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Russia lacked in real power in global and regional affairs. The use of energy
tools in the post-Soviet region stood out, because they were based on reg]
economic power. It demonstrated a potential for influence that could be useq
coercively as well as for cooperative ends, even as Russia in practice often
prioritised dominance. Still, domestic constraints mattered. In the 1990s,
either economic weakness or a lack of policy priority and consensus limited
Russia’s use of energy power. The following boom in global energy markets
increased activity in the global energy industries, also in the post-Soviet

region, and contributed to growing Russian economic power.
In the 2000s, Russia became a genuinely attractive partner and investor, and
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This early period was characterised by a lack of foreign policy coordination
and coherence within the government, and between government and the
Presidential Administration. Combined with a lack of interest on the part of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, this opened relations with post-Soviet states to other
actors, from political factions and regional poht1c1ans'to 'securltly .agenm:s:;.1
military commanders, and industrialists. These groups rpamtalged re la(ltlt(smisn wtlhe
bases of support, old colleagues and contacts, sgpphers alnt_ m:tfi e > n e
region. Fragmentation was exacerbated by a dlfﬁcut}t rela 1c(>)r11ic I?;ommittee
Foreign Minister Kozyrev and key elite groups, hk?)the Igf;lrgri 593' %n  ddition
in the State Duma (hereafter the Duma), fromh r:iebetween 0 Hew minis.
responsibility for foreign economic policy stlastisns (1992-1997) and that of
e fhe Minisry of Forelgn I;:tcl?r(l)%nilrfdepfandent States (CIS) (1992-1997).
relations with the Commonwea
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Foreign policy towards post-Soviet states 25
relatively high level, 73 per cent in 1995 compared to 98 per cent in 1989
aal e Lrgan ¢ . 2( 2 o
‘““?““““‘f‘ _L‘l al., A)'O4: pp.12-13_). This reorientation of trade towards states
outside the region Was accompanied by g “precipitous decline” in total inter-
national trade (Freinkman et al., 2004, P.7). The post-Soviet economies went
through a serious crisis.

The economic effects of Post-Soviet economic disintegration came as a
serious political shock to elites in ]

. : : , he states (Light, 1996, p.83). The 1993
Russian policy turn in _relatlon to the post-Soviet region was therefore part
of a broader yearning in the region for selective post-Soviet reintegration
combined with pOllcy coordination within the CIS framework. But unliké
the other states, .Russm approached the CIS as a framework within which it
could assert reglonal hegemony. This ambition was tempered by a realisa-
tion .that regional econpmic integration would come with drawbacks for the
Russian economy. This ambiguous approach, lack of consistent imple-
mentation, ar}d especially, Russian attempts to assert hegemony, met with a
mix of selegtl,ve ehgagement and disengagement by the other states. As a
result, Russ1gs ties with other post-Soviet states were mainly managed in
bilateral fashion. There was no regional strategy.

ADOt]flef gap emerged between rhetoric and capacity for implementation
in Russian policy towar

. ds the other states. The first policy document on
Russia’s appr'oach to the region, the Strategic Course towards the Partici-
pant States in the Commonwealth of Independent States (hereafter the

“Strategic Course”), was issued in September 1995. A brief, general outline,
its central objective was to integrate the CIS countries economically and
politically with Russia as a “leading force”. This would create a region
capable of “claiming a worthy place in global society” (Decree No. 940,
1995). In light of the transformational recession in the Russian economy,
and unresolved security issues throughout the region, this was a proposition
for the very long term at best. The other post-Soviet states were opening to
the world and amidst a process of developing relations with European states,
Turkey, the US and China. The Baltic states pursued integration with the

EU and NATO. In some states, especially in Georgia, Azerbaijan and

Turkmenistan, there was a profound scepticism towards Russia’s policies.

