario in the event of unipolarity, but more rarely
argued that Russiawould seek confrontation.

193\\7agnsson 2000:chapter 4.

104N eedlessto say, the aim hereisto present the arguments, not to judge whether they were right or wrong, or how
the rhetoric corresponded to Russia s political acts.



‘Moralising’ international relations

The leadership thus applied a more consigent and well-developed rhetorical strategy, which aso
left its imprint on two important foreign policy documents, the Concept of National Security and
the Foreign Policy Concept.

Putin Sgned the Concept on Nationa Security on 10 January 2000. While the previous one,
issued in December 1997, daes confidently that the world is becoming multipolar, the new
one is less optimidtic. It presents two mutudly exclusve tendencies; one towards a multipolar
world and the other towards an international order dominated by a few Western states, led by
the United States and based on unilaterdism and military force. According to the concept,
Russds main naiond interest in the internationd sphere'® is to secure its sovereignty and its
position as a great power, one of the centres of influence of a multipolar world. The document
focuses on domedtic threats to security — eg. separatism and economic problems — but aso
ligsarange of internationa issues.

- internationd terrorism;

- dtemptsto hinder Russa' s development as a centre of influence in amultipolar world;

- drengthening of military blocs, above dl NATO's further enlargement; cregtion of foreign
military bases and their presence close to Russia s borders,

- dtempts to weeken important inditutions in the ream of internationa security, primarily
the UN and the OSCE;

- anincreasing military-technologica gap between Russaand its potentid rivas,

- the proliferation of wegpons of mass destruction;

- weskening of CIS integration;

- eruption and escaation of conflicts close to the Russian Federation and CIS;

- territorid demands on Russg;

- NATO decisons to use force without the UN Security Council’s consent;

- and the threat of anew armsrace.

The Foreign Policy Concept, adopted on 28 June 2000, is intended as a ‘compass to ‘direct
Russds geps in the international arena. The concept notes that Russds expectations of
mutudly beneficd rdations with the surrounding world have not been redised. It dtates that
the worsened internationa Stuation demands a reassessment of Russds foreign policy
priorities and the possihilities of achieving them.%

Among ‘new threats to Russas nationa interests, a range of issues are listed: growth of
separdiam, ethno-nationd  and  religious extremism, internationd  terrorism,  transnationd
cime and the smuggling of drugs and wegpons. Above dl, the Concept warns of increased
tendencies towards a unipolar sructure under US command, which would destabilise the
international Situation, provoke tension, an ams race, etc. It dates that Russa will continue to
drive for a multipolar system based on mutud respect of interests, mechanisms of collective
solutions and democratisation of internationd relations.

When setting foreign policy priorities, the Concept first of al pleads for the necessty to form
a new ‘peace order’ redlised by the UN and its Security Council. The concept criticises plans
for an American NMD and the concept of ‘humanitarian intervention’ amed a ‘judifying

1%5The concept of National Security applies a very broad conception of security, listing national interests in the
economic, domestic, social, spiritual, ecological and military spheres, and in the areas of information and
territorial boundaries.

198D plomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8, 2000, pp. 3-11.
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unilateral use of force in the abosence of UN Security Council consent. Discussng regiond
issues, it repeats that he OSCE ought to play an increased role in security matters and that
NATO ought to refrain from any further expansion.

In addition to the moradising tone, one can discern a gradud change, from the universa, pro-
Western Russian language of 1992 and 1993, via the rather nationalistic and self-confident
content of the Concept of Nationd Security of 1997, to the more realistic concept of 2000.*"
Ivanov describes the new Foreign Policy Concept as more redidic than the former with
regard to the internationa Stuation and Russds priorities, posshbilities and resources!® The
economic collgpse in August 1998 probably contributed to this change.**

Although the new concepts are more redidic and less sdf-assertive than their predecessors,
the leaders did not give up the promotion of Russia as a worthy, strong great power. The new
Foreign Policy Concept does not focus on sdf-images. However, when presenting the
concept, Ivanov stated that Russa ‘was, is and will Say’ a greet power; its greatness lay in its
history, immense landmass, science, cuture and spiritud potentid.**® Smilarly, Putin argued
that Russa was a grest power by virtue of its enormous potentid, history and culture!*
Moreover, the Concept on National Security describes Russia as one of the largest countries
in the world, with a higory of many centuries and rich culturd traditions. According to the
Concept, Russa dill plays a sgnificant role in the world by virtue of its economic, scientific-
technica and military potential and unique strategic location on the Euro-Asian continent.**?

