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Ukraine 

Evolving Foreign Policy in a New State 

By JOHN A. ARMSTRONG 

Ukrainians have a long history, including a 

heroic age centering on the Zaporozhian 
Cossacks of the sixteenth and seventeenth cen 

turies. During World War I and World War II, 
modern Ukrainian nationalists made valiant 
efforts to attain independence. During both 

wars, however, unrelenting pressures from 

Berlin and Moscow destroyed the embryonic 
Ukrainian states.1 As a result, the world has per 
ceived Ukraine as an object throughout most of 
the twentieth century, rather than as a player in 
international relations. Even from that point of 

view, however, Ukraine indirectly played major 
roles in world events; Austria-Hungary, for 

example, hastened to sign the German-dictated 
Brest-Litovsk peace treaty to get deliveries of 
Ukrainian grain that were required to avert 
mass starvation in Vienna. 

It was not until 1991 that Ukraine attained 
the independence-quickly followed by gener 
al international recognition-that its nationalist 
leaders had sought for so long. The earlier 

struggles, however, served as an apprenticeship 

that, in some ways, helped Ukraine, in contrast 
with numerous new states, assume a significant 
role in the world order. 

Because Moscow wanted extra votes in the 
United Nations, Ukraine became a charter mem 
ber of the new world organization in 1945. Its 

delegations followed Soviet orders strictly, and 
few other diplomatic relations were established. 

Still, diplomats of Ukrainian origin did acquire 
some experience. More important, on gaining its 

independence, Ukraine immediately was able to 
assume its rightful role as a free general assem 

bly member, a factor that encouraged many 
other members to hasten diplomatic recognition. 

Apart from these formal considerations, the 
size and position of an independent Ukraine 
assures foreign attention. Apart from its area of 

603,700 square kilometers, Ukraine borders 
three former Soviet Republics (Russia, Belarus, 
and Moldova) and four other Eastern European 
countries (Hungary, Slovakia, Romania, and 

Poland), and its long Black Sea coast provides 
access to numerous other countries. In popula 

tion, its initial count of 52 million people had 
declined to 49,470,000 by 2000. However, the 

proportionate decline can be attributed mainly 
to the extremely low birth rate, which is about 
the same as Russia's.2 

As suggested previously, as an object of 
international relations Ukraine commonly was 

perceived as a "bread basket." Just before attain 

ing independence, Ukraine was credited with 
one-fourth of the USSR's wheat production, 
providing a substantial surplus above local con 

sumption. Some commentators (myself includ 

ed) speculated in 1991 that Ukraine could use its 

surplus grain for a triangular trade in which 
Russia (which rarely had a surplus) could re 

export Ukrainian foods to the oasis cultures of 
Central Asia and the Transcaucasus in exchange 
for cotton, gas, and petroleum, with such goods 
being used to pay Ukrainians.3 Unfortunately, 
the Ukrainian food surplus has been slow to 

materialize. In fact, by 1993, only nine million 
tons of wheat were available, although a good 
harvest the following year produced thirteen 
million tons. Consequently, a major irritant of 
Russian-Ukrainian relations-Ukrainian inabil 

ity to pay for energy imports-has remained, 

although Russia recently apparently agreed to a 

barter arrangement involving importing food. 
At the same time, Russian industrialists have 
been using the large Ukrainian debt to their 

country to make heavy investments that may 
enable them to control important sectors of the 
Ukrainian economy. Ukrainian energy produc 
tion, including a declining coal output, remains 
far below necessity. Favorable prospects for 

finding new petroleum resources off the 
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Crimean peninsula are delayed by the fact that 
the entire country possesses only a few drilling 
rigs for underwater exploration. Except for 

manganese, metallic mineral exploitation is 

very limited. Moreover, the machine-tool indus 

try, a potential source of foreign exchange, 
depends on natural gas pipelines, which often 
are interrupted. 

The weakness of independent Ukraine's eco 

nomic base is the major source of its foreign 
policy difficulties. If this weakness is not over 

come, it also could become domestically desta 

bilizing. Much foreign attention has been 
devoted to the fact that the population of 

Ukraine is far from constituting a homogeneous 
unit. Although nearly 80 percent of the popula 
tion identify themselves as Ukrainian, most 

speak the language of the largest minority, the 

Russians. A full assessment of this situation 
would far exceed the scope of this article. It suf 
fices to say that without the allegiance of the 

large majority that speaks a Russian-Ukrainian 
mixture known as surzhyk, Ukrainians would 
be a minority. The founders of independence in 

the late 1980s and early 1990s wisely resolved to 

make residence and civic loyalty, rather than 
ethnic or linguistic adherence, the criterion of 

citizenship.4 Nevertheless, recent enactments 

by purists concerned with the comparative rari 

ty of literary Ukrainian in common usage have 

pressed for privileging the use of Ukrainian, 
which essentially can only be attained by 

schooling the next generation. 
In the meantime, supporters of Ukrainian 

independence took several practical steps to 
build the mechanisms for guarding statehood. 
A Soviet general of mixed Russian and Ukrain 
ian descent (following the example of several 

high Tsarist officers who adhered to the fledg 
ling nationalist movement in 1918) traveled 

through the huge Soviet army garrisons in 
Ukraine to urge fellow officers to join the mili 

tary corps of the new state. General Kostiantin 
Morozov became the first minister of defense, 

introducing a new officer academy and, where 

feasible, recalling ethnic Ukrainian officers 

from other parts of the former Soviet Union to 

replace those stationed in Ukraine who chose 

Russian service. As a result, a coherent ground 
force became available to the new Kyiv (Russ 
ian: Kiev) authorities. Such rapid development 

was impossible in naval and aerial arms. 