Other states, like Belarus and Kazakhstan, were closer to Russia in terms of
strategic orientation, but still had reservations regarding the scope of inte-
gration. To all post-Soviet elites, escaping from Russian dominance was an
integral part of state-building. The implementation of a Russian claim to
leadership in the region was bound to be difficult, especially if that claim
would include attempts to establish hegemony. The somewhat aggressive
tone, emphasis only on Russian interests, and lack of mention of any
potential for mutual advantage in the Strategic Course, appeared to confirm
that this was indeed the aim. Russia’s haphazard approach to the region in
1992-1993 and its decreasing attractiveness complicated its strategic return.
In consequence, the gap between a rhetoric of undisputed regional leader-

ship and weakening real control persisted through the 1990s.

a
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To case the terms for post-Soviet cust
were from 1992-1993 combined with |ogq.. '

vere g S-Incurring loans (“technical credits”
to CIS m:l:lbgl ebbtto hglg them pay. But this exacerbated the problem, rcsultin;
in mounting 8. energy trade burdened Gazprom and RAO UES ;
particular (Becker, 1996, p.125). ;

omers, price subsidies in energy sales

vertheless, Russia’ : :
W s foreign policymakers saw the benefits of maintain-

ing relations as they were. Asymmetric energy dependence was an attractive
lever of economic power towards other post-Soviet states

olicy prioritised the development of what was rather vaguell;lises;:r:egntzra
“mutually advantageous energy relations with CIS states” (Decree No. 472
1995)_, and emphasised that cnergy export should facilitate Russia’s integra:
tion into the global economy (Korsun, 1994). The Strategic Course, on the
other hand, contained the foundations of an instrum :

_ : ental approach to
energy relations. Economic relations were not only a fo

v - o _ undation for “non-
compulsory” integration “at different speeds”, they were also described as

instrumental (De_cree No. 940, 1995). They were tools for lifting Russia out
of €conomic Crisis and sources of Russian influence, including through “the
formation of joint equity”. In particular, post-Soviet states’ willingness to
pursue closer relations with Russia would be “an important factor in decid-
ing the extent of Russian economic, political and military support”. Russia’s
interests in bilateral relations included “the prevention of indebtedness in
trade (...); the most favourable regime for transit of Russian goods” (Decree
No. 940, 1995). In the energy sector, Russia had the capabilities to match
these phrases. Energy trade and transit could, and would, be used to influ-
ence, reward and punish individual states, as a response to their foreign
policy towards Russia.

In the beginning, debt was exchanged for equity in the gas industry. The
state allowed Gazprom to recover debts through equity acquisitions, in
the Baltic states and Moldova in 1994 and 1995, respectively. This was also
the case with Belarus in 1993, except that the process took many years to
accomplish (Chapter 7). But debt was exchanged for equity in Belarus’s oil
sector, creating the jointly owned company Slavneft. It was promised that
Rosneft and Lukoil would acquire stakes in Belarusian oil refineries upon
privatisation, but in the event this did not happen. By 1997, debt-for-equity
deals were found useful in relation to Armenia, whose foreign policy
position was also close to Russia. This policy was a rational business strat-
egy, providing at least some compe

nsation to e.g. Gazprom when it was

otherwise difficult to obtain full debt repayment. To the government, debt

for equity deals fitted well also with the idea of mutually advanaageo}ls

energy relations. The practice spread to the electricity and nuclear 13 ustnecs1

in the 2000s, becoming a universal app;oacttl ;1:;’:1 :c;{ligsgoerce and rewar
0st-Sovi rdless of their policy 10 _ |
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late 1990s. They entailed the development of alternative routes,
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were failing (Libman, 2007; Libman ang Kheif

the century, the {n}portance of economic ties for foreign policy and Russia’
international position was increasing, and the gap betv%eeg bol)cli rhet ic and
real capabilities narrowed. ctoric and

From the beginning of Vladimir Putin’s presidency in 2000, Russian
companies’ business operations were given a more central place,in foreign
policy. Ahead of the 2000 presidentia] election, Putin emphasised the need
to rebuild and develop the state, not just in terms of internal capacity, but as
a great power in 'the International system (Putin, 1999; 2000). In his view,
this would be achieved through economic power projection across the post:
Soviet region. This was a continuation of

) : : ! Primakov’s foreign policy,
especially its emphasis on Russian interests. T