In sum, the reading of the documents indicates that they were issued as a consequence of the
worsened international Situation but were based on a drategy of mordisng, raher than of
threats. Furthermore, Russa and the West preserved functiond rédions in practice
Cooperation in the Permanent Joint Council (PJC) continued throughout 1999, athough the
agenda was confined to issues rlated to the Bakans*® In addition, when Milosevic accepted
dl the demands of Chernomyrdin and Ahtisaari on 3 June 1999, Russa had made a vauable
contribution to peacemaking in the Kosovo conflict. Henceforth, Russa paticipated in
KFOR, dthough rdations with NATO were formdly suspended. Eventudly, those redions
were gradualy normalised.

Moreover, the rhetoric on the West was not entirely negative but clearly ambiguous. While
quite congstent over their ethica points of view, the leaders dl the same expressed a clear
wish to preserve reations with the United States and NATO in practice, despite ther ‘evil’
canpagn agang Serbia This gpparent contradiction emerges from a clash between the
officidly adopted ethicad standards and realpolitik. Even a the height of the conflict on 26

197By ‘realism’ the referenceis not to | do not intend the school of realism in international relations, but applies,
instead, to an awareness of Russia’s limited resources.

198pj pl omaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 90-94 (lvanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 2000, pp. 104-107
(Ivanov).

1995ee Godzimirski 2000.
HOpjplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 90-94 (Ivanov).
11piplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 5-9 (Putin).

H2gimilarly, in November 2000, Putin called Russia a ‘knot’ tying Asia, Europe and America together Diplo-
maticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 9-11).

113Russia also continued its co-operation with the Northern and Baltic countries. At a meeting in May, lvanov
explained that a meeting taking place while NATO waged armed operation against NATO, was a sign of the
unique good neighbourhood in the Northern and Baltic region (Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 6 1999, pp. 21-
23).
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March 1999, when Ivanov accused NATO of genocide, the leadership remained determined to
maintain good reations with the West. The foreign miniger argued that, dthough they were
going through a difficult period, Russa and the West should not waste what they had built
together in Europe, returning to the Cold War, confrontation and an arms race. He expressed
the hope tha the two would find a way out of ther difficulties in order to be able to work
together for a ‘large, democretic, united Europe’.** A few days later, he repeated that Russia
was not interested in aworsening of relaions and a return to Cold War and confrontation.**

In his address to the Nationd Assembly in 1999, Ydtdn condemned NATO's campagn
agang Milosevic and its plans for further expanson. All the same, he daed that Russa
would atempt to normdise reaions with the United States and re-create congructive
cooperation.**® He argued that the development of relations with the United States was one of
Russa's priorities™’ In addition, the Foreign Policy Concept states that, dthough Russia has
experienced serious difficulties in its relaions with the United States, Russian-American
cooperdion remains a necessary prereguisite to securing globa srategic stability.**® In his
traditiond New Year address, Putin stressed that Russia had succeeded in preserving relations
with the United States during 2000, and had come closer on many issues***

14piplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 18-24 (Ivanov).
15D plomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 31-37 (Ivanov).
18 hid., pp. 3-7 (Yeltsin).

17Djplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 91999, p. 62 (Y eltsin).
18D plomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 8 2000, pp. 3-11.
19Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no.1 2001, p. 7 (Putin).
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CONCLUSION: RUSSIA AND EUROPE

Even if the conflicts in ad around Kosovo are finaly resolved, the issues brought to a head
by Operation Allied Force are likey to linger on. Russian leaders will not for the foreseegble
future cease debating ‘humanitarian intervention’, ‘inviolable sovereignty’, unipolarity versus
multipolarity, Russan great power daus ‘new threats, the nuclear factor in internaiond
reations and, not least, what role the UN, the OSCE and other organisers of European
Security ought to play.

Stll, the future of Russds rdaions with Europe and the United States does not look al that
blesk. Rather than aggravating the conflict in and around Kosovo by threstening NATO with
reprisls, the Russan leaders mogly gpplied a badanced rhetoricd drategy, primarily
gopeding to the international community’s sense of democracy, law, order and judtice.
Moreover, from the very beginning, they expressed a cler wish to restore reations with
NATO and the West.

In fact, ever snce 1992, Russd's policy regarding the West has been directed according to the
folowing pragmetic logic. ‘If you cannot beeat them, join them. If you cannot join them,
cooperate’ During the 1990s, Russa consdently sought to improve rdations. Although
protesting agangt severd developments, such as NATO's enlargement and its actions in
Kosovo, in the end Russa dways complied.

