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Аннотация
How will Russia redraw post-Soviet borders? In the wake of recent Russian expansionism, political risk expert Agnia Grigas illustrates how�for more than two decades�Moscow has consistently used its compatriots in bordering nations for its territorial ambitions. Demonstrating how this policy has been implemented in Ukraine and Georgia, Grigas provides cutting-edge analysis of the nature of Vladimir Putin's foreign policy and compatriot protection to warn that Moldova, Kazakhstan, the Baltic States, and others are also at risk.
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CHAPTER ONE
The Return to Empire


RUSSIA�S ANNEXATION OF CRIMEA in March of 2014 and the subsequent war in eastern Ukraine have alarmed European powers and the United States and raised the specter of further aggression. Just a year before the takeover of Crimea, while many Russia experts anticipated an active Russian foreign economic policy vis-à-vis its neighboring states and a tug-of-war over Ukraine, none expected a military threat reminiscent of the twentieth-century conflicts or the Cold War era.1 In fact, before Russia�s annexation of Crimea, a consistent threat to the post-Soviet space seemed implausible. After Crimea, Donetsk, Luhansk, and Mariupol, however, Russia�s ability to redraw Europe�s map and incite wars is evident. Following upon the pro-Russian separatism and conflict in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Transnistria in the 1990s and 2000s, the Ukrainian conflict suggests a continuing and worrying trajectory. Revanchist and resurgent, Russia appears ready to challenge the current post�Cold War order. By 2015 most scholars, analysts, and Western leaders concurred that the Russian government led by Vladimir Putin has emerged as a challenger rather than a partner to Europe and the United States.2 Regardless of how the ongoing Russo-Ukrainian war unfolds in the coming years, the tensions between Russia and the West are unlikely to subside because the fundamental sources of conflict will persist. Over the next decade the questions on every Russia scholar�s, policymaker�s, and military strategist�s mind will remain: Will Russia seek additional territorial expansion in Eastern Europe and the post-Soviet states? Will Russia try to redraw its boundaries with the former Soviet republics? Russia�s annexation of Crimea and waging a shadow war in eastern Ukraine on the pretext of protecting the so-called Russian compatriots demonstrates that a reassessment of the Kremlin�s territorial objectives vis-à-vis its diaspora residing in the former Soviet republics is imperative. Who is at risk? What military, humanitarian, propaganda, and soft power tools will Moscow utilize? Where is Russia likely to succeed in achieving its aims? Where will the Kremlin likely fail? This book addresses these questions head-on.
Since the early 2000s Russia has consistently sought to maintain and regain influence as well as has reinvigorated its efforts to expand its territory in the former Soviet Union republics. There have been a number of explanations of the driving factors of such policies. Russia�s ongoing influence on the foreign policy, economy, political systems, and energy sectors of the post-Soviet space and Europe has already been studied. Here, however, I will tell a story that has been overlooked, but one that Moscow has persistently pursued�the story of Russian �compatriots.� This loosely defined term that the Kremlin adopted in the early 1990s refers to a wide range of approximately 25 to 150 million people living outside of the borders of the Russian Federation. Broadly the �compatriots� belong to two groups, which will be necessary to distinguish in the following discussion. First, in the narrowest sense they include actual ethnic Russians residing abroad, whom I will refer to as such, or simply as Russians. Second, and in a broader sense, they include both ethnic Russians and non�ethnic Russians who nevertheless use the Russian language significantly or exclusively in daily life, whom I will call �Russian speakers� or �Russophones.� In the broadest sense the Russian government has sometimes even applied the term �compatriots� to descendants of citizens of the Soviet Union in general, including other individuals and ethnic groups who may not be Russian speakers but who hold various cultural, political, and spiritual affiliations with the Russian Federation, the historical Russian Empire, and the �Russian world.� In discussing these three groups together in the context of Moscow�s policies, I too will often call these groups �Russian compatriots� or just �compatriots�; however, many post-Soviet states resist the use of this term, as do many of the people to whom Moscow applies it. I will therefore also use more neutral terms like �Russian diaspora,� �Russian minority/minorities,� and �Russian-speaking minority/minorities,� and the like to refer to ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing abroad.
Many ethnic Russians came to live outside the Russian Federation and in the former Soviet republics when they migrated for work or were forcibly relocated during the Soviet era and even in tsarist times. Following the disintegration of the Soviet Union, most remained and became citizens of the newly independent states. Over time, this Russian diaspora, reconstructed politically by Moscow as Russian compatriots, has become the instrument of Russian neo-imperial aims. In this book I will show how since the 1990s and particularly since the 2000s, Moscow�s policies have leveraged the existence of Russian compatriots, particularly ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing abroad, to gain influence over and challenge the sovereignty of foreign states and at times even take over territories. This book will demonstrate that Moscow�s hold on these groups serves as an effective pretext for and instrument of much of Russia�s expansionist foreign policy. While Moscow has been using its diaspora as a means of influence since the 1990s, the Russo-Georgian conflict of 2008 was the first full-fledged war between Russia and a post-Soviet state fought largely over Russian compatriots. However, since that time not many discerned a connection between the seemingly disparate Russian policies of compatriot support, humanitarian agendas, handing out Russian citizenship, and information warfare in remote parts of the former Soviet space. Nonetheless, the territorial implications of Moscow�s policies toward its compatriots have been demonstrated in Ukraine�s Crimea and eastern territories, in Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and Moldova�s Transnistria. The distribution of Russian speakers and ethnic Russians across the former Soviet Union countries and current separatist areas and conflict zones is shown in Map 1. Russia�s compatriot policies have raised tensions in Moldova�s Gagauzia, Estonia�s Ida-Viru county, Latvia�s Latgale region, northern Kazakhstan, Armenia, and elsewhere in the post-Soviet space. The developments in Ukraine, Georgia, and beyond have shown that Russia�s compatriot policies are inextricably tied to its expansionist ambitions and neo-imperial aims. For Moscow, compatriot policies perform an integrative function�a unification of the Russian peoples combined with potential to unify with the motherland the territories where they reside.
[image: ]
MAP 1. Distribution of Russian speakers and disputed territories across the post-Soviet states. Map drawn by Giedrė Tama�auskaitė
While neo-imperialism has been a prominent trend in Putin�s era, it is in fact rooted in the history of the Russian Empire. There is an undeniable historical continuity between present Russian imperial projects and past projects of the Romanovs and the Soviets. The Russian Federation has in many respects followed in the footsteps of its historical predecessors and will continue to do so, because of the similar ideological, cultural, security, and geopolitical drivers that have been rooted in the centuries-long imperial experience of the three empires�the Russian Federation, the Soviet Union, and the Russian Empire�that have occupied the same Russian political space and territories. The Grand Duchy of Moscow (Muscovy) started out as a landlocked principality in the late thirteenth century and expanded aggressively to acquire new lands and peoples, as well as access to waterways. The subsequent expansion of the Romanov empire in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries under Peter the Great and Catherine the Great was driven by a desire for new lands, the taming of bordering nations, and the quest for warm-water ports on the Baltic Sea, in Crimea, and in the Caucasus.
Russia�s policies toward the inhabitants of its imperial space have also been consistent for centuries. Historically, Moscow�s imperial quest has created sizable pockets of ethnic Russians, Russian speakers, and other displaced minorities in the territories that constituted the Russian Empire. The tsars imposed Russification policies that made the Russian language and the Cyrillic alphabet official while banning native ones on most of the subjugated territories. Other policies included ethnic cleansing, resettlement and deportations of locals, and colonization by Russians to create multiethnic populations in newly acquired lands.3 During the Soviet empire, Stalin�s ethnic policies continued the tsarist trajectory. Russification was pursued during the entire Soviet period despite the official proclamations of equal rights for all nations. Soviet-era immigration policies sought to increase the percentage of Russians while diminishing the percentage of local ethnicities in every Soviet republic excluding Russia. The purpose was threefold. First, targeted immigration supported industrialization in the Soviet republics by enlarging the local labor force. Second, immigrations and the creation of multi-ethnic societies helped establish a new identity, a �Soviet nationality.� The third goal was to enmesh and intertwine the fifteen Soviet republics within the Union ethnically, culturally, politically, and economically.4 As a result of these ethnic policies and Soviet imperial rule, following the fall of the USSR the boundaries of its successor states did not always reflect the ethnic, political, or economic realities on the ground for many Russians and non-Russians alike.5 As a result, the legacies of Russia�s historical imperial projects, and specifically tsarist and Stalinist ethnic policies, have created the means, causes, and conditions for Russia�s imperial revival. Since the 2000s this revival has been facilitated and driven by the pretext of protecting Russian compatriots in the former Soviet republics.

POST�COLD WAR NARRATIVES AND DEBATES

The analysis of Russian foreign policy has been greatly influenced by the times and their geopolitical context. The end of the Cold War and the perceived triumph of democracy and capitalism marked a decline of interest in Russia and the former Soviet space. In 1989 American political scientist Francis Fukuyama argued that �what we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a particular period of post-war history, but the end of history as such: that is, the end point of mankind�s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government.�6 The concept of �the end of history� gained popularity among international relations scholars and policymakers and influenced the study of Russia and the post-Soviet space. The fledgling Russian democracy under President Boris Yeltsin and the enlargement of NATO and the EU to include Central and Eastern European states in the late 1990s and 2000s bolstered this hopeful concept of the �end of history.� The Cold War seemed an element of the past safely confined to history books. Yeltsin pulled out Soviet troops from Eastern Europe, dramatically cut Russia�s military spending, and agreed to let Ukraine keep part of the Soviet Black Sea Fleet�all while not stoking separatism in Crimea. Neither Yeltsin�s regime nor the incoming Putin regime recognized the independence of Georgia�s South Ossetia or Abkhazia. Moscow still has not recognized Moldova�s breakaway territory of Transnistria. Under Yeltsin and Putin, Russia also accepted two rounds of NATO enlargement by the adhesion of former Warsaw Pact states and the former Soviet republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania in 1999 and 2004. In the 2000s, Putin closed Russia�s military bases in Cuba and Vietnam, while the United States opened military bases in Central Asia. Since 1991 Russia and the United States continued to collaborate on disarmament of weapons of mass destruction, and post-9/11 on the fight against global terrorism. Russia looked like a potential partner for the West. Where did this story of East meets West go wrong? Was this narrative of cooperation between Russia and the West ever really true? Some ask today if the West pushed the weak and humiliated Russia too far and failed to understand its strategic national interests and security concerns. Or was there an alternative narrative all along?
As political scientist Alexander Motyl observed in 2001, �[c]ommunities of people do not become nations simply because we wish to imagine them as such; regimes do not become democratic just because we use the modifier; and political entities do not become�or stop being�empires merely because terminological fashion says so.�7 By the mid-2000s it was increasingly clear that Russia had not become a democratic state, nor had its aspirations for empire been squashed by the �end of history.� Tensions over the post�Cold War order and post-Soviet borders reemerged. NATO and EU expansion reached Russia�s borders and the borders of its so-called near abroad states that Moscow viewed as its inherent sphere of influence. In the same period Russia went to war for the first time outside its borders in the Russo-Georgian conflict of 2008.
Nonetheless, Russia�s imperial revival appeared like a marginal idea in the broader context of Russian foreign policy for most of the 1990s and 2000s. Neo-imperialism was embraced mostly rhetorically and superficially by a handful of radical Russian politicians like Vladimir Zhirinovsky or alluded to by Putin and his entourage for rhetorical flourish and to drum up nationalism among the domestic audience. Some attributed this nascent imperialism to Russia�s growing wealth and confidence driven by high oil prices of the mid-2000s.8 Some pointed again to the natural need to correct the alleged �humiliation� of Russia after the collapse of the USSR.9 Following the global economic downturn of 2008 and the domestic protests of 2011�13 against Putin�s regime, some saw Russia as isolated, embattled, and defensive and hence pushing back against these constraining international conditions.10 Some suggested that the rising nationalism and aggression was Putin�s response to his weakening popularity and growing opposition at home and an attempt to rally the country behind the Russian flag.11 But few took the rising signs of Russia�s vaulting imperial ambitions seriously. Indeed over the past five years, most scholars have justified this indifference by alleging that Russia was a shadow of its former self and its military presented no challenge to the European continent or international order.12 For instance, in 2011, scholar of Russia and at the time director of the Carnegie Moscow Center, Dmitri Trenin, echoed a common sentiment at the time: �Russia�s remarkable disinterest in its former empire has been paralleled by the other former Soviet republics distancing themselves from the former imperial center.�13 With the Georgian war already forgotten, the signs of Russian neo-imperialism were not all that evident.
Some scholars and commentators�especially those closer to the part of the world in question�did foresee Russia�s expansionist drive all along. In 1994, Norwegian academic and founder of peace and conflict studies Johan Galtung stated that Russia is expansionist and likely to base its agenda �on Slavic culture and religious orthodoxy, building a Soviet Union II based on Russia, Belarus, eastern Ukraine and northern Kazakhstan.�14 In 2001 Ukrainian-American Motyl argued that Russia is pursuing �creeping reimperialization.�15 In 2008, without much support at the time, British commentator and Economist editor Edward Lucas argued that Putin�s Russia has waged a �new cold war� on the West.16 In 2009, Kiev-born, Moscow-based political scientist and former Yeltsin adviser Emil Pain concluded, rather anticlimactically but nonetheless in dramatic counterpoint to the established view, that Russia demonstrates an �imperial syndrome� and seeks �maintaining territories� while preserving or re-creating an empire.17 Days ahead of the annexation of Crimea in March 2014, I argued that we are witnessing an expansionist strategy in action�Moscow�s efforts to grab land in the former Soviet space under the guise of protecting Russian compatriots.18
Following the annexation of Crimea, there has been much debate on how to respond to Russia�s revanchism, but the debate has not been new. Since the 2000s, there has been disagreement about whether Russia can be a true partner to the West or whether it will remain a potential threat. The United States under the leadership of George W. Bush supported NATO expansion to Ukraine and Georgia and installing a missile defense system for Central and Eastern Europe. President Barack Obama sought to �reset� relations with Moscow and some progress was made before the initiative fizzled. Following Russia�s aggression in eastern Ukraine, head of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Robert Menendez and other senators argued for arming Ukraine to fight Russia.19 In December 2014 the U.S. Congress voted for another round of tougher sanctions.20 In early 2015, after rocket attacks from Russian-supported separatist regions on the Ukrainian city of Mariupol, the EU extended its sanctions on Russia. Motyl has argued in Foreign Affairs that George F. Kennan�s Cold War policy of �containment,� formulated in regard to the Soviet Union, should be applied to contemporary Russia to thwart its expansionism in Ukraine and the post-Soviet space.21 However, before a long-term response to Russia�s neo-imperial strategy can be launched, an understanding of Russia�s policies as well as their drivers and aims is imperative. At the center of Moscow�s expansionist policies lies the question of the Russian �compatriots.�

THE REIMPERIALIZATION POLICY TRAJECTORY

The central argument of this book is that since the 1990s and particularly since the 2000s there has been an increasing tendency in Russian foreign policy toward reimperialization of the post-Soviet space, especially in regard to the territories where Russian compatriots reside. Under Putin�s leadership, Moscow�s policies demonstrate an increasingly orchestrated effort to utilize its Russian compatriots in neighboring states in order to opportunistically grab land and gradually rebuild its historic empire when domestic and international conditions are favorable. Over the past decade, Moscow has sought influence over the Russian and Russian-speaking diaspora by offering them Russian citizenship and passports and eventually calling for their military and legal protection. This has resulted in de facto or de jure annexation of territories where Russian compatriots reside, as demonstrated in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. Indeed, Putin�s request to the Russian Senate to approve military intervention in Ukraine in order to �protect the interests of Russian citizens and compatriots�22 on 1 March 2014 highlighted once seemingly innocuous compatriot policies that had been formulated two decades ago. These policies, whose origins and development will be explained in detail in Chapter 3, were ostensibly meant to protect and support ethnic Russians and Russian speakers living in the near abroad. These policies could appear to be part of Moscow�s harmless soft power and cultural efforts. Instead, these compatriot efforts should be understood as part of Russia�s and the Putin regime�s consistent policy trajectory that seeks territorial gains in the former Soviet republics, especially where three factors are present: (1) a large and concentrated population of Russian speakers or ethnic Russians; (2) that population resides in territories bordering Russia; (3) the population is receptive to Russia�s influence.
Throughout this book, I will demonstrate how Russia employs soft power, compatriot and humanitarian policies, information warfare, and �passportization� (systematic distribution of Russian citizenship) to prepare for more aggressive military policies under the guise of separatism, civil conflict, peacekeeping, and support for compatriots. The outcome may be hybrid warfare�or a military strategy that seamlessly blends conventional military tactics with irregular ones that can include civilian participation, guerilla warfare, and modern technology to achieve an advantage both on land and in cyberspace. These methods help Russia�s foreign policy to achieve its expansionist and territorial ambitions. I propose that there is a consistent trajectory in Russia�s policies toward the former Soviet republics and their populations, and particularly their territories where Russian compatriots reside that follows seven stages. What I term the �Russian reimperialization policy trajectory� starts with (1) soft power and continues to (2) humanitarian policies, (3) compatriot policies, (4) information warfare, (5) �passportization,� (6) protection, and finally (7) annexation.
In this book I will demonstrate how the reimperialization trajectory is employed in action through case studies of nearly all of the post-Soviet states. Countries will be grouped and analyzed not always by their geographic proximity but rather by where they fall on this trajectory. The analysis will group states like Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova that have demonstrated the full spectrum of Russia�s reimperialization policies including de facto or de jure annexation of their territories. The Baltic States will be viewed together because with significant ethnic Russian and Russian-speaking populations they demonstrate the extent, limits, and risks of Russia�s compatriot policies in EU and NATO member states. The Central Asian states have demonstrated relative success in repelling Moscow�s measures including efforts at passportization of ethnic Russian and Russian-speaking minorities. The focus will be on Kazakhstan, which also faces the greatest risk of separatism and conflict due to its vast territories bordering Russia that are populated by a large Russian minority. Russia�s dependent allies, Belarus and Armenia, will be discussed together because they offer alternative lessons as the seemingly least likely sites of Russia�s aggression. Azerbaijan and a few of the Central Asian countries will be awarded less attention as they do not significantly add new insights on Moscow�s reimperialization efforts and in the latter cases, publicly available information is limited.
To offset the facts and figures of historical and contemporary realities of Moscow�s compatriot policies and the Russian diaspora, I will rely on the warmth of human voices of this largely misunderstood but highly politicized group of people. Each country study will present portraits of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers selected from nearly a hundred interviews. I have specifically reached out to younger Russians and Russophones born following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. They represent the future generation of a population that Russia would like to claim as its compatriots and they will likely impact their countries� relations with Moscow in the years to come. Russian speakers rather than solely ethnic Russians have been selected because in most of the analyzed countries, language, identity, ethnicity, and citizenship do not always go hand in hand. Furthermore, Russia often opportunistically counts among its compatriots those who are Russian-language speakers, whatever their relationship to these other categories, or simply those who have a cultural or spiritual connection with Russia or the Orthodox Church. Certainly this is no scientific survey, as I could not gather a representative sample from every ethnic, age, or socio-economic group. Likewise, only the voices of those who were willing to be interviewed will be heard here. In many (though not all) cases they represent a more Westernized, open, and perhaps bold group than their peers. Some, residing in remote corners of autocratic countries and frozen-conflict territories, were often too fearful to participate in my survey, or simply unreachable. The purpose of letting these voices be heard is thus, not to offer a scientific portrait of the Russian compatriot, but rather to humanize the issues at stake and to illustrate more vividly the complexity of the feelings within and across different people. Likewise, this is a story of countries, peoples, and issues that until recently have not received much attention from mainstream scholars and analysts. As such I have sought to tell this story as authentically as possible, supplementing my research of documents, policies, media reports, and academic studies with the insights of local experts and scholars. My approach is likewise driven by my goal of shedding light on the complex and multidimensional issues at stake in Moscow�s efforts to engage and co-opt its compatriots. Many of Russia�s policies follow the now widely accepted paradigm of �winning the hearts and minds�23 of target peoples, albeit with a mix of coercion, information warfare, and the threat of military aggression. As the case studies will demonstrate, Moscow has outmatched the target countries in their own efforts to engage their Russian minorities. However, an effective response to Moscow�s policies in the form of counterengagement strategies can be launched only with a deeper understanding of these target �compatriot� populations. This book will offer insight into a group of people spread across Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, the Baltic States, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and elsewhere that Moscow has tried to claim but both their home countries and the West would also be wise to engage.

RUSSIAN �EMPIRE�: THE EVOLUTION OF A CONCEPT

In addition to being a study of Russian compatriots this book is also a study of the Russian reimperialization project. The use of terms such as �empire� and �reimperialization� may appear dramatic and archaic. Nonetheless, scholars are talking more of empire today than they did twenty-five years ago. What do these terms mean? Reimperialization means the reemergence, revival, or reconstitution of empire.24 International relations scholar Michael Doyle defines empire as �a relationship, formal or informal, in which one state controls the effective political sovereignty of another political society. It can be achieved by force, by political collaboration, by economic, social, or cultural dependence.�25 For Motyl, empire is more about the funneling of resources from the periphery to the core. He characterizes empire �as a hierarchically organized political system with a hub-like structure�a rimless wheel�within which a core elite and state dominate peripheral elites and societies by serving as intermediaries for their significant interactions and by channeling resource flows from the periphery to the core and back to the periphery.�26 For the purposes of the argument of this book, I consider the contemporary Russian Federation as an �empire� and the successor of the historical Soviet and Romanov empires�a concept that requires some explanation, especially as regards the Soviet Union.
Russian history is a history of empire. The Russian Empire was officially proclaimed by Tsar Peter the Great in 1721 and lasted until Russia�s first (February) revolution in 1917. At its peak it stretched over Europe and Asia to North America and included colonies in Alaska and northern California. In landmass it was one of the largest empires in history, surpassed only by the British and Mongol empires. However, the Russian Empire�s origins date even earlier�it grew from the Muscovite Russia in the fifteenth century, particularly after Ivan the Terrible was proclaimed tsar in 1547. An important feature of the Russian Empire was serfdom�landless peasants who belonged to the feudal landlord. The concept was almost the equivalent of slavery, as the master could do as he pleased with his serfs and their families, who in 1857 included nearly 40 percent of the empire�s population.27 Established as early as the eleventh century, the system was abolished by decree in 1861 (the same year the American Civil War broke out to end slavery) but many conditions of serfdom persisted.
Indeed, in Russian history, the ideas of empire, tsars, and serfdom are dominant threads that have contributed to present-day Russia and its foreign policy. The culture of a strong leader (a tsar) and of vast masses in bondage (serfs) continues to influence Russian society and identity, and also, as I will demonstrate in Chapter 3, Moscow�s top-down policies toward its �compatriots.� Motyl�s idea of empire as a mechanism of funneling resources from the periphery to the center is also related to unique conditions of the Russian empire. The system of serfdom was introduced by Moscow into newly acquired territories, which increasingly were colonized by Russian or loyal landlords, and thus facilitated the extraction of resources from the periphery to the center.
While tsarist Russia was undoubtedly an �empire��there is some disagreement whether the term can be applied to the Soviet Union. During the Cold War, the liberal academic establishment did not perceive the Soviet Union as an empire even though it was multinational and hypercentralized. Likewise, the fact that some poorer Soviet republics received more resources than they contributed also challenged the notion of empire. In general, the seemingly pejorative label was perceived as �rabid anticommunism� and �cold war messianism,� among the academic establishment, in line with President Ronald Reagan�s characterization of the Soviet Union as an �evil empire.�28 Economists John A. Hobson and Rudolf Hilferding, as well as Lenin himself, all maintained that only capitalism produced imperialism, and by this logic the Soviet Union could not be an empire. Indeed, to the uproar of many Sovietologists, French scholar H�lène Carrère d�Encausse was among the first academicians to suggest that �empire� was the correct scholarly designation for the Soviet Union in her 1979 seminal work that predicted the fall of the Soviet regime.29 It was only after the Soviet Union collapsed that its labeling as an empire became widely accepted�in part because that was how the non-Russian popular fronts as well as Soviet Russian analysts widely described it during the late years of perestroika in the late 1980s.30
In what ways is the contemporary Russian Federation linked to the historical empires of the Soviet Union and the tsars? The Russian Federation is the successor state of both the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR) and the Soviet Union, and it inherited the financial obligations and nuclear privileges of the USSR. The RSFSR itself was no nation-state but rather a collection of different administrative regions organized by ethnicity.31 Like a Russian matryoshka doll that has a set of wooden dolls of decreasing size placed one inside the other, so was the RSFSR a smaller empire within the larger USSR, which in turn was part of the larger Soviet empire that included satellite states like the Central and Eastern European Warsaw Pact states and Mongolia. Yet in fact, the RSFSR, the USSR, and the Soviet bloc were not three distinct empires at all. They were all one and the same Russian empire ruled largely by Russians from Moscow and apart from much of East-Central Europe, having much the same borders as the tsarist empire. The Soviet Union occupied almost the identical territory of the tsarist empire, while today the Russian Federation coincides with the borders of the RSFSR. The Russian Federation�s proclaimed special sphere of interest is broader and follows the borders of the Soviet Union. Outside the communist ideology, there was very little difference in the imperial project of the Soviets versus that of the Romanovs and increasingly little difference from that of Putin�s Russia, which seemingly has adopted imperialism as its ideology. Moscow has always been the core and the other states and territories were the vassals in this centuries-long imperial project.
While the history of Russia as an empire is generally little disputed, the question that remains is whether Russia�s history determines its present. In other words, does Russia�s historical past necessitate imperial ideology or foreign policy or a reimperialization drive, as this book argues? Political scientist and scholar of Russia Daniel Treisman argued otherwise: �Of course, the past matters; but the footprints do not control the walker. Countries are always both reliving and escaping from their histories, and those histories are not single narratives but albums of distinct and often mutually contradictory stories that offer multiple possibilities for development.�32 Yet tsarist and Soviet policies have created the conditions of a Russian diaspora and Russified minorities across the Eurasian continent that persist until the present day, and which offer a path to Russian imperial ambitions. This is coupled with the fact that Russia views itself as a nation-state rather than a civic state. In Moscow�s eyes the Russian nation remains divided by post-Soviet state borders following the collapse of the Soviet Union.33 As Putin declared in his speech on March 18, 2014, following the annexation of Crimea, �Millions of people went to bed in one country and awoke in different ones, overnight becoming ethnic minorities in former Union republics, while the Russian nation became one of the biggest, if not the biggest ethnic group in the world to be divided by borders.�34 Regardless of the fact that these people have been settled for generations in territories that are now independent states, Moscow seems intent on uniting the Russian diaspora and the territories where they reside under the flag of the Russian Federation.
The Russian government would, however, shun the label of an empire or a reimperializing power. In the case of Crimea�s annexation, Moscow argued that it was righting a historic wrong by taking back Russian land that was unfairly given to Ukraine by Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev in 1954. In the case of Georgia or the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) countries, Moscow (with its supporters) has argued that Russia was simply trying to protect its sphere of influence and interests that were under threat from NATO and EU expansion. For instance, following the Russo-Georgian war in August of 2008 then-President Dmitry Medvedev stated that �As is the case of other countries, there are regions in which Russia has privileged interests.�35 In 2014, Secretary of the Security Council of Russia Nikolai Patrushev was quick to emphasize Russia�s �assets,� all the while arguing that the United States seeks expansion at the expense of Russian interests. According to Patrushev, in the 1990s �Russia unilaterally surrendered its assets on the world stage without being compensated at all.�36 Yet, underneath all of these arguments regarding spheres of influence and inherently Russian lands and �assets� is the same tone of an imperial power seeking to maintain its empire or reimperialize. Indeed, as Motyl states: �Important as historical reality, conceptual category, and analytical device, empires refuse to go away.�37 In the case of Russia, compatriots become a pretext and sometimes an ideological driver in this broader quest for empire that provides a mission, (at times) greater economic and population resources, and most often, a sense of greater security and a distraction from domestic problems.
In the analysis of the driving forces of a state�s foreign policy, it is helpful to assess their nature. Are these forces primarily structural? Are they fostered by agents of history? Are they driven by personalities? To apply these competing views to Russia�s situation, one might ask: Is Russia�s reimperialization driven by structural factors like the global balance of power and the balance of power and resources between Russia and its near abroad states? Or has the figure of Vladimir Putin been central in policies of reimperialization? Certainly, Putin has been an important architect in the political reconstruction of the Russian diaspora into Russian compatriots and in launching the policy of their military protection during the 2000s on the principle of protecting the �legitimate rights and interests� of Russian citizens abroad.38 On the other hand, the Russian diaspora and Russia�s quest for empire predate Putin by centuries and will likely remain issues long after Putin retires from power. Putin�s policies reflect in many ways the ambitions of the Russian society and state, as demonstrated by his 85 percent approval rating in late 2014.39 For the purposes of this analysis, I will not aim to unpack the Kremlin�s decision-making apparatus, but will take note of the different actors in Russian foreign policy such as the executive leadership, the Foreign Ministry, and the Russian military, and will pay particular attention to individuals like Putin and even to the legacies of Joseph Stalin. In the end, I hold that Russia�s structural and historical predilections have played the key role in its quest for reimperialization, while Putin�s leadership and the related domestic political circumstances have been strongly contributing rather than central factors. Throughout this book the focus will fall on the potential structural, ideological-historical, economic, and political drivers of Russia�s reimperialization regarding each set of states discussed.