Numerous warplanes and part of the Black Sea 

fleet initially allotted to Ukraine were bartered 
to Russia. In recent years, as in Russia and 
some other republics, even the morale and 

cohesion of the new army has deteriorated 
because of unpaid salaries and poor facilities. 

Nevertheless, arms sales remain a major source 

of foreign exchange. At first, the interdepen 
dence of Russian and Ukrainian plants prevent 
ed most sales. By 1999, however, nearly three 
hundred T-180 UD (diesel) tanks ordered by 
Pakistan in 1996 had been shipped (on Pak 
istani vessels) by the Ukrainian state-owned 

Malyshev plant.5 Such a contract with a dicta 

torship sporadically engaged in hostilities obvi 

ously entails complications. Having become 
free of nuclear arms and having accepted other 

military restrictions, the hard-pressed Ukrain 
ian economic directors evidently feel unable to 
renounce all sales to governments that various 
NATO members have supplied. 

In contrast to the Ukrainian nationalist move 
ments of World War I and World War II, the 

independent Ukraine of 1991-2004 has enjoyed 
the extraordinary advantage of being able to 
concentrate on a single geographical front where 

major threats might emerge. As suggested earli 

er, the German threat, although occasionally 
helpful as a counterbalance to Moscow's 
embrace during the first half of the twentieth 

century, made real independence impossible. 
Since 1945, such stifling pressure has been 
removed. Instead, a reunited, democratic Ger 

many has been (apart from international mone 

tary organizations) the principal source for the 

meager loans and investments that Ukraine has 
obtained from the West. Berlin and the Bonn 

government have provided military advice and 

assistance as well. Visitors are amazed at how 
rare knowledge of German is even in western 

Ukraine, in contrast to the situation as recently 
as the late 1950s, when it was the principal West 
ern language taught. Still, cultural influences are 

noticeable. 

Whereas the nature of German regimes dur 

ing the late nineteenth century and nearly half 
of the twentieth century led the Germans to 
take advantage of Ukrainian weakness, the 
Poles sought, mainly between the World Wars, 
to dominate and assimilate large numbers of 

Ukrainians. Indeed, from 1919 to 1939, Poland 
included a Polish core constituting a slight 

majority, plus a periphery of other nationalities 

containing large Polish enclaves. Smaller terri 
tories with Ukrainian majorities similarly were 
dominated by the "state nations" of Romani 

ans, Hungarians, and even Czechs. By the 

1990s, these awkward mixtures had been virtu 

ally eliminated. The Moscow regime carried 
out a sweeping exchange of Ukrainian and 
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Polish populations in 1945. As a result, moder 
ate Polish and Ukrainian emigre organizations 
established harmonious relations that have 
been prolonged since the Soviet dissolution to 

accept the existing frontiers. Small Slovak and 

Hungarian minorities remain in Transcarpathi 
an Ukraine. The breakup of Czechoslovakia in 
the 1990s left only Slovakia as a weak neighbor 
on the southwest along with Hungary, which 

carefully renounced irredentist objectives. A 
more realistic problem is the increasing dis 
content of the local populations that Kyiv 
purists consider Ukrainian but who Tran 

scarpathian natives often term "Ruthenian."6 

This divisive question (affecting hundreds of 
thousands at most) has been aggravated by cul 
tural pressures from Lviv and might (if the lin 

guistic purism were heightened) even produce 
demands for secession. 

In contrast with Hungarian and Slovak 

acceptance of the territorial status quo, Roma 
nia occasionally has expressed concern for the 
Romanian minority in the Chernovtsy oblast of 

Ukraine, apparently hoping for a restoration of 
a united Bukovina under Bucharest rule. But 
the Romanian state, far too weak to intervene in 

Moldova, much less Ukraine, has formally 
accepted the pre-independence frontier.7 

In sum, independent Ukraine has little to fear 
from its East Central European neighbors (Hun 
gary, Slovakia, Romania, Moldova, and 

Poland). On the contrary, they constitute an 

indispensable link to the broader European 
world, organized in the European Community 
and NATO. Kyiv policymakers were wise 

enough to realize that the admission into NATO 
of the three most stable East Central states, for 

merly Soviet satellites-Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic-was not only unobjec 
tionable but actually advantageous for Ukraine. 

Although some might have longed for an even 
tual admission of their own country, Kyiv poli 
cymakers realistically perceived the chance as 

remote. Apart from possible Russian complica 
tions, Ukraine has been entirely unprepared for 
full participation in NATO, which entails great 
financial efforts to meet coordinated military 
standards. Meanwhile, the dispatch of small 
Ukrainian formations, along with larger Russ 
ian ones, to Balkan peace-keeping, as well as 
occasional participation in Black Sea maneu 
vers, has helped the Ukrainian military become 
used to working with western forces. As Russia 
and the United States drew closer together fol 

lowing the September 11, 2001, attacks on 
American cities, the EC admission of Ukraine 

without Russia undoubtedly is even more 
remote. With a nominal per capita gross domes 
tic product of $2,500, Ukraine is at only one 
fourth of the Polish level, and total foreign 
investment in Ukraine had reached only one 

third of Poland's in 1998 alone.8 In this respect, 
as in many others, Ukraine must undergo a long 
apprenticeship, but one that offers some 

prospect of independent attainment.9 

Consequently, perhaps like the patriotic Kyiv 
policymaker, we must turn from the western 
frontier to the northeast, where the potential for 

deadly threats to Ukrainian independence is 
real. The eastern frontier, like the southern, pri 

marily is a maritime connection to Asia, but in 

practice it is closely tied to the northern and 
eastern frontiers that, since the virtual union of 
Belarus and Russia, essentially are a matter of 
Russia. The question, then, is whether or not 
Moscow decision makers and Russians gener 

ally will accept independent Ukraine as a stable 
element of their international environment. 