Immediately after the collgpse of the Soviet Union, Ydtdn's team drove to uphold the
impression that the world was ruled by two globa powers, the United States and Russia The
leaders promoted a kind of polarity that may best be described as a mix of unipolarity and
bipolarity. The leadership role was shared by two dates, the United States and the Russan
Federation. Together, the two great powers would form and uphold a new worldwide security
system, punishing lesser powers from space if they disturbed the globa order.!*® When the
preferred globa order did not materidise, the leaders gill expressed a willingness to join
Wegtern indtitutions, such as the G7, the Council of Europe, NATO and the EU. However, as
the EU and NATO would not admit Russa, only one viable option remained — cooperation.
Although put under severe drain by Operation Allied Force, this strategy has perssted.
According to Webber, the tae of the decade (1990s) is ‘an enduring, abeit increasingly
problematic accommodation between Russia and the West' .*#*

Even if it wanted to, Russa could hardly have dictated the rules of the game in the 1990s. It
was not only economicaly dependent on the West but adso powerless to stop developments
such as NATO enlargement and Allied Force. This does not, however, mean that Russa’s
leaders gave in entirely to the West. They carried on promoting their dtate as a great power,
desarving worthy and equd trestment, by virtue of its potentid, geopolitical location and
culturd/higorical  assets. Moreover, they remain determined to edablish a forum for
international  security in which Russa not only participates but has a decisve say, operding
on an equa bads with the United States. From 1992 onwards, its leaders atempted to launch
the OSCE as the main organiser d security in Europe. After Kosovo, they shifted the focus to
some extent, making an increased effort of promoting the UN Security Council.

120\\agnsson 2000: chapter 4.
12l\ebber 2000:33.



Conclusion

Cooperation with the West aso produced benefits. Quite a few common interests may be
identified, for example finding a solution to the Middle Eagt criss and fighting ‘new threats,
such as international crime, terrorism and the proliferation of nucler wegpons. Russa's
paticipation in the G-8, the Council of Europe, and the NATO-Russa Permanent Joint
Council hasincreased its internationa prestige and confirmed its position as a great power.

Russan leaders are dso paying incressng dtention to the European Union. The broad
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA), dgned a the summit meeting in Corfu in
1994, which came into force in December 1997, is the bass of mutud relations. In addition,
the EU adopted ‘The Common Strategy on Russa at the June 1999 Cologne summit. Russa
responded by publishing Russds drategy vis-avis the European Union in October 1999.'%2
The EU is Russa's main trading partner and as such of paramount politica importance. In the
1990s, the EU accounted for over 40 per cent of Russas trade. Russan leaders have
goproved EU enlargement to the East, dthough cautioning that it should take into account
Russia's economic and politica interests® In the end, Moscow might even renew its apped
for EU membership.***

Moreover, the EU is an emerging forum for European security. It is important to Russa as a
sgnificant pole in a multipolar world, operating as a counterbaance to the United States!®®
From a Russan point of view, European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) may be
interpreted as a dep towards multipolarity. As described in the preceding andyss, the
leadership has been clearly podtive to the EU’s taking on a larger share of responghility in
the sphere of security.'® Even if the rapid reaction force is developed in collaboration with
NATO — even borrowing resources from the Alliance — it will not be NATO, which, from a
Russan perspective, isamog sgnificant advantage.

Russas stance towards the EU depends on a range of factors, some of which are discussed
beow. Firg, how closdy the Union is willing to cooperate is of key importance. If Moscow
finds that the EU does not seek a close rdationship, it might fed isolated. Fear of isolation has
been a subgtantid theme in Russan rhetoric on security, most notably during the campaign
againg NATO enlargement.**’

The danger of Russa becoming isolated is adequately understood in the light of Lynch's
useful didinction between two separate working methods avalable to Russa on its way
towards its god of a multipolar world. Lynch concludes that Russa gpplied a policy of
inclusive multipolarity during the 1990s. This kind of polaity is redised by Russas
paticipation in Wedern inditutions, with the am of preserving a voice in European affairs,
protecting its interests and condraining Western actions that might thresten Russa. Although
jeopardised by Operation Allied Force, Primakov's policy of incusve multipolarity hes
perssed. However, if Russan leaders fed isolated, there is a risk tha Russa could
eventudly shift to a policy of exclusive multipolarity. Such a withdrawa from cooperation
could suggest that Russia would play the role of spoiler in matters of European security and

122For athorough analysis of these documents, see Haukkala & Medvedev (2001). Also see Gowan 2000:12-13.

123pjiplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 199, pp. 37-38 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 2 1998, pp. 22-23
(Chernomyrdin), Gowan 2000:15-20.

124Rahr & Wolf 2000, Gowan 2000: 43-44.
125Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 2000, pp. 5-9 (Putin).

128D plomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 12 2000, pp. 51-53 (Ivanov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 1 2001, pp. 21-22
(Ivanov).

127\\agnsson 2000: chapter 4.
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seek an dliance with India and China'?® Such neo-isolationism is an improbable outcome, but
remains arisk to be taken into account.

Future EU-Russa reations need more concrete <imuli than the rather vague policy
documents mentioned above. Gowan suggests a range of moves that could further stimulate
cooperation. For example, Russa could be granted the posshility of participating in some EU
mesetings, or could even be given access to the European single market without membership,
an arangement akin to membership of the European Economic Area. He dso suggests that
Russa could be integrated in the ESDP, eg. by offering assets in support of an EU-led criss-
management operation, such as heavy-lift trangport arcraft or sadlite inteligence. The
conclusons of the EU's Hdsnki summit of December 1999 do dlow for Russan
paticipaion in EU-led operations.**

Tdks on a more subgstantid mutua relaionship took place a the EU-Russa summit in May
2000 and at the summit in Paris between Putin, Chirac, Solana and Prodi on 30 October of
that year.*® In March 2001, Swedish EU charman Goran Persson affirmed that, for economic
reasons, relations with Russia were of extreme importance to the Union.**

Vladimir Putin's paticipaion in the EU summit in Stockholm in March 2001 was a vishle
sign of a desire to degpen cooperation. The two parties did not bresk much new ground, but
the dgnificance of a Russan preddent paticipaing in an EU summit should not be
underestimated. The leaders have repeatedly conveyed the message that Russa ought to be
received as a worthy great power in the international arena, and definitdly not as a Sate that
logt the Cold War. For example, in 1994, Foreign Minister Kozyrev emphasised that the ‘war
machine NATO' did not win the Cold War, but rather that the democratic principles of the
CSCE had.*** His successor, Yevgeny Primakov repeatedly argued hat, in order to create a
stable world, everybody had to free themselves both from the thought that the Cold War had
winners and losars, and from the mentaity of reasoning in terms of ‘leaders and ‘followers
in the world arena'®** According to this view, the Cold War had actualy not been a war
between dates, but between ‘hearts and fates in the East and in the West', the winners being
those, induding the current Russan leaders, who had fought againg totditarianism and
defended democratic values.***

When Russias leaders argued that they had had no part in the evils of the Cold War, as the
Soviet leaders had, but were part of the globa, democratic community which had contributed
to ending the confrontation, they minimised fedings of injured pride and tried to make
themsdlves look righteous and worthy of respect in the internationad arena. They depicted the
new Russan Federation as being pat of the winning team, not as inferior to NATO. The

128) yinch 1999, see Rahr & Wolf 2000.

129Gowan 2000.

130Gowan 2000:24-25.

131| e Monde 010323.

132pjiplomaticheskii Vestnik no. 78 1994 p. 55-56 (Yeltsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik no. 19-20 1994 p. 46
(Yeltsin).

133piplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7 1996, pp. 64-68 (Primakov), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 10 1996, pp. 33-36
(Primakov), Nezavisimaia Gazeta 961022 198/1277 (Primakov).

134Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 19-20 1992, pp. 18-20 (Kozyrev), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 23-24 1992, pp.
4-8 (Yeltsin), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 7-8 1994, pp. 55-56 (Kozyrev), Diplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 19-
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Conclusion

rhetoric covered in the preceding chapters is another example of Russan leaders portraying
ther date as a worthy, even mordly superior, member of the internationd community of
democratic dtates. In sum, the formd treatment of Moscow, as an equa — and lady
‘drategic’ — partner, is of importance to future relations between the EU and Russa

EU policy on the gStuation in Chechnya dso affects its reations with Moscow. The issue
highlights a dash of principles — sovereignty versus human rights — and is highly problematic.
At the Stockholm summit in March 2001, Putin again defended Russds policy towards
Chechnya. He linked the Chechen problem to events in the Badkans, arguing that Europeans
face exactly the same problems of terrorism in Macedonia that Russa has encountered in
Chechnya. The presdent dated that terrorism was ‘shaking Europe in its heart’ and urged
decisive action to stop the Albanian insurgency in Macedonia™*®

