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Abstract. The article examines the influence of the Soviet Union’s collapse on the early forms of
cooperation and integration in the post-Soviet space. The author also focused on major attitudes
and models of cooperation between the Russian Federation and former Soviet republics, which
were elaborated on within Yeltsin's administration. Among other things, the author outlines
some key factors that posed serious obstacles to successful integration in the post-Soviet space and
their negative impact on picking up the correct forms and models of interaction between former
Soviet republics. For many of the former Soviet republics, the process of foreign policy adaptation
to new forms of cooperation is still taking place. The tragic processes that we are witnessing
today in relations between Russia and Ukraine, not least, have their roots in the early 90s. This
indicates that the period of comprehension of the history of the formation of the renewed Eurasian
space after the collapse of the USSR is not over yet and needs close attention from researchers.
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Introduction

The collapse of the USSR and the formation
of newly independent states was a turning
point not only in the recent history of the entire
Eurasian region but also for many years became a
source for the search for new ways and strategies
of interaction between the former republics of
the unified state. This was a very complicated
process, the states were forced to face a number
of domestic and foreign policy difficulties, and

crises, determine their strategic priorities in the
new conditions, as well as find an acceptable
model of cooperation with their neighbors in the
region.

It is true, that the basic principles and
foundations of the modern pattern of interaction
between newly independent states were forming
in the very complex conditions of the collapse
of the USSR. Ethno-territorial conflicts arose
and grew on the territory of the former Union,
difficulties of the transitional economy and

10 Ne 1(142)/2023

A.H. Tymunes amuindazor Eypasus yammorx ynusepcumeminiyy XABAPIIBICHI.

Cascu eoroimoap. Auimaxmany. [lvieoicmany. Typximany cepuacol
ISSN: 2616-6887, eISSN:2617-605X



D.S. Alekseev

some painful market reforms appeared, and the
crisis of the administrative-command way of
management and social security model. In this
paper, we will try to characterize the main and
general features of the formation of the Russian
approach to interaction with the former republics
of the USSR at the very initial stage of their
formation, when the Russian statehood has just
begun the process of its construction.

The process of Soviet collapse, which
gradually gained strength in the late 80s of the XX
century, has become not a new phenomenon in
Russian history. It is worth remembering both the
Caucasian Warand the Polishuprisingsof 1830 and
1863-64 in the Russian Empire. These processes
became especially visible during the revolution
of 1917 and the collapse of the Russian Empire.
As one of the clearest examples of this, we can
see the desire of Ukraine to gain independence in
1917-1918 by creating an independent Ukrainian
People’s Republic'. As well as the recognition by
the Council of People’s Commissars of the RSFSR
of Finland’s independence in 1917. In this series,
we can also note the Basmati movement on the
territory of the countries of Central Asia, which is
also considered by many historians as a national
liberation movement?. In other words, during the
period of weakening of the government power
in Russia, centrifugal processes traditionally
intensified and the growth of the nationalistic
movements started to be kind of mainstream.
Contradictions between the center and the
national republics that had been accumulating

! See: Materials of the international conference «Ukraine and
Russia: History and the image of history» Moscow, April 3-5,
2008. Institute of Europe of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
Center of Ukrainian and Belarusistics Studies of the Faculty of
History of the Moscow State University Institute of Slavic Studies
of the Russian Academy of Sciences [Electronic resource]
URL:  http://www.hist.msu.ru/Labs/UkrBel/nowozytnosc.htm
(Accessed 12.01.2023) internet source

> Makhmudov O.A., Pugovkina O.G. The history of armed
resistance to Soviet power in the Turkestan ASSR - Uzbek
SSR: approaches and assessments of modern historiography
of Uzbekistan (late 1990s - early 2020s / The Civil War in
Russia: problems of exit, historical consequences, lessons for
modernity: a collection of scientific papers / ed. V.M.Rynkov,
Institute of History SB RAS. - Novosibirsk: Parallel, 2022 C.
317-342. URL: http://confs.iisoran.ru/data/ CW2022/978-5-
98901-255-8.pdf#page=317 (accessed 22.01.2023) article in the
collection

for a long time gradually became a dominant
theme in their relations. In the USSR, these
contradictions also had a deep historical nature
and were acutely manifested during the period
of weakening of the state.