Because the formal dissolution of the USSR 
occurred during Boris Yeltsin's initiative as 

president of the Russian Federation, as long as 
he remained president of the independent Russ 
ian Republic, it was difficult to disavow paral 
lel independence for Ukraine. Yeltsin clearly 

would have preferred a close alignment of for 
mer Soviet republics as members of the Con 
federation of Independent States. But Ukrain 
ian determination, under Leonid Kravchuk and 

following the complete severance of ties by the 
Baltic Republics, for a fully independent for 

eign policy thwarted this intention, which 

might have resulted in Moscow's domination. 

Obviously, the new president, Vladimir Putin, 

throughout his career a member of the most 

centralizing instrument of Soviet power, is not 
bound psychologically or morally to Yeltsin's 
decision. Nevertheless, power does alter per 

spectives in contradictory ways. In the mean 

time, one must try to penetrate Moscow policy 

makers' intentions by scrutinizing important 
secondary figures. 

In many respects, the most generous view of 

perspectives of Ukrainian independence came 
from Alexei Arbatov in Managing Conflict in 
the Former Soviet Union: Russian and Ameri 
can Perspectives (1997).1oIn the volume, co 
edited by Abram Chayes and obviously intend 
ed for Western consumption, Arbatov, the son 
of the former director of the Soviet Institute for 
the United States and Canada, makes as 
extreme concessions to Ukraine as one can 

expect from the Moscow elite. Arbatov writes: 
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Although Russia and Ukraine are close to each 

other economically, socially, and culturally, 
Russian-Ukrainian reintegration in a federation 

or confederation is quite unlikely in the fore 

seeable future.... The main thrust of Russian 

policy toward Ukraine should be for full-scale 
economic integration and the legal, social, and 

political relations needed to achieve it . . . 

[instead of recent Moscow arguments] that 

Ukraine is not viable as an independent state, 
and that its economic and social destabilization 

and disintegration are highly likely . . . 

designed to encourage this policy of active 
Russian intervention in Ukrainian affairs. (440) 

Economic and other ties between the United States 
and Russia, which could make relations stronger 
and more stable, remain underdeveloped. 

The burden of contributions by mid-level 

Russian officials to the volume unfortunately is 

less acceptable to Ukrainians than Arbatov's 

nuanced disavowal of aggressive intent. 

Although not uncompromising on the 

Crimean-Black Sea problems that directly 
affect Ukraine's domestic affairs, the commen 

tators thoroughly back Russian intervention in 

nearby Georgia (Abkhazia) and Moldova, 

directly on Ukraine's frontier (and hundreds of 

miles away from Russia), a circumstance that 

probably entails a violation of Ukrainian terri 

tory by volunteers going to the "Dnestr Repub 
lic." In 2001, the newly elected leftist govern 

ment of Moldova grew close to Moscow. 

Although Russo-Georgian relations very 

recently have become slightly less strained as 

Russia withdraws its military bases in Georgia, 
the issue of Chechen contacts over the Geor 

gian frontier can flare up at any time. Hence, 
Georgia and Azerbaijan, the two allies of 

Ukraine in the GUUAM (Georgia-Ukraine 
Uzbekistan-Azerbaijan-Moldova) alignment, 
are not fully reliable. 

Edward Ozhiganov, writing on the Crimean 

Republic in Arbatov's book, suggested that a. 

Russian-Ukrainian alliance might become the 

only way to avoid friction concerning the 
Russian majority in the Crimean oblast. As in 

other instances, he seems to envisage an inher 
ent right for Russia to intervene to aid the aspi 
rations of identified ethnic Russians in other 

republics, that is, a unilateral protectorate of 

fellow ethnics in the "near abroad," which 
Ukraine (as outlined earlier) hardly can 

accept. Other contributing authors express the 

protectorate theme in relation to Latvia, 

Moldova, Georgia, and Kazakhstan. For a state 

such as Ukraine, which strives to develop the 
sense of civic nationhood transcending ethnic 
adherence in the heterogeneous population, 
the potential for outside intervention is espe 

cially ominous. The potential for intervention 
not only stimulates excessive demands for ter 

ritorial autonomy but also becomes a justifica 
tion for instilling a sense of ethnic and linguis 
tic uniformity among the majority that 

formally identifies itself as Ukrainian. In other 

words, the principal threat (from Russia, for 

the time being) is the impediment that 

Moscow conflicting with Kyiv for the alle 

giance of the Russians in the Ukrainian popu 
lation poses to the consolidation of a definition 
of territorial citizenship. 