DRIVERS OF IMPERIAL REVIVAL

Simply put, this book will argue that reimperialization�either by regaining lost territories or by maintaining influence and sometimes regaining it where it has been lost�is the end-goal of Moscow�s policies. The politically constructed Russian compatriots are one of the means. In some regards this claim of reimperialization is less controversial than it sounds, since one of the seminal theories of international relations, realism, assumes that a state�s primary interest lies in maximizing its power and resources. Nonetheless, a number of questions remain about why, weighing its abilities and constraints as well as the costs and benefits, Russia would seek reimperialization. What are the drivers that lead the Russian elite and the government of Vladimir Putin to rebuild the Russian empire? The ideological-historical, structural, political, and economic drivers of Russian motives and interests are sometimes the same and sometimes vary in regard to the different post-Soviet states. Putin�s regime has emphasized the ideological themes of uniting the divided Russian nation and of Russia�s mission in the world stemming from its unique cultural identity as the home of Slavic and Orthodox Christian civilization. Russia�s self-perception is one of empire, and this ideology has been created over the centuries of Russia�s history as a multiethnic imperial state where the Russian nation held a privileged position. As the Russian empire is strongly wedded to the Russian national psyche so Russian imperialism is wedded to Russian nationalism.40 Opinion polls show that from 1996 to 2012 among the primary expectations of the Russian public from their president has been to restore or maintain �Russia�s superpower status.�41 The Russian civilization, nation, and in turn the compatriots figure prominently in Moscow�s ideological, historical, and cultural rationales for reimperialization. In this unique blend of nationalist and imperialist ideology, the compatriots are parts of the �body� of Russia and of Russian civilization.
The Russian empire has also historically served as means to Moscow�s security. The Muscovites were under siege from both Europe and Asia: from the Mongol hordes in the thirteenth century to Napoleonic armies in 1812. The states of the Caucasus and Central Asia and their territories served as a buffer zone for Russia in the south against Islamic civilizations of the Middle East. Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova continue to serve as buffer zones against Europe and now NATO, while the Baltic States (now NATO members) are sorely missed from Moscow�s zone of influence. At the same time Russia and all former Soviet republics (excluding the Baltic States) are now members of NATO�s Partnership for Peace program. Nonetheless, recurring talks for NATO membership for, say, Georgia or Ukraine have caused a violent reaction (both metaphorically and literally speaking) in Moscow. Despite Tbilisi�s or Kiev�s right to choose its foreign policy, Moscow still perceives these states as part of its neo-imperial project.
When assessing Russia�s foreign policy priorities vis-à-vis the former Soviet republics, one could question if rather than reimperialization, Moscow�s agenda is solely one of limiting the foreign policy options of the former Soviet republics�preventing their integration into the EU and NATO and instead ensuring their deep integration into Moscow-led economic and political institutions. This would guarantee �good-neighborly relations� between Russia and the post-Soviet world.42 Yet, this perspective stems from the notion that Russia is entitled to special interests within a sphere of influence or in the words of Doyle, that �one state controls the effective political sovereignty of another political society.�43 One could also conclude that Moscow is seeking to create a new and alternative order in the post-Soviet space. At a minimum, this would entail the Eurasian Economic Union�a Moscow-led political and economic union between Russia, Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan established in 2015, replacing the Eurasian Customs Union of 2010 and the prior Eurasian Economic Community of 2000. At a maximum, Moscow�s plans for the post-Soviet space would entail a new political entity that would include within its borders Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan.44
Within the security rationale for reimperialization, the Russian compatriots also play an important role. By taking over territories inhabited by compatriots, Moscow is able to establish stronger defenses and borders than if it were to take over potentially less loyal territories. Furthermore, national security and power are in no small part a function of size. Russia�s population is less than half that of the United States, about one-third that of the European Union, and only one-eighth that of China. Russia�s compatriot policy coupled with reimperialization enlarges Russia�s population and territories.
There are also domestic electoral factors stoking Putin�s expansionist drive. Russia�s military exploits�taming Chechnya�s rebellion, victory in the Russo-Georgian war, taking back Crimea, �protecting� Russians in southeastern Ukraine�have all boded well for Putin�s personal popularity. Putin first made a name for himself as Russia�s new president elect when he sent troops to Chechnya in January of 2000, gaining an 84 percent approval rating.45 In 2014 pending Crimea�s annexation, Putin�s approval rating was 72 percent, marking a three-year high after several years of decline, which continued to increase to 85 percent by the end of 2014, almost as high as in 2008 following the Georgian war when his approval rating was 88 percent.46 Compatriots also feed into in the domestic motives for reimperialization because their incorporation into the Russian Federation appeals to the strong ethnic and cultural dimensions of Russian national rather than civic identity. Finally, another domestic factor in Russia�s drive for reimperialization, or perhaps more precisely an effort to hold on to its sphere of influence, is driven by the fear of and desire to contain the success of popular movements calling for regime change that have swept the post-Soviet space. The �colored� popular revolutions started with Georgia�s Rose Revolution in 2003, Ukraine�s Orange Revolution in 2004, Kyrgyzstan�s Tulip Revolution of 2005, Moldova�s Grape or Twitter Revolution in 2009, and Ukraine�s Maidan of 2013�14. The overturning of stagnant and corrupt regimes could only serve as an example to the Russian people, and Moscow�s massive public protests in 2011�13 only reinforced this potential threat to the Putin regime.
There are also economic motives behind Russia�s imperial hold on the post-Soviet space. Russia has worked hard to maintain the post-Soviet states in its economic fold by its Eurasian Customs Union and Eurasian Economic Union projects. However, the alternative of EU membership also held appeal for a number of CIS states, including Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, Armenia, and Azerbaijan, which defied Moscow and started negotiating association agreements and working to meet the conditionality requirements. It is no coincidence that flashpoints between Russia on the one hand and Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Ukraine on the other occurred when these countries were seeking closer ties to the EU. The resulting conflicts and challenges to Moldova�s, Georgia�s, and Ukraine�s territorial integrity will serve as a significant hindrance to these states� aspirations to join the EU in the future.
When assessing Moscow�s economic interests and motives for reimperialization, it is imperative to understand that the Russian economy is driven by natural resources. Countries that either possess such resources or provide land and sea routes to export them to other markets are and historically have been potential targets of Russia�s expansion. Through the territories of Ukraine and Belarus, pipelines export Russian energy sources to European markets. The pipeline crossing Ukraine transports up to half of Russian gas exports to Europe, while the ports of Crimea offer quick access to the eastern Mediterranean, the Balkans, and the Middle East. The ports of the Baltic States have historically served to transport Russia�s oil and oil products to European markets until the mid-2000s. Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan themselves possess vast resources of coal, oil, and gas. Through Georgian territory runs the competing Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline, the second longest of the former Soviet Union, which brings Caspian (instead of Russian) oil to Turkey and the Mediterranean.47 Russia�s own vast energy resources have served as powerful means of influence in the near abroad. Members of the Russian diaspora have played their part in this great game of energy influence. Looking across the CIS states, the Baltic States, and beyond, politicians and businessmen loyal to Moscow (often but not always ethnically Russian and with connections to the Kremlin) have benefited from lucrative energy contracts and advantageous deals.48 Corrupt deal-making has allowed Moscow to put in its pocket a number of politicians not only from its near abroad but increasingly from the EU.49
This raises the question why Moscow would opt for potentially more costly and challenging militarized and territorially acquisitive neo-imperialism, when its own energy levers have enabled it to maintain an economic imperial project in neighboring countries. The answer here probably lies in the fact that Europe and even some former Soviet states have been increasingly pursuing strategies of energy diversification. Since 2009, EU regulation has constrained Russia�s gas monopoly in member states through its Third Energy Package, which has already resulted in splitting up some of Gazprom�s European assets. In 2015, after a three-year investigation, the European Commission released its antitrust charges against Gazprom�s practices. The Baltic States and Ukraine among others are looking to liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals to gain access to alternative sources of gas, while Central Asian and Caucasus states have seen some success in leveraging their own energy resources and exporting them via non�Russian-controlled pipelines to China and Europe. Meanwhile, in North America, the U.S. shale boom has made the United States into a leading global producer of oil and gas in the 2010s. American LNG export and import technologies will make it possible for countries to import gas from almost anywhere in the world, which in the future could reduce dependence on old Russian-controlled gas pipelines. Finally, while Moscow has still been able to maintain the loyalty of some post-Soviet regimes with sweetened energy or economic deals struck with the elites and Kremlin-friendly interest groups, today the publics of a number of post-Soviet states are increasingly (though not always consistently) calling for transparency, reforms, and change. In some regards, Putin�s regime has less leverage over the post-Soviet space than that of Yeltsin, but rather than peacefully withdrawing, it raises the specter of further aggression via the remaining lever of Russian compatriots.
Moscow�s efforts at imperial revival will certainly incur economic costs. While Russia�s ongoing energy stranglehold has somewhat curtailed the West�s ability to impose biting economic sanctions following Crimea�s annexation in 2014, even moderate sanctions made a significant impact in less than a year. Throughout 2014, Russia�s economic and fiscal numbers took a beating with the ruble trading at record lows, while inflation soared and the Central Bank raised interest rates. In 2014 official capital flight from Russia totaled more than $130 billion, but unofficial estimates were much higher.50 Collapsing global oil prices of 2014 brought more woes, since oil and gas revenues are the backbone of Russia�s economy, contributing to more than half of its revenues. The year closed with global oil prices trading at a five-year low of $60 per barrel, in strong contrast to the Russo-Georgian war when in July 2008 oil was trading at its record peak of $147 per barrel. According to the Russian Finance Ministry in 2014, Russia is poised to lose some $140 billion a year due to declining oil prices and Western sanctions.51 Indeed, the re-imperialization trajectory is easier for Moscow to implement when oil prices are high and Europe is energy vulnerable, but as the case of Crimea demonstrates, economic costs do not deter aggression.
These costs notwithstanding, there has been no sign that either economic pressure or international isolation has deterred Russia�s expansionist strategy post-Crimea. This suggests that historical-ideological, domestic political, and security issues, rather than economic drivers, have been paramount in Putin�s efforts to challenge the borders of the former Soviet republics. As the seemingly more liberal President Medvedev stated in August 2008 after the Georgian war, �We are not afraid of anything, including the prospect of a new Cold War.�52 Likewise, both policy developments of 2014 and 2015 suggest (and Kremlin insiders confirm) that Putin is less interested in the economy than in great power politics, and most of all interested in remaining in power.53 Since Crimea, Moscow has been increasingly bolder in sending its troops and weapons to eastern Ukraine despite NATO�s pressure, the tragedy of the downing of Flight MH17 by Russian-supported militias, the Minsk I cease-fire agreement, the rocket attack on civilian targets in Ukraine�s southern city of Mariupol, and even the Minsk II agreement of February 2015. Moreover, the intensity and gravity of incidents involving Russian and Western militaries and security agencies visibly increased. In 2014 there were over forty incidents from the Baltic Sea to the High North and Canada, which involved violations of national airspace, emergency scrambles, narrowly avoided midair collisions, close encounters at sea, simulated attack runs, and other dangerous actions occurring on a regular basis.54 In October 2014, NATO reported that it had intercepted more than one hundred Russian aircraft, three times more than in 2013�many of them intruders into the airspace of the Baltic States.55 Indeed, there are no signs to suggest that high economic and diplomatic costs will lead Putin to abandon his imperial revival project in the years to come.

OVERVIEW

The next chapter sets out my proposed seven phases of the reimperialization policy trajectory. The discussion will highlight the tight connection between Russia�s softer means of influence and its hard power tactics that may result in territorial annexation. The proposed trajectory should be viewed as an explanatory tool rather than a timetable for further Russian adventurism or expansionism.
Chapter 3 examines Moscow�s policies and legal framework regarding its diaspora from the 1990s to 2015, demonstrating how over time ethnic Russians, Russian speakers, and other minorities abroad have been politically conceptualized as �compatriots.� The chapter highlights the development of Moscow�s policies in the 2000s from perceiving compatriots as a problem to seeing them as a potential resource to be employed for Russia�s geopolitical aspirations. The origins of the term �compatriot� are reviewed, as well as Stalin�s ethnic policies that created the present-day conditions of the Russian diaspora and ethnically mixed states.
In Chapter 4, case studies are presented where Moscow�s policies have completed the full progression of the reimperialization policy trajectory from soft power to compatriot protection to separatism and finally to annexation. Analysis of Ukraine places the 2014�15 war in a broader framework of Russia�s policies, demonstrating how the annexation of Crimea as well as the ongoing separatist conflict in eastern Ukraine were gradually achieved with soft power, passportization, and information warfare policies. The case of Ukraine is contrasted to Moscow�s policies toward Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and Moldova�s Transnistria and Gagauzia.
The unique case of the Baltic States as EU and NATO members is discussed in Chapter 5. The implications of Russia�s compatriot policies in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are assessed, particularly how these policies are evolving beyond soft power tools toward passportization and information warfare. The chapter evaluates the successes and failures of Russia�s policies and the likelihood of future conflict by drawing on past examples such as Moscow-incited tensions in Tallinn in the 2000s, and comparison with the conflicts in eastern Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, and beyond.
Chapter 6 considers the Central Asian countries of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan in regard to Russian compatriot policies, showing that Kazakhstan bears the most risk for the long-term expansionist implications of these policies because of the large numbers of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing in territories on Russia�s border. The chapter traces the variations in Russia�s pursuit of reimperialization in the Central Asian states, demonstrating that in Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan Russia had difficulty moving beyond soft power and humanitarian and compatriot support in the face of the authoritarian nature of these regimes and their nation-building policies.
The last set of country case studies, Belarus and Armenia, is dealt with in Chapter 7. These states have been among Russia�s closest allies since their independence and offer a unique perspective on how Moscow�s compatriot-driven reimperialization policies can be pursued in highly cooperative, dependent, and vulnerable post-Soviet states. The analysis demonstrates that such states are less able to resist both Russia�s softer and its more coercive means of influence, so that they are maintained de facto in Russia�s imperial project without the need to resort to outright aggression.
The conclusion summarizes the progression of Moscow�s compatriot-driven expansionism from the most clear and current examples to future risk cases in Russia�s neighborhood. I argue that Moscow has succeeded in implementing its reimperialization trajectory in Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova; made notable progress in the Baltic States; reaped many benefits in Armenia and Belarus; and largely fallen short in Central Asia. I also assess the long-term consequences of Russia�s neo-imperialist policies, including frozen conflicts and the muted ability of the territorially jeopardized countries to lead independent foreign policies. Finally I consider the implications of the book�s findings for Western policy toward Russia and Russian compatriots as well as focus on near abroad countries� policies toward their Russophone and other minorities.

