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Introduction 

For centuries, Russia has been viewed as a formidable nation or empire for other nations to deal with.  
Emerging from centuries of struggle to overcome their environment and hostile neighbors, Russians have 
created the largest nation in the world and one which spans two continents and a multitude of cultures.  
The vastness and complexity of Russia, however, makes it difficult for other nations to determine how to 
deal with a nation that can be so powerful and enduring and yet so vulnerable at the same time. 

In analyzing Russian foreign policy, many will tend to focus on Russia’s current position in the world, 
and where it focuses its efforts.  The current focus on energy security in Europe and Russia may often 
preclude any consideration of history, and be given as a motivating factor in any of Russia’s dealings.  
And to be certain, many of Russia’s engagements with the world in some way or another may involve the 
energy trade.  And yet to many academics, Russia’s current behavior seems to follow historic patterns that 
cannot simply be explained by nostalgia of the Russian Empire or the Soviet Union. 

This paper will examine Russian geopolitics and energy politics in an attempt to determine which factor is 
the greater determinant in Russian foreign policy.  This paper will begin with a review of the theories of 
foreign policy and geopolitics before specifically reviewing Russian geography, history, current foreign 
policy theory, and energy trade.  A review of two recent conflicts in Georgia and Ukraine will be 
compared to the theoretical understanding of Russia’s foreign policy as well as Russia’s geopolitical 
history and energy sector in order to determine the underlying factors in Russia’s involvement in both 
conflicts.  Doing so may help scholars and policy makers to better understand Russian motives in its 
foreign policy, and thus foster a more constructive relation with this great power. 

 

Literature Review/State of the Art 

Russian Geography 

The harshness of Russia’s landscape is immediately recognizable.  Between the Arctic Circle and the 
Arctic Ocean is frozen, treeless tundra which is covered in moss and lichen as well as slush and giant 
mosquitos in the summer (Kaplan, 2013, p. 158).  South of this tundra from the Baltic Sea to the Pacific 
Ocean is the world’s greatest coniferous forest, called the taiga (Kaplan, 2013, p. 158).  South of the taiga, 
from the Hungarian plain through Central Asia to Manchuria lies the vast grassland called the steppe 
(Kaplan, 2013, p. 158).  Within the regions of Siberia and the Russian Far East, 40% of the land is 
covered in permafrost (Kaplan, 2013, p. 158). 

Most of Russia’s north and east is unsuitable for agriculture, while much of the land in its west and south 
is considered primary agricultural land (Barnes, 2015, pp. 6-7).  Russia’s east is rich in resources, making 
it attractive despite Russia’s historic suspicion of its eastern neighbors (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 2).  The 
Caucasus is a 600-mile long mountain chain which stretches between the Black and Caspian Seas, and 
acts a sort of land bridge between Europe and Asia (Kaplan, 2013, p. 154).  The Russians have long been 
captivated by this region, and since the seventeenth century have fought to subdue the fierce mountain 
cultures of the area and hold the territory (Kaplan, 2013, p. 155).   
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Russia is the world’s preeminent land power as it extends almost halfway around the globe, covering 170 
degrees of longitude (Kaplan, 2013, p. 155).  Much of this territory has been settled over time by ethnic 
Russians, though they share the land with some of the original inhabitants made up of Turkic, Paleo-
Siberian, Uralic, Altaic, and various Caucasian ethnic groups (Barnes, 2015, pp. xvi-xvii).  Russia’s land 
becomes increasingly sparsely settled towards its east (Barnes, 2015, pp. xvi-xvii). 

Russia’s position on the globe borders with three different cultural spheres: Europe, Asia, and the Muslim 
world (Kissinger, 1994, p. 24).  A significant portion of the Russian population and even the former 
Soviet population is located in the western most part of Russia, making the country more affected by 
European powers rather than Asian powers (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 2).  To the west of the Ural Mountains, 
there are no geographic impediments leading into Europe (Kaplan, 2013, p. 30).  The countries of Eastern 
or Central Europe that lie to the west of Russia and were once a part of the Soviet Union or the Warsaw 
Pact may in fact be considered the western edge of Mackinder’s “heartland” (Kaplan, 2013, p. 10). 

For its entire history, Russia has sought some measure of control over the states along its borders as it is a 
powerful state lacking natural frontiers (Mankoff, 2009, p. 294).  Likewise, Russia has long been 
considered a sprawling land power due to its quest for access to the sea (Kaplan, 2013, p. 30; Spykman, 
2008 [1942], p. 182).  Russia’s borders have always expanded and contracted in accordance with the 
power of the state due to this lack of frontiers and even a lack of ethnic cohesion (Mankoff, 2009, p. 294).  
Despite the fact that Russia has often expanded beyond its means, its periods of entrenchment have still 
left Russia with a strong influence in the states along its borders (Mankoff, 2009, p. 295).  These period of 
expansion and contraction have occurred since Russia’s early history. 

 

Russian Early History and Expansion 

The origins of the Russian people are thought to have occurred prior to the 12th century through the 
unification of Slavic tribes and the Rus: traders including Vikings, Finns, Sami, and other Baltic people 
(Barnes, 2015, pp. 9-10).  These Slavs who had not migrated west or south instead expanded east 
coexisted with successive waves of Scythians, Goths, Huns, Bulgars, and Avars which led to their 
acceptance of new technologies and development of fortified towns along strategic rivers (Barnes, 2015, 
p. 9).  By the 11th century, the Rus had formed a federation of city states that extended from the Baltic Sea 
towards the Black Sea, with the cities of Kiev and Novgorod linking trade from other Russian cities to 
Constantinople and Northern Europe respectively (Barnes, 2015, pp. 14-15).  As this federation weakened 
and fragmented, the Tatar invasions of the 13th and 14th centuries signified the collapse of the Kievan Rus 
and centuries of Mongol subjugation (Barnes, 2015, pp. 16-21; Kalb, 2015, p. 38). 

Russian expansionism can be traced back to the late 15th century, when Ivan III (Ivan the Great) increased 
the size of his kingdom by four times by purchasing land or conquering rivals (Barnes, 2015, pp. 26-27; 
Kalb, 2015, p. 40).  It was in this period that the Russians declared their independence from the weakened 
Mongols, Ivan the Great adopted the title of “tsar” and adopted the Byzantine double-headed eagle as its 
symbol (Barnes, 2015, pp. 26-27).  By marrying a niece of the last Byzantine emperor and building the 
Moscow Kremlin, Tsar Ivan the Great signaled that Moscow was the rightful heir to the recently fallen 
Byzantine Empire as well as the political and religious capital of all the Rus (Barnes, 2015, pp. 26-27).  
Russian leaders at this time and ever since have proclaimed that Moscow survived as a “Third and Final 
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Rome” following the collapse of Rome and Constantinople, and therefore acquired the unique 
responsibility to defend Christianity (Kalb, 2015, p. 41).  Further conquests of the Khanates of Astrakhan, 
Kazan, and Sibir by his grandson, Tsar Ivan IV (“the Terrible”, or more properly, “the Formidable”) 
solidified Russian control over the entire Volga region from the Ural Mountains to the Caspian Sea, and 
eliminated the remnants of the threatening Golden Horde while turning Russia into a multiethnic empire 
(Barnes, 2015, pp. 30-32). 

As early as the 16th century, Russia continued to expand eastwards into Siberia and southwards towards 
the Black Sea while also defending itself from incursions by various Tatars, Sweden, and Poland (Barnes, 
2015, pp. 32-35).  Expansion at this period was closely linked to trade, as it secured Russian access to the 
Baltic Sea and Caspian Sea (Barnes, 2015, pp. 44-45).  Internal strife would cause several tsars to tighten 
their control over the people and eliminate opposition, including the eighteenth century rule of Tsar Peter 
I in which devastating reforms were forced upon the Russian people in the name of modernization 
(Barnes, 2015, pp. 44-46; Kalb, 2015, p. 44).  During the 18th century reign of Catherine the Great, 
Russian expansion continued through wars with the Ottoman Empire, Sweden, and Persia as well as the 
partition of Poland (Barnes, 2015, pp. 52-55).   

During the 19th century, Russia expanded further south to fully conquer the Caucasus region and annex 
the Central Asian khanates, further east to control all of Siberia and acquire land from China, and even 
across the Pacific Ocean to establish settlements in North America (in modern Alaska and California of 
the US) (Barnes, 2015, pp. 56-57, 74-75).  Siberia was seen at that time as useful for Russian colonization 
and agriculture, while the territorial acquisitions in China were in an effort to secure trade before Britain 
might have the chance to forestall such efforts (Barnes, 2015, pp. 76-77).  The Caucasus region, located 
between the Black and Caspian Seas, linked Europe to Western Asia, but also provided more ports to 
access the Black Sea and manage the growing oil industry of the Caspian Sea (Barnes, 2015, pp. 80-81).  
Russian expansion into Central Asia was intended to subjugate the tribes of the steppe, but also to thrust 
south towards India to potentially influence the Indians and undermine the British presence there (Barnes, 
2015, pp. 82-83). 

 

Russian Modern History and Preservation of an Empire 

As a strong empire, Russia was able to participate in the balance of power politics that stabilized Europe 
throughout the 19th century (Barnes, 2015, pp. 96-99).  As the German states unified and a strong 
Germany began to partner with the Austrians, Russia sought new alliances with France and England to 
maintain a balance of power and ensure that the Germans and Austrians respected Russian interests in 
Europe (Barnes, 2015, p. 99).  Sadly, the rearranging of the balance of power left Europe unable to cope 
with the decline of the Ottoman Empire and led to the First World War (Barnes, 2015, p. 99).  
Dissatisfaction with the Russian government’s handling of the war as well as longstanding grievances of 
ethnic minorities and laborers led to outright revolution in 1917 and the creation of a provisional 
government following the abdication of the tsar (Barnes, 2015, pp. 92, 100-103).   

When the provisional government failed to control the domestic upheaval or strengthen the military 
offensive, they sought an armistice with Germany and the Austro-Hungarian Empire through the Brest-
Litovsk Treaty of 1918 (Barnes, 2015, p. 103).  This treaty was seen as a violation of Russian interests by 
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elites, as it allowed Germany to form a more powerful offensive to its west while also sacrificing 
important agriculture, industrial, and population centers to independence movements (Barnes, 2015, pp. 
103, 107-109).  The Baltic States, Finland, Belarus, Poland, and Ukraine all won their independence and 
became political and economic clients of Germany and Austria while Bessarabia and Kars were lost to 
Romania and Turkey respectively (Barnes, 2015, pp. 108, 124).  Poland gained even more territory from 
the Russians during the civil war of 1918-1921 while Ukraine was reclaimed, which resulted in the 
creation of the Soviet Union (Barnes, 2015, pp. 110-113).  Despite the temporary weakening of both 
Germany and Russia at the end of the First World War, their potential was still determined by their 
geographic positions and they soon saw a return to power (Barnes, 2015, p. 124).  The Russian-acquired 
lands lost by the Soviet Union in the confusion of its civil war were soon fought for during the Second 
World War (Barnes, 2015, p. 112). 

It was territorial gain that Hitler used to appease Stalin in order to prevent him from initially joining the 
war in 1939 (Kissinger, 1994, p. 344).  During the 1939 negotiations between Germany’s foreign minister 
(Joachim von Ribbentrop) and the USSR’s foreign minister (Vyacheslav Molotov) were focused on 
securing the USSR’s dominance over its western neighbors from the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea 
(Kissinger, 1994, pp. 344-345).  The results of the negotiations were to assure Finland, Estonia, Latvia, 
and Lithuania for the Soviets, as well as allow them to retake Bessarabia from Romania and draw a line of 
demarcation through Poland (Kissinger, 1994, p. 347; Barnes, 2015, p. 126).  The ultimate goal of 
securing the Baltic States and Finland was to provide a long-coveted strategic buffer zone around 
Leningrad (formerly St. Petersburg) (Kissinger, 1994, p. 347).  One year later, Stalin redefined the Soviet 
sphere of influence to include the Balkans, the Dardanelles (the straight in Turkey connecting the Black 
Sea to the Mediterranean Sea), Iran, the Persian Gulf, and the Sakhalin Islands in the east (Kissinger, 
1994, p. 363).   

Yet within a period of 18 months, the Soviet Union had switched from an alliance with Germany to being 
an integral part of the Allied Forces without any hesitation (Kissinger, 1994, p. 408).  This was due to the 
single-minded pursuit of Soviet objectives within the reach of Soviet armies (Kissinger, 1994, p. 408).  
Towards the end of World War II, the USSR pushed its troops further and further west to occupy land in 
Central Europe with the intent of using the position of its armies to shape post-war Europe (Kissinger, 
1994, p. 399).  The intent of this was to turn these countries into a buffer zone of satellite regimes that 
would protect the Soviet Union from any future German aggression (Kissinger, 1994, pp. 395, 441).  
According to Kissinger, it was the separation of military strategy and foreign policy that made the US 
reluctant to discuss postwar politics until a military objective was achieved, leading the Soviet Union to 
forego negotiations and instead acquire territory during the war (Kissinger, 1994, p. 405).   

In the aftermath of the war, the Soviet Union had reclaimed the Baltic States, parts of Finland, Belarus, 
Eastern Poland, and Bessarabia while also gaining Ruthenia: the territory in Western Ukraine that is home 
to the Rusyn people and previously belonged to Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and had short-lived existence 
as an independent state (Barnes, 2015, pp. 148-149).  The post-war incarnations of Hungary, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria soon became communist puppet states along with East Germany 
(Barnes, 2015, pp. 148-149).  Yet while the Soviets kept their armies in Central Europe following the war 
and gradually imposed puppet governments, they moved very cautiously by allowing multiparty systems 
and did not blatantly suppress non-communist parties (Kissinger, 1994, pp. 439, 443).  It has been 
suggested that the original plan may in fact have been for the countries occupied by the Soviet Army to be 
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democratic and national, but also respectful of Soviet interests and concerns (Kissinger, 1994, p. 444).  
The formation of the Western European Union, which soon evolved into the NATO, seemed to confirm 
Soviet fears of an emerging threat to its west and caused it to solidify its control over Central Europe 
(Barnes, 2015, pp. 148-149). 

The new international order that the Soviet Union was beginning to explore at the end of World War II 
was often identified as Pan-Slavism, reinforced by communism (Kissinger, 1994, p. 439).  Yet according 
to George Kennan in his “Long Telegram”, Soviet foreign policy was still a combination of communist 
ideology and tsarist expansionism, implying a continuity of Russia’s historical foreign policy (Kissinger, 
1994, pp. 447-448).  It was true that since the end of World War II Soviet pressures had followed historic 
Russian patterns of expansionism in that the Soviet Union had control over the Balkans while supporting 
Greek communists in a guerilla war and making territorial demands against Turkey, all in order to gain 
control of the Dardanelles Straits and access to the Mediterranean Sea (Kissinger, 1994, p. 451).  The 
only exceptions to the historic connection to Russian expansionism would be the Soviet Union’s support 
for communist regimes in Cuba, North Vietnam, Mozambique, and Angola (Barnes, 2015, pp. 152-153, 
163).   