It is obvious that the process of the collapse
of the USSR began with the conflict between
national elites for control over the national
republics. The main idea of the Republican elites
was to strengthen their independence from the
Union’s Center. Therefore, it seems quite natural
that after gaining independence, none of them
wanted to return to relations that in one form or
another gave Moscow advantages in decision-
making’®. At the same time, few people had a clear
idea of the form of relationships that would have
to be built between former Soviet Republics in
the conditions of a huge economic, military, and
political imbalance between them. In addition,
it should be noted that centrifugal tendencies in
some regions did not receive adequate support,
and in some republics, these trends were
perceived as rather marginal.

Research methods

According to Boris Yeltsin, the liquidation
of the USSR was the transition of Russian
civilization from an imperial form of existence to
a non-imperial, modern, and democratic one. He
was convinced that a huge bureaucratic machine
was not needed to maintain Russia’s control over
the post-Soviet space, since the economic ties that
had developed over the years were a guarantee
of its unity. On the contrary, Yeltsin believed that
the new democratic Russia would become a more
effective and attractive state, both for the «near»
and «far» abroad. Thus, the aspirations of the
Russian leadership of reformers in creating new
forms of relations with newly independent states
were to preserve the geopolitical integrity of the
post-Soviet states, stop centrifugal tendencies

? Barsenkov A.S. Evolution of Russias policy towards the
CIS in the context of the conditions of the emergence of the
Commonwealth / 20 years of the CIS: state and prospects.
Materials of the International scientific and practical conference
(Moscow, December 12, 2011). Moscow: Institute of Diaspora
and Integration (Institute of CIS Countries), 2012
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and stimulate the treaty process [8]. The unity of
Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine on the issue of the
future of the CIS should have served as a signal
for other countries to follow their example and
move relations into a new, constructive direction.

Discussion

In September-October 1991, two documents
were developed and adopted that defined the
development of Russia in the first half of the
1990s: «Russia’s Strategy in the transition period»,
and «Russia’s Immediate Economic Prospects».
These documents have become the conceptual
design of the Russian foreign policy strategy for
1991-1995%.

The strategy of Russia in the transition period
was compiled by a group of Democrats led by G.
Burbulis, a close associate of Boris Yeltsin. The
ideas set out in this document became the basis of
Russian domestic and foreign policy during the
transition period. In contrast to the «cautious»
scenarios of the development of the Russian
state that existed at that time, providing for the
preservation of its membership in the modified
USSR. Indeed, in the period from April to July
1991, several drafts of a new Union Treaty were
seriously discussed at different levels in the USSR,
which in different versions was proposed as the
Union of Soviet Sovereign Republics (Union
of SSR) or the Union of Sovereign States (SSG),
where the republics were offered significantly
broader powers and independence than it was
before. [12, pp. 707-745].

Nevertheless, according to Burbulis and his
team of like-minded people, the main goal of
Russia was to be the complete elimination and
dismantling of the USSR in any form. He believed
that after the August coup, the continued
existence of the Union became impossible. The
contradictions between its non-equilibrium
subjects have become insurmountable®.

4 Yeltsin B.N. Notes of the President. M.: Russian Political
Encyclopedia, 2008. pp. 64-65

> Burbulis G. «Free Speech» Club, meeting on February 17,
1995: «How is Russia better than the USSR: is it possible to
deceive history?», Verbatim report, pp.7-13. URL: https://www.
gorby.ru/userfiles/file/iz_vospominaniy_gburb.pdf (Accessed
20.01.2023) internet source

The most important task of Russian foreign
policy during the transition period was the need
to take the place of the USSR in the international
arena. To do this, it was proposed to declare
the RSFSR the legal successor of all obligations,
including debts. The other republics of the USSR
were too weak in economic terms and were not
ready to take on serious financial obligations.
Thus, the RSFSR firmly and almost painlessly
established itself in the international arena as
an independent state with extensive external
relations. The main vector of the foreign policy
course was supposed to be a pro-Western
orientation [8].

