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Abstract

Twenty-five years have passed since the collapse of the Soviet Union (USSR) which led to the disruption of the
regional check-and-balance system aimed at resolving national issues and political and socioeconomic contra-
dictions. It also resulted in a number of armed conflicts, including those in the Chechen Republic, Nagorno-
Karabakh, Transnistria, Tajikistan, Abkhazia, South Ossetia and later in the east of Ukraine.

Immediately following the collapse of the USSR, key international actors paid special attention to the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) region while trying to secure their own interests. This led to the
further stratification of the CIS region. A “geopolitical pluralism” started to form there, marked by the fragmen-
tation of nation-state sovereignty over the territory.

The concept and policy of “geopolitical pluralism” as developed by Zbigniew Brzezinski meets the interests
of the United States by making the CIS region more manageable while at the same time making it more difficult
for Russia to implement its own strategic tasks there. The key goal of Russia is the creation of an integrated
economic and political union able to take a rightful place in the world. Only the development of deep and com-
prehensive integration with the CILS states can ensure the competitiveness of Russia’s position in the world as well
as the positions of its partners in the former Soviet space.

The purpose of this article is to assess the level of geopolitical pluralism in the CIS space taking account
of the membership of the CIS countries in international organizations and their voting on United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly resolutions. The study is based on the interconnection of quantitative and qualitative methods of
analysis of international relations and world politics.

' The editorial board received the article in June 2017.
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During the quarter century following the collapse of the Soviet Union, a regional system of international
relations has formed in its place. Despite the fact that the CIS is a kind of linking element which unites most of
the former Soviet republics, a certain competition between the new states has become the characteristic feature
of political relations in the region.

The policy of the West (primarily the United States) became a branched and diversified strategy aimed at
the phased development, transformation and fragmentation of the region. The diversity of foreign policy priori-
ties among the CIS states and the presence of many actors in the region makes mutual understanding and good-
neighbourliness between these countries difficult to achieve. To the contrary, this diversity seriously complicates
and slows the development of deep and comprehensive integration, making it more unstable and ineffective.
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On the geopolitical map of Eurasia, the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
occupies a special place: it finds itself on the junction of civilizations and forms a bridge
between Europe, Asia and the Middle East. It is a unique cross-border space where the
values of many peoples of the world have become diffused over centuries. It is an arena
of interaction (both of attraction and repulsion) for different civilizations and cultures;
it is a place of ongoing conflict of value orientations. The geopolitical, cultural, civili-
zational and social characteristics of this territory will certainly affect general trends of
world order in the 21st century. For Russia — the core of the post-Soviet space — these
characteristics naturally assume a certain existential significance [Kurylev, Savicheva,
2013, p. 5].

Over the past quarter century, very complex and dynamic processes characterized
by parallel phenomena have unfolded in the CIS region. On the one hand, centrip-
etal tendencies have conditioned the development of integration in the Commonwealth
space. On the other, these tendencies are also centrifugal and have encouraged the de-
velopment of disintegrative processes [Kurylev, 2010, p. 22]. Almost immediately after
the collapse of the Soviet Union the CIS region was scrutinized by key international
actors seeking to secure their own interests there. Without question, this led to the be-
ginning of a process of stratification in the CIS region. There has formed a geopolitical
pluralism characterized by the fragmentation of nation-state sovereignty.

In 1994 Zbigniew Brzezinski proposed the concept of “geopolitical pluralism.” In
hisbook, The Premature Partnership, he wrote that “the main goal of a realistic and long-
term big strategy should be the affirmation of geopolitical pluralism within the former
Soviet Union. ... The assertion of geopolitical pluralism would prevent the temptation
to re-build the empire, with its pernicious consequences for the prospects of democracy
in Russia. In not being an empire, Russia stands a chance of becoming, like France and
Britain or earlier post-Ottoman Turkey, a normal state” [Bzezinski, 1994, p. 58].
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Such a policy makes it difficult for Russia to assert its own national interests in the
CIS region. A.N. Bykov wrote that “the United States is trying to prevent any restoration
of unity of the CIS states with Russia by any means” [Bykov, 2012, p. 9]. Russia’s key
goal within the CIS is to create an economically integrated and politically unified group
of states that would be competitive on the global stage. However, the events in Ukraine
in 2013—2014 convincingly illustrate a desire to accomplish a key geostrategic, political
and economic, as well as military task — the elimination of Russia as a strengthened and
independent player in the new world order [Kurylev, 2014, p. 452].

The tables and statistical data presented in this article are based on the Foreign
Policy of the CIS Countries database, available at the PFUR Expert Portal on Interna-
tional Relations,? developed over the course of a number of years.

There is no doubt that the most important feature of the modern world is the dy-
namic change in economic, political and social systems. In this context, the basic trend
reflecting qualitative changes in the process of development is that of integration. Par-
ticipation in various integration processes is undoubtedly relevant for Russia given its
role both in global affairs and in the post-Soviet space. Effective integration policy will
definitely help to create a favourable external environment — an essential factor for sus-
tainable domestic political development [Pivovar, Gushchin, 2013, pp. 11—-12].

The foreign policy stance of any country is determined by its membership in vari-
ous international organizations, which necessitates a unified foreign policy course on a
number of issues.

At present, CIS countries are members of the following international organizations
(Tables 1 and 2).

Table 1. Membership in International Organizations (Defense, Security, Politics)?

Organization CSTO | SCO CICA |GUAM | OSCE | CE | NATO | EU | NAM
Country

Republic of Azerbaijan FM DP M M M M PC ENP M
Republic of Armenia M DP M M PC ENP (0]
Republic of Belarus M (0] (0] M PP PC ENP M
Republic of Kazakhstan M M M M PP PC PCA (0]
Kyrgyz Republic M M M M PP PC (0]
Republic of Moldova M M M PC AA

Russian Federation M M M M M PC PCA

2 PFUR Expert Portal on International Relations. Available at: http://ir.rudn.ru/

3 CSTO — the Collective Security Treaty Organization; SCO — the Shanghai Cooperation Organization;
NATO — the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; OSCE — the Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe; CE — the Council of Europe; CICA — the Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building
Measures in Asia; GUAM — the Organization for Democracy and Economic Development; EU — the European
Union; NAM — the Non-Aligned Movement. M — member; FM — former member; ENP — member of the
European Neighborhood Policy programme; O — observer; DP — dialogue partner; PP — partnership pro-
grammes being implemented; AA — Association Agreement signed; PC — partner country; PCA — Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement signed.
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Organization CSTO | SCO CICA |GUAM | OSCE | CE | NATO | EU | NAM
Country
Republic of Tajikistan M M M M PP PC (0]
Turkmenistan M PP PC M
Republic of Uzbekistan FM M M FM M PP PC M
Ukraine (0] M M M PC AA FM

Source: PFUR Expert Portal on International Relations. Available at: http://ir.rudn.ru*

Table 2. Membership in International Organizations (Economy, Religion, Culture)’

Sphere Economy Religion, Culture
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Source: PFUR Expert Portal on International Relations. Available at: http://ir.rudn.ru®

Analysis of the data presented in Tables 1.1 and 1.2 demonstrates that a regional sub-
system of international relations has been formed on the territory of the former USSR.