The late 1980’s and early 1990’s saw the Eastern European client states of the Soviet Union leave the 
Warsaw Pact without resistance, followed by the independence of the Soviet republics comprised of the 
Baltic States, the states of Caucasus region, and the Central Asian states (Barnes, 2015, pp. 172-173).  
The North Caucasus territory of Chechnya was also able to secure its independence in the mid 1990’s, 
though a second war with Russia and a prolonged antiterrorism campaign saw the territory fully 
reintegrated into the Russian Federation by 2009 (Barnes, 2015, pp. 182-183).  The collapse of the Soviet 
Union left Russia with a reduced geopolitical position and compromised border security by leaving the 
country with less defensible borders (Barnes, 2015, pp. 174-175).  Russia had lost its territorial gains of 
the previous centuries and now lost much of its coastline on the Baltic, Black, and Caspian Seas (Barnes, 
2015, pp. 174-175). 

At a later time when anticolonial sentiments saw the dismemberment of Western Europe’s overseas 
empires, Russian imperialism was not questioned to the same extent.  This is partly due to the fact that the 
US was never directly affected by Russian imperialism the way it was by British colonialism, and partly 
due to the fact that Russian colonies were contiguous to its territory and more easily absorbed into its 
borders (Kissinger, 1994, p. 401).  This was also partly due to differing motivations for its imperialism.  
Even at the beginning of the Cold War, some American politicians believed that Soviet policy was driven 
by fear rather than historic goals of expansionism (Kissinger, 1994, p. 468). 

 

Russian Nationalism 

Some experts believe that nationalism may be fueling Russian’s attempts in its near abroad towards 
expansion and hegemony (Tuminez, 2000, p. 1).  Some believe that this nationalism may in fact be the 
result of a “frustrated and resentful” people suffering from the economic hardship and national 
humiliation of the 1990’s (Tuminez, 2000, pp. 2, 11).  Others believe that it is in response to the current 
threats Russia may face.  In consideration of the perceived threat of a challenge by the Muslim people of 
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the Caucasus region and Central Asia, it is all the more important for Russia to keep a large Slavic 
Christian country like Ukraine firmly within Russia’s “Slavic orbit” (Kalb, 2015, p. 245). 

Nationalism is defined as a political ideology that defines membership in a nation, national self-image, 
and a national mission tied to the premise that a nation or people are the repository of legitimate political 
authority (Tuminez, 2000, p. 266).  A nation is composed of people connected by various factors such as 
race, culture, language, ethnicity, religion, and/or citizenship (Tuminez, 2000, p. 2).  Nationalism can be 
either a malevolent force that leads to imperialism, racism, militarism, or even fascism, but it can also be 
a benevolent force that unifies people into a nation-state (Tuminez, 2000, p. 5).  While ethnic nationalism 
is based on common ancestry, civic nationalism encompasses the people living within a nation’s 
boundaries regardless of ethnicity, religion, or race (Tuminez, 2000, p. 8). 

Russia has spent much of its history annexing neighboring territories, which in turn changed the character 
of the Russian state as new, restive, non-Russian ethnic groups were incorporated (Kissinger, 1994, p. 
24).  With a significant percentage of Russian citizens not being ethnic Russians, it is essential for the 
stability of the state that a civic sense of nationalism is promoted (Tuminez, 2000, p. 271).  Yet Russian 
state authorities from the tsarist and Soviet eras did not engage in nation-building in the ethnic or civic 
sense, but rather empire building (Tuminez, 2000, p. 266).  Even the Soviet Union’s efforts to promote 
quasi-“nation states” actually served to create an “empire”, though it also created ethnoterritorial units 
that have survived as successor states in the post-Soviet era (Tuminez, 2000, p. 271).  This has served to 
create the foundations for Russia to become a cohesive nation that is based on citizenship and culture and 
is not imperial in nature (Tuminez, 2000, p. 271). 

In the 19th century, a conservatism embodied in the slogan “Orthodoxy, Autocracy, Nationality” was 
considered the driving force behind tsarist policy (Kalb, 2015, p. 22; Tuminez, 2000, p. 267).  Today, 
Russian leaders, like most other world leaders, are able to appeal to nationalists within their country by 
resisting US pressure or interests (Mankoff, 2009, p. 101).  Not all Russians are religious, but nearly all 
appreciate the power of the Orthodox faith as a rallying force in times of crisis (Kalb, 2015, p. 23).  This 
is true in the modern era as there has been a fear since the 1990’s that Russia’s Muslims in the northern 
Caucasus region might join forces with the Muslims of Central Asia to challenge Russian power (Kalb, 
2015, p. 245). 

Two ideological themes have recently begun to reemerge in Russia as a form of nationalism: Eurasianism 
and the concept of a Russian World.  Eurasianism dictates that Russians represent a civilization which is 
separate from Europe and is heavily influenced by the Mongol occupation, and therefore rejects liberal 
European values in favor of imperial strength and greatness (Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 94-95; 
Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 239-240).  The Russian World is less ambitious than the 19th century ideology of 
Pan-Slavism, and promotes the civilizational concept of a connection between ill-defined territories 
populated by ethnic Russians prominently adhering to the Russian language and culture (Menon & 
Rumer, 2015, p. 95). 

At the moment, Russia is utilizing nationalism to minimize foreign, and especially western, influence in 
the country (Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 239-240).  Russian media has increased its message of Russia’s rise in 
confrontation to the west and has been broadcasting an increasing amount of anti-western and anti-
American propaganda (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 88).  Much of the efforts to marginalize or expel 
western organizations and media outlets have been to launch xenophobic and even homophobic 
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campaigns highlighting the differences between Russia’s healthy traditions and unhealthy foreign 
influences (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 89).  An example of modern nationalism comes from German 
Chancellor Angela Merkel, who attests that Putin believes that he leads a strong Russia of real men 
against a decadent west that is too pampered or spoiled to stand up for their beliefs if it costs them one 
percent of their standard of living (Kalb, 2015, p. 213). 

A sort of “economic nationalism” has also been undertaken in Russia.  Steps to ban government officials 
from owning foreign bank accounts and property or travel to approximately 150 countries were passed as 
an effort to tightly control the Russian elite and minimize their foreign influence (Menon & Rumer, 2015, 
p. 90).  Self-reliance has been a major theme in the defense industry, especially as Russia encountered 
sanctions of military sales (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 90).  This economic self-sufficiency has been 
extended into other industries and markets, to include proposals for a national pay system that would 
replace Visa and MasterCard (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 91). 

Nationalism was historically used by a small sector of elites within the state, though even when the elites 
and public agreed on nationalist concepts and goals the result was that the state would grow stronger 
while society gained nothing (Tuminez, 2000, p. 267).  It is for this reason that nationalism was only 
promoted briefly at periods in history, either to support empire-building or to secure the legitimacy and 
authority of the state authorities (Tuminez, 2000, p. 267). The Russian people would only ever briefly be 
rallied by nationalism due to the fact that they would soon encounter disappointment with the lack of 
concessions by the state (Tuminez, 2000, p. 267). 

Because Russia has evolved as an empire-state rather than a nation-state, the needs and rights of society 
have often been subordinated to the needs of an empire (Tuminez, 2000, p. 12).  This is why nationalism 
has never effectively bound the state and society in Russia (Tuminez, 2000, p. 266).  Overall, nationalism 
has been a weak and uneven force in Russia and merely serves to reinforce Russia’s traditional foreign 
policy interests as a great power (Tuminez, 2000, p. 6). 

 

Influences on Russian Foreign Policy 

In considering Mackinder’s “heartland” thesis, Russia today holds a strategic position in the northern part 
of the Eurasian continent (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 1).  This strategic advantage was due in large part to the fact 
that Russia encompassed the biggest valley on the globe with plenty of pasture space and large rivers that 
helped to mobilize the locals and yet were not accessible by the sea, making them virtually invincible in 
the era of seapower (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 1).  Even by controlling Mackinder’s “heartland” in the past, 
Russia was able to replace the Mongols in its control of a cohesive landmass affecting the “rimland” 
(Kaplan, 2013, pp. 67-68). 

While some analysts have attributed Russia’s expansionism to insecurity, Russian writers more often 
justify it as some sort of messianic calling to be a great power and leading actor in the international 
system (Kissinger, 1994, p. 25; Tuminez, 2000, p. 11).  This messianic calling to solve the problems of 
humanity arises from the belief that the Russian people exhibit equilibrium as the core of everything 
European and Asian (Kalb, 2015, p. 24).  The sense of defenselessness led the Russians to follow almost 
a religious zeal in subordinating the forest, and unlike many other empires which have faded into history, 
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they have exhibited an equal zeal in reviving their empire every time it has collapsed (Kaplan, 2013, p. 
160).   

Russia has a long history of insecurity, due in part to a long history of invasions that even predate the 13th 
century invasions of the Mongol hordes (Kaplan, 2013, p. 30).  With no natural barriers for defense, 
Russia’s brutal subjugation to the Golden Horde of the Mongols denied its inclusion in the European 
Renaissance (Kaplan, 2013, p. 65).  This experience of being conquered made Russia engrossed with 
expanding, holding territory, and dominating nearby lands (Kaplan, 2013, p. 65). 

By being surrounded on all sides, Russia had no choice historically but to adopt a policy of breaking out 
of their difficult to defend position (Kaplan, 2013, p. 162).  With memories of the destruction wrought by 
the Golden Horde of the Mongols, the Russia perspective of geography is that a state must overcome the 
danger of being subjugated through expansion, knowing that there is no such thing as enough territory 
(Kaplan, 2013, p. 79).  Russia has long maintained large armies for this reason whose size was unrelated 
to any plausible threat to its external security (Kissinger, 1994, p. 24). 

Russians have historically pushed towards the Far East to subjugate steppe nomads and later block 
Chinese expansionism (Kaplan, 2013, p. 155).  Russia also has a modern history of vulnerabilities on its 
eastern borders, which was exemplified in the spring of 1969 when Chinese and Soviet forces clashed 
along a remote stretch of their shared border around the Ussuri River in Siberia (Kissinger, 1994, pp. 720-
721).  The Russians have also pushed towards the southeast in Afghanistan to block British expansionism 
in the 19th century (Kaplan, 2013, p. 155).   Russia has historically expanded towards the southwest in the 
Caucasus Mountains to protect themselves from the political and religious eruptions of the Middle East 
(Kaplan, 2013, p. 155).  Russia has also expanded towards to west to block the aggressions of 19th century 
France and 20th century Germany (Kaplan, 2013, p. 155).  And earlier than these wars, Russia expanded 
to the northwest to stop the Swedes, Poles, and Lithuanians from denying it access to the Baltic Sea 
(Kaplan, 2013, p. 162).   

Russia’s disadvantage from not having access to the open sea through warm waters was already noted at 
the beginning of the 20th century (Kaplan, 2013, p. 104).  This disadvantage made it more difficult for 
Russia to accumulate wealth through maritime trade, and thus implied that Russia would be inclined to 
use its land-power to aggressively pursue access to warm water ports of the “rimland” (Kaplan, 2013, p. 
104).  The Soviet Union both invaded Afghanistan and destabilized Pakistan in the 1980’s in order to gain 
access to the warm waters of the Indian Ocean, and thus combine its “heartland” land-power with 
“rimland” sea-power (Kaplan, 2013, p. 97).  The western policy of containment against the Soviet Union 
was ultimately dictated by this geographic theory as it encircled the “heartland” through engagements in 
the “rimland” (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 97, 104). 

Russian foreign policy during the 18th century was driven by a desire to gain Black Sea ports and 
influence European affairs, while its foreign policy in the 19th century was aimed at maintaining its 
international status (Barnes, 2015, pp. 52, 74).  The building of an empire was seen as a manifestation of 
Russian power (Barnes, 2015, p. 52).  While Soviet foreign policy in the 20th century mirrored the 
western policies of containment through proxy wars and support for other communist regimes, the Soviet 
Union ultimately suffered from imperial overreach (Barnes, 2015, pp. 156-157, 166-169).   
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In many cases, Russia’s annexation of land has been to prevent confrontations at its existing borders.  
Russian statesmen such as Stalin have for centuries sought to create a wide security belt around their 
country’s vast periphery (Kissinger, 1994, p. 398).  This was exemplified by both Catherine the Great 
partition of Poland and Stalin’s plans to partition it to prevent conflict with Hitler (Kissinger, 1994, p. 
338).  This strategy to pursue global stability and internal regeneration also occurred following the 
Crimean War, the Russo-Japanese War, and the 1905 Revolution (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 39-40).  The 
crushing of the Hungarian uprising of 1956 is certainly a modern example (Kissinger, 1994, p. 551).    
Russia’s long history of repressing nations along its borders who try to conduct independent policies was 
recognized as a folly by Lenin, who advocated that the Bolsheviks not impose their ways upon their 
neighbors as Czar Nicholas II did (Kissinger, 1994, p. 552).  However, the Soviet Union soon followed its 
historical impetus to acquire territories, which ultimately proved to be an overextension as the empire 
dissolved and lost nearly every territorial acquisition since the 17th century (Kissinger, 1994, p. 763).   

According to Kissinger, “no world power had ever disintegrated so totally or so rapidly without losing a 
war” (1994, p. 763).  Beyond its acquisitions in Eastern Europe, the forays into the developing world such 
as Afghanistan, Angola, and Nicaragua managed to ultimately drain Soviet resources and make the 
collapse more imminent (Kissinger, 1994, p. 787).  To appease the growing discontent of Soviet citizens, 
many reforms were made which led to the first free local and regional elections in 300 years (Kissinger, 
1994, pp. 797-798).   This led to the independence of the former Warsaw Pact nations and their move 
towards NATO in the 1990’s, which has served to stoke Russian resentment (Barnes, 2015, p. 188). 

 

Current Russian Foreign Policy 

According to Henry Kissinger, Russia has spent most of its history as a cause looking for opportunity 
(1994, p. 25).  Today, without being locked into a zero-sum contest with the west and no longer having 
the geopolitical and ideological certainties of the Soviet era, Russia is in search of its own identity as a 
21st century state (Mankoff, 2009, p. 11).  Much of this process involves the creation of a new foreign 
policy that allows a weakened yet formidable world power to confront the emerging and uncertain threats 
of this century (Mankoff, 2009, p. 11; Tsygankov, 2016, p. 237).   

Due to the fact that Russian foreign policy largely follows historic precedents, the current difficulties in 
its international relations are due to more so to change in the international order affecting Russia’s 
position in the world rather than change in Russian foreign policy approach (Mankoff, 2009, p. 99).  Yet 
Russian strategy is partly founded on a narrow vision of its own history, and thus this strategy is pursued 
with a mix of rigidity and occasional flexibility (Kalb, 2015, p. 228).  While Russia may challenge the 
actions of other great powers as an equal international player, it is always certain to back down short of 
escalating into a conflict it cannot win (Mankoff, 2009, p. 246). 