CHAPTER TWO
Russian Reimperialization
FROM SOFT POWER TO ANNEXATION

[Putin] talks about the need to rebuild the world order, about Russia�s birthright to its own sphere of influence, about the necessity of protecting the Russian minorities abroad. The Kremlin uses minorities, language and cultural issues to blow up the neighboring countries from the inside.
�Boris Nemtsov, February 2015


THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION was a joyous occasion for many people from the fourteen subjugated Soviet republics, including many Russians who sought to transform the Russian Federation into a civic state out of the rubble of an empire. However, for some of the old guard of the Kremlin, the dissolution of the Union was a disaster that in a fortnight wiped out a superpower of some 293 million Soviet citizens and some eight and a half million square miles that stretched from the European continent to China. The early years of the fledgling Russian democracy under President Boris Yeltsin were marked by painful reforms and an economic slump that was in no small part due to the low global oil prices of the 1990s.1 Under the leadership of Yeltsin and his first foreign minister, Andrey Kozyrev (1991�96), there was an effort to leave behind Russia�s imperial ambitions�demonstrated by the withdrawal of Russian troops from Eastern Europe in the early 1990s, cuts in military spending, recognition of the borders of Russia�s neighbors, and in the case of Ukraine, letting Kiev keep part of the Black Sea Fleet while not encouraging Crimea�s separatists. However, the emergence of strong-man President Vladimir Putin in 1999 and growing wealth from rising global oil prices reignited Moscow�s drive to rebuild Russia�s lost power and influence based on the historical legacies of the Soviet Union and even the Romanov empire. Indeed, there was an effort to extend Moscow�s sphere of influence (if not its actual territory) to match the borders of the historical Russian empire. As Putin noted in January 2012, the Soviet Union �actually was Great Russia whose base formed back in the 18th century.�2
This chapter sets forth the central argument of this book, proposing that the Russian government, especially during the regime of Vladimir Putin, has consistently used ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing abroad to extend its influence and expand its borders at opportune domestic and international moments with the aim of reimperialization of the former Soviet space. Reimperialization is the end of Moscow�s policies. The Russian diaspora�reconstructed politically as compatriots�has been the means. Since the early 1990s, and particularly the mid-2000s, Moscow has wooed the Russian diaspora, conceptualized it as Russian compatriots, and sought to unite it in a �Russian World� and provide it with Russian passports. Rhetorical, diplomatic, and even military protection of the Russian compatriots and the newly minted citizens has followed. Eventually, on a number of occasions, compatriots were exploited to achieve Russia�s territorial ambitions in the post-Soviet space. In the cases of eastern Ukraine and Crimea as well as Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, this has resulted in outright or de facto annexation of territories where Russian compatriots and Russian speakers reside. To a lesser extent, the same is true for Moldova�s Transnistria. Many similar processes vis-à-vis Russian compatriots are under way in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and other states in Russia�s near abroad.
I propose that Moscow has pursued an increasingly consistent seven-stage reimperialization policy trajectory toward its compatriots, moving from (1) soft power to (2) humanitarian policies, (3) compatriot policies, (4) passportization, (5) information warfare, (6) protection, and (7) informal control or formal annexation of the territories where the compatriots reside. This trajectory starts with Russia�s cultural, economic, and linguistic influence over compatriot populations and their target states. Subsequently or simultaneously, Moscow pursues humanitarian policies of aid and support for the various rights of Russian speakers in foreign states unilaterally, bilaterally, and via multilateral institutions. Then the politically reconstructed diaspora community of compatriots is institutionalized and formalized through various policies, including laws, programs, and organizations, such as the Russian state�funded Russkiy Mir (Russian World) Foundation and the Russkiy Dom (Russia House) network. Policies of passportization�offering Russian citizenship to ethnic Russians, Russian speakers, and other minorities residing in specific territories of the former Soviet republics�create concentrated groups of Russian citizens outside Russia�s borders. Then the conditions are set for Moscow�s information warfare campaign targeted at domestic, foreign, and compatriot audiences that proclaims an �urgent� need for the protection of Russian compatriots and citizens in foreign territories. The final stage is fueling of separatism that results in Moscow�s outright annexation or control of the territories where the compatriots reside. Some of the seven stages of this reimperialization trajectory can overlap, occur simultaneously, or occur in a slightly different order. The general trajectory, however, moves from co-optation of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers to territorial expansion under the guise of compatriot or minority protection, all under the veil of a blitz of information warfare.
Rather than a timetable or a formalized set of policies, the proposed seven-phase scenario reveals the aims of and provides context for the seemingly disparate Russian policies that until now have been under the radar. This is not a timetable to predict if and when Moscow will seek military protection of Russian compatriots and territorial annexation in, say, Kazakhstan or Estonia. However, the scenario signals that if a state has already been a target of the previous five phases of soft power, humanitarian, compatriot, passportization, and information policies, then the groundwork has been laid for potentially more aggressive tactics in the future. Across all former Soviet republics, Russia has already achieved various degrees of success with these policies from country to country. Still, annexation is far from a certain outcome but rather a possibility. Likewise, despite consistent policies to lay the groundwork for influence and control over territories where Russian compatriots reside, Moscow�s specific policy outcomes cannot be predicted or guaranteed.
Some may argue that Moscow�s policies in Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, and beyond have been haphazard rather than planned, and that there is no consistent discernable trajectory in Russian government policies. Indeed, as the next chapter will show, the evolution of Moscow�s policies toward compatriots has taken time to develop and demonstrated inconsistencies and even initial incoherency. However, the some twenty different Russian policies and laws related to compatriots enacted from 1994 to 2015 and outlined in the next chapter clearly demonstrate that the Kremlin has awarded increasing attention to its diaspora as a tool of foreign policy. It is also reasonable to conclude that Putin�s actions and particularly their timing have been driven by opportunism. Certainly, the 2014 Ukraine�s Maidan movement, which sought to bring the country closer to the West and resulted in bloody clashes between pro-Russia and pro-West groups in Kiev, and in the deposition of Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych, created instability in Ukraine and in turn a ripe moment for Moscow to take back Crimea and stoke conflict in the eastern part of the country.3 Likewise, the Georgian military operation to retake its breakaway territory of South Ossetia in 2008, where Russian peacekeepers were stationed, was another opportune moment for Russia to officially move its troops into South Ossetia and Abkhazia. On a much smaller scale, the Estonian government�s 2007 decision to relocate Tallinn�s Soviet-era war memorial also proved opportune for Moscow to stoke riots by Estonia�s Russian minority. Nonetheless, opportunism can go hand in hand with careful planning. �Fortune favors the bold� says a Latin proverb, but Louis Pasteur said that �fortune favors the prepared.� The reimperialization trajectory fits well with both maxims.
In the following sections, I will detail the seven phases of the reimperialization trajectory as a road map of Russian foreign policy toward post-Soviet states with large ethnic Russian and Russian-speaking minorities, providing the framework for the later country case study chapters that will locate states like Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Belarus, Armenia, Kazakhstan, and others on the trajectory. It will be in the case study chapters rather than here that extensive examples of reimperialization policies will be provided. Those chapters will also demonstrate an element of common timing when the reimperialization trajectory turns from softer to more aggressive policies. This has generally been when countries like Moldova, Georgia, Ukraine, and Armenia turned Westward and sought closer relations with NATO or the EU. The states in question then generally experienced a rapid progression from Russia�s soft power policies to intensified information warfare, arming and training of separatist groups, and passportization.

STAGE 1: SOFT POWER

According to American political scientist and leading scholar of soft power, Joseph Nye, that form of power is a state�s ability to wield influence based on its culture, political values, and foreign policies, which must be perceived as legitimate and having moral authority. Soft power facilitates a state�s public diplomacy by building long-term relationships that influence the context for government policymaking.4 Over the past decades there has been debate over whether Russia even has any soft power and, if so, what sets Russia�s soft power apart from that of other states. Russia scholar James Sherr has demonstrated that Russia�s influence is based on �hard diplomacy� and �soft coercion.� The latter is an �influence that is indirectly coercive, resting on covert methods (penetration, bribery, blackmail).�5 He also argues that Russia uses co-optation of various business, political, and private groups through the establishment of networks bonded by mutual interest to promote its objectives.6
Russia�s objectives and the means used to achieve them raise concerns for the target states. Russia�s discourse and policies demonstrate its resolve to maintain a �zone of privileged interest� in the post-Soviet states and postcommunist Europe often irrespective of the wishes of these countries. To achieve these objectives Moscow uses a combination of hard and soft power. Disentangling Russia�s soft power from hard power is difficult because it often takes forms that are covert, implicitly coercive, or of dubious legality.7 For this reason, and because Moscow often interlinks different issue areas, in this book softer methods like cultural, religious, and linguistic appeals will be discussed together with harder methods that usually fall outside the scope of soft power like economic coercion and sanctions. Furthermore, as the country case studies demonstrate, Moscow uses soft power not to avoid hard power methods, but in order to pave the way for subsequent use of hard power.8
While Russia�s instruments of influence have varied from energy exports to culture and business networks, all of these instruments have been greatly securitized. In other words, cultural and business interests have often been conceptualized by the Russian government as being in the same sphere as security and military matters, thus legitimizing Moscow�s reliance on extraordinary means to secure against perceived or constructed threats toward Russian language or culture. For instance, Russian culture is defined by the Foreign Policy Review of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs as �an instrument to ensure Russia�s economic and foreign policy interests and positive image in the world.�9 Russian culture is shared by not only ethnic Russians but also Russian speakers and those under Russian influence.10 Russian compatriots have also served both as a target of Russia�s soft power and as Moscow�s means to wield soft power over target countries such as Ukraine, Latvia, and Kazakhstan. Lastly, unlike most states where soft power is largely produced by civil society, Russia controls the institutions and individuals that help shape the country�s image and thus its soft power, such as the media, NGOs, cultural figures, universities, and the church.11
Just as Russian soft and hard power are often intertwined, so too are Russian soft power, and its humanitarian and compatriot policies. Sherr argues that in Russian perception, these three elements are essentially synonymous.12 For the purposes of this book, Russia�s soft power includes its efforts to reinforce linguistic, cultural, economic, and religious affinities with neighboring states as well as to co-opt different interest groups. The Russian language is an important means and pretext for softer and harder methods of influence. Just before the official collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, some 139 million people from the fourteen former Soviet republics (excluding Russia) knew the Russian language to a greater or lesser extent and shared many cultural, social, political, and economic ties with Russia.13 Of those people, some 25 million were ethnic Russians with even closer identification with the Russian state.14 As the next chapter will demonstrate, it took some years before an orchestrated policy and mechanisms to deal with the Russian diaspora developed, though Moscow�s efforts to privilege the Russian language in both the government and the education systems of post-Soviet states emerged early on.
Russian high culture, with its classic authors, composers, and choreographers, remains well regarded in most parts of the world and could be a legitimate and effective component of the country�s soft power. Indeed, true soft power must attract rather than trick or coerce. Russian popular culture also remains relevant for many countries of the former Soviet Union where the Russian language is widely spoken. As Russia expert Fiona Hill noted at possibly the height of the country�s soft power in 2004, Russia offers �a burgeoning popular culture spread through satellite TV, a growing film industry, rock music, Russian popular novels and the revival of the crowning achievements of the Russian artistic tradition.�15 This culture flourishes not only among the older generation but also among the younger set in the post-Soviet space, despite the influx of popular culture from the United States, Europe, and Asia. However, to date it seems that the natural appeal of Russian culture has been insufficient to support the Kremlin�s geopolitical aims of imperial revival.16 Instead, Russia has turned to institutionalized means of soft power and various state-sponsored organizations.
The majority of Russia�s soft power instruments operate under the guiding concept and associated organizations that go under the name of the Russian World�a portmanteau term for the common post-Soviet space shared by a presumed special spiritual and civilizational community. Although the term might involve a plethora of interpretations, according to Marek Menkiszak of the Warsaw Centre for Eastern Studies, it is generally defined as �the community of Russian-speaking people centered around Russia, who identify with the Orthodox Christian religion and culture and who cherish the same shared values, irrespective of their citizenship and ethnic background.�17 The Russian World is institutionalized via the Russkiy Mir Foundation, which seeks to attune the Russophone community with Russian soft power and is widely recognized as an instrument of Moscow�s geopolitics. The strategic importance that the Russian government has attached to the foundation cannot be underestimated. Established in 2007 by decree of President Putin, it is a joint venture of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Education. It seeks to promote the Russian language and culture across the globe. The foundation estimates that some 35 million individuals in over ninety countries, the majority of which are concentrated in the CIS and the Baltic States, make up the Russian World.18 Since its inception, the chairman of the management board has been Vyacheslav Nikonov. The grandson of Stalin�s foreign minister Vyacheslav Molotov (of the famed secret Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact that sought to divide Eastern Europe between the Nazis and the Soviets), Nikonov served on the staff of Gorbachev, Yeltsin, and Putin, and as assistant to the chairman of the KGB in 1991�92. He is also a well-regarded political scientist. Under his guidance, the foundation has grown into a powerful organization. For its promotion of Russian culture, financing of various projects in Russian schools, and provision of Russian language and history courses abroad, the Russkiy Mir has been generally well received by the diaspora population.19 In some regards it can be compared to the British Council or the International Organisation of La Francophonie. However, the main distinction between Russkiy Mir and other similar organizations is its evident political dimension as exemplified by Nikonov�s ties to the Kremlin and the KGB, and its ideology of including in the Russian World only those Russians who maintain loyalty to Russia, thus excluding, for example, Russians who supported the removal of the Soviet monument in Estonia in 2007.20 Likewise it engages in exaggerated media coverage of various �injustices� suffered by the Russian minorities in their countries of residence�activities that have no parallel in the British Council or La Francophonie.21
The Russian Orthodox Church has also become an institution of Russian soft power under the leadership of the Patriarch Kirill I of Moscow. Elected in 2009, Kirill, like Putin, is a native of St. Petersburg. He allegedly shares another feature in common with Putin�he has been reported as having had links to the KGB during the Soviet period as code-named agent �Mikhailov.�22 The patriarch has also been criticized by the Western media for his unflinching support for Putin�s regime, including calling the Putin era �a miracle of God.�23 Likewise, he has endorsed the Russian World policy, explaining in 2014: �the civilization of Russia belongs to something broader than the Russian Federation. This civilization we call the Russian world�. To this world can belong people who do not belong to the Slavic world, but who embraced the cultural and spiritual component of this world as their own.�24 Moreover, the head of the Orthodox Church does not shy away from voicing his view of Russia�s role in international affairs. In an interview in 2014 he declared that �Russia cannot be a vassal. Because Russia is not only a country, it is a whole civilization, it is a thousand-year story, a cultural melting-pot, of enormous power.�25 The patriarch has even been called �the most effective instrument of Russian soft power in the �near abroad.� �26
The rising influence of the Russian church both domestically and abroad can be attributed to the strong revival of Orthodoxy since the 1990s. Though all religions, including the Russian church, were forcibly oppressed during the Soviet era, from 1991 to 2008 the share of Russian adults identifying as Orthodox Christian rose from 31 percent to 72 percent.27 Globally there are about 150 million adherents to the Russian Orthodox Church, which though autocephalous (autonomous) is part of the Eastern Orthodox Church with some 250 million followers. The church, headed by the Moscow Patriarchate, exercises jurisdiction over most Eastern Orthodox Christians living in the former republics of the USSR and their diasporas abroad. Out of all Eastern Orthodox churches in the post-Soviet states, only the autocephalous Georgian church is independent from Moscow.28 Meanwhile, the Armenian Apostolic Church, which is the world�s oldest national church and is part of Oriental rather than Eastern Orthodoxy, has historically remained both de jure and de facto free from Moscow�s clout. Due to its vast reach and rising influence, however, the Russian church has become an important element of Russia�s soft power efforts abroad and an inseparable part of the reimperialization trajectory, as will be seen in the case study chapters.