. Do . he domestic constraints on
foreign policy implementation were now reduced. The political landscape

had changed. Dun'ng Putin’s first period, the Russian state went through a
period of rfacent.ral.lsatlon. The scope for sectoral policy initiatives in foreign
policymaking diminished. Compared to the 1990s, state capacity for policy
formation and power projection increased. The elites, many of whom now
had a reduced influence on foreign policy, in general saw this in a positive
light. Part of Putin’s attraction was that he seemed capable of delivering on
Russia’s return as a global great power, with a regional position that
underpinned this aim. The 1998 financial crisis had demonstrated the
dangers of elite infighting, and how this weakened the state. A stronger
Russian state appealed to many elite groups, whether they understood it in
terms of state capacity and economic development, or of national pride and
great power status.

The economic realities began to change: there was more power to project.
In part this was due to increasing oil production in the post-crisis recovery
period. In addition, developments in global energy markets, and in oil mar-
kets in particular, had a substantial impact on Russia’s economy. Oil prices
recovered from a low of nine to ten US$/barrel in the winter of 1998-1999, to
30 US$/barrel in summer 2000, above 40 US$/barrel four years later and then
70 in 2006. The oil price boom was followed by substantial increases in gas
prices, and beginning in 2003 increasing prices for uranium and other
commodities. From 2001 to 2006, oil revenue increased from three per cent of
GDP to 11.2 per cent (IMF, 2007, p.10; 2016, p.28). Russia’s increased means,
in relative and absolute terms, made a difference to its regional influence.

An energy strategy in pursuit of power

Strategic documents were revised. A comprehepswe Energy Strate.gy
appeared in 2003. In the previous energy strategy, 1ssu§d in 1995, a major
aim was to “support the export potent'ial of the Russian fuel and en;rgy
complex and broaden its export potential” (Decree No. 472, 1995). There
was also a need to attract foreign investment to the energy industries,
especially to facilitate reorganisation based on market principles (Korsun,
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Energy Strategy thus applied the foreign policy line t:rom the 'Stfategic
Course of 1995 to the energy industries. The emphasis on their instry.
mental role in relation to foreign policy, which .had appeared there, wag
now expanded to give them a more explicit political role. Great power, ip
this approach, meant economic power.

The context was a more assertive foreign policy, intended to bolster Rys.
sia’s power in the post-Soviet region, and its international position as 5
counterweight to the US. In October 2003, several statements by Putin ang
Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov’ highlighted the link between the state and
foreign energy operations (RFE/RL, 2003; Suslov, 2003). Russia now reserveq
the right to intervene militarily in the CIS to settle disputes as a means of |ast
resort, and the prerogative to maintain the natural gas and oil pipelines to the
West in order to protect Russian interests, even “beyond Russia’s borders”
(RFE/RL, 2003). In this way, a sphere of influence in the post-Soviet region
a11111§d at protepting Russian national interests, would be supported by energ3;
Gecame more Kihty piorias, alo . pracie. vass e Bl

sed, . This change of priorities was

further strengthened following the “colour revolutions” in Georgia (2003
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either through equity transfers or in cash. In ;)agfly for Russian hegemony,
continued to be differentiated on a scale of d practise, post-Soviet gas prices

gt . ‘ . of dependence/independence in their
political positions towards Russia. The novelty was that, compared to the 1990s,
states th?tt were closer to Russia POIi'tically now found it difficult to resist Russia’s
economic dqmmance in the energy industries,

In. t,he. view c.>f Russia’s top leadership, energy power would increase
Bussw. s lnternat}ona.l leverage, above all in Europe. Energy power enabled
international action independent of other great powers. In August 2006, oil
revenue was used to repay Soviet-era debts to international creditors ahead
of schedule. When asked about his main achievements during his time in
power, Putin made a point of this at the 2006 meeting of the Valdai Club
(Kremlin.ru, 2006). Oil revenue made it possible to accumulate a Stabilisa-
tion Fund from 2004, in 2008 split into the Reserve Fund and the National
Welfare Fund.®