4 All data is valid as of 1 January 2017.

> EAEU — the Eurasian Economic Union; EDB — the Eurasian Development Bank; EBRD — the
European Bank of Reconstruction and Development; ADB — the Asian Development Bank; AIIB — the
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank; IDB — the Islamic Development Bank; WTO — the World Trade
Organization; ECO — the Economic Cooperation Organization; BSEC — the Organization of the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation; OIC — the Organization of Islamic Cooperation; TC — the Turkic Council (the
Cooperation Council of Turkic Speaking States); OIF — the International Organisation of La Francophonie.
M — member; FM — former member; ENP — member of the European Neighborhood Policy programme;
O — observer; DP — dialogue partner; PP — partnership programmes being implemented; AA — Association
Agreement signed; PC — partner country; PCA — Partnership and Cooperation Agreement signed.

¢ All data is valid as of 1 January 2017.
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This is indicated by a number of initiatives of the states in the region aimed at creat-
ing multilateral institutions within the framework of military-political and economic
integration. Among them are the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), the
Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCQO), the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU)
and the Eurasian Development Bank (EDB) [Kurylev, Naryshkin, Ozinkovskaya, Ra-
khimov, 2016, pp. 75—86]. To this list of “Russia-oriented” organizations, a number of
“anti-Russia” ones should also be added, such as the Organization for Democracy and
Economic Development (GUAM) [Pivovar, Gushchin, 2013, pp. 12—13]. An important
initiative in the field of strengthening security and cooperation was the Conference on
Interaction and Confidence-Building Measures in Asia (CICA) initiated in 1992 by the
president of the Republic of Kazakhstan, N. A. Nazarbayeyv.

As can be seen from Table 1.1, the membership of Armenia, Belarus, Kazakh-
stan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan in the CSTO, and of Ukraine, Azerbaijan and
Moldova in the GUAM is mutually exclusive. Turkmenistan adheres to the ideology
of nonalignment. As for Uzbekistan, during the presidency of I. A. Karimov it aimed
at developing relations in the field of defense and security on a bilateral basis, and if
possible, to maneuver. This explains its withdrawal from the Collective Security Treaty
(CST) in 1999, its ascension to the CSTO in 2006 and its withdrawal in 2012. In other
words, when it comes to ensuring regional security in the Eurasian space, two opposite
paradigms have emerged: “with Moscow” and “without Moscow.”

It is interesting to analyze the data on the participation of CIS countries in interna-
tional organizations in the field of religion and culture.

Table 1.2 shows that Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmeni-
stan and Uzbekistan have joined the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) and
the Islamic Development Bank, while Russia has become an observer in this organi-
zation. Meanwhile, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are also members of the
Turkic Council (the Cooperation Council of Turkic Speaking States). Uzbekistan and
Turkmenistan did not join the Council, although at the fourth summit of the Council in
Bodrum in 2014 it was announced that Turkmenistan would join this structure.

Armenia (2008) and Moldova (1996) became full members of the International
Organisation of La Francophonie, while Ukraine (2008) became an observer. The main
criterion for joining this organization is not the proportion of the population of a given
state that speaks French but rather that state’s established cultural ties with France. As
for Armenia, the important factors that played in its favour were the existence of a large
Armenian expat community in France, as well as a number of historical factors — ties
between the two countries go back to the period of the Crusades when close contacts
between the Franks and the Cilician Armenian state were formed.

Special attention should be paid to the development of ties between CIS coun-
tries and regional economic organizations. As can be seen from Table 1.2, Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan are the most active in terms of developing regional economic integra-
tion. They symmetrically participate in the same regional integration associations: the
EAEU, EDB, European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), Asian
Development Bank (ADB), Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), Islamic De-
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velopment Bank (IDB) and Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO). This testifies
to their coordinated actions and close foreign policy ties. No less active is Tajikistan,
which participates in all of these organizations except the EAEU.

It is interesting to examine the participation of Armenia and Azerbaijan in various
forms of regional economic integration. When examining these states, attention is usu-
ally paid to their mutual response, that is, to the fact that a foreign policy initiative by
one of them leads to a symmetrical foreign policy response by the other. The question to
consider is whether this also occurs in relation to regional economic integration. Arme-
nia is a member of the EAEU, EDB, EBRD, ADB and the Organization of the Black
Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC), while Azerbaijan is a member of the EBRD, ADB,
AIIB, 1IDB, ECO and BSEC. They are thus members of the same three organizations.
When it comes to Eurasian projects (EAEU, EDB) Azerbaijan does not participate.

Widely represented in regional organizations is Turkmenistan, which is the only
former Soviet republic to declare neutrality as enshrined in the United Nations General
Assembly resolution. It participates in the EBRD, ADB, IDB and ECO.

The least active participant in regional economic integration are the three states in
the western part of the CIS (Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine).

The Republic of Belarus is represented in the following three structures: EAEU,
EDB and EBRD. The Republic of Moldova and Ukraine participate in the EBRD and
BSEC.

Finally, Russia is a member of the EAEU, EDB, EBRD, AIIB and BSEC.

As we can see, the countries participating in regional economic integration to-
gether with Russia actively develop other directions for integration. The participation of
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan in the AIIB created by
the People’s Republic of China is noteworthy. Russia has also supported this initiative.
Meanwhile, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan together
with Turkmenistan also participate in the IDB. On the contrary, Russia never joined
either the IDB or the ADB, although all the above listed states are members of the ADB.

Some researchers examining the membership of the CIS states in international or-
ganizations believe that it is hardly possible to regard the participation of these states in
the capital of the AIIB or Islamic Development Bank as factors influencing the geopo-
litical choices of countries in the region. However, it is difficult to agree with this view.
A vivid example is Beijing’s official One Belt One Road initiative, which successfully
combines both the geo-economic and geopolitical interests of the Asian power.

In fact, a practical expression of geopolitical pluralism is the competition among
various integration projects in the post-Soviet space.

The analysis of the data presented in Tables 1 and 2 convincingly demonstrates that
geopolitical pluralism has formed in the CIS region from the point of view of the partici-
pation of the Commonwealth states in both military-political and economic integration
projects. Countries linked to Russia through integration ties within the framework of the
EAEU and EDB do not limit themselves in their choice of partners. And while there is
no alternative to Russia in the field of defense and security in the Eurasian region, and
those countries (such as the members of GUAM) that do not want to develop their mili-
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tary integration with it are oriented toward external actors, the Eurasian space is more
heterogeneous in terms of economic integration. Researcher L. S. Kosikova emphasizes
that the concept of integration based on an alliance around one core — Russia — does
not take into account the objective tendencies towards disintegration. According to Ko-
sikova, if a group of states is ready to integrate with Russia faster than the rest it does not
necessarily mean that the remaining countries will also integrate, even at a slower rate
[Kosikova, 2010, p. 49]. This is precisely what we are observing.