Unfortunately, several aspects of Russian 
Ukrainian bilateral relations exacerbate this 

threat. Ostensible violations of human rights of 

Russians in Ukraine are the most understand 

able. An article by the Moscow Kommersant 
on July 21, 2000, was titled "Russians in Lviv 

Treated Like Jews" because the Lviv city 
council had proscribed the public singing of 

Russian-language songs to be "of a low aes 

thetic standard" and had shut down Nashe 

Radio, a local Russian-language station." 

Organized Ukrainian busybodies reported such 

offenses and threatened Russians. However, a 

more serious rights violation in the opposite 
direction had occurred the previous spring.'2 

Two drunken Russians, a businessman and the 

son of a local Ministry of Internal Afairs 

(MVD) official, verbally abused a popular 
Lviv composer for singing Ukrainian songs 
and then beat him to death. His funeral became 
the vehicle for anti-Russian protests ("coloniz 
ers, get out of Ukraine"), including trashing 
cafds that presented Russian music. The 

Moscow account linked the failure of local 

authorities to prevent these ethnically inspired 
violations to Ukrainian officials' recent promo 
tion of their language. 

Des pite the Current Digest of the Post-Soviet 

Press staff's skill and diligence in researching 
stories in the Moscow press, it is difficult to tell 
how representative such incidents are of clashes 

between Ukrainian patriots and Russians living 
in West Ukraine. There is no doubt, however, 
that hard-line officials such as Mayor Yury 
Luzhkov of Moscow and high ecclesiastics in 
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the Russian Orthodox Church carried out strong 
television campaigns against Ukrainian gover 
nance in Crimea.13 However, media moves did 
not prevent the overwhelming ratification by the 
Russian Federation Supreme Council on Febru 

ary 17, 2000, of a treaty confirming the 1991 bor 
ders of Ukraine. Conversely, Ukrainians recall 

that, since 1938, there have been hardly any facil 
ities in Russia, especially education facilities, for 
use by the Ukrainian minority, which is half as 

large as the Russian minority in Ukraine. 

Another source of friction between Ukraine 
and Russia arose from disagreements about the 
division of the ex-Soviet armed forces. Ground 
forces mostly were divided according to the 

allegiance choices made by units and individu 

als, although the influence of strategically 
placed officers often was decisive. At the urging 
of the United States, Ukraine turned over its 
nuclear weapons to Russia for destruction. As 

previously indicated, Kyiv authorities bartered 

away many heavy bombers to Moscow without 
extreme reluctance. The naval situation was 

more complicated because it mixed up with the 
fate of the great Crimean naval base Sevastopol. 
In 1991, the Russian naval command simplified 

matters by quickly ordering the commanders to 

take the only two aircraft carriers via the Turk 
ish Straits to northern Russian ports. It 

undoubtedly was a prudent decision, because, 
as of 1998, the Black Sea fleet flagship, the 

large cruiser "Moskva," was still being refitted 
in the Ukrainian port of Nikolayev, with Russia 

footing the repair bill (an offset for Ukrainian 

debts). In the meantime, an even division of the 
Black Sea fleet between Russia and Ukraine 
was agreed to, but the latter transferred some of 
its vessels for additional debt abatement. 

Although some Russian officers assured the 

public that their Black Sea fleet could, if neces 

sary, use the second-class base of Novorossiisk 
in the Russian northwest Caucasus, they stren 

uously negotiated for the use of a portion of 

Sevastopol. Russian vessels had to pay custom 
duties for new equipment, which was not 
allowed to include nuclear ~weapons for fleet 
aircraft. As a result of disputes over Black Sea 
fleet divisions, the 1999 Russian fleet included 

only two of the eight cruisers available in 1991, 
a single operational submarine, and one 

squadron of aging SU-17 attack planes, in addi 
tion to small craft armed with missiles. The pro 
tracted bickering, accompanied by rust and 

general deterioration, had, by Russian accounts, 
reduced the Black Sea fleet to a position below 
the Turkish for the first time since the sequel to 

the Crimean War.14 Perhaps this was the most 

favorable outcome for Ukraine, whose fleet was 

still weaker, yet this inferior naval instrument 
was able to participate alternately in naval 
maneuvers with NATO and Russian forces. 

One is compelled to conclude that economic 
circumstances have, until now, far outweighed 
the irritants of rights violations and the difficul 
ties of dividing military forces. Because these 
circumstances were summarized in the 

appraisal of Ukrainian economic shortcomings 
at the beginning of this article, it is not neces 

sary to review them again. 
The fundamental problem is the shortage of 

energy sources in Ukraine as compared to the 
relative abundance of resources in Russia. As 

usual, however, the effects of the Ukrainian 

energy shortage are multiplied as it spreads 
throughout the economy; by making it difficult 
to produce salable export items, the crisis ren 

ders payment for petroleum and gas infeasible. 
The shortage even curbs efforts to expand agri 
culture products for the barter that Russia now 

accepts as debt repayment. Curbs on home 

heating and lighting depress work- force capa 

bility, hence the energy crisis continues. 
As Oleh M. Smolansky points out in his pio 

neering, though now somewhat dated, analysis, 
Ukraine's problem was aggravated by the ten 

dency of Turkmenistan, the only major gas sup 

plier in the early 1990s, to coordinate its prices 
with Moscow and enforce them with the period 
ic stoppage of deliveries.15 The apparent failure 
of Ukrainian contractors to complete a pipeline 
from Turkmenistan's gas fields to Pakistan led 
to reduced confidence in Ukrainian industry. 