Russian policy currently follows the principle of organized unpredictability (Kalb, 2015, p. 213).  In 
contrast to the often hardline response Russia has exhibited in its near abroad, it has also exhibited a 
liberal approach to handling some of its ethnic republics within its federation.  Tartarstan was granted 
substantial autonomy in a 1994 bilateral treaty (Barnes, 2015, p. 184).  Another treaty between Russia and 
Bashkorostan granted that small republic control over its rich economy and resources (Barnes, 2015, p. 
184). 
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Vladimir Putin has accustomed Russia to transition from the European-focused foreign policy of western 
integration in the early to mid-1990’s to the focus on Russia’s status as a Eurasian power in the 2000’s to 
balance its “pragmatic cooperation” with the west in the early stage of his presidency (Tsygankov, 2016, 
pp. 26, 137-139).  Having seen how the strong-willed foreign minister Yevgeny Primakov had 
undermined President Boris Yeltsin in foreign policy, Putin appointed career diplomats with unwavering 
support for official policy and without political affiliations (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 46).  He has also centralized 
the authority of the Kremlin in order to control the federal, regional, and local governments, leaving all 
governors to be appointed rather than elected (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 46).   

The term “sovereign democracy” is often used to describe Russia’s political system.  According to the 
originator of the term, Kremlin ideologist Vladislav Surkov, a country with this political system is one 
which makes all domestic and foreign goals and methods based purely on the calculation of national 
interests rather than external pressure to comply with international behavioral norms (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
15).  This strong, centralized system of “sovereign democracy” is thought to exist by the consent of the 
Russian citizens in order to provide for a strong and decisive government which can better pursue and 
defend national interests against foreign pressures, maintain domestic order, and be a driving force for 
change (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 46).  Policy options are rarely if ever leaked as a means of judging popular 
appeal or acceptance by the citizenry (Kalb, 2015, p. 19).  To uphold its legitimacy, the Russian 
government is able to defend against accusations of authoritarianism by claiming the desire of its citizens 
for a strong state that can maintain Russia’s status as a world power (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 46). 

In recent years, there has been increased attention in Russian foreign policy to the connection between 
prosperity, economic success, and the ability to project power (Mankoff, 2009, p. 32).  Russia has been 
attempting to modernize itself through investment into innovative industries and research hubs, as well as 
joining the ranks of the World Trade Organization (WTO) and utilizing loans from the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 69; Tuminez, 2000, p. 282).  Yet while Russia participates in 
the international community, it maintains its own autonomy by declaring that mutual respect and 
recognition of other nations’ freedoms should be the governing principles of international relations 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 69).  Without being held to western institutions, Russia is able to maneuver between 
east and west as it sees fit (Mankoff, 2009, p. 17).  Furthermore, western concepts of democratic values 
need not be enforced if freedoms such as free speech, political opposition, or free markets run counter to 
national interests, as the many actions of the security services against journalists, opposition candidates, 
and oligarchs since the 1990’s have demonstrated (Mankoff, 2009, p. 20; Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 240-242).   

Russia now recognizes that while it desires to be a great power in a multipolar world, not all great powers 
have equal strength and that it would no longer attempt to project its power globally as the US is able to 
do (Mankoff, 2009, p. 299).  Rather than maintain fixed alliances, Russia prefers to maintain partnerships 
with important nations around its borders (as well as the US) in order to maintain the flexibility to 
activate each partnership for specific issues (Mankoff, 2009, p. 150).  Russian elites tend to view their 
country’s role as a great power with an independent foreign policy that pursues its own national interests 
while guarding global order and a balance of power alongside other large states (Mankoff, 2009, p. 12).   

In Russia’s Foreign Policy Concept, adopted in 2000 and revised in 2008, issues such as sovereignty and 
partnership amongst great powers are upheld as a function of geopolitics and a preference for balance of 
power politics rather than neoliberal institutionalist cooperation (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 12-13).  Russia has 
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therefore conducted its foreign policy without change since the 1990’s, when it first determined that its 
main goal would be to remain a great power in order to defend its own interests without western 
partnership with the west (Mankoff, 2009, p. 20).  In the top-heavy political system of Russia, it is this 
wish by the elites to maintain Russia’s great power status at all costs that takes precedence in foreign 
policy despite the fact that many other Russians would be content with their nation being a regional 
power with greater prosperity (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 21-22; Kalb, 2015, p. 228). 

Following the end of active hostilities in Georgia in 2008, Medvedev summarized the five guiding 
principles in Russian Foreign policy as follows: 

1) Russia recognizes the supremacy of the basic principles of international law; 
2) The world must be multipolar since a world dominated by one power is unstable and threatened 

by conflict; 
3) Russia does not desire confrontation with any country; 
4) Protecting the lives and dignity of our citizens wherever they are located; 
5) Russia, like other countries of the world, has regions in which it maintains privileged interests 

(Mankoff, 2009, p. 31). 

Russian foreign policy makers have increasingly focused on the multipolar concept of balance of power 
as a response to the dominant role of the US in international affairs (Mankoff, 2009, p. 15).  The 
dominance of the US has largely been challenged within the last two decades due to the divergence of 
policy priorities between the US and the EU, and the rise of powers such as Brazil, Russia, India, and 
China (Mankoff, 2009, p. 15; Tsygankov, 2016, p. 235).  As this makes multipolarity become an 
inevitable outcome, Russian diplomats openly argue that stability would be best served by upholding the 
norms and institutions that formalize a balance between the great powers who will compete for influence 
in smaller powers while they fend for themselves (Mankoff, 2009, p. 16).   

While Russian foreign policy is international in scope, it remains constrained by domestic issues and the 
challenge to determine a post-Soviet and post-imperial identity (Mankoff, 2009, p. 39).    Today, Russia’s 
leaders remain disappointed that their demoted position in the world is contrary to its history as a great 
power, and now seek to restore its former glory and protect Russian national interests (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
100; Kalb, 2015, p. 228).  Moscow feels that the world must treat it as a great power, though the failure to 
do so in recent times has been the cause of Russian resentment and revisionism toward the post-Cold War 
order (Mankoff, 2009, p. 293; Tuminez, 2000, p. 11).  In many ways, the substance or validity of Russia’s 
actions are less important the fact that they are occurring, as the actions are intended to signal its Great 
Power status (Mankoff, 2009, p. 293).  Due in part to its focus on multipolarity, and its neorealist view of 
foreign policy, Russia’s relations vary in different regions of the world. 

 

Russian Relations with the “West” 

Russia’s relations with the US are a central element to its foreign policy strategy, particularly due to the 
legacy of the Cold War and its nature of American-Soviet dominance of global security matters (Mankoff, 
2009, p. 99).  While Russia does acknowledge the reality of its economic and military inferiority to the 
west despite years of impressive growth in the 2000’s, it still views its role in the world as a global one in 
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the same manner as the US or even the former Soviet Union (Mankoff, 2009, p. 22).  Despite lagging 
behind the US in defense spending, Russia is able to concentrate its forces on its borders while the west 
has become involved with situations around the world (Boot, 2016).  Because Russian actions have the 
potential to harm American interests worldwide, current disputes between the US and Russia have 
become more serious (Mankoff, 2009, p. 99). 

Russia gauges its international standing by its ability to match the US (Mankoff, 2009, p. 103).  With a 
long history of determining Russia’s identity as Eurasian Slavophiles or westerners, Russia today is still 
undeniably fascinated by western trade and technology despite its dismissal of western ideas and ideals 
(Kalb, 2015, p. 199).  Russia also respects American military capability and willingness to fight more so 
than the EU member states (Boot, 2016).  Yet Russian policy has rarely been directed at countering 
American interests (Mankoff, 2009, p. 104).  Calls for Russian integration with the west following the 
collapse of the Soviet Union were met with apprehension (Mankoff, 2009, p. 28; Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 
26-27).  After almost a decade of economic and political chaos, Russians began to backlash against this 
concept of westernization and soon turned to a course that would independently return their country to a 
great power status (Mankoff, 2009, p. 29). 

Russian views of its relationship with the US linger on a lack of diplomatic and economic reciprocity, as 
they feel that they have made unpopular decisions for the sake of cooperation with the US and gotten little 
in return (Mankoff, 2009, p. 105).  They view the continued existence of NATO as a continuation of a 
hostile force intended to limit Russian influence in Europe (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 107, 147; Menon & 
Rumer, 2015, p. 72).  The continued expansion of NATO into Eastern Europe despite the collapse of any 
possible Russian membership in the organization has reinforced Russian perceptions that they must 
secure their interests against western interference (Mankoff, 2009, p. 165; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 73).  
They also believe that the US’s interest in acting unilaterally outside the framework of the UN or 
international law means that in order to maintain Russia’s global role it must also prepare itself to respond 
forcefully to a chaotic world when challenged (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 107-108). 

There was a short period of rapprochement between Russia and the US following the September 11th, 
2001 terrorist attacks (Barnes, 2015, p. 190).  Putin pledged Russia’s support to the US and a willingness 
to a put aside former suspicions of American intentions following the attacks, which appeared to confirm 
a westward-orientation for Russia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 18).  The NATO-Russia Council was established in 
2002, which allowed Russia an equal role in shaping anti-terrorism policy (Barnes, 2015, p. 190; North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2016).  However, Russian acceptance of American initiatives was soon 
believed to be a distraction for their own domestic intentions of expanding their influence throughout 
former Soviet lands (Mankoff, 2009, p. 18).  By late-2003, reactionaries in the Putin government wrested 
control from western-leaning liberals (Mankoff, 2009, p. 19).  The color revolutions of 2004 and 2005 in 
Ukraine, Georgia, and Kyrgyzstan seemed to further signal a divergence between Russian and western 
policies (Mankoff, 2009, p. 19).  By April 2014, NATO suspended all practical cooperation with Russia 
until a recent meeting in April 2016 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2016). 

Russia views Europe as a strategic partner in creating a multipolar order as well as collective security in 
Europe (Mankoff, 2009, p. 153).  By becoming more involved in European collective security by means 
of organizations such as OSCE, Russia believes it may counter the influence of NATO in Europe 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 153).  As of 2000, Russia believed that it did not have enough say in the process of 
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EU expansion into Eastern Europe and that its interests were not safeguarded against the growing 
European Union defense and security measurements (Mankoff, 2009, p. 159). 

Russia also has reason to worry about the expansion of the European Union into Eastern Europe, as the 
inclusion of these states with inherent skepticism of Russian foreign policy has given the European Union 
a more confrontational posture towards Russia (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 151, 155).  This is coupled with the 
fact that Russia now finds the European Union right on its own borders or those of the unstable states it 
considers a part of its area of influence (Mankoff, 2009, p. 155; Boot, 2016).  While Russia seeks closer 
ties with the countries of Western Europe, its relationship with the former Soviet and Warsaw Pact 
nations of Eastern Europe tends to be quarrelsome (Mankoff, 2009, p. 157).  These quarrels are centered 
on the status of Russian minorities within those countries, tariffs, border controls and inspections, 
adherence to treaties, visa requirements, access to the Russia territory of Kaliningrad, energy, the 
stationing of NATO assets in Eastern Europe, and ties to opposition groups in Belarus and Ukraine 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 157; Boot, 2016). 

Russia’s main interests with Europe remain economic, due to its proximity and the size of its markets for 
Russian goods (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 150-152).  While Russia may control energy supplies to Europe, it 
cannot afford to completely cut off oil and natural gas to problem countries on its border without 
alienating its principle customers in Europe and marginalizing its own prosperity (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
150).  This economic interdependence as well as the geographic proximity, as well as the fact that the EU 
has never posed as much of a security threat as the US, have kept relations between Russia and the EU 
fairly stable (Mankoff, 2009, p. 182). 

Russia often approaches the US and Europe differently, partially due to the fact that the US is a known 
world player while the EU is a newer and unknown player (Mankoff, 2009, p. 183).  While Russia views 
the US as a superpower that conducts diplomacy on similar geopolitical considerations for maintaining 
sovereignty, it views Europe as a web of institutions that often surpass national sovereignty (Mankoff, 
2009, p. 146).  Russia tends to prefer its bilateral dealings with individual European states rather than the 
institutions that it inherently distrusts (Mankoff, 2009, p. 146; Tsygankov, 2016, p. 247).  While it may 
appear to play individual European countries off of each other, Russia will also at times use a collective 
Europe as a counterweight to the US (Mankoff, 2009, p. 146).  This may not be a particularly difficult 
challenge, as there remain significant disputes between EU member countries that leave room for Russia 
to seek leverage (Mankoff, 2009, p. 151). 

The west views Russia with suspicion due to the growing authoritarianism in the Russian government, 
Russia’s willingness to engage with regimes that the west wishes to isolate, and Russia’s increasingly 
aggressive policies towards its near abroad (Mankoff, 2009, p. 98).   This has recently been exemplified 
by the fact that Russia has been supporting the Assad regime in Syria, counter to western refusals to work 
with the regime (Boot, 2016).  Russia’s heavy-handed response to Chechen separatists, the invasion of 
Georgia and Ukraine, and the annexation of Crimea all indicate the aggressive stance towards its near 
abroad, and have put the Baltic states in particular on alert (Boot, 2016). 

Russia views the west with suspicion due to the perception that it is still following a Cold War policy of 
containment due to the expansion of NATO into the Baltics and former Warsaw Pact countries, the 
stationing of antimissile batteries in Eastern Europe, and the building of energy pipelines which bypass 
Russian territory (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 98, 147; Boot, 2016).  Russian military doctrine maintains that 
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NATO expansion is the primary threat to Russian national security, while the EU has only more recently 
been viewed as a threat as it has more recently begun to expand into Russia’s periphery (Kalb, 2015, p. 
195; Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 74-75).  It is this fear of having NATO at its border which has caused 
Russia to expand and enhance its forces in the Western Military District near the Baltic states and conduct 
large military exercises with no prior warning (Boot, 2016). 

Russia’s relative weakness to the west and its use of pressure or leverage short of confrontation implies 
that its behavior in foreign policy is defensive and independent rather than aggressive and expansionist 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 22).  One explanation for Putin’s initial deference to US or NATO initiatives was the 
recognition of Russia’s weakened position within the international system and the need for domestic 
consolidation (Mankoff, 2009, p. 40; Tsygankov, 2016, p. 138).  Russia saw that a partnership with the 
US would be instrumental in gaining power and influence in the world (Mankoff, 2009, p. 97).  By 
asserting that terrorism was the main threat to 21st century peace in 2003, Putin was departing from 
traditional Russian foreign policy by downplaying the conventional military threat of NATO and instead 
placing Russia on the same side as the US in a global struggle (Mankoff, 2009, p. 111; Tsygankov, 2016, 
pp. 137-139). 