STAGE 2: HUMANITARIAN POLICIES

The rising prominence of human rights in international law has given rise to a �humanitarian dimension� in Russian foreign policy that constitutes the second stage of the trajectory. To date, this humanitarian dimension has been understudied. The very understanding of �humanitarian� policies differs in the West and Russia, where gumanitarnoye sotrudnichestvo (humanitarian cooperation) is used interchangeably with �public diplomacy� and refers to �people to people� policies, �NGO diplomacy,� and �cultural diplomacy.�29 The most recent Russian Foreign Policy Review of 2007 noted four aspects of the �humanitarian trend� of foreign policy: consular issues, human rights protection, cultural and scientific cooperation, and compatriot policies.30 However, to elaborate my proposed reimperialization paradigm, I will examine Russia�s humanitarian policies separately from complementary tools like soft power, compatriot policies, and consular efforts like passportization. Instead, I will include here Moscow�s escalation of human rights questions of Russian compatriots, assistance to the Russian diaspora abroad, and even peacekeeping operations.
The relationship of the Russian Federation to human rights has been somewhat paradoxical. On the one hand, Moscow has rejected outside criticisms of its own human rights violations. It has called for regional standards of human rights to meet the cultural and historical needs of particular societies, rather than standards imposed from the outside. On the other hand, Moscow still proclaims the universal nature of such rights. In practice, Russia mainly raises the issue of human rights on the international stage in relation to the rights of ethnic Russians, Russian speakers, or Russian citizens residing in the countries of its near abroad. In contrast to the norms of the international humanitarian community that stipulate that humanitarian assistance should be guided by principles of humanity, impartiality, neutrality, and independence from political, economic, military, and other objectives, Russia�s efforts to protect human rights are closely intertwined with the notion of assisting and protecting the rights of its compatriots.31 Most often, humanitarian efforts serve as a pretext to advance Russia�s geopolitical aims. Indeed, like Russia�s version of soft power, Russia�s humanitarian policies are also a unique construct.
Exactly as human rights have increasingly become important in international relations and Russia itself has faced criticism for its domestic human rights record, Moscow has increasingly turned to humanitarian policies as an element of its foreign policy.32 According to the 2009 study The �Humanitarian Dimension� of the Russian Foreign Policy Toward Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, and the Baltic States, �Russia has chosen an offensive approach to human rights issues as the best form of defense.�33 As a result, Russia has sought out �artificial pseudo-problems� of human rights in the states of its near abroad.34 This counterattack serves several purposes. First, it distracts the attention of the international community from Russia�s own human rights violations. Second, it questions the extent to which states like the Baltics or Ukraine can protect the rights of their minorities, thus challenging the legitimacy of these national governments and seeking to �discredit those countries in eyes of international society.�35 Moscow�s vocal campaign over Russian diaspora rights enables it to internationalize and even legitimize the issue. Finally, Russian foreign policy has embraced the protection of human rights at times when it could not use international law to advance its interests. For instance, the evident weakness of Russia�s arguments under international law regarding Crimea and eastern Ukraine has resulted in Moscow�s decision to defend its actions by broad notions of compatriot protection, legitimacy, justice, and above all national interest.36
Certainly, since 1991, various minorities in the post-Soviet space, including ethnic Russians and Russian speakers, have faced occasional and in some cases arguably systemic though not explicit discrimination, potential economic hardships, and cultural integration difficulties. However, since the mid-1990s Moscow has packaged the issues of multicultural, transitional societies as �human rights violations,� tying them together with accusations of �fascism� when this suited its foreign policy aims.37 Moscow�s antifascist rhetoric targeting alleged abusers of the Russian compatriots� rights is even more paradoxical when viewed in light of the fact that Putin regime�s close ties to Europe�s neofascist and extreme right parties are well documented and include floating the French far right National Front with a �9 million loan in 2014.38 But Moscow�s perplexing efforts to �fight fascism� in the former Soviet republics serve a purpose. By seeking to portray its opponents in the Baltic States or in Kiev as �fascists,� the Russian government and its proxies by definition appear �antifascist.� For instance, Putin compared the 2014 conflict between the Ukrainian army and pro-Russian militias in the Ukrainian city of Donetsk with the heroic antifascist struggle of the Russians during the epic two-year siege of Leningrad in the Second World War.39 Paradoxically, in early 2015, the supposedly antifascist pro-Russian leader of the self-proclaimed People�s Republic of Donetsk, Alexander Zakharchenko, declared that Kiev is actually run by �miserable Jews.�40 Rhetoric aside, present-day Russian �antifascism� has nothing to do with genuine antifascism, which is characterized by adherence to democratic principles, respect for international law, and the protection of human rights.41
To date Russia has sought out existing international organizations and created ones of its own to pursue the issue of violations of human rights of Russian compatriots. Among international organizations, Russia raised and faced the issue of human rights violations in the United Nations, the UN Human Rights Council, the OSCE, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, and the European Court of Human Rights.42 Russia was particularly vocal in denouncing the alleged human rights violations of the Baltic States and also tried to hinder their accession to such international organizations as the Council of Europe and the European Union.43 However, these attempts were largely unsuccessful as various commissions concluded that the three Baltic countries were in fact complying with all human rights standards.44 Possibly the most important Russian organization working on human rights is the Institute for Democracy and Cooperation (IDC), established in 2007 and funded by �private donors� who remain absolutely clandestine.45 Headquartered in New York, this NGO is officially described as a �non-governmental think-tank dedicated to analyzing, defining, and promoting mutual understanding between Russia and the United States.�46 The Institute publishes reports of human rights violations in Western democracies, such as The State of Human Rights in the U.S. (October 2013). Its Paris branch focuses on �the relationship between state sovereignty and human rights,� �interpretation of human rights and the way they are applied in different countries,� and �the way in which historical memory is used in contemporary politics.�47 The organization�s research had a geopolitical tone in 2013, 2014, and 2015 with pieces like �The West�s Post-Modernism and the New Cultural Cold War,� �The Geopolitics of New Multipolarity,� �The United Nations Report Is Neither Realistic Nor Credible� (regarding the UN Human Rights Council�s Commission of Inquiry on Syria), and �Ideology and Geopolitics in Two Cold Wars.�48 In contrast to Russia�s own agenda of criticizing human rights conditions in the United States or the EU, a number of respected, international organizations such as Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch condemn Russia for mistreatment of ethnic minorities within its borders.
Russian humanitarian policies have also taken on military under-tones, especially with Russian peacekeeping operations. Especially in the cases of Georgia and arguably Tajikistan, which are discussed in later chapters, these operations have served as a means for Russia to establish its long-term military presence and create military bases in foreign territories under the pretext of protecting Russian compatriots or other minorities.
In summary, Russian humanitarian policies are a means of increasing Russian influence outside the Russian Federation and are closely tied to Russian soft power, compatriot policies, and propaganda campaigns. However, they have generally but mistakenly been viewed as outside the scope of Russian territorial aims and reimperialization efforts. This road map of the reimperialization trajectory demonstrates how these interconnected, softer policies all lead to Moscow�s efforts for military protection of Russian compatriots and control of the territories where they reside.

STAGE 3: COMPATRIOT POLICIES

While the word �compatriot� generally refers to a fellow countryman or countrywoman, the equivalent Russian word, sootechestvennik, has come to denote the Russian diaspora residing outside the Russian Federation and encompasses ethnic, cultural, linguistic, political, and even spiritual connotations. The term most often refers to ethnic Russians residing in the former states of the Soviet Union, but Moscow has also broadened it by including Russian speakers who may be of various other nationalities such as Ukrainians, Belarusians, Tatars, Abkhazians, Ossetians, and other peoples that were Russified during the Soviet era or even those who are not Russophones but have other cultural, religious, or historical ties to Russia. The origins and evolution of this nebulous �compatriot� category and terminology as well as the development of Russia�s compatriot policies since the 1990s will be examined closely in the following chapter. In addition that chapter will demonstrate how under Putin�s regime the Russian compatriots have been increasingly conceptualized as a potential resource to be employed in foreign policy. Russia has been described as using its compatriots since the 2000s as a �geopolitical entity,� most often with the aim to promote its own national interests rather than those of compatriots.49 Moscow does so irrespective of the laws and preferences of compatriots� home countries or the compatriots themselves. And while there may be genuine sincerity in Russia�s cultural and nationalist efforts to claim its diaspora, these efforts pale in comparison to Moscow�s manipulation of compatriots as a tool of influence over and territorial aggression against neighboring states. This section will briefly demonstrate how Moscow�s compatriot policies fit with the other items of Russia�s tool kit. Indeed, compatriots are the crux of Moscow�s reimperialization policies in its near abroad. They are the thread that ties together many other means of Russian influence.
Russian compatriots not only figure in all stages of the reimperialization trajectory, they are the driving force behind it. For instance, Russia�s soft power over neighboring states stems in great part from the presence of the sizable Russian and Russian-speaking minorities. At the same time, Moscow�s work to maintain soft power over those minorities in some ways precludes their successful integration into their states of residence while the perceived grievances of Russian compatriots enables Russia to engage in human rights efforts. These grievances, termed �human rights abuses� are then used as a pretext in subsequent stages of passportization, support for separatist movements, and finally efforts at protection and usurpation of territories. As the case studies will demonstrate, the human rights abuses endured by Russian compatriots are often blatantly invented, and certainly their claims are disseminated to exacerbate tensions in neighboring states via Russian information warfare campaigns. In the final stages of Moscow�s reimperialization trajectory, as in the cases of South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Crimea, compatriot protection is given as a reason for Russia�s military intervention.
The complex interlinkage of the compatriot issue with Russia�s other tools and goals of foreign policy can be seen in the various strategic government bodies that oversee and fund the compatriot policy, including the ministries of Foreign Affairs, Culture, and Education. However, possibly the most important federal institution in this area has been the Federal Agency for Commonwealth of Independent States Affairs, Compatriots Living Abroad, and International Humanitarian Cooperation (known for short as Rossotrudnichestvo). This agency was established with the explicit aim of �maintaining Russia�s influence in the Commonwealth of Independent States, and to foster friendly ties for the advancement of Russia�s political and economic interests in foreign states.�50 Rossotrudnichestvo may well constitute one of the most ambitious instruments to advance Russian interests abroad: since its establishment in 2008 it has rapidly expanded opening 93 branch offices in 80 countries.51 In 2013 President Putin signed an order to increase the agency�s budget from 2 billion rubles (approximately $37 million) to 9.5 billion rubles (approximately $174 million) by 2020, thus making it one of the most expensive instruments of support for compatriots abroad.52
Regional, local, and federal government institutions have also worked to execute Russia�s compatriot policies. From the late 1990s to late 2000s, the Moscow City Council and Yuri Luzhkov, the longtime mayor of Moscow (1992�2010), were prominent supporters of compatriot policies. During Luzhkov�s tenure as mayor, he reportedly spent hundreds of millions of dollars from Moscow�s well-padded city budget in the near abroad.53 Among other initiatives, he founded so-called Luzhkov scholarships for ethnic Russian students from post-Soviet countries (in parallel with scholarships from the Russian Ministry of Education). In 2003, the City of Moscow also launched its own compatriot policy via its Department for Foreign Economic Activity and International Relations.54 These policies included programs such as political and economic assistance to compatriots in Crimea, while also supporting the populace of the peninsula in gaining greater political autonomy from Kiev.55
Funds for various compatriot causes are allocated simultaneously through a large variety of government organizations and programs. For instance, in 2011 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs allocated 400 million rubles (approximately $14 million) annually for the compatriot policy through its embassies.56 At the same time, the Ministry of Science and Education agreed on a 2011�15 budget for the Russian Language Program of 2.5 billion rubles (approximately $88 million).57 In May 2011, President Medvedev announced the creation of the Foundation for Supporting and Protecting the Rights of Compatriots Living Abroad, under the auspices of the Foreign Ministry to be a �permanent, systemic and effective system to protect the interests of our compatriots.�58 The Fund�s official purpose was to �render legal and organizational assistance to compatriots whose rights are violated abroad�. The new organization will also monitor violations of their rights.�59 The foundation has allegedly been involved in helping finance separatist and militia groups in eastern Ukraine. In May 2014 the Ukrainian security services confiscated the bank accounts of a Ukrainian organization Dar Zhizhni (Gift of Life) that in April 2014 received 8 million rubles (approximately $250,000) from the foundation, and according to a Ukrainian court decision had been using the funds to provide financial and media support to extremists in the Donbas to advance separatism and pro-Russian propaganda.60
Moscow also institutionalizes the compatriots through various other cultural organizations, including the Russkiy Mir Foundation and the Russkiy Dom network. Throughout the 2000s the ideological concept of the �Russian World� gained strength on the back of Russkiy Dom, which was established in 1999 to promote Russian values, language, and culture as well as offering legal protection to Russians.61 By 2011 Russkiy Dom�s annual budget was some $30 million, with over fifty centers across the globe, including such disparate countries as Germany, Latvia, the United States, Switzerland, and Mexico.62 Likewise, Russia lends support to various transnational movements and organizations of the post-Soviet space that have historical or cultural ties to Russia and are deemed to be part of the Russian World. One example is the Cossacks, an East Slavic people with strong military and Orthodox Christian traditions living across Russia, Ukraine, the Caucasus, Central Asia, and beyond. They have enjoyed Moscow�s political, financial, and even military support for their separatist movements and have fought on the Russian side in the wars of Transnistria, Georgia, and most recently Ukraine where they have formed a short-lived and self-proclaimed separatist Cossack People�s Republic in the east of the country, which eventually was liquidated and incorporated into the Luhansk People�s Republic.63
Russia also organizes large-scale events for its compatriots, such as the World Congress of Russian Compatriots, held in Russia every three years since 2003, where representatives from post-Soviet countries meet in a forum with the Russian president and other state leaders. Topics of discussion range from minority rights, resettlement back to Russia, to preservation of cultural and linguistic ties with the motherland.64 In some ways the congress is reminiscent of the early Soviet Comintern, or Communist International, which in the 1920s and 1930s held World Congresses in Moscow where representatives from international and European communist parties would meet. The Comintern was a tool of Soviet foreign policy, and the Kremlin held a disproportionate power share in the congresses which it used to promote its revolutionary ideals while expecting the foreign participants to declare loyalty to Moscow rather than to their home countries.65 Likewise, Russian compatriot representatives are expected to agree loyally with the policies outlined in the Kremlin, while they have limited ability to shape compatriot policy.66 According to participants, Russian embassies, which aid the recruitment processes, provide advance instructions to compatriots on what to do and what not to do at the congresses.67 It is no surprise that reports have cited a decline in compatriot participation at the World Congress meetings from around a thousand in 2009 to slightly over five hundred in 2012.68 Nonetheless, what is most concerning for post-Soviet states (and will be outlined in detail in the case study chapters) is the fact that compatriot organizations encourage the diaspora to make political demands such as changes in language and citizenship policies and calls for regional separatism and autonomy, as well as disseminating specific historical interpretations that split societies along ethnic lines.