Whereas some Iranian gas previously could be 
delivered via Turkmenistan for barter (such as 
Ukrainian-made electric power plants to mod 

ernize the Iranian steel industry), the joint price 
fixing, usually on a world price basis, tended to 
reduce such opportunities. Moscow also effec 

tively set a price for petroleum slightly below 
the world market, thus denying Ukraine enough 
to keep its refineries operating at capacity. 
Smolansky infers that the aim was to force 
Ukraine to join the Belarus-Russian customs 
union and then to gain control through the 

repayment of the Ukrainian debt of the entire 
Ukrainian petroleum complex before Ukraine 
could extend its drilling to cover a higher pro 
portion of its requirements, as in the 1980s.16 

In the meantime, Russia extended its own 
alternatives for delivering both gas and oil. 
Because its sole petroleum export terminal was 

Novorossiisk, a Baltic pipeline system terminat 
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ing in Ventapils (Latvia) was projected.7 
Moscow also planned to construct its own ter 

minal at Primorsk, on the Gulf of Finland, near 

the Finnish frontier. From both ports, Baltic 
tankers would supply the European market, but 

Moscow also was interested in a gas line, the 
"Blue Stream," directly across the bottom of the 
Black Sea to Turkey, which was financed by 
Dutch, French, Japanese, and Italian sources.18 

If these pipelines were completed, Russian 
and perhaps Turkmen-gas and oil no longer 
would need to pass through Ukraine, drastical 

ly limiting its already slight bargaining power. 
As early as December 1999, officials around 

President Kuchma feared that if Vladimir Putin 
succeeded Yeltsin as Russia's president, he 
would take advantage of the situation described 
to take a harder line toward Ukraine.19 Several 

years earlier, Kuchma had taken what outsiders 
considered a drastic step to diversify energy 

supplies. The new departure was an alignment 
with several states that had experienced Russ 

ian military intervention: Georgia, Azerbaijan, 
Moldova, and, considerably later, Uzbekistan. 

Originally under the acronym "GUAM," the 
new alignment was broadened to "GUUAM" 
when Uzbekistan joined in 1999. 

The adherence of Uzbekistan brought the 

third-largest former Soviet Republic-with a 

population of more than twenty million-to the 

alignment. With its flourishing oasis agriculture 
and dense rural population, Uzbekistan pro 
duced a large surplus of cotton for export along 
with various semitropical food crops, although 
it required imported grain. Its cities, old centers 
of Sunni Islamic culture, revived Islamic ties 
after the USSR dissolved. Its independent army 
(no Russian troops remained on Uzbekistan 

soil) was regarded as the most formidable in 
Central Asia, tried in battle against Afghan 
intruders. Uzbek leaders were disturbed, how 

ever, by the predominance of Russian influence 
in neighboring Tajikistan, whose population 

was closely related to the large Tajik minority in 

Uzbekistan (at least 10 percent) centering on 
Samarkand and its region. A major Russian 

army base was established in Tajikistan. Conse 

quently, Uzbek president Islam Karimov was 

eager to withdraw from the security pact with 

Russia, Belarus, and Armenia that originally 
was launched in his capital, Tashkent.20 

The four original GUAM alignment mem 
bers also were irritated by Russian policy, 
including the direct support of separatist ele 

ments, in addition to the questionable Ukrain 
ian cases noted earlier. Their generally ineffec 

tive resistance is easily demonstrated: Abk 
hazia remains practically detached from Geor 

gia; Azerbaijan has lost Nagorno-Karabagh and 
much more; and the "Dnestr Republic," 
although no longer explicitly hostile, is de facto 

independent of Moldova. These developments 
and their small size would seem to make the 
embrace by Kyiv of these three countries dubi 
ous. What Kuchma apparently had found, how 

ever, was an alternative route to the oil and gas 
that his country desperately needed. 

The source of those fuels almost certainly 
had to be the Caspian Basin. Kazakhstan, with 
the promising Tenghiz field in the northern part, 
apparently was unwilling to challenge Moscow 

by seeking a separate route for exporting its 

petroleum. As noted earlier, Turkmenistan, at 

the southern edge of the basin, at first also was 

content to enter a condominium of gas delivery 
with Russia. Years later, however, it disagreed 
with the Russian scheme for partitioning among 
the Caspian riparian states' sectors of the sea 

floor. The largest Caspian fields, apparently 
reinforced by new undersea discoveries, histor 

ically were in Azerbaijani coastal waters. Baku, 
however, was deeply distrustful of Moscow 
because of its intervention in the internal affairs 
of the republic and Moscow's switch to sup 

porting the Armenian invaders around 1991. 
Most important, Azerbaijan, although tradition 

ally Shi'ite, was much closer to modern Turkey 
than were the Central Asian republics. Heidar 

Aliyev, Azerbaijan's second president, by far 
had been the most prominent man of Muslim 

heritage in Brezhnev's USSR, rising to Polit 
buro status, yet his personal origins (after 1991, 
he replaced the Russified form with the Turkish 

original "Ali-oglu") were in the autonomous 

republic of Nakichevan. Completely detached 
from the body of Azerbaijan, the enclave 
between Iran and Armenia had been provided 
with a vestigial land connection to Turkey, 
which acquired a protectorate over the area 

through a treaty with Moscow after the latter 

secured a dominant role in the Transcaucasus 

during the civil war period. This precarious 
relationship undoubtedly preserved Ali-oglu's 
fief from an invasion by Armenia during the 

Nagorno-Karabagh conflict and probably 
strengthened his reliance on Turkey. 