The west still factors largely in Russian foreign policy due to the fact that many of Russia’s ruling elite 
grew up in the bipolar world of the Cold War, the US still holds a predominant position in the world, and 
the US is the mirror which Russians often view their own country (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 16-17; Tsygankov, 
2016, pp. 18-19).  The westward focus on Europe also offers a counter to US hegemony in the EU, which 
is geographically closer and economically more intertwined with Russia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 17).  Despite 
the debate since the collapse of the Soviet Union as to Russia’s ability and interest to join the west, there 
is no such debate regarding any moves for Russia to join the east (Mankoff, 2009, p. 17).  Russia has not 
embraced the concepts of integration, collective security, or pooled sovereignty that the west, especially 
the EU, has pursued since the end of the Second World War (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 39, 148).  However, in 
an effort to counterbalance NATO, Russia has created both the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and 
the more successful Collective Security Treaty Organization (Mankoff, 2009, p. 174; Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization, 2016).  

 

Russian Relations with the “Non-West” 

Following a period of “Pragmatic cooperation” with the US and Europe, Russian foreign policy since 
2012 has been an effort to balance its well-established western orientation with its own cultural legacy as 
a both European and Asian power (Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 233-234, 237).  Russia’s inclusion of China in 
its international relations not only signaled the first time in its history that it viewed itself as a bridge 
between east and west, but also effectively changed the global order to a multipolar one which would 
allow it to counterbalance the US and the west (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 4; Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 236-238).  
China and Russia have both found themselves on the same side in many world issues, as they are both 
great powers and often in opposition to the dominant position of the US (Mankoff, 2009, p. 193).  Thus, 
the balance of power politics of 19th century Europe became a global concept following the Cold War 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 4). 
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Overall, Russia considers China to be a useful ally in that its economy and commitment to a multipolar 
world compliments Russia’s (Mankoff, 2009, p. 197).  As of 2015, China has become Russia’s largest 
trading partner (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 101).  Most recently, China and Russia have sought an 
agreement on intelligence sharing for the purpose of combating terrorism, separatism, and extremism 
(Sharkov, 2016).  Russia often sees China as a diplomatic force-multiplier and an alternative to 
integration with the west (Mankoff, 2009, p. 194).  In one sense, it is a major customer for Russian energy 
and military technology (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 26, 194; Tsygankov, 2016, p. 248).  In another sense, it is a 
model for economic development without political liberalization and can therefore be an ally in opposing 
the west (Mankoff, 2009, p. 27).   

The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) between Russia, China, and several Central Asia nations 
as members or observers was created in 2001, on the basis of the 1996 Shanghai Treaty that was signed in 
response to concerns about Islamic extremism in the region (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 216-217; Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization, 2016).  This organization was founded on the principles of multipolarity and 
national sovereignty and promotes economic cooperation and mutual respect over interests in Central 
Asia (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 27, 216; Shanghai Cooperation Organization, 2016).  The organization itself 
has no standing force, much less any sort of unified command structure, and the member states are free to 
make their own decisions regarding security and alliances (Mankoff, 2009, p. 217). 

China has managed to achieve rapid economic growth without political liberalization or a sacrifice of 
security, making it an attractive model and partner for Russians weary of the west (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 
194, 200).  China’s growing demand for energy to power its booming economy has coincided with 
Russia’s emergence the one of the world’s leading producers of natural gas and oil (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
208; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 102).  China is currently the world’s largest energy consumer while 
Russia is the world's largest producer of crude oil and the second-largest producer of dry natural gas (U.S. 
Energy Information Administration, 2016; U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2016).  The fact that 
Russia utilizes China as a counterbalance to the west means that attempts to maintain friendly relations 
with China or benefit from a permanent presence in Asia are complicated or limited (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
198; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 102).  Russian-Chinese relations have been rapidly warming since the 
1980’s, after a period of border clashes and threats of war following the Sino-Soviet split (Mankoff, 2009, 
p. 193).  In 2008, China and Russia finalized their border treaty (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 101). 

Russia also has a long history of mistrust and disputes with China, including many since the Sino-Soviet 
split.  The two nations have recently disputed territorial boundaries, Chinese immigration into Russian 
territory, and influence in Central Asia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 27; Cooley, 2012).  Following the loss of labor 
and the collapse of Russian Far East’s economy, Chinese migrants have provided a crucial source of labor 
in the region (Mankoff, 2009, p. 194).  With the decline of the Russian population and increase in Chinese 
businesses has brought Siberia and the Far East closer economic ties with China, and accompanying fears 
of growing Chinese influence to replace a declining Russian influence (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 222-223; 
Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 101).  Mackinder also raised the possibility of China taking over Russian 
territory, which if Russia loses political control of its east, would turn China into the dominant 
geopolitical power (Kaplan, 2013, p. 68).   

With China’s growing power has come an increasing disparity with a Russia that has gone through recent 
periods of chaos or decline (Mankoff, 2009, p. 195; Cooley, 2012).  As China continues to grow, it 
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appears content to accept the rules of the existing international system (Mankoff, 2009, p. 195).  Russia’s 
recognition of Abkhaz and South Ossetian independence and annexation of Crimea found it at odds with a 
China that is confronting its own issues of separatism in Tibet and Taiwan (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 195-196; 
Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 103). 

Apart from China, both Japan and India have been the focus of Russian strategic planning in Asia 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 225).  The fear of becoming too closely intertwined with China has made Japan a 
useful counterweight, due to the fact that it has historic animosity with China and a strong economy 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 225).  A territorial dispute over Russian ownership of the Kurile Islands has often 
hampered negotiations, though Russia’s recent economic resurgence and ability to provide much needed 
oil to Japan has made it less willing to compromise and thus the issue is less of a focal point between the 
countries (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 226-227; Tsygankov, 2016, p. 249).  Overall, Russia’s relationship with 
Japan is still largely dependent on its relationship with China (Mankoff, 2009, p. 227). 

As a traditional partner of the Soviet Union, India continues to be a major purchaser of Russian arms as 
well as other consumer goods (Mankoff, 2009, p. 227).  This relationship was originally the result of the 
US relationship with Pakistan during the Cold War, though now India finds less use in maintaining a 
relationship with Russia as it moves closer to the US (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 227-228).  This coincides with 
Russia’s greater attention to its relationship with China, and therefore the two countries remain useful 
trade partners which pursue strategic independence (Mankoff, 2009, p. 228).  

With regards to Iran, Russia is happy generally to maintain the status quo though it does find some cause 
for hardening its stance.  Iran is a major purchaser of Russian industrial goods and military equipment 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 121; Tsygankov, 2016, pp. 249-250).  Due to its strained diplomatic ties with the west, 
Iran is unable to sell oil and gas to Europe or provide an alternate energy corridor, leaving Russia in a 
dominant position in western energy reliance (Mankoff, 2009, p. 122).  Russia has been assisting Iran 
with its nuclear program despite protests from the west, though it has also publicly stated that it views 
nuclear proliferation as a major threat and opposes nuclear arms in Iran (Mankoff, 2009, p. 121). 

In addition to unilateral efforts in Asia, Russia has participated in international efforts in the region.  
Russia has often intervened to reduce the threat of hostilities on the Korean peninsula, whether through 
the six-party talks on North Korea’s nuclear program or bilaterally with Pyongyang (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
227).  Though Russia has recently made a greater focus on the east, it does so as a way of balancing 
perceived western unilateralism and dominance (Mankoff, 2009, p. 26; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 73).  
Much like non-western states such as Iran, India, and China, Russia seeks to preserve absolute 
sovereignty for itself while opposing the single system of values and practices that the west is perceived 
as imposing (Mankoff, 2009, p. 26).  Yet despite its calls for respecting sovereignty, Russia has a very 
different approach with the countries of the former Soviet Union. 

 

Russian Relations with its “Near Abroad” 

Russia separates it role in the far abroad from that of its near abroad, where it deems the states of the 
former Soviet Union (and former Russian Empire) as a separate category of states deserving of a federal 
agency apart from the foreign ministry (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 22-23).  It maintains influence in its near 
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abroad in order to maintain access to the sea, ensure transit rights for Russian oil and gas, and protect 
Russian minorities living outside their homeland (Mankoff, 2009, p. 245; Boot, 2016).  Some Russian 
politicians have even openly stated their refusal to acknowledge the collapse of the Soviet Union and 
openly yearn to annex territories from the near abroad (Barnes, 2015, p. 179).  

Other commentators have advocated isolationism to prevent being drawn into another Afghan War 
(Barnes, 2015, p. 179).  One argument against such an isolationist stance has been the fear of creating a 
power vacuum that could be filled be hostile powers (Barnes, 2015, p. 179).  Yet the presence of the US, 
EU, and increasingly China in many of these states is mostly due to the larger trend of globalization, 
which Russia does not readily recognize due to its attachment to a strict balance of power and 
“realpolitik” worldview (Mankoff, 2009, p. 241). 

Not surprisingly, after centuries of incorporating nationalities from Europe, Asia, and the Middle East, 
these citizens began to challenge the Russians as they had never been reconciled to the ruling center of the 
empire (Kissinger, 1994, p. 798).  This resistance by former Soviet republics conflicted with the Russian 
desire to form a Commonwealth of Independent States comprising all the former Soviet Republics, but 
which today only exists in a limited form (Barnes, 2015, p. 188).  As the former territories emerged as 
independent states in the 1990’s, they emerged fearful of Russian nostalgia for empire with potential 
support from the Russian minority populations that centuries of settlement now placed outside of their 
homeland (Kissinger, 1994, p. 786; Boot, 2016).  Russians were one of the biggest ethnic groups in the 
world to be divided by borders as of the fragmentation of the Soviet Union, and to this day their 
populations make up a low of 2% of the population of Armenia and 37% of the population of Kazakhstan 
(Barnes, 2015, pp. 198-199).  The Russian government has already extended veterans’ benefits and 
Russian passports to these ethnic Russians in the near abroad as a means of defending Russians wherever 
they live, and thereby projecting Russian power into these countries (Barnes, 2015, p. 198). 

Russia views its former republics within Europe (Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, and the Baltic States) as a 
sort of buffer zone against an expanding EU and NATO, while the republics in the Caucasus and Central 
Asia were initially viewed as zones of instability along the vulnerable southern frontier (Mankoff, 2009, 
p. 243).  It has also viewed NATO’s initial Partnership for Peace program with the former Warsaw Pact 
nations with suspicion, though this suspicion gave way to alarm when these nations joined NATO in the 
late 1990’s and early 2000’s and moved the former Cold War enemy right up to Russia’s borders (Barnes, 
2015, pp. 188-190).  Russians felt that NATO and the west were adhering to a double standard by 
continuing a zero-sum strategy to diminish Russian influence and trade despite the end of the Cold War 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 29).   

Central Asia is of strategic interest to Russia, as well as outside powers, due to Islamic fundamentalism 
and energy supplies (Mankoff, 2009, p. 265).  Russia has been aware of the growing danger of Islamic 
terrorism before 2001 from its experiences in Chechnya and Central Asia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 18).  Despite 
the difficulties of working with some of the autocrats who inherited these republics, this option is deemed 
by the Russian government to be far preferable to allowing Islamic fundamentalism to emerge near 
Russia’s southern border and Muslim regions (Mankoff, 2009, p. 265).  Putin emphasized several times in 
2000 that the principle threat to Russia was Islamic extremism to its south in the Caucasus and Central 
Asia, though once the threat was diminished a broader strategy of economic and security cooperation was 
pursued (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 268-269). 
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Until the September 11th attacks in the US, Russia’s interest in Central Asia was largely to prevent any 
further loss of prestige or influence in the region (Mankoff, 2009, p. 266; Cooley, 2012).  Following the 
September 11th attacks, Russia’s focus shifted its focus in the region to allowing the US to deploy troops 
to Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan in order to increase its prestige through a partnership with the west in 
combating Islamic terrorism (Mankoff, 2009, p. 267).  The deteriorating relationship between the US and 
Russia has since returned Russia’s focus on this region to securing its own dominance (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
267). 

These states of the near abroad have now become a contested zone between Russia and the other major 
powers (Mankoff, 2009, p. 280).  Russia’s present position on its near abroad is to not allow outside 
countries to interfere in its near abroad while it continues to interfere in the internal affairs of the Baltic 
States despite their membership in NATO (Barnes, 2015, pp. 179, 198; Boot, 2016).  This has led to 
Russian intervention in both the Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan and the 
moves for independence from Georgia by Abkhazia and South Ossetia (Barnes, 2015, pp. 184-187). 

Soon after recognizing the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, Medvedev declared that Russia 
regarded its neighboring countries as a part of “a region where it has privileged interests” (Mankoff, 2009, 
p. 27).  Its invasion of Georgia was intended to undermine western influence in the region, demonstrate 
the limit of the US’s reach, and signal to other former Soviet states the dangers of ignoring Russian 
interests (Mankoff, 2009, p. 123).  Putin has also publicly stated that the area of Moldova known as 
Transnistria and parts of Ukraine comprise “Novorossiya”, or New Russia (Barnes, 2015, p. 198).  

Kazakhstan is home to substantial oil and gas reserves, and is actually the largest oil and gas producer in 
the former Soviet Union aside from Russia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 272).  Its location also places it in a 
transport route to deliver energy to other countries in Europe and Asia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 272).  It is no 
wonder that Russia has aggressively pursued economic integration with the country, as well as give it 
access to Russia’s pipeline system for delivery while Russian energy companies help develop 
Kazakhstan’s resources (Mankoff, 2009, p. 272).  In addition to the energy sector, Kazakhstan has 
remained allied through the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) to Russia in security 
concerns despite cooperating with the US in its war on terror (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 272-273). 

Despite Russia not wanting to allow other states to gain influence in its near abroad, it is willing to 
accommodate other world powers within this region due to the fact that it emphasizes great power 
relations over national interests (Mankoff, 2009, p. 245).  In this way, its national interests are not simply 
an imperial desire to acquire territory (Mankoff, 2009, p. 245).  It has done so by offering to let the US 
use its radar station in Azerbaijan, though despite inviting a US presence it has also been quick to remind 
the west of its supremacy in the region and the importance of its interests through its conflict in Georgia 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 245). 

Though Russia has invited the US into its near abroad, it does maintain a robust military presence in these 
states through agreements and bases.  Russia maintains a military treaty with Belarus and a common 
defense agreement with Kazakhstan (Barnes, 2015, p. 190).  As a result of its intervention in Georgia, it 
maintains troop compounds in both South Ossetia and Abkhazia (Barnes, 2015, p. 190).  A similar 
peacekeeping operation exists in Transnistria, the breakaway region in Moldova (Barnes, 2015, p. 190).  
More bases are located in Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Kazakhstan with air bases in Belarus and Armenia, 
as well as naval bases in Syria and Vietnam (Barnes, 2015, p. 190). 
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Political affiliation with the states of the former Soviet Union was a top foreign policy concern in the 
1990’s, though the level of reintegration for these states did not necessarily mean a fully reconstructed 
Soviet Union (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 4).  Russian policy within the former Soviet states now functions as a 
stepping stone in Russia’s attempts to gain recognition as a major world power, despite the fact that some 
of its actions present doubts as to its ability to be a responsible international actor (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
244).  Russia will often negotiate its interests in this region with the competing powers of the US, EU, 
and China in order to promote its own global influence (Mankoff, 2009, p. 244).  It is able to exert control 
in these states through the presence of its military, its encouragement of regional separatists, and the 
control of oil and gas supplies in many CIS states (Mankoff, 2009, p. 245).  Current Russian involvement 
in these states has mostly been along the lines of competition against other great powers for control of the 
energy sector in these southern states (Mankoff, 2009, p. 244). 