The strategy clearly stated that Russia is ready
to withdraw from the jurisdiction of the common
center and pursue an independent policy.
Concerning the other republics of the USSR, in
this context, great skepticism was expressed. The
document noted that they are not yet ready for
independent existence, so Russia should take the
place of the USSR on the scale of the near abroad,
but do it carefully, without causing panic in the
post-Soviet republics. At the same time, it was
stipulated that she had all the necessary levers to
become a leader. The RSFSR retained control over
the allied power structures, in addition, it was a
key supplier of energy resources. It was assumed
that the RSFSR would become the leader of the
post-Soviet states due to natural causes, and the
former Soviet republics would have no other way
but to follow in the wake of Russia [8].

The idea of a new form of integration in the
post-Soviet space was really attractive to most
representatives of the Russian elite of that time.
Some saw in this process the hope of recreating
a single state in a new political framework and
conditions, while others could use it to distract
a significant number of the electorate from the
most complex block of internal and external
problems®.

According to some researchers, at the time of
the collapse of the USSR, there were two main
projects for the future of Russia. Supporters of the

® Moroz O. Russia is going to rush forward // Yeltsin Center.
[electronic resource] - 2013 URL: http://www.yeltsincenter.
ru/rossiya-sobiraetsya-rvanutsya-vpered#bottom  (accessed
12.01.2023) internet source
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first, institutional, insisted on the need to change
ideological guidelines, transform elements of the
political culture of the population and integrate
into Western civilization. Adherents of the second
approach, however, believed that «traditional»,
or, as they would say now, «Eurasian» values and
life guidelines could become prerequisites for the
formation of a new form of joint state existence[1].
The first point of view prevailed in the first stage.
Nevertheless, on August 26, 1991, Boris
Yeltsin’s press secretary made a statement that in
case of the termination of the Union treaty, the
RSFSR reserves the right to deal with the problem
of «revision of borders» in the post-Soviet space.
Shortly before the coup, Boris Yeltsin took the
initiative that «from this moment, energy prices
will be determined not by the Union Center, but
by Russia» [1. p. 87]. Subsequently, the prices of
Russian energy resources will be used as a tool in
Russia’s foreign policy towards the former Soviet
republics, which meant that all the articulated
guidelines of Yeltsin and his team to move away
from «imperialism» and build new democratic
principles of equal interaction with the former
republics of the USSR, they actually remained
largely declarative. In matters of political
interaction and economic ties, Moscow saw
itself as an arbitrator and regulator [10. p. 535].
Following this logic, already in 1991, Russia saw
for itself a special exclusive role in the context of
new relations being built in Eurasia, which for
decades to come determined the key vector of
foreign policy strategy in the post-Soviet space.
Russia has set a course for the soonest
creation of an independent state. The successful
implementation of this plan would consolidate its
leadership in the post-Soviet space. The document
«Immediate Economic Prospects», developed by
a group of economists led by E. T. Gaidar, spelled
out what kind of economic policy should be
pursued for this. Gaidar’s supporters advocated
immediate and radical transformations: price
liberalization, privatization of property, and
macroeconomic stabilization. The Gaidar’s team
believed that Russia needed to make a strong
and fast market breakthrough and transform the
old Soviet horizontal and vertical economic ties

with the former republics of the USSR. As Egor
Gaidar noted, speaking about relations with the
Soviet republics, Russia should strive to «achieve
economic independence as soon as possible
while maintaining a political union with them for
a transitional period» [6].