Energy wealth could be channelled into local communities to develop and
expand energy infrastructure and production, and support other economic
sectors and the state. Before the financial crisis hit Russia in early 2009,
generator that increased the attractiveness and influence
he post-Soviet region. The high oil price, and
-petroleum industries, opened business
opportunities for Russian companies in the post-Soviet region. The additional
investment needed to take advantage of existing assets was not always large,
but made a major difference to communities and elites in the region. Energy
resources, it seemed, were an asset which Russia could continue to use to
influence other states, to accumulate financial resources, and to support 1its

claim to great power status.

energy was a wealth
of the energy industries in t
debt-for-equity exchanges in non

The problems of energy power

Relations with the US and the Europed
international partners, turned more comp
“colour revolutions” in Georgia (2003),
(2005) were met with American and Europea

n Union, Russia’s most significant
licated. The popular protests and
Ukraine (2004) and Kyrgyzstan
n engagement and support.
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among European states on the basis of their pI'O.lelty to Russia. arti-

cular attention was paid in Europe to how Ru.ssm usgd energy relations

with regard to other post-Soviet states, since this had direct consequences

for its European customers. Moreover, when Russm.used €nergy power to

claim great power status, it was seen as indicative of its overall approach to

energy customers, especially weaker ones (Harsem and Claes, 2013, p.8).

To the EU, Russia’s energy policies were particularly important because
Russia was its largest supplier.

Russia began to face market-related constraints in Europe also with
regard to its energy relations with post-Soviet states, at least in gas. The
problem became apparent when a dispute over gas transit terms between
Russia and Ukraine reached crisis point in January 2006, leading to tem-
porarily reduced gas supply to several European countries. In response,

lamed Ukraine, Following the crisis
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ich proposed terms to Ukraine, ang rhetoric g Indicated otherwise. Russia’s
. . . . u . .
nd negotlatl(l)ns Ctlo sl::ttle I, exploited Ukraine’s wr:;i tI?C‘:Siiircl)srllstant?l subseguent
. : o the m
1f a}?dckZi;:a;) ;tfhe ltmeplfcl”;stii; TI;Ie Eurogean public and political elitt:m\:/l:rz
§ ';)h Ukraine and. Vikio nY that by USIng gas transit to settle political scores
r- eonrity of supply-to Euro UShghenko,s sovernment, Russia had jeopardised
' se e
S a5 BROTESE 3 sl pe. By also'usmg the crisis to promote the Nord
S Stfead p til i n la Zrnatlve transit route (Stegen, 2011 p.6509), Russia
layed up the political side ’ ’ ’
3 played up p of the conflict. To many in Europe, this indicated
)

term coptracts to pr,ess for a greater market share, just as the market was
turning 1in Gazprom’s @sfgvour. In consequence, the established image of
Russtan energy companies in Europe as reliable and non-politicised suppli-

ers s_uﬁ’ered. They were seen as more closely connected to the government,
and in consequence, as sources of Russian influence.

Increasingly, the dividing line between Russia’s relations with post-Soviet
states and other states, especially in Europe, began to blur. The strategy of
re-establishing Russia as a great power based on energy had linked the post-
Soviet level in Russian foreign policy to its global position. Around 2008—
2009, the international reactions to that strategy affected both levels of
Russian foreign policy. For example, Gazprom’s projects to bypass Ukraine
and Belarus as transit states occasioned alternative European proposals to
reduce dependence on Russian gas. The Nabucco pipeline project’ was one
project that, in spite of uncertainties over supply and a lack of willing
investors, attracted political support in Europe (Guillet, 2011). Gazprom’s

return proposal, South Stream, again bypassed.Ukraine10 and further rein-
forced the European perceptions that Russia aimed to use gas export as a
tool to pressure Ukraine and take European mar.kets captive. Russian efforts
to control infrastructure and influence economic development in the post-
Soviet region resulted in policies to balance Russia on the part of Georgia,

' ' d with
' nd later Armenia. When in 2008 the EU engaged w
sl gh the Eastern Partnership, Russian

Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova throu GIsil .
foreign policy towards these countries became entangled with 1ts rel:ttilt?grsl
with the EU. This reinforced Russian perceptions of a zero-sum comp

for influence over post-Soviet states.