Whaever EU’s policy, Russa is likdy to keep pursuing a hard line vis-avis the breakaway
republic, referring to the righteous cause of combating internationa terrorism. If serioudy
confronted, it might become less transparent regarding developments in the republic. As
MacFarlane argues, a hard-line EU policy might jeopardise the West's broader interests in the
Caucasian region and cooperative security in Europe® While the EU should not turn its back
on the problem, there is no dmple solution. MacFarlane suggests a range of measures
avalable to the Western community, dretching from diplomatic pressure — intended to urge
the Russans towards a politicd settlement, moderation of their behaviour on the ground,
enhanced trangparency and increased humanitarian assigtance — to punitive actions. For
reasons outlined above, his find recommendation, to gick to the ‘persuasve end of the
spectrum’, seems appropriate.’*’

Findly, on the macro or dructurd leved, a few issues are of particular importance. The
positions and methods Russia, the EU and the United States gpply with regard to plans to
enlarge NATO and the EU will decide much of the fate of mutud relations. Their handling of
NMD is of dmilar importance. Ivanov has urged European dates to support Russa in its
sruggle to preserve the ABM Treaty — thus impeding an American NMD — even cautioning
that Russia's cooperation with Europe will depend on the fate of the ABM Treaty.**®

Russa's strong resistance to missle defence could be interpreted as part of a negotiation with the
United States. By turning it into a decisve issue, Russa might hope to gain concessons.
Moscow could, for example, try to make its compliance with NMD conditiond on NATO
refraning from any further enlargement.’*® Such an interpretation does seem a hit far-fetched.
Ye even without concessons, if Russa is forced to comply once more it might ill have
obtained a fair ded. The issue has brought it closer to its European neighbours. Russian leaders
have, for example, suggested a European missle defence, which Russa would assig in
developing. Also, during the NMD debeate, it has become increasingly clear that Russa is not
waging its campaign for multipolarity on its own. Some European dates, most notably France,
are quite supportive of the idea of Europe becoming increasingly independent from the United
Sates, aswell as of the idea of inclusive multipolarity.**

13°pagens Nyheter 010323.
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This suggests that Russa's leaders may be becoming increasingly open to the possibility that
Europe may gain in importance as a drategic patner. The EU may perhaps even come to
compete with the United States as Russa’'s most dgnificant point of reference in internaiond
affars. If s0, Russan leaders might come to fed a bit less isolated in matters of European and
globa security, which would be no mean politicd achievement. Such a rgpprochement with
Europe would be in line with Russas long-term strategy ever since the end of the Cold War. As
indicated in the preceding section, the Russan leadership has gpplied a seemingly ambiguous
rhetoric — a clash between the officidly adopted ethicd sandards and redpolitik — which
encompasses both long- and short-term policy objections.

In the short term, Moscow has been adopting a reactive, ad hoc kind of policy in order to counter
gpecific developments contrary to its interests, such as the campaign agangt Serbia and the
enlargement of NATO. In the longer perspective, however, the leaders have applied another,
quite condstent argumentation, aimed a conveying Russas willingness to share the fruits and
the community of the ‘Western club of democracies. They have not passvely adapted to the
Western verson of cvilisation but have gradudly worked out their own verson of ‘internationa
mordity’, beginning with Mikhal Gorbachev's idea of a Common European House, evolving
with Primakov's condgtent promotion of multipolarity, and further developed during and after
the war in Kosovo. They have officidly adopted a type of ethics that they have hoped would aso
goped to the international community. Based on respect for sovereignty, common internationd
endeavours to fight ‘new threats and multilateral decisons in the UN Security Council, it would
add up to a multipolar world order in which no sngle sae has a decisve say in internationd
affars, particularly not regarding matters of domegtic politics in other states. At the European
level, this new world order would be embodied by multilatera cooperation amed at a ‘large,
democratic, united Europe’ .

Ye the foregoing andyss exposes a dilemma Will Russa be willing and adle to build a
functiond drategic partnership with a Western community that under certain preconditions
accepts military intervention in the defence of human rights (under certain preconditions), thus
reinforcing precisdy the kind of mordity and code of conduct in internationd relaions that
Russafirmly rgects? The jury is il out.

141pjplomaticheskii Vestnik, no. 4 1999, pp. 18-24 (Ivanov).
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