 

“Geopolitics vs. Energy Politics”: The Debate 

Theory of Geopolitics 

To put international relations in context, geography can be used as a means of thinking broadly (Kaplan, 
2013, p. 39).  This study, known as geopolitics, observes the influence of geography upon human 
divisions (Kaplan, 2013, p. 60).  An overview of the theory of geopolitics will provide a frame of 
reference for observing the framework for creating foreign policy. 

In the 18th and 19th centuries, geography was considered a discipline before the arrival of political science 
in academia (Kaplan, 2013, p. 28).  Politics, economics, and culture were studied in reference to maps 
(Kaplan, 2013, p. 28).  Yet it was still acknowledged that rather than determine political developments, 
geography merely informed such developments based on the permanent physical parameters of the earth 
(Kaplan, 2013, p. 29; Mackinder, 1904, p. 422).  Due to the broadness of these physical parameters, there 
is still plenty of room for human ingenuity to operate, and thus geography is prevented from being a 
fatalistic determinant for mankind (Kaplan, 2013, p. 29).  It wasn’t until after the most influential writings 
on geography’s influence on politics, economics, culture, and history that the term “Geopolitik” was 
coined by a Swedish political scientist, Rudolf Kjellén (Kaplan, 2013, p. 81). 

The study of geopolitics was famously brought to light by Sir Halford J. Mackinder’s article “The 
Geographic Pivot of History” which announced his theory a Eurasian “heartland” (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 1; 
Kaplan, 2013, pp. 9-10, 62).  This article, published in the April 1904 issue of The Geographic Journal in 
London, attested that the earth’s layout of mountain ranges and river valleys creates natural arteries which 
encourage the rise of empires as opposed to states (Mackinder, 1904; Kaplan, 2013, p. 62).  The fate of 
these empires would ultimately pivot on the “heartland”, as land-power and sea-power competed for 
supremacy in each of these “rimland” areas (Mackinder, 1904, pp. 434-436).  Despite the oil and strategic 
minerals and metals in the “heartland”, the region is pivotal as a register of world power rather than a 
determiner of it (Kaplan, 2013, p. 77). 

In 1919, Mackinder followed up his original article with a book titled Democratic Ideals and Reality, 
which expanded on his original thesis of the Eurasian “heartland”.  With three quarters of the world 
covered by ocean and one twelfth containing the land of the western hemisphere and the world’s smaller 
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islands, one sixth of the world is left to consist of a “world-island” encompassing Europe, Asia, the 
Middle East, and Africa (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 1; Kaplan, 2013, p. 73).  Thus, as all dry land is now 
politically accounted for, this World-Island will slowly become one entity (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 72-73). 

Today, this Eurasian “heartland” contains 75 percent of the global population, 60 percent of global GDP, 
three-quarters of global energy resources, and most of the world’s wealth (Kaplan, 2013, p. 73).  This 
“heartland” is surrounded by ice to the north and tropical ocean to the south, with four marginal regions at 
its extremities which correspond to the world’s four most numerical religions: the Buddhist east, Hindu 
southeast, Islamic southwest, and Christian west (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 65-66; Mackinder, 1904, p. 431).  
The first two regions, representing China and India, were considered to be less affected by the “heartland” 
at the moment due to the fact that their large populations are relatively self-contained and able to 
peacefully develop (Kaplan, 2013, p. 77).  Mackinder’s prediction that the future would lie to a large 
extent in these two peripheral regions appears to hold some merit today. 

Mackinder’s assertion that the last two of the “rimland” regions, the Middle East and Europe, were more 
greatly affected by the “heartland” was made for separate reasons.  The Middle East is considered the 
passage-land between Europe and South and East Asia in that it is accessible by several bodies of water, 
and also connects the northern part of the “heartland” to the southern part and Africa (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 
76-77).  As for Europe, it contained the land power of Germany and the sea power of Britain and the rest 
of Western Europe.  Mackinder summed up the relationship between Europe and the “heartland” with the 
simple dictum: “Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland; Who rules the Heartland commands the 
World-Island; Who rules the World-Island commands the World” (Mackinder, 1919, pp. 171, 186).  With 
Eastern Europe as the key to the “heartland”, Mackinder joined others in 1919 to propose a tier of 
independent Eastern European states which could emerge as a strong Central Europe (Kaplan, 2013, p. 
75; Mackinder, 1919, pp. 171, 196-197).  This would in effect prevent the sea-powers of Western Europe 
from acquiring land dominance, the land power of Germany from ruling the “heartland”, or the 
”heartland”-controlling Russia from acquiring formidable sea-power. 

A year before his death in 1943, Nicholas J. Spykman elaborated on Mackinder’s views with his 
publication, America’s Strategy in World Politics: The United States and the Balance of Power (Kaplan, 
2013, pp. 89-90).  His borders of the “heartland” stop at the numerous mountain ranges and plateaus 
running from the Carpathians in Ukraine through the Pamir and Altai Mountains to the Mongolian plain 
and Korea (Kaplan, 2013, p. 96; Spykman, 2008 [1942], p. 180).  The extremities described by 
Mackinder which lie beyond this border are labeled by Spykman as the “rimland” (Kaplan, 2013, p. 96; 
Spykman, 2008 [1942], p. 180).  He felt that the “rimland” was the key to world power as the maritime 
region enabled contact with the outside world, and thus the control of the “heartland” would enable the 
control of the “rimland” (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 96-97; Spykman, 2008 [1942], pp. 165, 179-180, 183).  
Ultimately, both Mackinder and Spykman were advocating the same concept, in that the rule of the 
“world island” would produce a dominant power on both land and sea (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 96-97).  

Much like political developments, cultures are also not fully determined by geography.  Though 
civilizations may have formed based on geography and landscapes, they eventually interact with other 
civilizations that either alter their own identity or create a hybrid civilization (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 42-43).  
Throughout antiquity a delicate cultural balance was formed in Eurasia between the Hellenic, Middle 



23 
 

Eastern, and Indian civilizations, though this would be disrupted in the medieval era by the Mongols and 
other steppe nomads (Kaplan, 2013, p. 42). 

Europe has several geographic advantages which helped form its many cultures, including the wide and 
fertile plains, navigable rivers, and indented coastline which created many natural harbors (Kaplan, 2013, 
p. 44).  According to Toynbee and MacNeill, climate also played a factor in that the harsh, cold, and wet 
climate of much of Europe created a difficult environment which inspired a greater motivation towards 
civilization (Kaplan, 2013, p. 44).  Mackinder claimed that even with its geographic advantages, 
European civilization developed in subordination to Asian history due to its struggles against the Asiatic 
invasions from the east (Mackinder, 1904, p. 423).  China too has several geographic advantages that 
helped its civilization develop in relative isolation in the Yellow River valley, specifically the high 
mountain ranges, inhospitable desserts, and even the great distance from other early civilizations (Kaplan, 
2013, pp. 41-42).  The region of the Fertile Crescent along the Tigris-Euphrates river valley provided the 
irrigation water for Mesopotamia, though the fact that it was in the crossroads of human migration and not 
shielded from it led to a long history of warfare breaking up the region or harsh tyranny holding it 
together (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 39-40). 

Despite the focus on the “world-island” and how terrain influences the formation and interactions of its 
many civilizations, geography also dictates how nations interact by sea.  The usage of maritime power is 
one means for a nation to accumulate wealth, thanks to the fact that it is cheaper and easier to travel by 
sea than by land (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 105-106).  This same advantage of access to the sea is not only a 
determining factor in a state’s economic power, but also its military power as well due to the fact that 
control of the sea allows a nation to move its forces over greater expanses or prevent its enemies from 
doing so (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 106-107).  A nation need not even have a large fleet when an understanding 
of geography allows for a smaller fleet to police choke points or even seize coastal bases (Kaplan, 2013, 
p. 111).  Thus, an acute understanding of geography (and perhaps political power in the form of a 
coalition) enables an expeditionary force to project military power and protect economic power. 

When it comes to military operations or national security, geography determines both the pace and the 
method of fighting (Kaplan, 2013, p. 34).  Geographic conditions determined that Russia would be a land 
power that expanded across the steppes while Portugal, the Netherlands, and Britain expanded their 
empires by sea (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 66-67).  Equally important is the fact that small to medium-sized 
countries such as Israel, Greece, and the UK cannot withstand the same level of bombardment as a larger, 
continental-sized country such as the US or Russia (Kaplan, 2013, p. 34).  Yet even though the world 
seems to become smaller with the increasing range of military weaponry, geography will still dictate how 
those weapons will be employed just as it allows small groups of irregulars to exploit terrain features 
(Kaplan, 2013, pp. 125-126). 

While it is true that technology enabled a level of interconnectedness that is often labeled “globalization”, 
geography has not been overcome.  The forces of mass communication and economic integration have 
weakened the power of some states, especially those with artificially conceived borders that do not 
correspond to geographic realities (Kaplan, 2013, p. 35).  While frontier regions may disappear, the rate at 
which human population and electronic interaction increase create less room for militaries and states to 
hide and yet civilizations continue to interact with one another (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 46-47).  This allows for 
the rebirth of local identities or global movements that correspond to fractious geography at the expense 
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of national borders (Kaplan, 2013, p. 35).  This increase in contact between various peoples creates a 
greater likelihood of either political conflict or cooperation (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 101-102).  In an age with 
no remaining space for empires to expand, social eruptions in one part of the world will reach far parts of 
the globe and cause wars to be played out on a worldwide scale, leveling weaker political and economic 
elements (Kaplan, 2013, p. 63). 

In the past, the sparse population of the earth was able to form a buffer against military and technological 
advances (Kaplan, 2013, p. 115).  Developments in technology mixed with the finite size of the earth 
have now gradually condensed the distances on the map, thus increasing instability due to a lack of space 
(Kaplan, 2013, pp. 114-115).  This sense of claustrophobia will also be created by the drastic increase in 
the global population, which tends to be more pronounced in urban areas (Kaplan, 2013, p. 119).  The 
increasing populations of the world’s cities occur mostly in slum-like conditions, where a poor quality of 
life, a sense of anonymity within a crowd, and dissatisfaction with the government acts as a breeding 
ground for radical ideologies and democracy (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 120-121).  Constantly enraged crowds 
may form through technology such as social media, with the megacities of the World-Island being the 
ones most impacted by this crowd psychology (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 122-123).  Thus, while geography 
becomes less relevant in one sense due to the shrinking and cohesion of the map, it is this same 
interconnectedness that at the same time will spawn smaller divisions that are more greatly affected by 
geography (Kaplan, 2013, pp. 127-128). 

In response to these smaller divisions, Europe first began to rely on balance-of-power politics when 
medieval attempts at forming a universal empire collapsed and several states of somewhat equal strength 
emerged (Kissinger, 1994, p. 20).  Of course, this equilibrium also functioned due to the shared values of 
the European states at that time, which created a balance between power and justice on moral grounds 
(Kissinger, 1994, p. 79).  Russia has also had a historic role in the balance-of-power politics of Europe, 
though it never was emotionally a part of it as its leaders were focused on conquest and security 
(Kissinger, 1994, p. 24).  For much of the nineteenth century, the alliance between Russia and what 
slowly became a united Germany was quite stable.  Had this alliance not deteriorated in the face of public 
opinion and the growing imbalance caused by a stronger Germany, the First World War might not have 
occurred (Barnes, 2015, pp. 97-99). 

It was due to the strength of Russia in Eastern Europe and the combination of states in Western Europe 
that 19th century politicians creating the balance-of-power system believed that a strong Central Europe 
was essential for maintaining stability in Europe (Kissinger, 1994, p. 86).  Following the Second World 
War, the exact opposite position was taken as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the 
Warsaw Pact competed for influence in Central Europe (Kissinger, 1994, p. 86).  Through viewing the 
failures of the balance of power system in 1940, Stalin himself asserted that the European balance-of-
power politics had served to oppress the Soviet Union and that he intended to take all measures to prevent 
the reestablishment of that system (Kissinger, 1994, p. 359).  

It can be seen by former great powers’ attempts to achieve political balance that despite the evidence that 
geography, as well as history and culture, may influence future events, the motivation of humans is still 
crucial to determining the paths of world events (Kaplan, 2013, p. 36).  To rely solely on geography to 
explain history is to condemn the future to a sense of fate or determinism.  It is perhaps best to viewed 
geography, history, and culture as the parameters in which human will operates (Kaplan, 2013, p. 37).  
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The English historian Norman Davies believed that a combination of determinist, individualist, and 
random elements compose causality (Davies, 2005, p. viii).   

Though men ultimately control their destinies, geography continues to predict the broad outlines of 
history (Kaplan, 2013, p. 59).  In paraphrasing Mackinder: those who work in harmony with their 
environment inevitably succeed over those who strive against their environment (Kaplan, 2013, p. 69).  
Thus, to determine how Russia’s environment influenced its history and thus its foreign policy, it is best 
to review Russia’s geography. 

 

Russian Energy Sector 

Russia’s economy is dominated by the extraction and refinement of hydrocarbons (Mankoff, 2009, p. 33).  
The energy sector has been identified by the Russian government as the primary means for Russia to 
claim a leadership role in world affairs (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 12).  In order to protect the national interests of 
the central government, oil barons and regional governors have been sidelined while state control of the 
energy sector has been consolidated (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 12; Mankoff, 2009, p. 176).  This state control has 
made “pipeline diplomacy” a large factor in the projection of Russian power (Mankoff, 2009, p. 176).  
This central government has largely been controlled by a network of law enforcement and security service 
veterans who, in the process of marginalizing detractors from state supremacy, have created detrimental 
effects on civil society, business and property rights, and democracy (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 12). 

The state continues to be a major player in this industry, thus limiting the opportunities for private 
investors (Mankoff, 2009, p. 33).  The consolidation of state control over the energy sector has amassed 
power for the Kremlin to pursue its diplomatic ends through economic means (Mankoff, 2009, p. 35).  
Despite the Russian government’s ability to directly or indirectly control its oil companies, this ultimately 
has very little effect on world oil prices due to the aforementioned fact that oil is an internationally traded 
commodity (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 62). 