We now examine the manifestation of geopolitical pluralism through the prism of
trade and economic ties of the CIS countries, first through analyses of their foreign trade
structure. We have analyzed the trade flows of the Commonwealth countries and indi-
cated the most important directions of export flows from eight CIS states, as well as the
most important directions of import flows to eight CIS countries (Table 3).

Table 3. Trade and Economic Relations of the CIS States in 20157

Country Top Three Export Destinations Top Three Import Origins
1 2 3 1 2 3
Republic Italy Indonesia Israel Turkey Russia UK
of Azerbaijan
Republic Russia China Germany Russia China Iran
of Armenia
Republic of Belarus Russia Ukraine UK Russia | Germany China
Republic Italy China Netherlands Russia China Germany
of Kazakhstan
Kyrgyz Republic Switzerland | Kazakh- UAE Russia China Kazakh-
stan stan
Republic Russia Romania Italy Romania Russia Ukraine
of Moldova
Russian Federation Italy Netherlands China China Germany U.S.
Ukraine Russia Turkey Egypt Russia China Germany

Source: International Merchandise Trade Statistics, UN. Available at: https://comtrade.un.org/

As can be seen from the Table, when it comes to exports Russia was the key trading
partner of Armenia, Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine; in terms of imports Russia was the
key trading partner of Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Ukraine. At the
same time, Russia is not in the top three in terms of export in trading with Azerbaijan,
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Members of the European Union (EU) (Great Britain (in
2015), Italy, the Netherlands, Romania and Germany) actively interact with the former
Soviet republics in trade. For example, Italy is the top export partner for Azerbaijan and
Kazakhstan, and Romania is the second largest for exports and the top for imports for
Moldova. As for other countries, one should pay attention to the high ratings of Switzer-
land (first) as an exports partner for Kyrgyzstan; of Turkey (first) as an imports partner

7 The data for Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan is unavailable.
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for Azerbaijan and of Iran (third) as an imports partner for Armenia. As for the trade
of the Commonwealth countries among themselves (excluding Russia), only Ukraine
occupies second place in the top three of Belarus’ partners for exports and third place
for Moldova for imports. And Kazakhstan is the second largest partner for exports to
Kyrgyzstan and is also its third largest partner for imports.

It should be noted that although we have not received separate data on the exports
and imports of Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, Uzbekistan’s key foreign trading partners
are Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Korea and Turkey, while Tajikistan’s key partners are
Russia, Kazakhstan, China, Turkey and Afghanistan [Degterev, Degterev, Nikulin,
Oganesyan, 2014, pp. 176—184].

Russia’s leading position as a trading partner of a number of countries does not
necessarily ensure loyalty to Moscow. In the foreign trade of Uzbekistan Russia ranks
first, but at the same time Tashkent is not a member of the CSTO. The fact that Russia
used to be Ukraine’s main trading partner did not prevent the active development of the
Ukrainian crisis, which is anti-Russian and even pointedly Russophobic. We should not
be deceived by the reverse situation in which Kazakhstan is positioned by some as a per-
manent ally of Moscow, despite the fact that it is not Moscow’s leading trading partner.
To the contrary, this is a telling sign that the main partners of the Republic are the EU
and China.

Thus, the geographic structure of foreign economic relations is not the only de-
terminant of foreign policy [Bartenev, 2014]. But it confirms the stratification of the
CIS space from the point of view of the multivector nature of trade and economic ties
between the former Soviet republics and their declining trade volumes with Russia.

Voting on the resolutions of the UN General Assembly is an important indicator of
the closeness of the foreign policy positions of different states — this is when the prom-
ises of eternal friendship fade into the background and a state’s true stance on various
issues manifests itself [ Degterev, Degterev, Nikulin, Oganesyan, 2014, pp. 176—184]. It
is hardly a coincidence that since 1985 the U.S. Department of State has been drawing
up a report entitled the “UN Voting Practices.”®

For the purposes of this analysis, we examine whether CIS members in the UN
General Assembly vote in congruence with each other and with the “dominant states”
(U.S., China, India, Germany, Great Britain, France, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Brazil,
South Africa and Japan). To assess the closeness of foreign policy positions, the average
level of concurrence of voting during 47—70 sessions of the UN General Assembly was
calculated, as was the number of sessions during which the other country had the highest
level of concurrence with the voting results of the country in question. The results of the
calculations are presented in Table 4, where the top three countries are shown for each
indicator. The CIS countries and the “dominant states” are shown separately.

8 Reports of the United States Department of State to the Congress. Available at: http://www.state.gov/p/
io/rls/rpt/index.htm.
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Table 4. The Closeness of Positions of the CIS states in Terms of Roll-Call Voting in the UN GA
(47-70 sessions) to the Position of Other CIS States and the “Dominant States™®

CIS Among Other CIS Countries Among Dominant States
Country Top Three by Top Three by Number of Top Three by Top Three by Number
Average Support Sessions with Maximum Average Support of Sessions with
Level Support Level per Session Level Maximum Support
Level per Session
Azerbaijan | Kazakhstan Kazakhstan (eight sessions) | Indonesia (89.32%) | Brazil and Indonesia
(90.88%) Kyrgyzstan (eight sessions) | Saudi Arabia (six sessions each)
Belarus (89.60%) | Belarus (six sessions) (89.11%) South Africa,
Kyrgyzstan Brazil (88.15%) Republic of Korea
(86.74%) (five sessions each)
Armenia Belarus (87.76%) | Belarus (10 sessions) Argentina (88.67%) | Argentina
Kazakhstan Tajikistan (five sessions) South Africa (19 sessions)
(87.09%) Kazakhstan (four sessions) | (84.85%) South Africa
Azerbaijan Brazil (84.69%) (four sessions)
(85.98%) Australia (three
sessions)
Belarus Azerbaijan Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan | Indonesia (88.01%) | China (10 sessions)
(89.60%) (seven sessions each) China (87.87%) Indonesia (seven
Kazakhstan Ukraine (six sessions) Brazil (87.77%) sessions)
(89.53%) South Africa (five
Armenia (87.76%) sessions)
Georgia Moldova (90.48%) | Moldova (16 sessions) Germany (89.06%) | Italy, Germany, Japan
(before Ukraine (88.69%) | Ukraine (seven sessions)* Italy (88.79%) (seven sessions each)
2009) Armenia (81.28%) Japan (88.50%)
Kazakhstan | Azerbaijan Azerbaijan and Kyrgyzstan | Argentina (89.71%) | Brazil (eight sessions)
(90.88%) (six sessions each) Brazil (88.72%) Argentina (six
Belarus (89.53%) | Belarus (five sessions) South Africa sessions)
Kyrgyzstan (87.22%) South Africa (five
(87.72%) sessions)
Kyrgyzstan | Tajikistan Tajikistan (eight sessions) South Africa South Africa
(89.22%) Kazakhstan (seven sessions) | (85.41%) (11 sessions)
Kazakhstan Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan | Argentina (83.97%) | Brazil (six sessions)
(87.72%) (five sessions each) Brazil (82.70%) Argentina (five
Uzbekistan sessions)
(87.28%)
Moldova Ukraine (91.47%) | Georgia (12 sessions) Italy (94.19%) Italy (14 sessions)
Georgia (90.48%) | Ukraine (11 sessions) Germany (93.76%) | Germany (11 sessions)
Armenia (82.22%) | Armenia (three sessions) Japan (91.29%) Australia (five
sessions)
Russia Belarus (86.64%) | Belarus (10 sessions) Argentina (83,64%) | China (14 sessions)
Armenia (84.58%) | Kazakhstan (five sessions) China (81.74%) Argentina (five
Kazakhstan Uzbekistan (three sessions) | South Africa sessions)
(84.34%) (81.24%) *