The great power project backfires -
Al - 2012, the financial crisis and

in 2008
h to 2014. But 1n lly) gas markets profoundly

] and (especia b e post

Oil prices remained hig
y-based great power.

the “shale revolution” in glo!)al ol A
affected the outlook for Russia as an €netg



Soviet states

inued, finally with some success,
contin had existed largely on

t of the Customs Union
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Soviet region, policies of integration

T ' hich for so long
. nal economic integration, W :
ll}:}%el:(r)nzloved forward in 2010 with the establishmen

of Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus. had changed its approach to integra-

this was that Russia had . roac 3
' One'trlfaltilc;ngtigf)al economy. The international financial crisis 1n 2110(§)efi1 %:,)1(212
Ei(:nvallssia particularly hard. Russia, like many other states, respo

response was to halt
increased Pmte"tionism.(SOI.a by 263 I1))51) | P?)ilto(;fl;hein fgvour of limited,
the pursuit of integration mto .the.: glo ac ei o U’nion. Russia unexpect.
regional economi;l iﬁ?%l{at?nowg:;?zgzin F\S’V%O) accession negotiations in
edly paused the World lrade Ur o Russia would i
: ere close to completion. Russia ow
Jllllrrlzuiogcgc’:ezzizlf ?:il;t\l;;h:vrilt;hgagakhstan and Belarus within the framework
Io)f the Customs Union. In 2012, the Customs Ul}ion was complemented by
the foundations of a single market, the Eurasm.n Econqnnc Spage. But
Russia’s foreign policy aims in the post-Sovie} region remamed amblguogs.
Tangible, selective, and possibly successful integration in the post-Soviet
region seemed to indicate that Russian foreign policy could become based on
shared interests and mutually advantageous terms. However, the means 'by
which Russia pursued this goal were not mutually advantageous. By pausing
WTO negotiations in favour of joint accession, all three Customs Union
members were slowed down in their WTO accession process. And within the
Eurasian Economic Space and from 2015 the Eurasian Economic Union
(EEU), Russia was reluctant to take steps that could limit its room for man-
oeuvre. For example, it postponed the introduction of a single market for
trade in oil, gas and petrochemicals.

The backdrop to this spurt of integration was nevertheless one of cen-
trifugal tel?dencies and weakening Russian influence in the post-Soviet
region. Chme.t donpnated investment in Central Asia, and Central Asian
governments in various ways balanced the two great powers. Russia did not
have the economic TESaUEeES to match Chinese investment. After the 2008
oty e i et i the South Cavcasus was by
il ifioencs 'b' aine, the approach of using economic ties for

o , com 1qed with selective engagement with pro-Russian
politicians, made its real influence contingent on the iling fi i
Ukrainian politics, A similar situation obtained i v g torecs in

in Moldova. Belarus was a

partner and ally, but also ad imisi
ance with Russig, ept at maximising overall returns from its alli-

. , n, its :
Increasingly one of “either—or” DA (g fhe Post-Soviet states was

, driven by thg approach that states had to



| I'm('/}!ll /m/lry lowards POst-Soviet state. q
Customs Union and the Buragjun Economic Spac ' "
Russii c.\.crlcd pressure on Ukraing (¢ ioin “‘ ‘Pd‘bc. In bilatera) negotiations,
hegemonic position (Socor, 201()), With Uk “- (.«USl()mh‘ U
cconomic and political bloe would be rculi.,‘Z:'l"nc, the pote

nion, reflecting ity
ntial for a regiona)

Furomaidan

: st-Soviet international relations
snergy relations played a part | e
|\111\U'§y o an?“‘)ldyfd - par g run-up to the crisis, and Russian
energy companies were considerably affected in the fall out. In 2010, the
Mmrknv .Acco.rds between Russia and Ukraine exchanged a gas ’price
dl._sc_ount in return. for an advantageous deal for Russia on the terms of its
111111tary presence in Ukraine. According to this deal, the Russian Black Sea
Fleet would be based in Crimea t

R , Q 2042, possibly 2047. However, the returns
disappointed Ukraine. The gas price discount turned out to be insubstantial.