Russia’s energy sector is built around two commodities: oil and natural gas.  Oil is an internationally 
traded commodity, with thousands of brokers setting the price for oil in a cyclical pattern of high and low 
pricing (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 57).  Besides this cyclical pattern based on supply and demand of oil, the price 
of oil may also experience occasional shocks due to external factors such as the discovery of new oil 
deposits, wars, and political upheavals (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 58).  On these occasions, the supply gap is 
filled by other producers who may or may not be members of OPEC, or by Strategic Petroleum Reserves 
which states may maintain for their own domestic consumption (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 58).  It is due to this 
market structure where the producer and consumer are not directly linked that politics have less of an 
effect on oil pricing than the market economy (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 58).    

Natural gas is logistically difficult to deliver, which leaves 95% of its trade it reliant on pipelines 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 59).  For this reason, natural gas more costly to transport in that pipeline infrastructure 
must have a return on its investment (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 59).  The nature of this transportation also 
commits the consumer to purchase a fixed amount of gas regardless of their consumption (Sotiriou, 2015, 
p. 59).  This has given rise to three geographic markets for natural gas that either allows for consumers to 
be obliged to their supplier or shop for an alternative market, whether through competing pipelines, 
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Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG)  (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 59).  It is for these reasons that the natural gas market 
allows for a direct link between the producer and consumer in which both parties are sensitive and 
vulnerable to the actions of the other, and thus makes the pricing for the natural gas market susceptible to 
political interference (Sotiriou, 2015, pp. 59-60). 

With its economy focused on natural resources, Russia has placed itself in a controlling position over its 
major natural gas and oil companies since 2000 (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 61).  The oil sector is comprised of 
two major companies: LUKoil and Rosneft.  The Russian government has an 85% share in Rosneft, 
allowing it to directly control the company (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 61).  LUKoil on the other hand has been 
fully privatized since 2004, and is instead indirectly supervised and guided by the Russian government 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 61).  Many leading figures in the company, including its president, were previously 
involved in politics (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 61).  A third company, Yukos, was once the largest Russian oil 
company but was later dissolved as a result of its opposition to state directives (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 61). 

The government is able to indirectly control its oil business through various means other than political 
ties.  The oil companies rely on Transneft to transport oil, which happens to be a state-owned monopoly 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 61).  In the realm of legislation, the Subsoil Law of 1992 stipulated that the right of 
exploration and production of oil is granted by the federal and regional governments on a basis of 
invitation to sales by auction (Sotiriou, 2015, pp. 61-62). 

The natural gas sector in Russia consists almost entirely of the company Gazprom, which is a joint stock 
company created upon the collapse of the Soviet Union and the Soviet Ministry of Gas (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 
62).  As the once state-owned company was privatized over a 3 year period in the 1990’s, the Russian 
government reduced its ownership to 38% of shares (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 62).  This policy was changed in 
2005 to allow the Russian government to hold a controlling share in the company, which currently stands 
at just under 51% (Sotiriou, 2015, pp. 13, 62).  This desire for direct ownership in Gazprom is due to the 
fact that it is largely considered to be an instrument of Russian foreign policy and a guardian of Russian 
interests (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 13). 

Gazprom inherited most of its assets from the Soviet Ministry of Gas, which today gives it ownership of 
60% of total Russian natural gas reserves and the production of 94% of domestic natural gas production 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 62).  The company accounts for 8% of Russian GDP and 25% of state tax revenue 
(Sotiriou, 2015, p. 63).  With this influence in its domestic position and international position, Gazprom 
has sought to integrate vertically by acquiring mid- and downstream assets in both the former Soviet 
states and the EU (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 62). 

Taking advantage of high oil prices allowed Russia to reduce foreign debt and therefore foreign leverage 
over Russian foreign policy (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 5; Mankoff, 2009, p. 34).  Steady growth rates from the 
energy sector have helped to rebuild Russia’s great power status through economic means following the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and the subsequent economic decline of the 1990’s, leading the country to 
act more aggressively on the world stage and towards the former republics of the USSR (Sotiriou, 2015, 
p. 5; Barnes, 2015, p. 197). 

Since 2006, Russia has used its accumulated wealth to upgrade its decaying military (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
34).  However, there has been recognition that the country must not repeat the mistakes of the Soviet 



27 
 

Union and therefore not spend on military development at the expense of economic and social 
development (Mankoff, 2009, p. 35).  

In some ways, the growing focus on energy has come at the expense of neo-imperial policies in the states 
of Russia’s near abroad (Mankoff, 2009, p. 244).  With less threat of Islamic extremism in Central Asia, 
energy has become the focus of geopolitical competition in Central Asia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 280).  Russia 
has moved to establish secure the flow of oil and natural gas from the Caspian littoral states of Central 
Asia into Russian-controlled pipelines (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 277, 278).  With Russia’s eastern regions 
being rich in energy resources, it is no surprise that Russia competes for supremacy in the region in order 
to firmly control these resources and fuel its growth (Sotiriou, 2015, pp. 2-3). 

Russia’s concept of energy security is based on having guaranteed customers paying a guaranteed price, 
referred to as “security of demand” (Mankoff, 2009, p. 127).  While the US gets most of its imported 
energy from North America and the Middle East, the EU is heavily dependent on Russia for its energy 
supplies (Mankoff, 2009, p. 175).  There is hardly any aspect of EU-Russia relations which does not 
directly or indirectly take into account the natural gas trade (Högselius, 2013, p. 1).   

Western Europe first began importing Russian natural gas in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s, and the 
trade quickly developed into a foreign policy tool and the closest example of integration between Eastern 
and Eastern Europe during the Cold War (Högselius, 2013, pp. 3, 8).  With European energy supplies 
expected to decrease in the near future, the EU finds itself increasingly dependent on Russia for its energy 
supply (Högselius, 2013, p. 2).  European dependence on Russian energy supplies has meant that the EU 
has been far less critical of the country’s alleged human rights abuses and unusual use of the judiciary to 
eliminate critics of the Kremlin (Barnes, 2015, p. 197). 

The collapse of the Soviet Union increased the amount of transit states for energy, and made Ukraine the 
main transit state for gas heading to Western Europe (Högselius, 2013, pp. 203, 208).  Gazprom has sole 
ownership over its pipelines and has even successfully expanded into the Western Europe transit system, 
which it uses to restrict access by private producers and thus limit competition from Western European 
companies (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 14; Högselius, 2013, p. 210).  It has even acquired storage facilities in 
Western Europe and built new pipelines that bypass problematic transit states such as Ukraine in order to 
maintain its status as a dependable supplier to the European Union (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 15; Högselius, 
2013, p. 211). 

Unlike its dealings with Europe, Russia has disrupted its energy supplies to its near abroad on several 
occasions due to the failure of post-Soviet states to make their payments (Högselius, 2013, p. 223).  
Recently, Russia has raised gas prices for most of the states of the former Soviet Union to European 
pricing levels while retaining its lowest pricing for domestic gas consumption (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 15).  In 
this case, potential or actual disruptions of energy supplies to CIS states form a component of Russia’s 
foreign policy (Högselius, 2013, p. 223).  

The design of Russia’s energy pipelines and its efforts to subvert its neighbors are all designed to control 
its near-abroad (Kaplan, 2013, p. 79).  Both the scarcity and fixed nature of pipeline routes ensured that 
Russia could use energy prices as a lever to create political chaos amongst its neighbors while also 
generating revenue (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 36-37).  The Nord Stream and South Stream pipeline projects are 
designed to reroute energy supplies direct to Western European nations, bypassing states in the near 



28 
 

abroad such as Poland and the Baltic States (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 178-179; Schmid, et al., 2006; Nord 
Stream, 2016; South Stream Transport B.V., 2016).  Thus, Russia now sees controlling energy supplies as 
more useful than controlling unreliable satellite states (Mankoff, 2009, p. 37).  Russia has even sought to 
acquire downstream assets within Europe in order to strengthen its energy security (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
37).  However, the creation of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline and the Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum gas 
pipeline that have both been actively supported by the US and EU now threatens Russian energy 
dominance in Europe (Mankoff, 2009, p. 177). 

Some analysts, while admitting that there are political considerations to the energy trade between Russia 
and Europe, contend that economic factors have always been more important than the exaggerated 
political factors (Högselius, 2013, p. 7).  Despite the fact that it could cut off energy supplies to Europe, 
Russia has few incentives to do so due to the fact that the European Union is a premium market that 
Russian is dependent upon (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 16).  Russia has in fact acknowledged that it is depended on 
the EU as an energy customer, though it has also begun seeking new customers in Asia (Mankoff, 2009, 
pp. 175-176).   

While there is no objective evidence that Russia may use its energy trade as a “weapon”, the fact that both 
the west and Russia view European dependence on Russian energy as a weapon means that the mere 
perception of such a threat actually manages to influence policy (Högselius, 2013, p. 221).  At no point 
during the Soviet era did the Soviet Union interrupt gas supplies for political reasons, as at that point the 
imported volumes constituted an insignificant amount of European energy consumption (Högselius, 2013, 
p. 221).  Today, Russia relies on its natural gas market to boost its own national pride and international 
prestige as being a global leader in gas exports (Högselius, 2013, p. 223).  It also uses revenues from 
energy exports to balance its own state budget and maintain international independence by reducing 
Russia’s debts to the west (Högselius, 2013, p. 223). 

Russia has recently recognized that trade and economic ties with Asia, particularly China, not only 
provide an alternative to Europe but also assist the country in developing its eastern regions (Sotiriou, 
2015, pp. 18, 24).  This course of action is also inevitable due to the NATO and EU expansion that 
constrains Russia efforts to the west, while to its east China and much of Asia have growing demands for 
imported oil and natural gas (Sotiriou, 2015, pp. 19, 23).  In 2014, Russia strengthened its relations with 
China by signing a $4 billion energy deal (Barnes, 2015, p. 179).  Despite growing volumes of trade, 
Russian analysts worry that exporting primary commodities to China and importing finished products in 
return might lock Russia into a sort of neocolonial dependence on China (Mankoff, 2009, p. 195). 

Russia is very much aware of the inherent risks of being overly reliant on its natural resources for budget 
strategies on issues such as debt repayment, which is why it been seeking to modernize and diversify its 
energy sector along the lines of western standards (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 69).  Yet despite this process of 
modernization, there remains a high level of interdependence between the energy sector and the 
government, which limits the amount of autonomy Russia’s oil and natural gas companies have in their 
decision making processes (Sotiriou, 2015, p. 69). 
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Hypothesis/Research Methodology 

The hypothesis for this research project is that the Russian Federation’s strategic planning within the last 
decade has been based on geopolitics more so than energy politics.  These can be described as the 
combined history and geography of Russian and its neighbors for the former, and the protection of 
Russia’s economic interests and manipulation of its neighbors through control of natural resources for the 
latter.  These two motivating factors for strategic planning were chosen based on the fact that they are 
widely viewed as the two most discussed aspects of Russian politics.  The hypothesis was determined 
based on the assumption that energy politics is a function of Russia’s foreign policy, while geography and 
history are determining factors. 

The data chosen to test this hypothesis draws from accounts of Russian actions and statements during the 
2008 conflict with Georgia and the 2014 conflict with Ukraine.  This collected data will be analyzed 
against the literature review on foreign policy and geopolitical theory and Russian geopolitics and energy 
politics to determine which what the motivating factors were for both crises.  This will allow political and 
military analysts to understand what exactly drives Russian strategic planning; not necessarily for the 
purpose of defeating Russia, but also for the purpose of understanding how to compromise and cooperate 
with another world power. 

This research project will utilize secondary qualitative research through the use of secondary data sources.  
This will be due to the sensitive nature of this information, and thus the probable inability for the author 
to access strategic planning materials or classified intelligence from the Russian Federation.  This is also 
due to the fact that, as one of the major world powers, there should be a vast collection of secondary data 
sources available on Russian strategic planning and the Russian energy sector.  The collection and 
analysis for this research project has been designed with the assumption that there are no previous works. 

 

Data/Empirics 

Conflict in Georgia 

The 2008 conflict in Georgia centered around two regions in the country’s northern border with Russia 
which had been de facto separated since the collapse of the Soviet Union.  Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
both witnessed wars in the early 1990’s as they attempted to breakaway from Georgia as it left the Soviet 
Union by seeking protection from Russia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 258; Kalb, 2015, p. 229).  While hundreds 
of thousands of ethnic Georgian refugees fled to Georgia, Russia sent peacekeepers to both territories to 
keep both sides from fighting (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 258-259).  Russia used its presence in the breakaway 
regions as a peacekeeping force to steadily integrate both territories economically and politically with 
itself (Mankoff, 2009, p. 259).  These breakaway regions were merely bargaining chips that the Kremlin 
could use in trade for a more compliant Georgia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 260).  Both South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia have large numbers of coethnics living across the border in the North Ossetia and Adygea 
provinces of Russia, which implied that destabilization on the Georgian side of the border would create 
serious implications for Russian security (Mankoff, 2009, p. 258). 

A third region within Georgia was frozen in a post-soviet state of quasi-independence, though found a 
resolution.  In 2004, a Georgian region called Adjara, run by a corrupt strongman, gave an indication as to 
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the Georgian approach to frozen conflicts when the Georgian military moved rapidly and decisively to 
restore Georgian rule over the region (Mankoff, 2009, p. 261).  Moscow’s reaction was late and relatively 
ineffective, though it learned how intent Georgia was to regain control of their breakaway regions 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 261). 

As Georgian leadership became more bellicose in establishing competing centers of power for both 
regions, Russia claimed that Georgia was trying to provoke a Russian attack in order to gain western 
sympathy and accelerate the process of NATO integration (Mankoff, 2009, p. 262).  The Russian 
response was to suspend transportation links between the two countries, ban imports of wine and mineral 
water, stopped issuing visas to Russian citizens, and deported around 700 ethnic Georgians (Mankoff, 
2009, p. 262).  Along with aggressive rhetoric, Russia’s disproportionate response to Georgia was 
intended to intimidate Georgia into not pursuing its goals of western integration and belligerence towards 
Russia, although the move ultimately failed as it merely fed western perceptions of Russia becoming 
increasingly dangerous (Mankoff, 2009, p. 263). 

By 2006, Georgian President Mikhail Saakashvili declared that the two frozen conflicts in the breakaway 
regions were in fact an active annexation of Georgian territory (Mankoff, 2009, p. 260).  Russia withdrew 
the last of its troops from Georgia proper, though increased the number of troops stationed in the 
breakaway regions as peacekeepers (Mankoff, 2009, p. 263).  Leading up to the conflict, both sides 
exchanged fire in South Ossetia and saw casualties, though both the Russians and the Georgians denied 
any wrongdoing (The Economist, 2008a).  These events unfortunately derailed a German initiative to 
solve the crisis in Abkhazia (The Economist, 2008a). 