? Countries with support level of more than 90% or at least 10 sessions with maximum support level per

session are indicated in bold type

* — with the remaining four-five countries there is a maximum match of one session only
Method of calculation: the percentage of concurrence of voting results was calculated as follows: one

point was added for each resolution on which the vote concurred (both countries voted “for,

<«

against,” ab-

stained or did not vote). If one country voted “for” or “against” a resolution and the other abstained or did not
participate in the vote, 0.5 points were added. The result was divided by the total number of resolutions adopted
by voting during the session in question.
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CIS Among Other CIS Countries Among Dominant States
Country Top Three by Top Three by Number of Top Three by Top Three by Number
Average Support Sessions with Maximum Average Support of Sessions with
Level Support Level per Session Level Maximum Support
Level per Session
Tajikistan | Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyzstan (13 sessions) South Africa South Africa (nine
(89.21%) Turkmenistan (six sessions) | (83.61%) sessions)
Turkmenistan Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Argentina (82,71%) | China and Russia
(88.02%) Russia (four sessions each) | Brazil (80.79%) (four sessions each)
Uzbekistan
(87.57%)
Turkmeni- | Tajikistan Tajikistan (14 sessions) South Africa South Africa (nine
stan (88.02%) Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan | (79.73%) sessions)
Uzbekistan (five sessions each) Indonesia (78,12%) | Indonesia (six
(85.84%) Argentina (77,90%) | sessions)
Kyrgyzstan Argentina (four
(84.98%) sessions)
Uzbekistan | Tajikistan Tajikistan (eight sessions) South Africa Republic of Korea
(87.57%) Belarus and Kyrgyzstan (six | (80.12%) (six sessions)
Kyrgyzstan sessions each) Argentina (78,12%) | China and Indonesia
(87.28%) Russia (77.13%) (four sessions each)
Turkmenistan
(85.84%)
Ukraine Moldova (91.47%) | Moldova (11 sessions) Republic of Korea | Republic of Korea
Georgia (88.69%) | Belarus (six sessions) (90,95%) (seven sessions)
Armenia (83.03%) | Georgia (five sessions) Japan (90.21%) Germany (six
Italy (89.56%) sessions)
Japan (five sessions)

Source: PFUR Expert Portal on International Relations. Available at: http://ir.rudn.ru/

So, what information can be drawn from this data? First, Russia is absent in the top
three in terms of the average level of support among CIS member states. This applies
both to countries that are integrating with Russia (Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyr-
gyzstan and Tajikistan), its “opponents” (Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine) and “neu-
tral” countries (Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan).

A similar result can also be observed in the case of voting ratings within the top
three in terms of the number of sessions with the maximum support. Russia is absent in
this rating in relation to all CIS countries. Only in the case of Tajikistan is Russia isin the
top three, and even then it shares third place with Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan.

It is interesting to look at the concurrence of votes separately for EAEU and the
CSTO members. Close positions in the top three regarding the average support level are
demonstrated by Armenia, Belarus and Kazakhstan. They are in each other’s top three.
Another remarkable fact is that for each of these republics Azerbaijan is the third coun-
try with which their voting matches — even for Armenia.

As for the top three according to the number of sessions with the maximum support,
here the situation is quite different. Armenia’s voting concurs with that of Belarus at the
highest possible level of concurrence over 10 sessions. Belarus is an important trading
partner of Armenia, in third place among CIS countries (after Russia and Ukraine) in
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terms of mutual trade.! In the case of Belarus and Kazakhstan, the average number of
sessions with the maximum support is noted. For Belarus it is with Azerbaijan, Uzbeki-
stan and Ukraine; for Kazakhstan it is with Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and Belarus.

Kyrgyzstan, a long-standing and consistent participant in various integration pro-
jects in the CIS, differs somewhat in its voting. In the framework of the top three on the
average level of support, it concurs with Tajikistan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. And if
in the case of the first two states this is quite expected, the concurrence with Uzbekistan
is less so, given the thorny relationship between the two neighbours who are only just be-
ginning to improve ties. A symmetric situation is observed when it comes to Kyrgyzstan
and the top three in terms of the number of sessions with the maximum support.

In terms of average support level Tajikistan stands close to Kyrgyzstan, Turkmeni-
stan and Uzbekistan in the top three. In its top three in terms of the number of sessions
with the maximum support, Tajikistan has one of the highest levels of concurrence with
Kyrgyzstan out of all the other countries (13 sessions). One of the priorities for the two
countries is the development of hydropower, including the sustainable use of water as
energy source, the creation of a single energy market, the construction of energy bridges,
participation in the implementation of the CASA-1000 project and the export of elec-
tricity to Afghanistan and Pakistan. Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan have similar tasks in this
area and experience the same barriers to their development." In this regard, there is a
desire to develop a common stance and a coordinated approach toward upholding and
promoting common interests on issues of hydropower cooperation.

When it comes to the “neutral” states, Azerbaijan’s top three in terms of the aver-
age level of support includes Kazakhstan, Belarus and Kyrgyzstan. Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan often vote in the same way, and they are among each other’s top three along
with Kyrgyzstan. Kazakhstan ranks first. For both countries, cooperation in the field
of energy is of strategic importance. In this industry, Baku and Astana are important
players in the world market. They are interested in ensuring the uninterrupted delivery
of oil and oil products to world markets, including through the territory of Azerbaijan.
Astana and Baku should work together to reorient the multibillion dollar transit flow
between Asia and Europe to Kazakhstan and the South Caucasus corridor [Adilova,
Medelbekov, Entevekov, 2017].