After some overly ambitious feelers, Turkey 
renounced any revival of Pan-Turkic aspira 
tions, but its close ties to Baku could be used to 

strengthen Turkey, which lacked petroleum 
resources. The Azerbaijan connection also 

might make a Turkish alliance more valuable to 
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the United States, or at least to the prestigious 
American establishment leaders who appeared 
in Baku.22 

The crux of the matter was another pipeline. 
The Azeri interest was to avoid Russian control 

by building a separate line from Baku to the 
Black Sea via Georgia. From there, the oil 
could be transported by sea to refineries near 

Odesa, and gas, which was expected to be 
found in abundance in the new undersea fields, 
would be transported by pipeline directly to 

Ukraine from southern Georgia. 
Clearly, the arrangement would free Georgia 

from dependence on Russian oil while provid 
ing funds from transit rent and port facilities to 

pay for the Baku oil supply. Rather less 

assuredly, Ukraine could meet many of its 
needs from the arrangements. 

Ankara, however, had a bolder plan in mind. 

Although the Georgian pipeline indeed would 
be pushed to the Black Sea coast, near Batumi, 
a branch would proceed from the Georgian 
pipeline across the entire width of Turkey to the 
Mediterranean (Turkey had no access to Baku 

otherwise, except through Iran or Armenia, 

hardly friendly states). Ankara sharply rejected 
a tanker route through the Turkish Straits as 

both environmentally dangerous and strategi 
cally less secure. Hence, a new petroleum ter 

minal would be built at Ceyhan (pronounced 
"Jeykhan"), which was named for a river flow 

ing into the Gulf of Alexandretta, an arm of the 
Mediterranean.23 

Immediately before the outbreak of World 
War II, Turkey secured this land-locked gulf by 
demanding the southeastern shore, including 
the ancient city of Antioch, from the French 

mandate of Syria. Since the 1970s, Ankara has 
maintained an offshore protective base by 
establishing the generally unrecognized Turk 
inhabited state of northern Cyprus. Consequent 
ly, the Ceyhan pipeline will become part of a 

strategic complex designed to establish an out 
let not only unassailable from Russia but also 
difficult to blockade as long as Turkey, support 
ed by Israeli and U.S. air power, controls the 
eastern Mediterranean. Apparently, this 

arrangement fits in with U.S. strategic options 
in the area, as well as the pressures of oil com 

panies. But the latter-if Caspian resources turn 
out to be as large as optimistic expectations sug 
gest-will have access to a source rivalling the 
Arab-dominated Persian Gulf. Moreover, Wash 

ington repeatedly has rejected an alternative 

pipeline across Iran to the Persian Gulf; Ceyhan 
evidently is preferable. 

The Ceyhan plan has proceeded successfully 
so far. On November 18, 1999, the presidents 
of the United States, Turkey, Azerbaijan, and 

Georgia met in Istanbul to sign an agreement 
endorsing the Ceyhan route. President Clinton 
made a provisional guarantee that Western 

investors would provide four billion dollars for 
the project, as well as a gas pipeline from Baku 
to Europe via Georgia and Ukraine and a 

Trans-Caspian pipeline to bring Turkmen oil to 

Baku. Although National Security Adviser 
Samuel Berger assured commentators that the 

five-year effort to bring these projects to 

fruition was in no way directed against Russia, 
Moscow media saw it as an effort "to drive 

Russia out of all the former Soviet Republics," 
or at least the southern tier, with NATO replac 
ing Russia in Transcaucasia.24 

There are definite problems for Ukraine 
caused by the GUUAM alliance and its com 

plex ramifications. Each of the partners, as is 

typical in an alliance, brings baggage from dis 

putes and friction with neighbors that previ 
ously were disposed to the Kyiv government. 
Uzbekistan is hostile not only to Afghanistan 
(at least, under the Taliban) and Iran (extreme 
Shi'ites) but also to Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, 
and Kyrgyzstan, which have remained allies 
with Russia in Central Asian affairs. Georgia 
has bitter quarrels with the small Muslim 
nations of the North Caucasus and an uneasy 

relationship with Armenia. Apart from the 

"Dnepr Republic" dispute with Russia, Moldo 
va had an equally uneasy relation with Roma 
nia over attempts by the latter to secure a 

reunion. In addition to its unresolved war with 

Armenia, Azerbaijan, at one point, sought a 

union with Iranian Azerbaijan. In early 2002, 
Iranian military overflights of Azerbaijan led 

Turkey to threaten reprisals. Although obvious 
secularist Ali-Oglu was fundamentally 
opposed to the ayatollah regime in Tehran, his 
Turkish sponsor-the unofficial sponsor of the 
GUUAM alignment-not only opposes Tehran 
as the major adversary of secularism in the 
Islamic sphere but also has inherited animosi 
ties in the Balkans involving most heirs of the 

Yugoslav state, plus Bulgaria and, above all, 

Greece, which has sought an alignment of-all 
Orthodox states opposed to Turkey. 

Ukraine has acquired critics, if not hardened 

enemies, in many areas of Eastern Europe and 
the Middle East where it otherwise might have 
been treated with benevolent indifference. 