Gaidar’s project had many opponents. Some
politicians and statesmen, for example, G.
Zyuganov, N. Ryzhkov, E. Ligacheyv, in principle,
were against radical market transformations
and proposed to modernize the old economic
system, in accordance with the principles of
the Andropov reforms of 1982-1983. Another
part, including L. Abalkin, Yr. Yaremenko, S.
Shatalin, S. Glazyev, Yu. Luzhkov, Yu. Skokov,
advocated a more moderate pace of reforms
and the preservation of a greater role of the state
in economic management. However, unlike
Gaidar’s group, the opponents of the reforms
could not provide an effective reform project that
meets the requirements of the time, so there was
no real alternative to Gaidar’s transformations
[7].

Thus, despite declared
departure from Soviet practices of interaction
with neighboring states and condemnation of
Soviet «imperialism», the mainidea of the Russian
strategy of interaction with the republics of the
former USSR during the transition period was
to maintain a certain control over independent
Russia and relatively exclusive influence on the
post-Soviet republics. At the same time, in our
opinion, a number of miscalculations were made
in it.

Boris  Yeltsin’s

Its main miscalculation turned out to be
insufficient consideration of the factor of a
relatively rapid transition to the construction of
nation-states in which political forces striving
for a multi-vector foreign policy and did not
want a unilateral dependence on Russia. In
addition, there was a certain underestimation of
the international conjuncture within which this
entire cooperative construction was carried out.
If it was advantageous for Russia to maintain
a single space, then a significant part of the
newly independent countries, on the contrary,
sought to limit it. The highest value for them
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was sovereignty and independence in decision-
making. This idea was widely supported in
Europe and the United States, for which it was
important both to preserve the stability of the
post-Soviet space and to prevent the rapid
strengthening of Russia and the revival of the
USSR in any form. Therefore, Western politicians
could only accept Russia’s limited influence in
the post-Soviet space and were extremely wary
of its integration initiatives [3].

However, according to the Russian leadership
in 1991-1994, the fact of the liquidation of
the USSR was to ensure a stable place for the
new Russia in the Western world and close
economic ties with the countries of the former
USSR accumulated over the years of living
together. This was expected as a basis to ensure
the sustainable development of integration in
the post-Soviet space. For this reason, Russian
policy in the post-Soviet space was initially
characterized by a certain dichotomy, which
combined a departure from the Soviet past, but
the same time preserving some of its narratives
and practices with the former Soviet republics. It
was this dichotomy that for a long time prevented
the formation of effective cooperation formats in
the 90s and even entered the XXI century.

Results

The main range of problems that have been
solved with varying degrees of effectiveness
within the CIS is the problems of ensuring the
peaceful dismantling of the USSR and eliminating
the negative consequences of this process, in
particular conflict resolution. In addition, at the
first stage, Russia paid much more attention to
expanding its partnership with the United States
and Western European countries. [6, pp. 40-
45]. Paying attention to this important aspect, it
can be stated that the formation of the Russian
Federation after the collapse of the USSR took
place within the framework of the then-emerging
the USA-centric or unipolar world”. Although,
of course, the preservation of previously

7 See: The concept of the foreign policy of the Russian Federation
1993

accumulated ties with neighboring republics was
also given quite a lot of importance. And yet,
despite all the efforts of various political forces
in different republics of the former USSR, early
attempts to launch effective forms of integration
were not entirely successful for a number of
reasons.

Firstly, the need to expand economic
cooperation and strengthen horizontal ties with
the neighboring states starts when domestic
economic development opportunities have been
fully utilized, as well as many key problems
in the organization of the internal economic
space have been solved, which objectively did
not correspond to the reality of early 90s. This
is why the early attempts to establish some
forms of Customs Union and multilateral trade
agreements were unsuccessful.

Secondly, the transfer of part of economic
sovereignty  to
structures can occur when it gives some noticeable
economic advantages over the preservation of
sovereignty. Integration pursues as a positive

supranational ~ governance

goal only when it gives an additional impetus
to the positive development of the economy of
states. But it usually cannot solve the domestic
problems at the very initial stage of the formation
of the national economy. Economic integration as
a form of international relations can be effective
only if there are established sustainable national
economies and effective national management
systems.