In the top three in terms of the number of sessions with the maximum support,
Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan have an average level of concurrence with the same countries
(six and eight sessions). Turkmenistan demonstrates the maximum concurrence with
Tajikistan (14 sessions — the most in this rating). Cooperation with Turkmenistan is a
priority for Tajikistan. Since it gained independence, Tajikistan has been carrying out its
core freight and passenger transportation by rail through the territory of Turkmenistan.
There exists an investment project for the construction of the Tajikistan-Afghanistan-
Turkmenistan (TAT) railway; the Turkmen side has completed the construction of its

10 Trade and Economic Relations. Available at: http://armenia.mfa.gov.by/ru/bilateral_relations/trade
economic/

' Embassy of the Republic of Tajikistan in the Kyrgyz Republic. Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan Relations.
Available at: http://www.tajikemb.kg/index.php?option=com_ content&view=article&id=61&Itemid=124
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section, while the Republic of Tajikistan supports the project and notes its importance
[Adilova, Medelbekov, Entevekov, 2017].

The results of Georgia (a member of the CIS until 2009), Moldova and Ukraine are
quite predictable. Being members of the GUAM, during the voting they demonstrated
close voting positions. Moreover, when it comes to Georgia and Ukraine, the total num-
ber of sessions with the maximum support concurred more often with Moldova than
with each other and vice versa.

We now examine the voting structure of the CIS members in terms of their relations
with the so-called “dominant powers” (members of the G7 and G20). No less interest-
ing are the results of voting of CIS countries in comparison with the “dominant states.”

First, we examine the setup within the top three on the average support level for
the EAEU members (Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan) and the CSTO
members (Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan).

As can be seen from Table 4, our country is not in the top three among G-20 mem-
bers with any of the listed countries. And in the TOP-3 by the number of sessions with
the maximum support, Russia closes it and takes the third position in the case of Tajik-
istan only.

As for other noteworthy moments in the voting, the pair Armenia-Argentina is re-
ally striking. During 19 sessions out of the 22 considered among the «dominant states»
Argentina had the closest position to Armenia. It turns out that in Argentina there is
the largest Armenian diaspora in the region, which appeared there in connection with
the Armenian genocide in 1915 in the Ottoman Empire. The first wave of refugees was
subsequently added to the flow of migrants after the collapse of the USSR. This is an
influential and cohesive diaspora, incl. in political terms. It lives compactly in Buenos
Aires and Cordoba. The National Armenian Council of Buenos Aires operates in the
country, whose representatives visit Nagorno-Karabakh and promote Armenia’s posi-
tion on this issue. The powerful influence of the diaspora, incl. on foreign policy issues,
in fact, forced Azerbaijan in 2010 to open an embassy in Argentina — the first one in
South America [Degterev, Vasilyuk, Baum 2018].

A certain surprise is the high level of voting coincidence between Belarus and Indo-
nesia, which occupies positions 1 and 2 in two ratings. Obviously, this is due to the fact
that Belarus is a member of the Non-Aligned Movement, one of the main initiators of
which was Indonesia.

Moreover, EAEU and CSTO members demonstrate a certain resemblance. Within
the top three in terms of the average level of support, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan demonstrate a proximity of views with Brazil and South Africa. These
are the two countries that take the first and second places in the rating. As for Belarus,
it is clear that the positions of China and Brazil are the closest. A similar situation is
observed in the top three of the number of sessions with the maximum support. At the
same time, Belarus has the maximum number of matches with China (10 sessions), and
Kyrgyzstan has the maximum matches with South Africa (11 sessions).

The high level of concurrence between Belarus and China positions in UN can be
explained by the fact that relations between the two countries is officially considered
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a strategic cooperation [Tozik, 2007, p. 26] and as a result they try to support each other
in global politics. In particular, Belarus supported China in connection with the riots
in the Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region in the summer of 2009. In the economic
sphere, China is the fifth largest trading partner of Belarus outside the CIS, and is fourth
in terms of the level of imports and eighth in terms of the level of Belarusian exports.

The high level of concurrence between Kyrgyzstan and South Africa in UN may
seem strange, especially given the fact that the ambassador of South Africa was accred-
ited in Kyrgyzstan for the first time only in 2007, with residence in Astana (Kazakhstan).
The Embassy of Kyrgyzstan is in turn accredited in Saudi Arabia in combination with
South Africa. It is also a telling sign that the share of trade between the two countries for
the past 20 years has never reached even 0.1% of the total volume of exports [Abdrisaev,
2017]. The high level of concurrence of the positions of the two countries in UN voting
can be explained by their policy coordination within the BRICS framework [Yurtaeyv,
2016], and by their emerging cooperation in the mining sector.

Unexpectedly, CIS countries have a high level of concurrence of voting with Indo-
nesia: Azerbaijan has it on the 1—2 place, Turkmenistan has it on the second place, and
Uzbekistan has it on 2—3 place at the level of coincidence among G-20 members. All
three countries are also members of the Non-Aligned Movement, of which Indonesia
was one of the founders. In addition, Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan are
members of the Organization of Islamic Cooperation. Indonesia is the country where
the largest number of adherents of islam in the world live. The main goal of Indonesia’s
foreign policy is to establish its identity as a world power acting as a bridge between Eu-
ropean and Islamic civilizations [Efimova, 2016]. In addition, Azerbaijan is the second
largest oil supplier to Indonesia after Saudi Arabia.

An interesting case is presented by the “Chinese factor,” especially in the context of
China’s policy in Central Asia. The data show that despite the growing influence of Chi-
na in this region, the Central Asian states do not always follow Chinese foreign policy. Of
the five countries in the region (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan), only Kyrgyzstan is in the top three in terms of its average support level with
China, confirming Beijing’s very high level of influence. As for the top three in terms of ses-
sions with the maximum support, the situation for China is somewhat better. During four
sessions there are matches with Uzbekistan; during three sessions there are matches with
Tajikistan and Turkmenistan and during two sessions there are matches with Kyrgyzstan.

It is worth paying attention to the fact that in both ratings Kazakhstan concurs in
its voting with Saudi Arabia. The Kingdom has been actively involved in the develop-
ment of its infrastructure since the beginning of Kazakhstan’s independence, providing
grants for the implementation of such projects as the Senate of the Parliament of the
Republic of Kazakhstan (over $15 million), a cardiology centre in Astana ($12 million),
the reconstruction of the Osakarovka-Vishnevka road ($12 million) and the mosque
in Petropavlovsk ($2 million) among others.”? A striking event during the first visit of
N. Nazarbayev to Riyadh in 2016 was a proposal of King Fahd, which surprised not only

12 Milestones of Cooperation between Kazakhstan and Saudi Arabia (2016). Available at: https://www.
zakon.kz/4824861-vekhi-sotrudnichestva-kazakhstana-i.html
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the delegation of Kazakhstan, but also the Saudis themselves. The king, learning about
Nazarbayev’s intention to perform the Hajj, allowed him to go inside the Kaaba, a Mus-
lim shrine which is only open twice a year for special guests. Let us note that annually
about four thousand citizens of Kazakhstan visit the sacred cities of Mecca and Medina
to perform the Hajj and the Umrah.