Such, of course, is the destiny of fairly large 
powers that enter into alliances with smaller 
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states. This is especially true in the multipolar 
world that exists after the dissolution of the 

USSR, where alignments of convenience have 

gradually emerged. A country as large as 

Ukraine, with few natural frontiers, scarcely 
can remain aloof, as Sweden and Switzerland 
have done during the world wars. Indeed, in the 
GUUAM alignment, Ukraine in many ways is 
more vulnerable than Turkey or Uzbekistan and 
is remote from formidable neighbors; hence, it 

may turn out that these powers (and the United 

States) may drop the connection if it poses seri 
ous costs, rather than joining Ukraine. 

A certain internal problem may arise due to 

the ostensible alignment of Ukraine against 
the putative Orthodox bloc of Russia, Arme 

nia, Greece, Serbia, and Cyprus. After all, 
Ukrainians by tradition are more than 80 per 
cent Orthodox, and, as indicated earlier, some 

Russians already have played that card. 
Unless carelessly handled, however, the Kuch 
ma leadership should be able to control this 

situation. 

By siding with the United States and Turkey, 
Kyiv in effect has defied Moscow on an issue 
that many articulate Russians consider crucial. 

From one point of view, such antagonism 
toward a great power, if not a superpower, 
appears rash for a country with a weak econo 

my and a heterogeneous population. But Kyiv 
clearly felt backed into a corner by the reluc 
tance of some Russians to fully accept 

Ukraine's status as an independent element of 
Russia's international environment. Combined 
with an energy policy that Moscow appeared to 

manipulate at numerous turns to keep Ukraine 
from achieving economic independence, it was 

nearly inevitable that the country's leaders 
would seek some combination of relationships 
that would offer the potential of energy inde 

pendence. If and when this is achieved during 
the next decade, closer collaboration with 

Moscow on an equal basis should be more, 
rather than less, likely, and one may hope that, 
as it enlists Putin's cooperation against interna 
tional violence, Washington will assist such a 

long-range outcome. In the meantime, students 

of international relations may consider that 

shifting alliances can have the advantage of 

avoiding the rigid alignments that did so much 
to escalate conflicts among lesser powers 
before 1914. 

The overriding importance of the fuel-energy 
problem is evident. If the Ceyhan-Georgian 

pipeline really brings oil gas at a reasonable 

price-or in return for Ukrainian construction 

assistance-to Ukraine, its greatest need will be 
satisfied for some time. Overall, the economic 
base of the country, especially agriculture, can 

be rebuilt, but the prospect embodies numerous 

uncertitudes, as does the complex international 
relations in which Ukraine has become 
involved. 

Clearly, Ukraine's international environment 
was altered at the beginning of the new millen 
nium. The election of a new U.S. president, 
George W. Bush, the replacement of Boris 
Yeltsin by Vladimir Putin in Russia, and the 
terrorist attacks on New York and Washington 
were bound to affect Ukrainian foreign policy, 
yet, years later, it is difficult to assess the 

impact on Kyiv. Although the domestic econo 

my has improved somewhat, Ukraine and Rus 
sia remain on the verge of third world levels. 

Steps to decrease dependence on Russia for 
fuel through negotiations with other petroleum 
rich countries, including building pipelines 
skirting Russian territory, continue but are 

incomplete. Measures to regain Ukraine's sta 

tus as the granary of Eastern Europe, by restor 

ing the dominance of private cultivation, have 
been announced, but they are uncertain and 

inescapably slow in effect. 

Politically, Putin has at least superficially 
eased criticisms of Ukraine's policies in the 
Crimea and other areas with many ethnic Rus 
sians. Moscow's policy toward some GUUAM 
allies remains unsatisfying. Georgia cannot 
recover Abkhasia, and the Caucasus frontier is 
threatened by Russian incursions ostensibly 

justified by Chechen guerrillas' refuge there, 
but U.S. assistance to improve Georgia's 

armed control of its territory has been tolerat 
ed by Moscow. Azerbaijan cannot make 

progress in regaining territory from Armenia, 
which Moscow continues to treat as a valuable 

military ally. In Moldova, the "Dnestr Repub 
lic" maintains de facto autonomy. Only Kari 

mov has heightened his country's security by 
making Uzbekistan the ally of the United 

States against the fanatic Taliban in 

Afghanistan; Russia has, perhaps reluctantly, 
accepted such cooperation (including a U.S. 

military presence, manifested by overflights of 

Uzbek territory) because Washington also has, 
in effect, ensured Russian protdgds in Central 

Asia against extremist threats. Obviously, 
Moscow does not regard subsequent U.S. 
moves in the Middle East with the same satis 
faction. Consequently, the precarious achieve 
ments of Kuchma's diplomacy almost certain 

ly persist. 
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NOTES 

1. John S. Reshetar, in The Ukrainian Revolution 

(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1952), 
provides an excellent account of the effort to estab 

lish a Ukrainian state during World War I. My 
Ukrainian Nationalism (New York: Columbia Uni 

versity Press, 1955, and subsequent editions) dis 
cusses similar efforts made during World War II. 
These and other general works on Russian history 
present analyses of Moscow's policy on Ukraine. My 
"Ukraine: Colony or Partner," in German-Ukrainian 

Relations in Historical Perspective, ed. Hans J. Torke 

(Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies 
Press, 1994), 187-99, provides an overview of 
Berlin's policy during both wars. 