STAGE 4: PASSPORTIZATION

The idea of providing ethnic Russians, Russian speakers, and others in the post-Soviet states with Russian passports has long appealed to the Russian government. As the next chapter will outline, in the early 1990s Moscow sought to establish the principle of dual citizenship in the post-Soviet space and at the same time sought to �passportize� whole regions outside its borders. In the global context, a number of states accept the principle of dual citizenship, and it could be argued that Moscow�s efforts to negotiate the principle with the sovereign post-Soviet states (especially in the case of Central Asia) were not unusual. However, Moscow�s passportization policies, which often violate the laws of the foreign states affected, differed significantly from accepted international norms. The policies undermined state sovereignty by encouraging often unlawful activities of handing out passports and by their targeting of specific populations of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing in particular foreign territories where Russia sought greater influence. They also targeted other minority populations like Ossetians and Abkhazians that resided in breakaway territories of Georgia. As a result there was fierce opposition from many countries to both Russia�s passportization efforts and the related principle of dual citizenship. In 2006, then First Deputy Prime Minister Medvedev argued that while �the international practice of the past several decades� rejects dual citizenship, it could become relevant as the CIS reached a level of integration comparable to that of the EU.69 Still among the CIS only Tajikistan has a formal agreement with Russia enabling dual citizenship while Kyrgyzstan and Armenia have not formalized the agreement but their citizenship laws could allow for it. Nonetheless, the semilegal practices of obtaining Russian citizenship continue unabated in much of the post-Soviet world since the early 1990s.
In some cases, the fact that residents of the former Soviet republics had not acquired citizenship in the newly independent post-Soviet states (due either to imposed legal constraints or to their own unwillingness) was also used by Moscow as a reason for passportization. The Russian government has maintained that if former citizens of the Soviet Union had not received citizenship in the new states, then �Russia as a legal successor to the Soviet Union was obligated to grant these people citizenship and rights under the Constitution of Russia.�70 This logic has been particularly relevant in Estonia and Latvia, which, as discussed in more detail in the chapter on the Baltic States, did not grant automatic citizenship to Soviet-era migrants who included many Russians and Russian speakers. Tallinn�s and Riga�s policies and the resulting passportless populations played well into Moscow�s hands, providing an arguably justifiable reason for their passportization as well as creating an international grievance. Meanwhile, in Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia and Moldova�s Transnistria, while Tbilisi and Chisinau granted automatic citizenship to inhabitants of these territories, separatist movements precluded many from obtaining Georgian or Moldovan passports. In these territories there was ready acceptance of Moscow�s passportization policies. However, in most other former Soviet republics, like Ukraine�s Crimea or northern Kazakhstan, Moscow was clandestinely and often illegally offering Russian citizenship to foreign citizens. Interestingly, Russian ethnicity was not a prerequisite for passportization in Moldova and Georgia. For instance, in the case of South Ossetia, there were virtually no ethnic Russians or native Russian speakers according to the 1989 census which lists ethnic Ossetians as making up 66 percent of the population and ethnic Georgians as totaling 29 percent.71 Whether targeting Russians or other nationalities, Russian passportization policies have played an important role in establishing and reinforcing separatism in Transnistria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Crimea.
Indeed, passportization is no simple consular matter. While most countries focus their consular activities on tourism, cultural and educational exchanges, and migration of workers, Russia has made consular activities a means to its security and territorial ambitions. Moscow�s policies of protecting its citizens and compatriots abroad have rightfully made most post-Soviet countries suspicious of Russian consular activities.72 According to anthropologist Florian M�hlfried, passportization is a clear case of �a new form of imperialism by civic means.�73 Its origins have been said to date back to the Cold War, when the notion of socialist international solidarity was used as grounds for intervention throughout the world. In the Putin era it has been replaced by a paternalistic ideology of providing help to fellow citizens and compatriots in need�an ideology formulated in the modern language of human rights.74
The main actors in the passportization process, in addition to Russian consulates, have been public organizations, field forces or special door-to-door brigades, and at times even individuals. In Georgia, when the 2002 new Russian Citizenship Law simplified procedures, the Russian government created passport application centers in Abkhazia and South Ossetia.75 At the same time a public organization, the Congress of Russian Communities, spearheaded the passportization process in Abkhazia and field forces traveled to remote mountain villages to hand out passports.76 In Crimea, the Russian consulate in Simferopol had been aggressively issuing Russian passports for years leading up to the 2014 conflict.77 The passportization policies achieved some success. According to the Russian Federal Migration Service, from 2000 to 2009 almost 3 million people living on the territory of the former Soviet Union beyond the Russian Federation had received Russian citizenship.78 Many among these were dual citizens, especially in countries like Moldova and Ukraine.
Russia has generally not forced its citizenship on its diaspora or other nationals. Russian citizenship has had some appeal for the Russian minority and other nationalities, as seen in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Transnistria, Estonia, Latvia, and Armenia. First, any citizenship may hold appeal for people without passports as in Estonia and Latvia. Second, there are also economic motives for acquiring Russian citizenship, which makes it easier and less expensive to travel to Russia as it eliminates the need for visas�an attraction, for example, in Moldova, Georgia, and Armenia. Russians may seek frequent travel to Russia to visit their relatives while all nationalities may benefit from visa-free travel if they work in Russia or reside near the border with the Russian Federation and conduct business or trade across the border. Third, Russian citizenship entitles passport holders additional benefits such as education in Russia, child support payments, free health care, support for large families, worker and military pensions, and the right to vote in Russian presidential and Duma elections.79 Some of these benefits, though, are selectively administered and favor separatist territories. For instance, in 2008 Russian citizens residing in Moldova�s Transnistria received supplementary pension payments, while Russian citizens residing elsewhere in Moldova did not receive such payments.80 Lastly, the appeal of Russian citizenship may reflect the success Russia has achieved in its soft power efforts to maintain the loyalty of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers abroad and attract other nationalities.

STAGE 5: INFORMATION WARFARE

The previous four stages of the neo-imperialist trajectory all pave the way for the blitz of information warfare and mark a pivot point preceding more open aggression from Moscow. Information warfare is the aggressive use of propaganda to destabilize, demoralize, or manipulate the target audience and achieve an advantage over an opponent including by seeking to deny, degrade, corrupt, or destroy the opponent�s sources of information. Some use of propaganda, loosely defined as information of a biased or misleading nature used to promote a political cause or point of view, is common among states even during times of peace and is often perceived to be part of soft power efforts. However, a turn to information warfare signals an escalation of tensions and sometimes also a turn to military engagement. In the Russian National Security Concept of 2000, the term �information warfare� was introduced to describe the threats Russia was facing, and rather ambiguously, also as the �improvement and protection of the domestic information infrastructure and integration of Russia into the world information domain.�81 Russian analysts, when referring to the internal and external information warfare threats that the country faces, argue that such warfare also �presumes �nontraditional occupation,� namely the possibility of controlling territory and making use of its resources without the victor�s physical presence on the territory of the vanquished.�82 In my proposed seven-stage trajectory, information warfare is a crucial turning point when an �urgent� need for the �protection� of Russian compatriots and citizens is conceptualized. However, information warfare campaigns are preceded by decades of softer propaganda tactics, spread of pro-Russia historical narratives, and efforts by Russian state-run media companies to capture the audience of post-Soviet states.
The targets of Russian information propaganda are legion: the Russian diaspora, the broader audience of the countries within Russia�s sphere of influence, Russian domestic audiences, and the international community. While Russian media sometimes target these different audiences at different stages and in different ways, at times they do so simultaneously. Most generally, the initial target audience tends to be the compatriots residing in any particular former Soviet republic, who are presented with a Moscow-biased version of current events and history. Then, the idea is introduced that the compatriots are at risk from hostile forces in Europe, America, the titular nationality�the dominant eponymous ethnic group in the country�and/or the country�s nationalist and �fascist� groups. The surprisingly high degree to which Russian information warfare and propaganda are accepted both domestically and in the former Soviet republics is closely related to the fact that Russian state-controlled media tend to dominate the information space of the entire post-Soviet region. Local media do not have sufficient resources or are simply not sufficiently established to compete with Russian state-funded media. Likewise, due to the prevalence of the Russian language, the vast majority of the audience consistently opts for Russian over English or other foreign-language media. In November 2014, the Russian state-owned news agency Rossiya Segodnya announced the launch of a new international media project, Sputnik, that will broadcast in forty-five languages and have offices in all post-Soviet states with the exception of Turkmenistan.83 The Russian government also intended to beef up the spending in 2015 for the Russia Today international TV network and for Rossiya Segodnya, which also incorporates the Voice of Russia radio station and the international news agency RIA Novosti, by 40 percent and 200 percent respectively.84 However, given the enormous fluctuations of the ruble in the foreign exchange market, which in early 2015 lost nearly 50 percent of its value vis-à-vis the dollar, the combined funding for Russia Today and Rossiya Segodnya actually decreased from $695 million in 2014 to $335 million in 2015.85
Information warfare campaigns in the near abroad tend to create divisions in target societies as well as shore up support for Russia�s military campaigns among the domestic audience. The campaigns are either simultaneously or subsequently extended to international audiences in order to present events with a Kremlin bias and justify Russia�s policy choices. As case study chapters will show, Moscow�s information warfare was exemplified in the Georgian and Ukrainian wars where it was used strategically to advance Russian military aims. In the case of Kyrgyzstan, Moscow�s targeted propaganda campaign arguably played a contributing role in toppling a regime.
The Russian propaganda machine is an elaborate industry that dates back to the Second World War with the purpose of deception and manipulation of information. Russian information warfare theory is derived directly from spetspropaganda (special propaganda) theory, which was first taught as a separate subject in 1942 at the Russian Military Institute of Foreign Languages. Although the subject was removed from the curriculum after the collapse of the USSR, it was reintroduced after Putin launched the Information Security Doctrine in September 2000. The doctrine was generally interpreted as the state�s attempt to take control over mass media and subordinate its functioning to the needs of government and national security.86 Among its outlined measures for maintenance of information security in domestic politics was the �launching of counterpropaganda activities aimed at prevention of negative outcomes from the dissemination of disinformation about Russian internal politics.�87 At that point the Russian Military Institute was rebranded as the Department of Foreign Military Information of the Military University of the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation.88 According to deputy director of the Warsaw Centre for Eastern Studies, Jolanta Darczewska, in the Department of Foreign Military Information the Russian military trains specialists in �organizing foreign information and military communication,� �information analysis,� and �monitoring and development of military information.�89 However, information warfare is not limited to this single institution: as of 2014 there were at least 74 research and scientific institutions, forming the Scientific and Methodological Association of Higher Education Facilities of the Russian Federation Covering Information Security, established upon the initiative of the FSB (the former KGB).90
The modern Russian information warfare tradition distinguishes itself from its peers in other countries by the extensive use of such concepts as strategicheskaya maskirovka (strategic masking) and reflexive control. The highest cadres of Kremlin�s leadership have studied this science, including Deputy Prime Minister Dmitry Rogozin, who has been in charge of the Russian defense industry since 2011. Rogozin comes from a family of Soviet military scientists, and was among the first seven persons sanctioned by the U.S. government following Crimea�s annexation in March 2014. In his writing he has analyzed the strategic masking concept, which involves the use of deception and manipulation of the enemy.91 According to Rogozin, strategic masking is devised by the highest politico-military levels and employs various military units to jam radios, spread disinformation via media, and manipulate the enemy into believing false reports of military movements.92 This has been demonstrated in the Ukrainian and Georgian wars where non-Russian media were immediately blocked in occupied territories and the strategic government and military communications of these countries were breached and impaired. Reflexive control is defined by Rogozin as a means of supplying an opponent with specially prepared information or disinformation to incline him to voluntarily make the predetermined decision desired by the initiator of the action.93 All this is accomplished while exploiting the moral, psychological, and other factors affecting the target.94 In practice, these tactics can include lowering the morale of the opponent�s military or society and thus making them less likely to resist foreign military aggression.
Along with specialized institutions that focus on training information warfare specialists, Russia also operates institutions that are dedicated to manufacturing and spreading propaganda to mass audiences. In St. Petersburg, Russian businessmen run a bona fide internet comment factory, Internet Research LLC, employing about 250 people working twelve-hour shifts round the clock writing pro-Kremlin blogs. The connection of the comment factory with the Kremlin has not been proven, but then, such links are difficult to establish in many forms of information and cyber warfare.95 The employees of Internet Research mostly work in the Russian blogging platform LiveJournal and a Facebookesque social network, Vkontakte.96 Some write the posts, others comment on them. The content always focuses on praising Putin and his policies while condemning the West97�for instance, with allegations of Ukraine being run by a pro-American Kiev junta or by pro-American Nazis.98
In addition to a blogging factory, there is a perception that the Russian government operates an army of hackers who conduct cyber warfare campaigns supporting its foreign policy and military aims. Cyber warfare relies on computers and other electronic devices for hacking and damaging an enemy�s information systems and its strategic or tactical resources for purposes of espionage or sabotage. Indeed, many cyber security experts agree that since the 2000s Russia has acquired the greatest capability in the world for cyber warfare and uses it primarily for foreign policy aims, in contrast to the runner-up, China, which concentrates on economically motivated cyber espionage. Although the Kremlin denies it, Russia was the first in history to coordinate a cyber attack with a military campaign when its hackers reportedly worked alongside Russian military forces in their invasion of Georgia in 2008, targeting Georgian internet infrastructure.99 Earlier in Estonia, in 2007, pro-Russia hackers carried out a highly similar DDoS (distributed denial of service) campaign against Estonian business and government during a diplomatic spat between Tallinn and Moscow.100 Likewise, since 2014 pro-Russian hackers have been leading a cyber espionage campaign against the Ukrainian government and even against NATO.101
The Russian media are among the main actors disseminating Kremlin propaganda. From about 2004 onward, or essentially since Putin came to power, the Russian media rapidly became a tool controlled by the state. A 2014 book by the Russian-born British writer and television producer Peter Pomerantsev describes Putin�s authoritarian-style methods to establish the Kremlin�s complete control over the media and thereby to create an alternative reality.102 The three major Russian channels are owned either directly by the Kremlin or by state-owned companies, and Russia�s only independent television channel, TV Rain (Telekanal Dozhd), is facing enormous pressure from the Federal Supervision Agency for Information Technologies and Communications (Roskomnadzor).103 Freedom House�s Freedom of the Press 2014 survey direly summarizes the situation as follows:
The media environment in Russia� is characterized by the use of a pliant judiciary to prosecute independent journalists, impunity for the physical harassment and murder of journalists, and continued state control or influence over almost all traditional media outlets. In 2013, the Russian government enacted additional legal restrictions on freedom of speech�. While bloggers and journalists, as well as radio and television broadcasters, are successfully utilizing the internet to reach audiences interested in alternative and more balanced sources of information, the government has begun to use a combination of the law, the courts, and regulatory pressure to extend its crackdown to online media.�104

Experts on the Russian media propaganda apparatus even argue that it has become �the central mechanism of a new type of authoritarianism far subtler than 20th-century strains.�105 The Russian political activist and chess grandmaster Garry Kasparov commented on the role of the opposition in the face of state propaganda in 2014: �Unfortunately, we have to reiterate that white is white and black is black. Because today the country is living in complete lies, which are broadcast 24/7 by the state propaganda machine.�106
Russian propaganda has also been evolving to combine popular culture with information warfare. For example in late 2014, a well-known Russian actor was shown with a machine gun shooting or pretending to shoot at Ukrainian forces during a cease-fire, while wearing a press helmet. This incident was unanimously condemned by the Ukrainian authorities, who described the actor as an �accomplice in terrorist activities� following the incident.107 He was also criticized at home by Russia�s Union of Journalists and the head of the union�s Moscow branch.108 The participation of a popular Russian figure in the Ukrainian war was likely intended to boost morale and support for the war in Russia.
In addition to the state-dominated news media, the Russian government has established organizations to provide a Kremlin-approved view of history. In 2009 the paradoxically named President�s Commission to Prevent Falsification of History was established. The organization aims at promulgating history as set out by the Soviet regime if not outright historical revisionism. As with Russkiy Mir, top-level officials from the President�s administration, the FSB, the Federal Intelligence Service (SVR), and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs support this organization. The commission has sought both to �explain� history and to �prevent attempts to rewrite history [that] are becoming more and more harsh, depraved and aggressive.�109 Contentious historical topics include Stalinist repressions, Soviet occupation of the Baltic States, and the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. In late 2014, Putin himself attempted on several occasions to rehabilitate the previously condemned pact, which sought to carve up Eastern Europe. During a meeting with young historians in Moscow, Putin stated, �The Soviet Union signed a non-aggression treaty with Germany. People say: �Ach, that�s bad.� But what�s bad about that if the Soviet Union didn�t want to fight, what�s bad about it?�110 Also, in 2008 the Historical Memory Foundation was established in Moscow with the official goal of countering the efforts of European states to �rewrite the history� of the twentieth century, when in reality these states seek greater acknowledgment of Soviet-era atrocities both at home and abroad. The foundation is guided by the controversial figure Alexander Dyukov, who has made a name for himself by seeking to deny or diminish Soviet repressions. He is banned from a number of European Schengen zone countries.111
Just as Russia�s human rights agenda is focused on the idea of fascism, so too does the issue of fascism color Russia�s information warfare and its views of history. Certainly, the struggle against Nazi forces during the Second World War left an indelible imprint on the Soviet and Russian psyche. In the war against the fascists, some 20 to 30 million Soviet citizens of various nationalities died�more deaths than any single country suffered. Since the 2000s, however, the Russian government has increasingly turned the idea of fascism into a political tool and Russian historians are increasingly promoting this Kremlin line.112 Indeed, fascism has served the Kremlin as a useful label to pin on its opponents�whether the Baltic States, the West in general, or since 2014 the Ukrainian government. This process of manufacturing enemies out of foreign states and peoples via the media has been demonstrated in the case of Latvia by American-Latvian political scientist and Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights Nils Mui�nieks, but a similar process can be seen vis-à-vis other states as well.113 These efforts to manufacture �self� versus �other� also serve to unify Russian society with ideological conceptions which are centered on three pillars of Russian national identity: Christian Orthodoxy, victory against fascism in the Second World War, and anti-Americanism.114
Two possible motives drive Russia�s efforts in the historical sphere. First, Putin�s regime has been consciously rehabilitating Soviet-era leaders as symbols as well as returning to a Soviet interpretation of history.115 Second, Moscow�s historical revisionism seeks to counter the efforts of Central and Eastern Europe to study Soviet persecutions and deportations against both the Russian people and other nations. In the EU, there has been a movement to recognize Soviet historical crimes equally with those of the Nazis. In April 2009, with the support of Baltic and Polish members, the European Parliament passed a resolution on the European conscience and totalitarianism that came just short of equating Soviet and Nazi crimes.116 Likewise, the EU has created Black Ribbon Day or the European Day of Remembrance for Victims of Stalinism and Nazism, and an educational project, the Platform of European Memory and Conscience. However, the regime of Vladimir Putin relies on disinformation and historical reinterpretations not to reassess the past but instead to push forward its foreign policy agenda in the present�particularly when it comes to �protecting� its so-called compatriots and claiming people and territories that are perceived as historically Russian.