If we look at the states that implement their interests within the “opposing” GUAM
framework (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova), we see a very interesting situ-
ation developing. The position of the official Baku in the top three on the average level
of support, and in the top three in terms of the number of sessions with the maximum
support concurs with the positions of the EAEU and the CSTO members, but not with
the GUAM participants. That is, in both voting ratings Azerbaijan concurs with Brazil
and Indonesia. The concurrence with Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Republic of Ko-
rea is also high.

Azerbaijan’s voting is strikingly different from that of Georgia, Ukraine and Mol-
dova, countries which demonstrate solidarity as a “bloc.” Their pattern of voting in the
top three of the average support level and in the top three of the number of sessions with
the maximum support is almost identical, only the lines in the ratings occupied by Ger-
many, Italy and Japan change. These three states are included in both top three listings.
At the same time, Moldova demonstrates the highest level of concurrence in voting with
Italy (14 sessions) and the Federal Republic of Germany (11 sessions). It is significant
that the United States is not among those countries with which the countries we are look-
ing at concur in the voting. And while in the case of Germany this similarity of positions
is quite obvious from the point of view of Berlin’s involvement in Moldavian affairs, the
“Italian factor” is due to the fact that one of the largest immigrant communities in Italy is
Moldavian. The Moldavians prefer Italy to the rest of the Europe for living and working.
According to the official data, more than 200,000 Moldavians live in Italy [Zinder, 2016].

Finally, we analyze the positions of the “neutral” states — Turkmenistan and Uz-
bekistan — in the top three listings. Concurrence of their positions in the top three for
the average level of support with South Africa and Brazil is common. In both cases,
South Africa occupies the top place. Also in the rating are Saudi Arabia for Turkmeni-
stan and Russia for Uzbekistan. As for the top three in terms of the number of sessions
with the maximum support, the positions of the countries are similar here as well (South
Africa, Russia and China).

In summary, attention should be paid to Russia’s rather modest positions and to the
absence of the United States, as well as India, in the “top” listings. It seems that when
taking part in voting at the UN General Assembly, CIS countries strive for equidistance
from Russia and the United States, sometimes demonstrating opposing approaches to
various issues in order to achieve a policy of balance. As for India, the available data
demonstrates the limited influence of Delhi on the states of the CIS region.

It is interesting to analyze the voting of CIS countries on issues of special importance
to Russia’s interests. Such votes are usually telling since they represent a kind of a “moment
of truth” in the foreign policy of any state. For the purposes of our analysis, the votes of CIS
members (including Georgia, which left the CIS in 2009) are considered.
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UN GA Resolution No. 68/182 on the “Human Rights Situation in the Syrian
Arab Republic” of 18 December 2013 condemns the use of chemical weapons, the vio-
lation of human rights and of international humanitarian law in Syria and requires all
parties to immediately put an end to these violations. The resolution emphasizes that
speedy progress in the implementation of the political transition is the best possible way
of resolving the situation in Syria by peaceful means.

As follows from Table 5, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine voted for
this resolution, while Belarus, Russia and Uzbekistan voted against it. Armenia, Ka-
zakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan abstained. As can be seen, GUAM
members voted as a bloc, unlike the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsEC) and
CSTO members. Among its closest partners Russia was fully supported only by Belarus,
while all other countries abstained. The U.S. also supported the resolution.

Table 5. CIS State’ Voting on UN GA Resolution No. 68/182 “The Human Rights Situation
in the Syrian Arab Republic” of 18 December 20135

Y — “yes;” N — “no;” A — “abstained;” NV — “non-voting”
TOTAL Y: 127, N: 13, A: 47, NV: 6
Azerbaijan

Armenia

Belarus

Georgia
Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan
Moldova

Russia

Tajikistan

Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

Ukraine

SIZ|> || Z|=<| P> <[Z]|»|=

UN GA Resolution No. 68/262 on the “territorial integrity of Ukraine” of
27 March 2014 was adopted in response to the referendum in the Crimea and urged the
countries not to recognize the changes in the status quo of the Autonomous Republic of
Crimea and the city of Sevastopol.

According to the vote (Table 6), Armenia, Belarus and Russia were among the
11 members of the UN General Assembly that voted against the resolution. Kazakhstan
and Uzbekistan abstained, while Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan did not vote.
Only Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine voted to adopt the resolution. Again,

3 UNBISNET. United Nations Biographic Information System. Voting on the Resolution A/
RES/68/182. Available at: http://unbisnet.un.org:8080/ipac20/ipac.jsp?session=1491C603Q3Q77.19224&m
enu=search&aspect=power&npp=>50&ipp=20&spp=20&profile=voting&ri=2&source=~%21horizon&ind
ex=.VM&term=68%2F 182+ &x=11&y=1&aspect=power
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we note that the supporters of the alternative integration in the CIS within the GUAM
framework unanimously supported this resolution, which meets the interests of one of
the participants — Ukraine. Meanwhile, the countries closest to Russia, and participa-
ting with it in regional integration projects, did not vote in solidarity. Among its clo-
sest partners, Moscow’s interests were unquestionably supported only by Yerevan and
Minsk. The U.S. supported this resolution.

Table 6. The Results of CIS States’ Voting on UN GA Resolution No. 68/262 “territorial integrity
of Ukraine” of 27 March 2014

Y — “yes;” N — “no;” A — “abstained;” NV — “non-voting”
TOTAL: Y: 100, N: 11, A: 58, NV: 24

Y Azerbaijan

N Armenia

N Belarus

Y Georgia

A Kazakhstan
NV Kyrgyzstan

Y Moldova

N Russia
NV Tajikistan
NV Turkmenistan

A Uzbekistan

Y Ukraine

UN GA Resolution No. 71/205 on the “Human rights situation in the Autono-
mous Republic of Crimea and Sevastopol (Ukraine)” of 19 December 2016 “urges the
Russian Federation to ensure the proper and unimpeded access of international hu-
man rights monitoring missions and human rights non-governmental organizations to
Crimea, recognizing that the international presence in Crimea is of paramount impor-
tance in preventing further deterioration of the situation.”

According to Table 7, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine supported the resolution.
Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Uzbekistan voted against the resolution. Ta-
jikistan abstained. Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and Turkmenistan did not vote. In this case,
we again see the readiness of GUAM states to support each other in the international
arena, with Azerbaijan being the only state that did not vote. Unlike previous examples,
the countries developing integration projects within the CIS together with Russia dem-
onstrated great loyalty to Russia’s interests. The U.S. voted for this resolution.