In addition, Russia did not follow up on its side of accompanying plans for
closer nuclear energy cooperation. Russia’s continued pursuit of bypass
plpehnes. placed Ukraine in a disadvantageous position. Moreover, other
post-Soviet examples of economic, and energy, integration with Russia,
particularly pertaining to Belarus, demonstrated how energy integration with
Russia could erode economic independence. Therefore, while April 2010
appeared as a high point in Russian-Ukrainian bilateral relations, it was
followed by further erosion of trust in Russia’s intentions amongst the
Ukrainian elite (Moshes, 2013; Samokhvalov, 2015, pp.1379-1380). Energy
played a part in the immediate run-up to Euromaidan in November 2013,
when Putin offered the Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych a substantial
package of economic incentives, including 15 USS$ billion in economic aid,
reduced gas prices and continued cooperation in the nuclear sector, in retqrn
for pausing Ukraine’s integration with the EU and not §igning the Associa-
tion Agreement. Similar pressure had been employed in September, wt}efl
Serzh Sargsyan, the Armenian president, called off the signing of Armenia’s
Association Agreement with the EU and embarked on accession to the Cus-
toms Union, and later the Eurasian Union (Ter-Matevosian et al., 2017). But
in the Ukrainian case, popular protests followed, and they were met with
violence. In late February 2014, Yanukovych departed from U.k_rame.and was
subsequently removed from office. Russia’s rF:actlon, covert mlhtrz:gy 1ntt§r\r/ler;f
tion and illegal annexation of Crimea, prov1d.ed yet anqther confirmation
- e’ how Russia viewed its role in the region.
post-Soviet elites’ worst fears as to o demonstrated that the
To other post-Soviet capitals, Crimea and then Donbas demo o
, ; .off. To the contrary, Russia had shown itse
war in Georgia was not a one-o

oyl s ional hegemony.

willing to use military means to assert regl _ ; sk far
Thi% was a watersrli,ed for the post-Soviet region. Russia n;(v)vl é;l e;&ﬁzﬁﬁg

lower levels of trust among its neigh.bours Eg}uedes Y;f;{ a,o : EEU partners.

even the potentially more Russia-friendly “mner i
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. . ith Russia was compreher}swe, and the ;.
Ukraine's rejection of .mtcgmtlon ‘Z::hrgduuced‘ Selective regional imegrati(;:
that continued to exist WeTe ml:zconomi-c Space and then the EEU, By
continued within the Eurasian zstan took balancing precautions (Kudaiber\
Belarus, Kazakhstan and K%’S%)é) and opposed Russia’s aim to use integrag;,
genova, 016 NurgaIVews, 0 integration (Smith, 2016, p.180), Ry
in the BEU o preClllSOlrso a brake on EEU integration, for example, by
sia’s.ov\{n policies WC;Z ?he introduction of a single market for oil, gag ang
Commﬁmg'ct;]spci);mtze EEU. Energy relations continued to matter Withiy
}e):itsrgigcgiateral frameworks. During Russia’s economic crisis in 2015-29],
Russian companies found it more difficult to deliver on their [nvestment pr,,
mises and scaled down their presence across the pqst—Soylet region. Ruggj,y
became less important to regional economies, especially in Central Asia.
major company like RusHydro stalled the Kambarata and Naryn hydropowe,
plants in Kyrgyzstan, both important projects. Its agreements with the Kyrgy;
government were nullified in 2016. The same year, Gazprom terminated i
gas relationship with Turkmenistan, due to a fall in European gas demand. In
Armenia, household tariff increases spurred the “Electric Yerevan” protests ip
summer 2015, leading to Inter RAQ’s exit from the country. The protess
raised the question of how EEU membership benefited ordinary Armenian,
When more political protests led to a peaceful change of government in Apri

2018, Rpssia’s role was reduced to that of an onlooker. Russia’s declinin
cconomic power in the post-Soviet region exposed its lack of broader
cngagement with post-Soviet societies (cf. Just, 2016).