STAGE 6: PROTECTION

The previous five stages of the reimperialization trajectory would traditionally represent softer forms of a state�s influence. In the case of Russia, however, these soft instruments have been highly securitized, reflecting �soft coercion� rather than traditional soft power. The sixth stage, that of �protecting� Russian compatriots, marks a concrete departure from softer methods toward hard power. This is the stage where military campaigns could commence, though hybrid warfare is possibly more likely to play a role than conventional warfare.
The implicit notion of protecting Russian compatriots is present at nearly all of the five previous stages of the trajectory. Humanitarian policies deal specifically with seeking to ensure and protect the rights of the Russian compatriots. As will be demonstrated in the next chapter, Russia�s laws, policies, and strategies on compatriot issues enshrine, institutionalize, and legalize this protection even when such a practice is unusual in international law. An offer of a passport is in its very essence an offer of state protection�both inside and outside Russia�s borders. Finally, information warfare often focuses on the alleged violations of Russian human rights, threats of fascism, and even preposterous accusations of genocide of the Russian diaspora, as voiced by the main federal investigative authority, the Russian Investigative Committee, during the Russian-Ukrainian conflict in late 2014.117 Thus, Moscow-led protection of compatriots becomes the natural extension of earlier Russian policies.
The Russian notion of protection is very broad, as Moscow has reserved for itself almost all its forms in response to various levels of threat. Moscow�s earliest conceptualizations of how to defend its compatriots abroad via military intervention were established in a draft military doctrine published in May 1992. It defined one of the basic tasks of the military as defense of the �rights and interests of citizens of Russia and people linked with it ethnically and culturally abroad.�118 While the final text of the military doctrine, published in 1993, narrowed the group to be defended to just citizens, it still defined �the suppression of the rights, freedoms and lawful interests of Russian citizens in foreign states as a source of military danger.�119 In recent times, Russia�s policies in Georgia and particularly in Ukraine have established two criteria according to which the Kremlin can use military force to protect Russian compatriots. First, when there is a presumed threat to their security (their lives or physical well-being).120 Second, when Russian compatriots (but not necessarily their legal representatives) request Russia�s assistance.121 However, the Russian government has declared on more than one occasion that it seeks to protect Russian compatriots and citizens abroad not only in the face of danger but during any infringements of their �dignity� and �honor.� For example, during the Russo-Georgian war in August 2008, Medvedev reiterated that �protecting the lives and dignity of our citizens, wherever they may be, is an unquestionable priority for our country.�122 Russia�s use of military force in South Ossetia was also justified as defense of �the dignity and honor of the Russian citizens.�123 Finally, as the case of Ukraine demonstrated in 2014, this protection need not be officially requested or even approved by the compatriots. The Kremlin has seemingly called to protect compatriots in eastern Ukraine from the new government in Kiev by its own decision. For instance, a month after the annexation of Crimea, in April 2014, the Gallup Organization conducted polls in Ukraine and found that only 8 percent of the population in eastern Ukraine responded �definitely yes� to wanting protection by the Russian army. In contrast, 52 percent of eastern Ukrainians responded �definitely no.� Likewise, 11 percent responded �rather yes� while 17 percent responded �rather no.�124 While the accuracy of the sample in this or any poll can always be questioned, there was no evidence to suggest that (beyond the small number of separatist insurgents supported by Russian militias) eastern Ukrainians sought Moscow�s protection.
Ultimately, President Putin has regarded any threat to the supranational concept of the Russian World as a pretext for protection. In the case of Ukraine, on June 24, 2014, Putin argued: �We shall always protect the ethnic Russians in Ukraine, as well as that part of Ukraine�s population that feels inseparably linked with Russia ethnically, culturally and linguistically, that feels to be a part of the broader Russkiy Mir.�125 As Russian policy experts such as Marlene Laruelle conclude, the concept of the Russian World �serves as a justification for what Russia considers to be its right to oversee the evolution of its neighbors, and sometimes for an interventionist policy.�126 In addition, Russian state interests and not only Russian minorities can also warrant protection. For instance, as then president Medvedev reiterated at the end of August 2008 following the Russo-Georgian war: �Russians have special interests in the former Soviet Union and in friendly relations with these states. Intrusions by others into these regions that undermine pro-Russian regimes will be regarded as a threat to Russia�s special interests.�127 This statements has been echoed vis-à-vis Armenia, Belarus, and other Russian ally states. However, the protection of Russian minorities or even Russian state interest is not necessarily the end goal of the reimperialization trajectory.

STAGE 7: ANNEXATION

The final stage of the trajectory is either formal or de facto annexation of the territories where compatriots reside. However, Russia�s reimperialization of post-Soviet territories and the policies that can result in annexation should be understood as an ongoing, long-term process rather than a final step. In this process human rights violations, protection, and the right to self-determination are evoked. Polls may be conducted and referendums held. Even the rapid referendum in and annexation of Ukraine�s Crimea belies the fact that Moscow�s policies of passportization had been under way in the peninsula for many years before, as will be demonstrated in Chapter 4. The variation in timing and conditions of Russia�s efforts of territorial expansion across the post-Soviet space does not diminish the consistency of Russia�s aim of extending its power over or taking over former Soviet territories where Russian compatriots reside. The propaganda for protecting Russian compatriots facilitates Russia�s search for a modern-day version of the Anschluss, in which Nazi Germany invaded and incorporated Austria in accordance with its propaganda campaign for uniting ethnic Germans and the territories where they resided in a single state.
To date, Crimea is the sole case of outright annexation. It is a unique case, Moscow�s defenders may argue, because fifty years ago, this originally Tatar territory was part of the Russian state. By contrast, Moscow has still not recognized Transnistria�s independence nor tried to annex the territory, despite the fact that it declared its independence from Moldova in 1990. Nonetheless, albeit internationally unrecognized (except by South Ossetia and Abkhazia), Transnistria has in effect become Moscow�s puppet territory. Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia have declared independence and both are now seeking closer integration with the Russian Federation. Ukraine�s militant-run Luhansk and Donetsk, self-proclaimed �people�s republics� are likely to follow in the footsteps of South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Transnistria. The separatist forces in the two conflict zones in Ukraine are largely armed, manned, and supported by Russia (in spite of Moscow�s denials), and the separatists� �independence� may in the future even gain Moscow�s official recognition, if not lead to annexation.
Despite the Kremlin�s assertions of the right to protect compatriots and citizens anywhere in the world, and especially in the near abroad, it has shown some reluctance and caution about officially sending in armed forces for this purpose or for annexation. The Russian military engaged the Georgian forces in South Ossetia and Abkhazia but insisted it did so only after Tbilisi sent in troops to recapture the rebel territories. In Ukraine, Moscow preferred to rely on hybrid warfare. It is very telling that even by mid-2015, despite all evidence to the contrary, the Kremlin has refused to admit both domestically and internationally that Russian armed forces were fighting in eastern Ukraine. Instead, high-ranking Russian officials such as Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov and Russia�s envoy to the UN Vitaly Churkin have argued that the Russian soldiers who were fighting in Ukraine�s Donbas region were merely volunteers.128 Likewise, Russian soldiers on the ground explain that they are simply spending their vacation days in eastern Ukraine and personally support the activities of the separatists.129 The purpose of such a narrative has been to consistently deny Russian military interference and characterize the war as a conflict between Kiev and a group of local, home-grown rebels rather than Russian forces. Furthermore, in May 2015, Putin issued a decree to the effect that deaths of Russian soldiers or injuries to them occurring in the course of �special operations� can be classified as military secrets, even in peacetime.130 This effectively blocked any public inquiries regarding the involvement of Russian soldiers in Ukraine and the resulting casualties.
This preference for a covert and shadow war seems to stem from the �Gerasimov Doctrine,� published in February 2013 in the Russian Military-Industrial Courier. In his article, the Chief of the General Staff of the Russian Federation, General Valery Gerasimov, proposed eight phases of modern hybrid warfare to subvert states and gain control of territories without resorting to conventional military means. General Gerasimov concluded that �The very �rules of war� have changed,� and that today nonmilitary means such as the �use of political, economic, informational, humanitarian, and other non-military measures�applied in coordination with the protest potential of the population� can exceed �the power of force of weapons in their effectiveness� and �that the open use of forces�often under the guise of peacekeeping and crisis regulation�is resorted to only at a certain stage, primarily for the achievement of final success in the conflict.�131 Hybrid warfare rather than traditional military campaigns is crucial to Russia�s reimperialization efforts and effectively utilizes, among other tactics, efforts to win the hearts and minds of a civilian population, and information and cyber warfare.
In the long run, Moscow may be increasingly unable to bear the costs of territorial expansion and military campaigns to reimperialize more post-Soviet territories. Though Russia has recently modernized its military, at some point the cost of modernization may become prohibitive. Yet Moscow has demonstrated great ability and success in engaging in low-cost hybrid warfare and creating frozen-conflict zones in Transnistria, South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and potentially Luhansk and Donetsk. Frozen conflicts are defined as conditions where active armed conflict may have ended but no peace treaty or political resolution has resolved the tensions to the satisfaction of the different sides. In a frozen conflict zone internal sovereignty can be achieved on a breakaway territory but at the expense of �external sovereignty� (recognition in the international system).132 The term �frozen conflict� is almost completely associated with the breakaway post-Soviet territories that emerged as a result of Moscow�s efforts to protect its compatriots. While such conflicts do not amount to direct annexation, they permanently remove territories from the states in question, place them under Russia�s direct influence, and pave the way for Russia�s subsequent territorial expansion. They benefit various local and transnational interest groups (including Russian groups) involved in transportation of commercial goods, money laundering, organized crime, and arms trafficking. After years spent as unrecognized entities in the gray zone of the international community, these territories eventually seek closer ties to Russia or absorption into the Russian Federation rather than independence, as seen in the cases of South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Transnistria. While frozen conflicts may serve as stepping-stones for annexation by Moscow, they are equally effective in destabilizing target states like Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine. By challenging the territorial integrity of these states, Moscow is able to thwart their pushes for EU or NATO membership and thus constrain their foreign policies and keep them in its sphere of influence�a key aim of the Russian government and the reimperialization trajectory.

The proposed seven stages of Russia�s reimperialization policy trajectory help make sense of the seemingly disparate processes under way in many of the fourteen states of the former Soviet Union. They serve as a lens through which to view the Kremlin�s efforts at extending its influence and territory in the former Soviet republics, irrespective of their wishes or the wishes of the so-called compatriots. The seven-stage paradigm is not a timetable for Moscow�s imminent annexation. Instead, it outlines how the stage is set for military escalation and how hybrid warfare, annexation, separatism, and frozen conflicts can become possibilities. The more aggressive phases of reimperialization often come into play either at opportune moments or when the target countries are deliberating closer ties with EU or NATO, as in the cases of Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, and Armenia. EU or NATO membership, as in the case of the Baltic States, does not preclude Russia�s use of softer reimperialization tactics, nor does it completely exclude the possibility of separatism and armed conflict.
Russian compatriot policies are both distinct aspects of Russian reimperialization and at the same time underlie all seven stages of the proposed trajectory. Compatriot policies have been little studied before and are in many ways the main focus of this book. As a result, Russian compatriot policies and related foreign policy, national security, and citizenship strategies will be assessed in detail in the next chapter. Having demonstrated the final aims of compatriot policies in the imperial revival project, the following chapter will trace how the Russian diaspora and Russian speakers have been conceptualized, politicized, and securitized as compatriots to become an instrument of Russia�s foreign policy since the 1990s.