Thirdly, it is a widespread belief that the
economic ties between republics in the USSR
could have played a greater role in keeping
the economies of newly independent states
strongly interdependent. In fact, in a transitional
economy when all the soviet models were
gone, all the previous connections usually does
not work any longer. In addition, the USSR’s
technological complexes and districts were
often created without strict consideration of
local peculiarities and economic advantages and
could not be efficient within new realities.[11].
But most importantly, it was difficult to preserve
the old technological chains in the conditions of
radical market reforms. Hence, Gaidar’s team

14 Ne 1(142)/2023

A.H. T'ymunes amvirdazor Eypasus yammog yrusepcumeminivy XABAPIIBICEIL

Cascu eoroimoap. Auimaxmany. [lvieoicmany. Typximany cepuacol
ISSN: 2616-6887, eISSN:2617-605X



D.S. Alekseev

calculations were based on false expectations of
a trajectory of the transitional period.

Conclusion

The main economic problem of the CIS was
the unformed economies of the member countries
and their unwillingness to an interstate division
of labor. CIS members regularly deviated from
a single policy and, formally agreeing with the
general rules of the game, making decisions that
fundamentally contradict them. For example,
the introduction of strict protectionist measures,
restrictions on exports and imports, etc. Not
least, the responsibility for quick disintegration
to a greater degree associated with Yeltsin’s
group which picked up a certain strategy that

could not help searching the most efficient ways
of economic cooperation.

These problems in
complemented by acute political disagreements.
The construction of nation-states, as we know,
caused a surge of nationalism and sharp criticism
of the USSR and Russia. The weak conceptual
elaboration of the CIS idea led to different
interpretations of the principles of interaction
within its framework.

Thus, the first attempts to develop a model
of effective interaction in the space of the
former USSR encountered a number of serious
contradictions of an economic and political
nature, which required further correction
throughout the second half of the nineties of the
XX century.

the economy were
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A.C. Aaekcees
Capamoscxuii HAUUOHAADHDILL UCCAC)06AMEADCKULL 20CYdaApCIEeHHDIIL YHUGEPCUTEN
umenu H.I'. Yeprouesciozo, Capamos, Poccus

Iloantnka Poccum Ha EBpasmitickoMm mpocTpaHcTBe B Hadaae 90-x rogos XX Beka

Annoramis. B cratee paccmatpuBaetcs ansiHue pacnaga Coserckoro Corosa Ha paHHMe POPMEI COTPYA-
HIYeCTBa U MHTEeTpaliU Ha IIOCTCOBETCKOM IIPOCTPaHCTBe. ABTOP TakKe COCPej0TOYNACS Ha OCHOBHBIX yCTa-
HOBKaX U MOJeAsIX cOTpyaHmnuectsa Mexay Poccuiickoit Peaepaniyeii 1 OBIBIIMMU COBETCKUMU pecilyOAnKa-
MM, KOTOpbIe Ob1AM pa3dpadoTaHbl B agmuHNCTpanuu Eapiiuaa. Cpeau mmpodero, aBTop BbldeAseT HEKOTOphIe
KAI04YeBble (PaKTOPBI, KOTOPBIE CO34aBaAll CEpPbe3HbIe IIPEIIITCTBIS A/51 YCIEITHON MHTerpaliuy Ha IIOCTCOBeT-
CKOM IIPOCTPaHCTBe, U MX HeTaTMBHOE BAMSHUE Ha BLIOOp MpaBMALHBIX GOPM U MOJAeAell B3aMOAEeNCTBIAS
Me>KAy OBIBIIIMI COBETCKUMMU peciy0AmKamMu. /451 MHOITIX OBIBIIIMIX COBETCKMX PecIlyDAMK IIpoliecc ajariTa-
LMY BHEIHeN IMOAUTUKN K HOBBIM opMaM COTPYAHMUECTBa BCe elle IMpogoakaeTcs. Tparmdeckue mporiec-
CBI, KOTOpBIe MBI Ha0AI0AaeM CeTOAHs B OTHOIIeHIsIX MexXAy Poccreir n YkpanHoii, He B IOCAeAHIOIO Od4epeab
YXOAAT CBOMMM KOPHAMHU B Hada10 90-X ro40B. DTO CBUAETEABCTBYET O TOM, YTO IIEPUOA OCMBICAEHNS UCTOPUN
¢opmuposanUsT OOHOB/EHHOTO €BPa3MIICKOTO IIpocTpaHcTBa rocle paciraga CCCP elre He 3aKOHYEH 1 HY>KAa-
eTcsl B IIPUCTaAbHOM BHMMAaHMU MCCAeAOBaTeern.