On August 7th, 2008, Georgia invaded South Ossetia to seize its capital (Tskhinvali) and other 
infrastructure controlled by the separatist regime (Mankoff, 2009, p. 263).  Russia used this as the 
impetus to send forces already massed on the its own side of the border into South Ossetia through the 
Roki Tunnel while the Russian Air Force carried out strikes on targets in South Ossetia and Georgia 
proper (Mankoff, 2009, p. 263; Kalb, 2015, p. 229).  After driving the ethnic Georgians out of South 
Ossetia, Russian forces continued into Georgia to take the town of Gori and blockade the port of Poti 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 264).  The Russians continued to systematically destroy Georgian military assets and 
other infrastructure, even up to several weeks past a French-brokered ceasefire (Mankoff, 2009, p. 264).  
Local militias followed behind the Russian military to loot and drive out ethnic Russians (Mankoff, 2009, 
p. 264; The Economist, 2008b).  After effectively weakening the Georgian military, the Russian 
government recognized both Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states (Mankoff, 2009, p. 264).  

Despite widespread condemnation by the rest of the world and several measures of punishment, the 
Russian government had achieved what it had set out to do and had correctly gambled on NATO and the 
US not intervening in the conflict (Mankoff, 2009, p. 264; Kalb, 2015, p. 229).  The Kremlin justified its 
invasion in Georgia based on it the fact that both Abkhazians and South Ossetians had been given Russian 
passports, and were therefore Russian citizens in need of protection (Mankoff, 2009, pp. 31, 259; The 
Economist, 2008c).  It also attempted to draw justification for its actions by drawing comparisons to the 
NATO bombing of Belgrade, Serbia and recognition of Kosovo’s independence, though these claims 
have found very little support outside Russia (The Economist, 2008c).  It even charged the Georgians 
with ethnic cleansing against the Ossetian population (Mankoff, 2009, p. 263).   
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Georgia’s ambition for joining NATO was one of the most critical reasons for Russia’s 2008 invasion 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 147; The Economist, 2008b).  Georgia had been the only CIS country to openly show 
interest in joining NATO (Mankoff, 2009, p. 256).  The US provided upwards of $13 million in aid to 
Georgia in 2004 towards military salaries and general financial assistance (Mankoff, 2009, p. 261).  In 
addition to NATO aspirations, Western support for the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline was viewed by 
Russia as inducements for Georgia to leave its sphere of influence (Mankoff, 2009, p. 257).   

In addition to punishing Georgia for its NATO aspirations, the Russian attack was intended to displace 
Saakashvili, who had been a bellicose irritant since coming into power with the 2004 Rose Revolution 
(The Economist, 2008b).  The Rose Revolution had inspired similar revolutions in other CIS states, such 
as Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan (Mankoff, 2009, p. 257; Mirovalev, 2015).  When conversations 
regarding Russia’s desire for Saakashvili’s departure were made public at a UN Security Council 
meeting, the Russians denied their desire for regime change and claimed that that was a western invention 
(The Economist, 2008b). 

Prior to the conflict, Russia made no calls for annexation or independence for the two territories as it 
would lose influence over Georgia as the only nation which could facilitate the return of its territories 
(The Economist, 2008a).  In resisting calls for annexing Abkhazia and South Ossetia, or even Georgia, 
Russia was not following its pattern of expansion as seen in Czechoslovakia in 1968, or even in Kazan in 
1552 (Mankoff, 2009, p. 296).  Instead, Russia’s intervention to maintain a sphere of influence had more 
similarity to US actions in Latin America or French actions in its former colonies (Mankoff, 2009, p. 
296). 

The 2008 war with Georgia was considered a low point in post-Cold War relations between the US and 
Russia (Mankoff, 2009, p. 104).  This was the first time since the collapse of the Soviet Union that Russia 
had invaded a sovereign nation’s territory (The Economist, 2008b).  By all accounts, it was a well-
scripted war that had resulted from a trap set by the Russians (The Economist, 2008b; 2008c).  However, 
the effectiveness of Russia’s invasion of Georgia demonstrated the revived operational capabilities of its 
military and the end of the strategic pause which had followed the collapse of the Soviet Union (Mankoff, 
2009, pp. 35, 264; Kalb, 2015, p. 230).  This war served as a warning to the rest of the world that Russia 
still deemed its interests supreme within its near abroad and would not allow those interests to be ignored 
(Mankoff, 2009, p. 264; Kalb, 2015, p. 230; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 73; The Economist, 2008c). 

 

Conflict in Ukraine 

For Russia, Ukraine is an essential component of its image as a Slavic empire (Kalb, 2015, p. 28).  Its 
history has been so intertwined with Russia’s since the first millennium that with a few minor exceptions 
it has only recently become an independent state following the collapse of the Soviet Union (Kalb, 2015, 
p. 28).  Until then, Ukraine and especially Crimea has been the site where thousands of Russians have 
died defending Russia in the 19th and 20th centuries, a homeport for the Russian Black Sea Fleet, and still 
home to a Russian majority (Kalb, 2015, p. 148).  Prior to these wars, Crimea had actually belonged to 
the Ottoman Empire (The Economist, 2014c).  The Russian view is very often that Ukraine isn’t really a 
nation and that the language from which it often derives its identity is little more than Russian corrupted 
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by Polish (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 1).  It was therefore a treasured piece of land where Russia would 
act to recapture its glory as a great power (Kalb, 2015, p. 148). 

“The Ukraine” was long known as a borderland filled with Kievan Rus frontiersmen and mercenary 
Cossacks alternating between lawlessness and Polish conquest, it eventually enjoyed short-lived 
independence before becoming a Soviet Republic (Kalb, 2015, pp. 43-45, 69).  Yet much of the territory 
of modern Ukraine was still split between an east that was supported by the Soviets and a west which had 
developed a fear of the Soviets through periods of integration with Romanians, Slovaks, and Poles (Kalb, 
2015, pp. 71-75).   Following the Second World War, land from Russia, Romania, Czechoslovakia, and 
Poland was added to Ukraine (Kalb, 2015, p. 117).  It wasn’t until 1991 that this modern form of Ukraine 
was finally able to achieve independence (Kalb, 2015, p. 117). 

Ukraine has never been considered by Russia to be an independent state deserving of national respect, but 
rather an extension of Russia (Kalb, 2015, p. 23).  During a nationally televised broadcast, Putin reminded 
viewers that the territories of Kharkov, Lugansk, Donetsk, Kherson, Nikolayev, and Odessa were not part 
of Ukraine in tsarist times but rather a region called Novorossiya (New Russia) that was given to Ukraine 
in the 1920’s by the Soviet government (Kalb, 2015, p. 145; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 8).  Strong 
sentiments for Slavic unity make it difficult for Russians to view Ukraine as an independent nation (Kalb, 
2015, p. 162).  The desire to have the second-largest economy in the former Soviet Union join Russia’s 
new Eurasian Economic Union to counterbalance the EU makes it equally crucial to keep Ukraine in 
Russia’s sphere of influence (Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 63, 75). 

Before the Orange Revolution of 2004, Ukraine had been content to balance between Russia and the west 
though it was seeking to reduce its dependence on Russian energy (Mankoff, 2009, p. 247; Menon & 
Rumer, 2015, p. 76).  The seeds of the crisis were planted in the Orange Revolution, which was followed 
by a lack of significant reform and the Ukrainian citizens’ disappointment in politics (Menon & Rumer, 
2015, pp. 53-54).  Continuing disappointment with corruption and delays in signing an association 
agreement with the European Union led to a second round of protests in Kiev in 2013 (Kalb, 2015, p. 
141).  While Ukrainian public opinion was once again split along east-west lines, Russia viewed the pro-
western sympathies of the protestors as evidence that this misguided state was being pulled into the 
NATO and western orbit to undo its historic ties to Russia (Kalb, 2015, p. 142). 

In response to escalating protests, Ukrainian President Yanukovych was called to Moscow for an 
unannounced meeting to discuss Ukraine and Russia’s strategic partnership and ultimately extend an offer 
from Russia to purchase $15 billion in Ukrainian government bonds and discount natural gas prices by 
30% (Kalb, 2015, p. 143; Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 77-78).  Despite further meetings, the protests 
escalated into violence by February of 2014, resulting in several deaths (Kalb, 2015, p. 151; Menon & 
Rumer, 2015, pp. 80-81).  When the ministers from Poland, Germany, and France facilitated a temporary 
agreement between the Ukrainian government and the protestors, the Russians refused to endorse it as 
they viewed it as “western arm-twisting” (Kalb, 2015, p. 152).  As Yanukovych escaped to the east, a 
coup overtook the government that left Russia even more suspicious of western meddling (Kalb, 2015, 
pp. 152-154).   

Deeming the new government unacceptable to Russian interests, the Russian government flew in flagless 
uniformed men to seize Crimea who were followed by actual Russian troops who were authorized by the 
Russian government to serve as peacekeepers until a normalization of the political situation (Kalb, 2015, 
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p. 159; Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 82-84; The Economist, 2014a; 2014b; Boot, 2016).  Though Russia at 
first denied it had sent in troops, it later revised its message to admit to a concern about threats to the 
Russian-speaking population of Russian historic territory even though no such threats appeared to exist 
(Kalb, 2015, p. 159; The Economist, 2014a).  In order to add legitimacy to Russia’s occupation of 
Ukraine, a referendum was held in which a majority of voters in Crimea apparently opted for annexation 
by Russia (Kalb, 2015, pp. 161-162; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 84; The Economist, 2014c). 

Crimea was largely dependent on southern and eastern Ukraine for supplies, which led Russia to seek 
control of those regions through pro-Russian insurgents (Kalb, 2015, p. 27).  In much the same fashion as 
Crimea, Russia began to prop up pro-Russian rallies and rebels in the Donbas region of Ukraine (Kalb, 
2015, p. 160; The Economist, 2014d).  Russian advisors worked alongside the separatists, and later 
Chechen mercenaries were sent in as it was thought that Chechen casualties would not cause a loss of 
support for the war amongst Russians (Kalb, 2015, pp. 165, 170).  Though this region was historically 
pro-Russian, there was an unexpectedly strong resistance from ethnic Ukrainians, Tatars, and others 
(Kalb, 2015, p. 160).  The loss of Crimea had stoked nationalist and pro-western sentiments in Ukraine 
(Kalb, 2015, p. 160). 

While Russia’s operations in Crimea appeared effortless, the conflict in the Donbas region became quite 
bloody.  As it became apparent that Russia was losing control of the rebel fighters, Russia adjusted its 
policy in opposition to the rebels’ call for a referendum on separating the Donbas region from Ukraine 
while not removing Russian troops from the region (Kalb, 2015, pp. 166-167).  Ceasefires were 
negotiated, but once Ukraine signed an association agreement with the EU and renewed a vigorous 
counterinsurgency campaign in the east, Russia responded with a major boost in supplies and advisors to 
the rebels in order to prevent a rebel retreat (Kalb, 2015, p. 171). 

Once Russia realized that it had lost the ability to force an obliging government in Kiev and that the 
occupation of Ukraine would be too costly, it sought to create a frozen conflict in southeastern Ukraine 
must as it did in Abkhazia and South Ossetia (Kalb, 2015, p. 160; Menon & Rumer, 2015, pp. 83-85; The 
Economist, 2014e; 2014a).  It never appeared to be Russia’s goal to undermine Ukraine’s statehood or 
reabsorb it into the Russian Federation.  It has thus far only sought to influence Ukrainian political 
decisions in ways which agree with Russian interests, by means of economic coercion or interference in 
Ukrainian domestic politics (Mankoff, 2009, p. 247; Kalb, 2015, p. 161; The Economist, 2014b).   

The 2014 crisis in Ukraine represents the most severe disruption in East-West relations since the end of 
the Cold War (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 157).  The annexation of Crimea was in clear violation of the 
Budapest agreement of 1994 which guaranteed the territorial integrity of Ukraine (The Economist, 2014b; 
2014a).  Separatism had popular support within Crimea due to the fact that it was Ukraine’s sole Russian-
majority province (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 2; The Economist, 2014c).  In the Donbas region, calls for 
federalization have attracted support though calls for independence or annexation by Russia have not 
(Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 2; The Economist, 2014d).   

Russia had long resented the expansion of NATO and the EU towards its former republics, viewing the 
move as an attempt by the US and its European allies to marginalize Russia (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 
71).  In Putin’s speech on March 18th, 2014, he declared that a western military alliance would not be 
allowed in Russia’s historic territory or backyard (Kalb, 2015, p. 25).  He also declared Russia’s duty to 
protect the millions of ethnic Russians living in the Ukraine and Crimea regardless of national boundaries, 
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while also proclaiming the common roots of modern Ukrainians and Russians from the ancient Rus 
(Kalb, 2015, p. 25).  Despite opposition from the west, Russia would no longer cave in as it had in the 
past and would now stand proud and defend its national interests according to Putin (Kalb, 2015, p. 26).   

By the following December, Putin’s tone had changed as he acknowledged that western sanctions were 
hurting the Russian economy and that Russia would be willing to negotiate with Ukraine, although it 
would still fearlessly defend its interests at home and abroad (Kalb, 2015, p. 206).  Putin realized that he 
could both negotiate with the current Kiev government and maintain a unified Ukraine, though despite 
rejecting his previous calls for autonomy he could merely continue to supply the rebels in order to 
maintain influence over both sides of the civil war (Kalb, 2015, p. 208).  At the end of negotiations in 
Minsk in February of 2015, Russia found itself in an enviable position as the rebels it backed had gained 
undisputed control of Donetsk and Luhansk provinces, the Ukrainian government was suffering from 
economic and military setbacks, and western leaders had realized that he was the key to any resolution of 
the crisis in Ukraine (Kalb, 2015, p. 211). 

Taking Crimea involved both domestic and diplomatic considerations.  On the domestic side, it would 
solidify Putin’s powerbase by rekindling national pride, it would sidetrack the Russian citizenry from the 
need for economic reform, and it would send a strong message to Ukraine to not cross Russia (Kalb, 
2015, p. 149; Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 87).  The patriotic surge following the annexation of Ukraine has 
boosted the popularity of the Russian government and made citizens less concerned with economic 
sanctions or international isolationism (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 88).  On the diplomatic side, it would 
guarantee Russian control of its naval base and fleet, and fulfil Russia’s century old goal of securing a 
warm water port (Kalb, 2015, p. 149).   

Despite the fact that the Russian military could easily concur all of Ukraine, it has found that controlling a 
corner of the economically and politically wounded country Russia can still influence Ukraine without 
taking on excessive risks (Kalb, 2015, p. 232).  The outright annexation of Crimea means that it no longer 
serves as a means of projecting Russian influence into Ukraine (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 86).  This 
annexation only served to eliminate a source of leverage and further erode the relationship between 
Ukraine and Russia (Menon & Rumer, 2015, p. 84). 