2. See Current Digest of the Post-Soviet Press 

(hereafter CDPSP) for current details: 52 (30): 7-8 
(Nezavisimaya Gazeta, July 6,2000); CDPSP 52 (34): 
1-9 (Noviye Izvestiya, August 23, 2000). For Ukrain 
ian statistics, see CDPSP 52 (32): 16 (Izvestiya, 

August 10, 2000). The total Russian population has 
been maintained largely by the irnmigration of ethnic 
Russians from other republics; many Russians also 

have migrated to Ukraine from these republics, 
although proportionately fewer have done so. 

3. John A. Armstrong, "Independent Ukraine: 

Origins and Problems," Contemporary European 

History 3 (1994): 331-36, and sources cited within 
the article. 

4. See Roman Szporluk, "The Dilemmas of 

Nationhood," Harriman Review 5 (1996). 
5. CDPSP 51 (41): 22 (Vremya MN, October 15, 

1999). 
6. Oleksa Myshalnych, "Political Ruthenienism? 

A Ukrainian Problem," Ukrainian Quarterly 53, no. 3 

(Fall 1997): 234-43. 
7. Volodymyr Vasylenko, "Bilateral Relations 

between Ukraine and Romania: The Geopolitical 
Dimension," Ukrainian Quarterly 53, no. 3 (Fall 
1997): 221-33. 

8. New York Times (hereafter NYT), February 26, 
1999. 

9. See especially Stephen R. Burant, "Ukraine 

and East Central Europe," Harvard Ukrainian Stud 

ies (hereafter HUS) 20 (1996): 45-78. This special 
edition of HUS, titled "Ukraine in the World," edited 
by Lubomyr A. Hajda and published as a book in 
1998 by the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 

presents a reliable and exhaustive series of articles on 

Ukrainian foreign policy, which I can only hope to 
bring up to date in a few respects. 

10. See my review in Ukrainian Quarterly 54, 
nos. 1-2 (Spring-Summer 1998): 99-105. 

11. Condensed in CDPSP 52 (30): 18. 
12. CDPSP 52 (22): 18-19, excerpting Nezavisi 

maya Gazetza, June 1, 2000. 

13. CDPSP 51 (7): 16-18, based on Kommersant, 
February 18, 1999; Nezavisimaya Gazeta, February 
18, 1999; Moskovskiye Novosti, no. 7: February 

21-28, 1999. 

14. CDPSP 51 (29): 15 (Trud, July 23, 1999); 
CDPSP 51 (30): 23 (Rossiiskaya Gazeta, July 29, 
1999). 

15. Oleh M. Smolansky, "Ukraine and the Fuel 
Problem: Recent Developments," Ukrainian Quar 

terly 52, nos. 2-3 (1996): 144-47. 
16. Ibid., 155-60. _ 
17. CDPSP 51 (4): 26 (January 28, 1999). 
18. CDPSP 51 (47): 8 (Segodnya, January 24, 

1999). 
19. CDPSP 51 (52): 16 (Izvestiya, December 29, 

1999). 
20. CDPSP 51 (14): 20-21, condensing "Moscow 

Has Irrevocably Lost One of its Few Allies," 
(Izvestiya, April 9, 1999). 

21.1 have discussed the origins of GUAM at some 

length in "Independent Ukraine in the World Arena," 
Ukrainian Quarterly 54, nos. 1-2 (Spring-Summer 
1998): 5-15. I do not present all of the sources (of 
very uneven value) used then, but I try in this article 
to bring the analysis up to date. 

22. Ibid., 11-14; "U.S. Deal on Caspian Oil Still 
Faces Problems," NYT November 11, 1999; Sheila 
Heslin, Op. Ed., NYT November 3, 1999. 

23. The best introduction to the geopolitics and 
ethnic complexities of Turkey is Xavier de Planhol, 
Les nations du proph?te: Manuel g?ographique de 

politique musulmane (Paris: Fayard, 1933), 
679-739. 

24. CDPSP 51 (47): 7-8 (Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 
November 23, 1999); Kommersant, November 19, 
1999. A serious question had been whether the oil 

companies could pay the $4 billion required to start 
the project. Apparently, Clinton intended to under 

write the effort. See sources in Armstrong, "Indepen 
dent Ukraine." For more recent developments related 

to the Istanbul meetings, see CSCE Digest 22, no. 13 
(December 1999) on the OSCE summit in Istanbul: 
"Caspian Lands back Pipeline Pushed by West," 

NYT, November 19, 1999; and Stephen Le Vine, "A 
Cocktail of Oil and Politics: U.S. Seeks to End Russ 
ian Domination of the Caspian," NYT November 20, 
1999. Le Vine particularly appears to support 

Moscow's complaint that the United States intended 

to supplant Russia in the southern former Soviet 

Republics. 

This content downloaded from 66.169.34.153 on Tue, 30 Sep 2014 06:14:58 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. 31
	p. 32
	p. 33
	p. 34
	p. 35
	p. 36
	p. 37
	p. 38
	p. 39

	Issue Table of Contents
	World Affairs, Vol. 167, No. 1 (SUMMER 2004), pp. 1-46
	Front Matter
	The Road to Globalization Runs through Women's Struggle: Iran and the Impact of the Nobel Peace Prize [pp. 3-14]
	Realism and U.S. Foreign Policy toward North Korea: The Clinton and Bush Administrations in Comparative Perspective [pp. 15-29]
	Ukraine: Evolving Foreign Policy in a New State [pp. 31-39]
	Universal Rights and Cultural Relativism: Hinduism and Islam Deconstructed [pp. 41-46]
	Back Matter