Karouesnie caosa: Pacriag CCCP, b. H. Eapiinn, nnarerpaums, sHemsss noantruka Poccun, CHI, mmocrco-
BETCKOe IIPOCTPAHCTBO.

A C. Aaekcees
H. I. Yeprouuesckuir amvindazor Capamos yAmmulx sepmmey memaexemmix yrusepcumemi, Capamos, Pecetl

Pecertain XX raceipAbH 90-XblaAapbIHBIH OacbiHga Eypasnsaabik KeHicTiKTeri cascaThl

Anaartma. Makazsaga Kenec OgaFpIHBIH BIABIPAyBIHBIH IIOCTKEHECTIK KeHICTiKTeTi BIHTBHIMAaKTaCTBIK ITeH MH-
TerpalVsIHbIH aAfalllKbl TypAepiHe acepi KapacTeIpbldadbl. ABTOP COHBIMEH KaTtap EAbIIMH oKiMIiirinae ga-
MmepiraH Peceri Pegepalimscel MeH OYPBIHFBI KeHECTIK pecry0AnKalap apachlHAAFbl BIHTLIMAKTaCTBIKTBIH Herisri
Ke3KapacTapbl MeH MoJeabJepiHe Hazap ayJapabl. backa HopceaepMeH KaTap, aBTOP IOCTKEHeCTiK KeHiCTik-
Te COTTi MHTerpalVisIFa eleyai Keaepriaep TyablpraH KeifOip Herisri pakropaapabl 5kKoHe OAapAbIH OYpPBIHFEI
KeHeCTiK peciTy0AMKalap apacklHAAFHl ©3apa 9peKeTTecyAiH Aypric popMasaphl MeH yAriAepiH TaHAayFa Tepic
dcepiH aram Kepcereai. Kenreren OypbIHFBI KeHeCTiK pecilyDAMKajap VIOiH CBIPTKBI cascaTThl BIHTBIMaKTa-
CTBIKTBIH >KaHa TypAepiHe Oeliimaey mporieci aai Ae >xaaracyda. biz 6yrin Peceii MmeH YkpanHa apachIHAAFbI
KapbIM-KaThIHACTa KOPIIl OTBIpFaH KaiFbLALI ITpo1iectep 90-II1bI >KbLa4apAblH OackiHAa TaMbIpsl Oap. bya KCPO
blAbIpaFaHHaH KeliH >KaHapTblafaH EypasusablK KeHICTIKTiH KaAblIITacy TapMXbIH TYCiHY Ke3eHi 94i asgKTaa-
MaraHbIH KoHe 3epTTeyIliAepaid Ha3apbhlH KaXKeT eTeTiHAIrNH KopceTeai.

Tyiin cesaep: KCPO-ubIH niabrpaysl, boprc Eapnun, nnterpant, Peceiiain celpTKaI casicatsl, TM/, moct-
KEeHEeCTiK KeHiCTiK.
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Anxexcees denuc Cepzeesut — Tapux FelABIMAapbIHbIH KaHAUAaThl, H. I'. Uepnbimesckuit ateiHaarsl CapaTos
VATTEIK 3epTTey MeMAeKeTTiK yHuBepcuTeTiniH Peceit XaablKapaablK KaTbIHACTap SKoHe CBIPTKHI casicat Kadea-
pacsinbig goneHTi. Capartos, Peceit ®eaeparisicer
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