Russia believes that the sanctions emplaced by the US following the invasion of Ukraine are specifically 
targeted at forcing a regime change within the Kremlin by destroying the economy and inciting public 
protests, referencing Obama’s listing of Putin specifically as a threat for confirmation of this theory 
(Kalb, 2015, p. 196).  Living in constant fear that people within the Russian government intend to 
undermine the state, the Kremlin has stimulated nationalism within Russia by labeling political opponents 
as traitors in order to maintain a strong state (Kalb, 2015, p. 196).  This leaves the Kremlin absorbed with 
perpetuating its own power through operating as a sort of kleptocracy where a small group of ex-KGB 
businessmen control the state (Kalb, 2015, p. 198). 

 

Analysis/Findings 

Based upon the overview of geopolitics, one can surmise that geography is certainly a major determinant 
of a nation’s foreign policy.  In the case of Russia, geography has most certainly influenced the character 
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of the Russian state.  In a domestic sense, Russia’s harsh environment in the form of steppe, taiga, and 
tundra has led to it form as a nation of frontiersmen willing to make sacrifices.  The vastness of this 
geography has spread these people far from any point of central control, which is why Russia has had to 
rely on autocratic rule to hold the state together.  In periods of weakness, Russia has seen its empire 
disintegrate, with states claiming independence and the leadership succumbing to mobs or revolutionaries.  
While there are many layers or influences in regards to Russia, this geographic influence has helped the 
Russian nation to develop a tendency towards harsh rule and personal sacrifice. 

In an international sense, Russia’s long history of being concurred by other nations has certainly led to its 
neorealist view of foreign policy.  Because its geographic position in the “heartland” of the “world 
island”, Russia has spent its entire history surrounded by hostile powers in the “rimland”; be it Tatars or 
Mongols to the east and south, or Swedes, Poles, French, and Germans to its west.  There is little reason 
for Russia to view the world differently today as it sees an expanding western military alliance in the form 
of NATO to its west, Islamic extremism to its south, and a modern and resurgent China which is 
surpassing Russian power in the east.  Therefore, Russian geography has imbued the nation with a sense 
of insecurity in which it is reliant on its inherent character of harsh rule and sacrifice for survival in the 
world. 

Russia’s geography has therefore led to a mindset of expand or perish.  In one sense, this is due to the 
original landlocked state of the Russian people and the need to gain access to bodies of water in order to 
interact with other world powers.  Russia has long survived by expanding to coasts for purposes of trade 
and economics, though it has also expanded to gain resources.  Russian expansionism can also be traced 
to a need to concur or control the hostile forces at its borders.  Like many a military strategist will admit, 
the best defense is a good offense. 

Russia’s inherent insecurity and neorealist approach to foreign policy make it no surprise that Russia 
deems great power status as crucial to its survival.  As previously mentioned, in order for Russia to secure 
that great power status it must be able to express its power militarily, diplomatically, or economically.  
Unfortunately, as previously discussed, Russia is emerging from a period of weakness which has given it 
the mindset that a status as a great power will cause of its survival, as opposed to the idea that securing its 
survival will cause Russia to be a great power. 

Russia has always been primarily focused towards the west, which began with its origins as a Christian 
nation on the western edge of the “heartland” and continued through the Cold War where it was engaged 
in a bipolar struggle with the west.  In recognition of today’s international landscape, Russia is now 
putting aside its historic fears of the east to embrace its role as a Eurasian power as opposed to a European 
power.  This not only opens up new markets to increase Russia’s economic power, but gives the potential 
to form new friendships with nations to increase its diplomatic power.  Russia already does this through 
some supporting votes from China at the UN, though both countries still ultimately put their own national 
interests above any sort of alliance. 

Russia’s status as an energy supplier is most certainly of strategic interest to the country and a major 
factor in its foreign policy.  While Russia does view its energy sector as a means for being a world power, 
this still belies the fact that Russia’s goal is to be a great power.  A strong energy sector would merely be 
the economic expression of power, giving Russia the ability to have diplomatic leverage over other 
nations and fund and upgrade its military.   
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It is true that competing pipelines sponsored by the west might compete with Russian dominance in 
supplying Europe with energy (specifically natural gas), which would diminish Russia’s economic power 
and thus its great power status.  To use its military power to destroy those pipelines would harm Russia’s 
diplomatic power, as it would be clearly viewed as a belligerent nation rather than be considered a great 
power amongst equals and lesser nations.  Rather, Russia uses its leverage over other nations to 
marginalize the effectiveness or support for alternative energy supply routes.  The nations in Russia’s near 
abroad understand that despite partnerships with the west they will always be more influenced by Russia, 
and this is due to Russia’s geographic position. 

The reason this paper takes the stance that geopolitics is the driving force behind Russian strategic 
planning is due to the fact that geopolitics has been identified as the driving force for Russian foreign 
policy, whether it results in holding leverage over a nation or outright expansion.  This leverage allows 
Russia to express its power diplomatically; much like its armed forces express its military power and it 
energy sector expresses its economic power.  These expressions of power may originate from weak 
foundations, but as the two cases studies in the data section of this paper confirm, perception appears to 
be more important than reality. 

Both Georgia and Ukraine have quite different historic relationships with Russia.  While Georgians (and 
the Abkhaz and Ossetians in their breakaway regions) are a different ethnicity that was only incorporated 
into the Russian empire at the very end of the 18th century, Ukrainian are fellow Slavs with, unlike other 
Slavs such as Slovenians or Poles, share a common political origin from the first millennium.  While 
Russian nationalism may be utilized in an effort to mobilize popular support for its endeavors in both 
countries, the differing histories and ethnic composition of both countries imply that nationalism would 
not be consistently applied to both conflicts, and thus not necessarily the main motivating factor for 
involvement. 

Georgia’s breakaway regions are content to keep Russian forces in their territories to maintain 
independence, while Ukraine’s Donbas region (rather than the unique case of Crimea) is content with 
Russian support, though does not want to be integrated into Russia.  In the case of Georgia and the BTC 
pipeline, attempts to circumvent Russian energy dominance do harm to Russia’s economic power.  
Ukraine may not be able to circumvent Russian pipelines, but instability or an unfriendly government 
could disrupt Russia’s ability to supply Europe. 

Despite these differences, both conflicts share common origins.  Both countries were viewed by Russia as 
attempting to move out of the Russia sphere of influence and firmly into the western sphere of influence.  
Aspirations for joining NATO would imply that a western military alliance would be directly at Russia’s 
border, which does not bode well for a country which has sought to keep hostile forces at bay by annexing 
or influencing territories around its borders throughout its history.  This would drastically reduce Russia’s 
military power, and thus its great power status. 

Similarly to Ukraine and Georgia’s moves towards NATO are its moves towards the EU.  The potential of 
choosing the European Union’s economic community over Russia’s Eurasian economic community 
threatens Russia’s economic power as well as its diplomatic power in the form of maintaining leverage 
over the nations in its near abroad.  By creating and maintaining frozen conflicts in the nations of its near 
abroad, Russia is able to place itself in a position where these nations may only resolve their conflicts if 
they comply with Russian demands and receive its support.  Unlike Crimea, through supporting the 
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Ukraine and Georgia’s breakaway regions Russia is able to increase or decrease stability within those 
nations based on their compliance to Russian interests.  Similarly, Russia achieves great power 
recognition when the rest of the world realizes that it accomplish nothing in these regions without Russian 
support. 

Therefore, because Russia is exploiting its geographic position to maintain a great power status, it is the 
position of this paper that geopolitics is what actually drives Russian strategic planning.  Though 
geography is not the sole deterministic factor upon a nation, it is a major factor in determining a nation’s 
history and current foreign policy.  While human will has certainly played a part in the conflicts in 
Georgia and Ukraine, a study of geography and how it has been a determining factor in Russia’s historic 
connection to both countries would certainly indicate that geopolitics was the driving force behind these 
conflicts. 

 

Conclusion 

By identifying the single most important factor behind Russian strategic planning, there are several 
implications for policy planners in other nations.  This would imply an insight into how Russia seeks to 
achieve military, diplomatic, and economic power as well as an understanding of the amount of autocracy 
and sacrifice the Russian nation is willing to endure to achieve that power.  This is not to disregard those 
policy makers or thinkers within Russia who favor a neoliberal-institutionalist approach to foreign policy, 
as that segment may one day prevail in assuming control of the Russian government.  But until then, this 
research may be of significant benefit for those determining foreign policy in the US and EU, not to 
mention those in China, India, and the Middle East.  Those nations in Russia’s near abroad may also 
benefit from this study, though they most likely already have an intimate understanding of these findings. 

Perhaps the most important implication from this study is that policymakers in other countries may not 
view Russia as an enemy, but rather an insecure nation requires assurances more than punishment.  
Russian foreign policy is focused on securing and maintaining its own great power status.  From the 
Russian point of view, it is surrounded by powers whose interests often conflict with its own.  Russia 
believes, correctly according neorealist thinking, that it must be a formidable threat to anyone who 
threatens its interests, which are designed to maintain its survival.  

Another implication is the realization that Russia does not seek an empire for the sake of having an 
empire.  It has often overstretched its influence and retracted back into a core, Russian state.  Despite 
these periodic retractions or strategic overreach, Russia still seeks to maintain influence wherever it is 
necessary to preserve its great power status.  Russia has even proven upon occasion to be cooperative 
with other powers when its interests overlap with their own, but also when it realizes it is in a weakened 
position.  This might imply that rather than weaken Russia to point of cooperation, nations might put 
more effort into finding common interests (though not at the expense of other nations’ values). 

This theory also poses implications not only for policy makers, but for the academic community as well.  
By testing the theory of geopolitics against current studies on energy politics, this paper has found that 
energy politics is merely a method of fulfilling geopolitical aims.  This may serve to alter current 
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academic studies of energy politics that have purely focused on the industry as the goal of economic and 
political leverage rather than the means. 

It is recommended that, based on the conduct of this study, future studies involve the use of primary 
resources to confirm the analysis made by other western authors regarding Russian foreign policy.  By 
accessing policy papers written by Russian officials, assumptions regarding Russian strategy may be 
confirmed.  This may only work, however, given that Russian foreign policy is not quite as unpredictable 
as other authors have suggested. 

Another possibility for future studies might be to compare the foreign policy opinions of political 
opposition against those of the Russian government.  This may even be extended to comparing Russian 
foreign policy from different eras.  The foreign policy opinions that are in agreement between these 
different groups and eras may determine which factors remain consistent in Russian foreign policy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Word Count: 21,402  



39 
 

Bibliography 
 

Barnes, I., 2015. Restless Empire: A Historical Atlas of Russia. Cambridge, MA: Historia Publishing Ltd. 

Boot, M., 2016. Under Russia's Shadow: The Baltic republics prepare for the worst. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.weeklystandard.com/under-russias-shadow/article/2002876 
[Accessed 18 June 2016]. 

Cooley, A., 2012. The New Great Game in Central Asia. Foreign Affairs, 7 August.  

Davies, N., 2005. God's Playground: A History of Poland, Volume 1: The Origins to 1795. Revised ed. 
New York: Columbia University Press. 

Högselius, P., 2013. Red Gas: Russia and the Origins of European Energy Dependence. New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 

Kalb, M., 2015. Imperial Gamble: Putin, Ukraine, and the New Cold War. Washington, DC: Brookings 
Institution Press. 

Kaplan, R. D., 2013. The Revenge of Geography. Paperback ed. New York: Random House Trade 
Paperback. 

Kissinger, H., 1994. Diplomacy. New York: Simon & Schuster. 

Mackinder, H. J., 1904. The Geographical Pivot of History. The Geographic Journal, XXIII(4), pp. 421-
437. 

Mackinder, H. J., 1919. Democratic Ideals and Reality: Study in the Politics of Reconstruction. New 
York: Henry Holt and Company. 

Malashenko, A., 2013. The Fight for Influence: Russia in Central Asia. New York: Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace. 

Mankoff, J., 2009. Russian Foreign Policy: The Return of Great Power Politics. New York: Rowman & 
Littlefield Publishers, Inc.. 

Menon, R. & Rumer, E., 2015. Conflict in Ukraine: The Unwinding of the Post-Cold War Order. 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Mirovalev, M., 2015. Uzbekistan: 10 years after the Andijan massacre. Al Jazeera English, 12 May.  

Nord Stream, 2016. The Pipeline - Nord Stream AG. [Online]  
Available at: https://www.nord-stream.com/the-project/pipeline/ 
[Accessed 10 October 2016]. 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2016. NATO-Russia Council. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_50091.htm 
[Accessed 10 October 2016]. 



40 
 

Schmid, F., Proissl, W. & Dombey, D., 2006. US uneasy at Germany's pipeline deal with Russia. The 
Financial Times, 30 October.  

Shanghai Cooperation Organization, 2016. About SCO - SCO. [Online]  
Available at: http://rus.sectsco.org/about_sco/ 
[Accessed 10 October 2016]. 

Sharkov, D., 2016. Vladimir Putin seeks parliamentary backing over China pact. Newsweek, 29 
September .  

Sotiriou, S. A., 2015. Russian Energy Strategy in the European Union, the Former Soviet Union Region, 
and China. New York: Lexington Books. 

South Stream Transport B.V., 2016. The Project - South Stream Transport B.V.. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.south-stream-transport.com/project/ 
[Accessed 10 October 2016]. 

Spykman, N. J., 2008 [1942]. America's Strategy in World Politics: The United States and the Balance of 
Power. 2nd Paperback ed. New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers. 

The Economist, 2008a. Georgia's War Worries: Why Georgia does not want a war with South Ossetia. 
[Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/11893514/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2008b. A scripted war. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/11920992/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2008c. The war in Georgia: Russia resurgent. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/11920701/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2011. The Russia-Georgia war, three years on. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/21525670/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2014a. Russia and Ukraine: Edging closer to war. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/21598067/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2014b. Russia, Ukraine, and the West: How will the West read Putin's playbook?. 
[Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/blogs/easternapproaches/2014/03/russia-ukraine-and-west 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 



41 
 

The Economist, 2014c. Crimea votes to secede: Ukraine's amputation. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/blogs/easternapproaches/2014/03/crimea-votes-secede 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2014d. Ukraine's troubles: Into battle. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/21602289/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2014e. Ukraine and Russia: War by any other name. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/21606290/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2014f. War in Ukraine: A mounting toll. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/node/21607374/print 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

The Economist, 2014g. Ukraine's rebels: Bloodied but unbowed. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.economist.com/blogs/easternapproaches/2014/08/ukraines-rebels 
[Accessed 27 September 2016]. 

Tsygankov, A. P., 2016. Russia's Foreign Policy: Change and Continuity in National Identity. 4th ed. 
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Tuminez, A. S., 2000. Russian Nationalism Since 1856: Ideology and the Making of Foreign Policy. 
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.. 

U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2016. China. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.eia.gov/beta/international/country.cfm?iso=CHN 
[Accessed 10 October 2016]. 

U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2016. Russia. [Online]  
Available at: http://www.eia.gov/beta/international/country.cfm?iso=RUS 
[Accessed 10 October 2016]. 

 

 

 
 


	Bibliography