4 UNBISNET. United Nations Biographic Information System. Voting on the Resolution A/
RES/68/262. Available at: http://unbisnet.un.org:8080/ipac20/ipac.jsp?session=1U58R32M07420.20139&m
enu=search&aspect=power&npp=50&ipp=20&spp=20&profile=voting&ri=&index=.VM&term=A%2FRE
S%2F68%2F262&matchoptbox=0%7C0&oper=AND&x=10&y=7&aspect=power&index=.VW&term=&m
atchoptbox=0%7C0&oper=AND&index=.AD&term=~&matchoptbox=0%7C0&oper=AND&index=BIB&
term=&matchoptbox=0%7C0&ultype=&uloper=% 3 D&ullimit=&ultype=&uloper=%3D&ullimit=&sort=
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Table 7. Results of CIS State’ Voting on UN GA Resolution “Human Rights Situation
in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and Sevastopol (Ukraine)” of 19 December 2016

Y — “yes;” N — “no;” A — “abstained;” NV — “non-voting”
TOTAL: Y: 127, N: 13, A: 47, NV: 6
Azerbaijan

Armenia

Belarus

Georgia
Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan
Moldova

Russia

Tajikistan

Turkmenistan

Uzbekistan

<|z|Z|»|z|<|Z|z|<|2|2|Z

Ukraine

Summing up, we note that the processes taking place in the CIS are dynamic, tense
and contentious, distinguished by a multitude of divisive lines and multidirectional vec-
tors characterized by intertwined forces and factors as well as unstable and inconsistent
trends. The role of CIS states in global affairs has significantly increased, and sometimes
events there are at the epicentre of the global agenda. It is no exaggeration to admit that
the post-Soviet space is an area of heightened political risk. Not only is there a high con-
flict potential (given the existence of “local” conflicts encircled by a belt of external con-
flict zones with centres of instability in the Near and Middle East), but it faces a height-
ened risk of terrorist threats, threats of uncontrolled proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (including the possibility of these falling into the hands of radical groups),
and the problems of migration, drug trafficking and environmental degradation.

The political and economic interests of the states that formed after the collapse of
the Soviet Union did not always converge, and at times they were diametrically opposed.
Despite the existence of the CIS, competition has been a characteristic feature of the
relations between the post-Soviet states. On the territory of the former Soviet Union,
a special system of relations has started to develop in which, along with organizations
aimed at integration with the participation of Russia, a number of new modules have
been formed. The most important reason for their formation is the desire of one country

15> UNBISNET. United Nations Biographic Information System. Voting on Resolution A/RES/71/205.
Available at: http://unbisnet.un.org:8080/ipac20/ipac.jsp?session=14E182SH03350.17955&menu=search&as
pect=power&npp=>50&ipp=20&spp=20&profile=voting&ri=&index=.VM&term=71%2F205&matchoptbo
x=0/0&oper=AND&x=16&y=12&aspect=power&index=.VW&term=&matchoptbox=0/0&oper=AND&ind
ex=.AD&term=&matchoptbox=0|0&oper=AND&index=BIB&term=&matchoptbox=0|0&ultype=&uloper
=%3Dé&ullimit=&ultype=&uloper=%3D&ullimit=&sort=
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or a group of countries to create a structure within which it can play a key role. These
modules include those states that are also members of the CIS.

However, unlike various integration associations with Russia’s participation, a
number of new regional modules are focused on close cooperation primarily with the
U.S., the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the EU. These may be plat-
forms for launching mechanisms for the integration of members of these organizations
into the EU and NATO. From its beginning the CIS was an area of increased interest for
the U.S., NATO and the EU which they were eager to include in their spheres of influ-
ence. Following the dissolution of the USSR, these extra-regional “players” have been
increasingly active [Kurylev, Savicheva, 2013, p. 7]. In 1997, Noam Chomsky wrote that
the United States preferred to use international organizations to export its values and
interests. Obviously, this format has been chosen by Washington, as well as by Brussels,
in order to consolidate its influence in the post-Soviet space [Kurylev, 2009, p. 311].

Undoubtedly, the first step was the emergence in 1997 of the GUAM association
(Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova) [Machavariani, 2014]. Experts link the
establishment of this regional international organization to the activities of the United
States, which initiated the creation of the GUAM as a way to instill geopolitical plural-
ism in the post-Soviet space.

Defining U.S. interests in the CIS space, Z. Brzezinski pointed out that: “in the
short term, America is interested in strengthening and preserving the existing geopo-
litical pluralism on the map of Eurasia. This task involves encouraging possible actions
and manipulations in order to prevent the emergence of a hostile coalition that would
attempt to challenge the leading role of America, not to mention the unlikely possibility
that any state would try to do so. In the medium term, the above should gradually give
way to an issue where more emphasis is placed on the emergence of more important
and strategically compatible partners who, under the leadership of America, could help
create a trans-Eurasian security system that unites more countries. Finally, in the long
term, all of the above should gradually lead to the formation of a world centre of a truly
shared political responsibility” [Brzezinski, 2000, p. 235].

That is, the West considered itself the winner of the Cold War and therefore, despite
Russia’s protests, began spreading its influence in the countries of the former Soviet bloc
through the expansion of NATO and the EU. The pinnacle of this process was the struggle
for the CIS area that the West tried to penetrate in order to finally consolidate the geopoliti-
cal preferences that emerged after the collapse of the USSR [Kurylev, 2014, pp. 451—452].

To conclude, we note that the policy of the United States, which pandered to the
formation of geopolitical pluralism in the CIS, eventually bore fruit. Our analysis in-
dicates that the geopolitical pluralism in the territory of the former USSR is already a
reality. As Y. V. Shishkov points, the reorientation towards the West, as well as Turkey
or even China can reach a critical mass after which a return to a condition “under the
wing” of Russia will be meaningless” [Shishkov, 2001, p. 453].

There is a process of stratification of the region into countries that see their fu-
ture together with Russia, those that focus on close interaction with the West led by
the United States, those declaring a neutral status and those that drift from one centre
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of power to the other depending on the international agenda and domestic situation.
The first group includes Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan —
countries that have been participating for many years with Russia in different regional
integration projects within the EAEU and the CSTO [Tatarintsev, 2007]. The second
group includes Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, which have been participating since
the 1990s in a process of alternative integration into the CIS within the framework of
the GUAM and which have presently signed the Association Agreement with the EU.
Apart from them stand Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. It is typical to put
Azerbaijan into the second group because of its membership in the GUAM. However, in
practice, its foreign policy is of a rather multi vector nature. Azerbaijan does not want to
join NATO or the CSTO and did not sign the Association Agreement with the EU. Nor
does it participate in the EAEU or the Non-Aligned Movement. Turkmenistan is the
first and the only of the former Soviet republics to have proclaimed a neutral status un-
der the aegis of the UN [Shargunov, 2015]. Uzbekistan proclaimed itself neutral a long
while ago (while still being a member of the CSTO), and during years of independence
it has carried out a number of foreign policy maneuvers focusing on different centres of
power. However, such a division is, of course, conditional. Despite its membership in
the CSTO, Tajikistan carries out a policy of “open doors” [Dundich, 2010a]. Armenia’s
foreign policy is based on the concept of complementarity. The “diplomacy of the Silk
Road” is implemented by Kyrgyzstan [ Dundich, 2010b]. Meanwhile, Belarus aspires to
a neutral status, being a member of the Non-Aligned Movement.