Sanctions

aused the greatest setback for
intly isolated

-ter

markets, The Sectora] Sanctiong

M financipg ; ' everal compa-
affected 41 goilln European and US financial

and gas Companies’ access t0
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Conclusion

In the initia] period

after t
the global econ my was anhiembpfc??tk At o
centrgl, €Conomic relationg were
Russian foreign policy,

From around 2003,

8 to project e
mattered relatively i i

. g olicy formati :
was less inclined to respond to such rapj ROl ‘ormation, Russia
and changing policies among its custo

Russia’s approach to power proj
of b 1

mers.

markets. Trust in Russia as a supplier

tegic, more consistent approach to energy relationships. This was at variance
with Russia’s use of post-Soviet ener

gy relations as tools of coercion. A con-
sistent policy towards all energy customers demanded that Russia compro-

mise on its aim of creating and dominating a regional bloc in the post-Soviet
space. As the difficulties associated with integration into the global economy
increased, opting for post-Soviet integration appeared to be the easwlr( rc;lute
for Russia as a great power. The latter years under study in 1thls tl;lootersl Sic;v;/l
how Russia’s foreign economic policy has faﬂlezld (t)o :ﬁzo :rfe N :nd S
between two views of Russian power in the wor .b I;use ey \,Vith .
Soviet economic integration remained attractive K rfcthe el by
promise of making Russia a regional great pol?z' in a beneficial way, if it
could project power in global energy rgiery power and regional power,
restrained its regional power projection the early 2000s, turned out to be
which seemed to be so closely related in

I ; i ign policy.
Irreconcilable aims for Russian foreign p
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Notes _
| First government December 1992 to Aug

199g_t0 Macgc!zl 1sgogrg-e detail in the cited report, there arc some deficiencics in g
2 As discussed 1

i inkman et al., 2004, PI_)~1—5): The Unayaj|.
data used for_theste Cr?égu(lif;"tfri‘: p(:r rteiérllllarly relevant to the dlscusslon here,
ability of consisten iIr)1 trade reporting, it is generally difficult to estimate the CXact

3D D e, f foreign trade flows among CIS member states in the Periog
value and VOlun}egg% The UN Comtrade Database contains data fr.om. 199¢
from 19912) %0 ot re‘porting and very high inflation in some states make it difficy,),
onwards. tee Crlecise values for CIS energy trade before 1996 (Belkmdasl an
g).kehstgs 19p94) For energy, widespread barter p:ayment comphqates the Pictur
fulrth:r On this t;ackground, this chapter does not include calculations for Russy',

in eneray imports for other CIS states.

4 ?\?tr}fo;rzsegalcgglatifn based on data from the UN Comtrade Datab'zlls;:). Energy
exports calculated on the basis of export flows from Russia as reported by Rugg;,
to Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Estqma, Kazal;hstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and UZ_beklstan
of goods reported under the commodity codes 27Q9 Pe:troleum. o.lls, oils from
bituminous minerals, crude; 2710 Oils petroleum, bltumlnous, distillates, except
crude; 271121 Natural gas in gaseous state; 2716 Electljlcal energy; 8401 Nuclea;
reactors, fuel elements, isotope separators. Calculations in USS. .

5 Foreign minister January 1996 to September 1998, prime minister September
1998-May 1999.

6 Acting president 31 December 1999 to March 2000, president 2000-2008 and
2012,

7 Defence Minister March 2001 to February 2007.

8 At its peak in September 2008, the Reserve Fund held 142.6 billion USS$, while the
National Welfare Fund exceeded 80 billion US$ in 2009. The Reserve Fund was estab-
lished to offset future shortfalls in oil revenue. Having been used to cover deficits during
the 2015-2017 economic crisis, the Fund was depleted by the end of 2017. In January
2018, what remained was merged with the National Welfare Fund. This Fund had been
designed to cover national pensions in the mid-term. This did not prevent the govern-
ment from resorting to the National Welfare Fund to meet income shortfalls,

9 Early proposals were for a pipeline through Turkey, Bulgaria, Romania and Hun-

bAu;tria. A later proposal, Nabucco West,
order with Turkey to Baumeart
10 Across the Black Sea to Bulgaria, Serbia, and arien &

venia, with a second leg to Greece and Ite’lly. iy to S

996, second government Augyg
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