The current stage of the development of the newly independent states is character-
ized by their obvious involvement in continental and global processes both as objects of
external influence and subjects with significant potential for independent action [Bol-
gova, 2010, p. 96].

Close ties are always a pledge of mutual understanding and friendship between
countries [Kovalenko, Smolik, 2014, pp. 207—214]. However, within the CIS the emerg-
ing geopolitical pluralism does not contribute to this principle. It complicates and hin-
ders the development of regional integration, making it unstable and inefficient. Hence,
Russia’s main foreign policy goal as a system-forming element in the Eurasian space of
creating “good neighbourly relations” in the region and preventing the formation of an
anti-Russian buffer zone along its borders has not been yet achieved.
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3a deadyame name aem, npoweduiue ¢ momenma pacnada CCCP, paspywunuce panee cyuwecmeosasguiue 8 0GHHOM pecuoHe
cucmembyl coepicex U nPOMUB0BECco8 8 paspeuleHul HauUOHANbHbIX BONPOCO8, NOAUMUYECKUX U COUUANLHO-IKOHOMUHECKUX
npomueopexUil, Yymo cmano NPUMUHOL psida 600PYICEHHbIX KOHPAUKMO8, 8 moM uucie Ha meppumopuu Haeopnoeo Kapa-
6axa, [Ipuonecmposvs, Taducuxucmana, Abxasuu u FOxcuoi Ocemuu, Ykpauro.

Tpakmuuecku cpazy nocae pacnada CCCP k peeuony CHI ycuaunoch 6HUMaHUe co CIMOPOHbl KAUEBbIX MEeNCOYHA-
DOOHBIX akmopos. Kaxcobiii u3 HUX cmpemuacs peaau3o8ams 30ech coOCMeeHHble UHmepecsl, 4mo 00yca08UA0 HAHAA0 NPO-
yecca paccroernus peeuona CHI. B pecuone nauanoce ghopmuposanue eeonosumu4eckozo naopaiuzma, mo ecms 0pooseHus
HAUUOHANBHO-20CY0aPCMBEHHbIX CYBEPeHUMemo8 Had meppumopuei.

OCHOBONOAOICHUKOM KOHUENUUU «2e0NOAUMUYECK020 NAPAIU3Ma» cuumaemcs 3. bucezunckuii. [Todoonas noau-
muxa, omeeyaroujas unmepecam CIIA, denaem peeuon CHI bonee ynpaeasemoim, npensmemeys Poccuu peasuzosvieams
coocmeenHble cmpameauyeckue 3a0aqu @ peeuote. Kirovesas uz HUX 6UOUMCA HAM 6 CO30AHUU UHMESPUPOBAHHO20 IKO-
HOMUHMECK020 U NOAUMUYECK020 006e0UHeHUs, CHOCOOH020 NPemMeHA08amb Ha OOCMOUHOe MeCcmo 8 MUPOBOM coobuecmae.
Tonvko uepes pazeumue 2nyb60koil u ececmoponneil unmeepayuu co cmparnamu CHI moxcem 6bimb obecnevena KOHKYpeH-
mocnocobrocmy Kak camoti Poccuu 6 mupe, max u Hauux napmuepos U3 4ucia Obl8UIUX COBEMCKUX PeCnYONUK.

Lleavlo cmamou se61semcsi OUeHKA napamempos 2AyOUHbl 2eONOAUMUMECK020 NAIOPAAUMA, OPOPMUBUIEO-
ca Kk Hacmoswemy epemeru Ha npocmpancmee CHI. H3yuaemoe senenue — MHO20CAOUHbLL U CAOMNCHYLL Npoyecc.
Pyxoeodcmeysice npoghunem u HanpasneHHocmbio 0AHHO20 HCYPHAAA, Mbl 02PAHUMUMCS aHanu30M ureHcmea cmpan CHI 6
MeNCOYHAPOOHBIX OPeAHU3AUUSX U 2010C08aHUS no pe3ontoyusm Tenaccambreu OOH.

Hccnedosanue ochosvieaemes: Ha 83aUMOCEA3U KOAUHECMBEHHBIX U KAYECMBEHHbIX MEM0o008 aHAAU3A MEeNCOYHA-
POOHBIX OMHOWEHUN U MUPOBOLL NOAUMUKU.

3a npowedwue yemsepms 6exa ¢ pacnada CCCP na eco npocmpancmee cghopmupoeanrace pecuoHatbHas cucmema
MexucOyHapooHvix omuowenuil. Hecmomps na naauuue makoeo ceszyoweeo snemenma kak CHI, o6sedunusuieco 6016-
WUHCMBO0 ObIBUUILUX CO8EMCKUX pecnyOAUK, XapaKmepHOU 4epmoil OMHOUIeHULL 8 pecUOHe MeXcOy HO8bIMU 20Cy0apCmEeHHbl-
MU 0068eQUHEHUAMU CIMAN0 NPOsiGAEHUE ONPeOeNeHHOL KOHKYDEeHUUU.

lleiicmeus 3anada (& nepsyio ouepeds a3mo kacaemcs CIIIA) obpeau konmypsl pazeemeneHHoil MHOLONPODUALHOU
cmpamezuu, paccHUManHol Ha HOIMAnHoe 0C8oeHUe peeUuona, eeo mparcghopmauuio u paemenmayuro. Ogopmusuieecs
6HewHenoaumu4eckoe MHo2ooopasue npuopumemos cmpan CHI u npucymcmaue 6 pecuote unmepecog MHOJCeCmed ax-
mopoe He chocobcmeyem 83auUMONOHUMAHUI U doOpococedcmay medcdy Humu. OHO cepbe3HO 0CA0dCHSIem U 3ameonsiem
npouyecc paszgumusi 2Ay00KoIl U 8cecmoporHell unmezpayuu, deaaem e2o 06ojnee HEYCMOUUMUBHIM U HeAOCMAamo4YHo ek -
MUBHBIM.

! CraThs mocTymnuia B pefakiuio B uioHe 2017 r.
HccnenoBaHue BBITOMHEHO TpW (uHaHCOBOK mommepxkke PDODU B pamkax HaydHOro HpoekTa
PODU-KAOH Ne 17-27-21002.
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