CHAPTER THREE
The Origins and Development of Russian Compatriot Policies

�the collapse of the Soviet Union was a major geopolitical disaster of the century. And for the Russian nation, it became a genuine drama. Tens of millions of our co-citizens and compatriots found themselves outside Russian territory.
�Vladimir Putin, State of the Nation Address, 25 April 2005


THERE IS NO CONCEPT more nebulous but potentially more important for the geopolitics of the former Soviet space than that of �Russian compatriots.� Compatriots have served an important role in Russia�s quest to reestablish itself as a great power on the world stage. Since the 2000s, compatriot policies have served an integrative function: that of uniting the Russian people and the foreign lands where they reside under the flag of the Russian Federation. Moscow has spent decades trying to define the concept of a �compatriot,� despite its geostrategic importance for Russia. While the term �compatriot� generally refers to a �fellow countryman or countrywoman,� the Russian word, sootechestvennik (literally �those who are with the fatherland�), has come to refer most often to ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing outside the Russian Federation and encompasses ethnic, cultural, linguistic, political, and even spiritual connotations. Its usage has been broad and mutable. Almost any Russian speaker who resides outside of Russia, or even anyone who was born in the Soviet Union, has been at some point defined by Moscow as a Russian compatriot. Even Russian ethnicity or Russian language is not a prerequisite for belonging to this category. Anyone hailing from some 185 ethnic groups that have historically resided in the territory of the Russian Federation or the Soviet Union could be deemed a compatriot.
A Russian grandfather and veteran, for example, who has lived in Tallinn, Estonia, since the Second World War could be considered a compatriot. But so could a high-school student in Brighton Beach, Brooklyn, whose Jewish grandparents arrived in the 1950s from Odessa, Ukraine, escaping the Soviet regime. An ethnic Ossetian living in a mountain village in the Georgian breakaway territory of South Ossetia who speaks his native Iranian language can also fall under the same category�likewise a Tatar girl who is a Russian speaker and lives in the historic city of Samarkand, Uzbekistan, in the heart of Central Asia. The two things that connect Moscow�s so-called compatriots all over the world are being habitual Russian speakers and/or descent from former Soviet or Russian citizens or nations inhabiting former Russian imperial lands. Compatriots are ethnic Russians only in the narrowest sense of Moscow�s use of the term. In 1991 there were about 25 million ethnic Russians residing outside the Russian Federation in the former Soviet Republics.1 They constituted significant percentages of the population in Kazakhstan (38 percent), Latvia (34 percent), Estonia (30 percent), and Ukraine (22 percent).2 In the 2010s, there were about 30 million native Russian speakers outside the Russian Federation.3 But taking into account the entire population of the independent former Soviet republics, there is a total of nearly 150 million individuals who are descendants of Soviet citizens and thus have at different times qualified for Moscow�s identification as compatriots.4 While Russia aims to define compatriots based on language or descent, in reality these individuals are highly diverse�geographically, ethnically, linguistically, generationally, and socially. Over the decades, Moscow has tried to but come short of creating a legal status for the compatriots, and their rights and responsibilities notably differ from those of Russian citizens. Nonetheless, the Russian government has called on numerous occasions for support and protection of its compatriots by various means. This protection may entail many things, from supporting language and cultural programs, to appealing to international organizations to address discrimination of Russian minorities, to their military protection, as in both Ukraine and Georgia.
The official usage of the term �compatriot� arose only after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, in early 1993, when it was employed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and other government departments.5 There is no evidence that the term was ever used with the same political connotations during the Russian empire or during the Soviet era. As Great Soviet Encyclopedia entries show, until the 1990s the term sootechestvennik was nothing more than a Russian version of a French word compatriote (fellow countryman/countrywoman).6 According to the entry in the 1955 edition, which also cited Lenin�s use of the term, sootechestvennik was used as a translation of the Latin word patriota (meaning exactly �compatriot�).7 Joseph Stalin used the word sootechestvennik with exactly the same meaning in his Victory Speech following Germany�s surrender in 1945.8 But neither Lenin nor Stalin used the term with the same political connotation that it increasingly gained in the 1990s.
This politicized and securitized concept of �compatriot,� and certainly the notion of protecting one�s compatriots (rather than one�s citizens) who reside or are even citizens of foreign states is somewhat unusual in the global context, but not unprecedented. For instance, while Israel offers citizenship to Jews in general, it encourages them to return to the motherland rather than seeking to protect them abroad. Likewise, during the American invasion of Grenada in 1983, President Ronald Reagan argued that one of the motives of the operation was to protect American medical students on the island. Romania, Hungary, Croatia, Serbia, and other countries have also pursued policies of support toward their diasporas. From the mid-1990s on, these countries offered benefits in various degrees in such areas as education, employment, and welfare not only to their compatriots, but also to passport holders, or in the short-lived case of Hungary, to identity card holders.9 Though these policies have attracted significant criticism on the grounds that they were intended to undermine the sovereignty of neighboring states, they have largely paled in comparison to the compatriot policies practiced by Russia.10 The sheer comprehensiveness, consistency, and tenacity of Russia�s compatriot policy place it in a league of its own. To be sure, I do not argue that any policy to support one�s compatriots is automatically illegitimate. Countries can call for other states to respect the human and civil rights of their conationals or other peoples. Diplomacy can be used to achieve such aims. Financing cultural and educational programs are also commonly used measures. But it is crucial to distinguish different forms that such policies can take�launching cultural television programs cannot be equated to sending in tanks. Using the pretext of compatriot protection to move in troops or refuse to withdraw them falls outside the scope of diplomatic or cultural initiatives. In some regards, Russia�s compatriot policies are more reminiscent of postcolonial policies, which suggest the imperial nature of the Soviet Union and the neo-imperial fallout from its collapse. For example, when India gained independence from the British Empire in 1947, Indians remained British subjects until 1950. Subsequently, some individuals who did not obtain Indian citizenship maintained a status of �British subject without citizenship.� However, unlike in the case of Russia, these categories were clearly and legally defined by mutual agreement between India and Britain.11
In part the uniqueness of Russian compatriot policies in contemporary times stems from the scale of the issue and the nature of the Soviet empire, which had displaced, deported, and colonized sizable populations of different nations. Overnight with the fall of the USSR, Russia lost some 25 million ethnic Russians and additional Russian speakers to foreign states. These people had been citizens of the Soviet Union. Since Russia was the official successor state of the Soviet Union, accepting all of the Soviet Union�s former obligations, it made sense that Moscow would also take responsibility for the Soviet-era Russian migrants and deportees of all ethnicities to Soviet territories that stretched from the Baltic Sea to the Central Asian steppes. The situation was complicated by the fact that some newly reestablished states like Estonia and Latvia failed to automatically provide citizenship to Soviet-era migrants, while interethnic conflict emerged in Georgia, and some Central Asian states like Uzbekistan embarked on nation-building that favored their titular majorities. As a result, some members of the Russian diaspora were left without any citizenship. The situation was made more complex by the fact that the Soviet-era Russian or Russian-speaking migrants were a highly diverse and fragmented group, many of whom had no desire to return to the motherland as they had developed strong ties to their countries of residence or had few ties to the Russian Federation. As this chapter will demonstrate, in the 1990s Russia was facing its own economic difficulties, and was not in a position to assist their return. Instead, Moscow cast them as compatriots.
Previously Moscow�s compatriot policies have been studied as a form of soft power and the humanitarian dimension of foreign policy.12 In contrast to coercive power, soft power aims to gain influence through appeals to cultural and historic affinities and shared values.13 While it has been recognized that Russia uses compatriots for geopolitical influence,14 the full significance of these policies outside soft power has not been grasped.15 Likewise, the humanitarian dimension of Russia�s foreign policy has been viewed as outside the scope of military or economic sanctions.16 However, Russian compatriot policies have evolved to be and thus should be understood as a strategic tool of foreign policy and geopolitical ambitions.17 Compatriots were an important element of Russia�s Foreign Policy Concept of 2000 and reiterated in the updated Concept of 2013, and they are at the crux of Russia�s reimperialization policy. As noted, the definition and the concept of �compatriots� are not fixed, but they are also linked as much to the individuals themselves as to Russian national identity and Russian foreign policy. In any case, the central proposition of this book is that Russia�s humanitarian, compatriot, and soft power policies have become increasingly enmeshed with its territorial aims and military tactics.
This chapter will trace this most important phase and component of reimperialization trajectory. Moscow�s policies and legal framework toward its compatriots emerged rather incoherently in the 1990s. By the 2000s, however, the legal and policy framework took a decided turn and compatriot policies were coupled with the Russian government�s geopolitical and increasingly revisionist aims. A brief review of Stalin�s ethnic policies, which helped create sizable Russian and Russian-speaking minorities in the post-Soviet space, will provide historical context. The evolution of definitions of the term �compatriot,� and the development of related policies, will then be traced from the presidency of Boris Yeltsin to the rule of Vladimir Putin.

STALIN�S ETHNIC POLICIES

In the 1930s Joseph Stalin laid the foundations of what would result in large numbers of Russians and Russophones residing in territories from the Baltic Sea to Central Asia. The Georgian-born robber-revolutionary turned leader-dictator spent his life trying to be more Russian than the Russians themselves despite his heavy Georgian accent in Russian and his distinctive appearance betraying his Caucasian roots.18 He did not trust the loyalty of the different nationalities of the Soviet Union and in the end sought to eliminate or Russify them. Many of his policies resulted in deporting various nationalities from their native countries into other parts of the Soviet Union and importing Russian workers to create ethnically mixed populations. As American historian Timothy Snyder has argued, Stalin took a different course in ethnic policies from his predecessor Lenin and other Bolsheviks.19 Stalin did not believe in positive discrimination in selecting non-Russians for the project of building the Soviet Union (though he himself had been selected and favored). He was searching for tools to consolidate Soviet society ideologically and find a basis for its common identity. Stalin perceived nationalism, especially in other Soviet nations, to be a threat to Bolshevism.20 Therefore, promoting the Russian language and culture together with the idea of Russians being �first among equals� in a �friendly Soviet family of nations� was meant to create a sense of unity in the Soviet state.
In his quest to strengthen the Soviet empire and his rule, Stalin ordered mass murder and the deportation of many nations (including the Russians) to Soviet labor camps, or the so-called Gulag.21 Already by the end of 1930s, Stalin had a quarter of a million Soviet citizens shot, solely on the grounds of their nationalities.22 Before the Second World War, the labor camps had the dual purpose of providing free labor to contribute to the growth of the Soviet economy and punishing �enemies of the state.�23 As the war approached, Stalin was increasingly concerned with the security of the Soviet Union�s borders. Therefore, ethnic cleansings were carried out to relocate minorities from border regions inward into Russian territories, on the assumption that separation from their homelands would lead to a faster assimilation into Soviet society.24 In their places, other nationalities (often Russians) were brought in.
In the period of 1935 to 1938 at least nine Soviet nationalities suffered ethnic cleansing, and from 1941 to 1948 the total of exiled or resettled people reached an estimated 3.3 million people.25 Before, during, and after the Second World War Poles, Romanians, Volga Germans, Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians, Finns, Crimean Tatars, Crimean Greeks, and other nationalities experienced mass deportations to labor camps. Although motives for cleansing varied (for example, Crimean Tatars allegedly posed a fifth column risk and Chechens were suspected to have separatist aspirations), after such deportations Russian immigration into the newly cleansed territories followed.26 The allegedly deliberate famine in Ukraine of 1933�33, which has been called �the classic example of Soviet genocide,� took around 5 million Ukrainian lives.27 In 1944 more than 190,000 Crimean Tatars were deported from Crimea to Uzbekistan and lost their national autonomy.28 Only 40 percent of the prewar population of Crimean Tatars remained in the peninsula by 1945.29 During the resettlement and industrialization campaign in the Baltic States, Russian workers, military personnel, and (in the 1980s) convicts arrived from other parts of the Soviet Union.30 As a result, the number of Russians in Latvia increased from 10.5 percent in 1935 to 35 percent in 1989 and in Estonia grew from 8 percent in 1934 to 30 percent in 1989.31 Only in Lithuania was the increase much lower, from 3 percent in 1939 to 9 percent in 1989.32 Thus, the Baltic States, Ukraine, Crimea, Central Asian countries, and others were left with mixed ethnic populations and large numbers of Russian minorities. At the same time, the Soviet Union pursued the contradictory national policy of preserving national boundaries of the Soviet republics and trying to create a monolithic Soviet (but Russified) identity. This further contributed to the large populations of Russian-speaking peoples of various ethnicities residing across the territory of the Soviet Union.
Stalin�s rule lasted nearly thirty years, and during those brutal decades he did achieve much that he set out to accomplish. By 1991 when the Soviet Union fell, the former Soviet republics that gained independence were ethnically mixed. Large numbers of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers were concentrated in certain territories in every independent state of the former USSR, and this situation remains largely unchanged until the present day. The Russian Federation that emerged in 1991 inherited this problem and an ideological dilemma. Should the concept of the Russian nation in the new Russian state include the Soviet diaspora? Should the Russian nation be based on civic, ethnic, or imperial concepts? These were the questions that Presidents Boris Yeltsin and Vladimir Putin and their advisers would in time have to answer.

THE RUSSIAN NATION AND COMPATRIOTS

The present-day concept of the Russian compatriot both stems from and relates to a broader understanding of the Russian nation. Professor of Russian studies Vera Tolz in her book Russia identifies five distinct conceptions of the Russian nation in the post-Soviet period derived from intellectual debate and political statements.33 The first conception emphasizes the Union (or imperial) identity. It sees the Russians as destined to create and maintain a multinational state. This viewpoint is supported by nationally minded Communists, rhetorical ultranationalists, and Eurasianists. The political project of these people, in its maximal form, is the restoration of the Russian Empire or of the USSR. According to this conceptualization of Russian nationhood, Russian compatriots would include all former citizens of the USSR and their descendants. A second way to conceptualize the Russian nation is to include the entire community of Eastern Slavs: the Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians who speak closely related languages and traditionally share the Orthodox Christian faith. This vision of Russian identity could present a narrower notion of Russian compatriots based on religious and cultural affinities. The third conception of the Russian nation inclines instead to a broader vision, including all who use Russian as their first or habitual language, regardless of their ethnicity. This view would lead to a redrawing of Russian borders to include Russian-speaking parts of Ukraine, Moldova, Kazakhstan, Latvia, and Estonia, and most if not all of Belarus. The fourth conception offered by Tolz is racial, including only those who are Russian by blood. This is aimed above all at excluding Jews and peoples from the Caucasus and Central Asia. As these approaches suggest, the range of ways of conceiving the Russian nation includes visions that emphasize ancient historical and religiously rooted prejudices, while other visions emphasize more secular ways of thinking.
The fifth conception of the Russian nation is civic, embracing the citizens of the Russian Federation. Tolz points out that Yeltsin, Putin, and some of their ministers, while in theory committed to this civic definition of the Russian nation, have in practice on many occasions implicitly extended it to ethnic Russians and �Russian-speaking populations� residing in the former Soviet republics, only a few of whom are citizens of the Russian Federation. As scholar of Russia Charles Ziegler notes, the term �compatriot� generally refers to culturally Russified peoples and to ethnic Russians living in the fourteen independent states of the former Soviet Union.34
In his New Year�s address to the Russian nation in January of 1994, Yeltsin specifically appealed to Russian speakers in the near abroad (rather than solely to Russian citizens), saying: �Dear compatriots! You are inseparable from us and we are inseparable from you. We were and we will be together. On the basis of law and solidarity, we defend and will defend your and our common interests. In the New Year, 1994, we will do this with greater energy and greater resoluteness.�35 Yeltsin repeated a similar statement later that year in his annual address to the Federal Assembly. Though in general Yeltsin failed to consistently back up his rhetoric with action, this demonstrated both how a new concept of compatriots had emerged and the fact that the notion of a civic state was still very novel in Russia in the 1990s. Instead, the definition of Russianness emphasized language and culture.36 Certainly, the official dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 left many ethnic Russians and Russian speakers outside the border of the Russian Federation�a population still often looking to Moscow rather than the capitals of their respective post-Soviet states for guidance. However, Moscow�s response to this dilemma and potential opportunity would take nearly two decades to fully formulate and would be articulated in some twenty documents released from 1994 to 2014 (see Tables 1 and 2 for a list of the main compatriot policies under Yeltsin and Putin).

THE YELTSIN ERA: EARLY COMPATRIOT POLICIES

In the early 1990s, Russian foreign policy was still in its infancy and thus it took some time for Moscow to start formally conceptualizing compatriots and formulating official compatriot policies.37 Under Yeltsin�s presidency six important policies would eventually emerge that related to Russian compatriots (see Table 1). The delay from 1991 to 1994 in addressing the burning problem of millions of Russian compatriots left outside the borders of Russia was due in part to Russia�s domestic political difficulties of the early 1990s.38 In addition, poor economic conditions prevented implementation of policies to assist the compatriots and reinforced the belief that potential migration of Russians to the motherland would only be an economic burden that all hoped to avoid.39 While Yeltsin�s seeming desire for ethnic Russians and Russian speakers to integrate in their �host� countries could be seen as a sign that Russia was ready to support the sovereignty of the newly independent republics, the facts on the ground soon demonstrated that compatriots could be a means of influence.
Despite the fact that neither the term �compatriot� nor �compatriot policy� was yet articulated, as early as in 1992 there were indications that compatriots were being used for Moscow�s foreign policy and particularly its military agenda. A good example could be the negotiation process to withdraw some 120,000 Soviet troops from the Baltic States (completed in Lithuania in 1993 and in Latvia and Estonia in 1994). During its negotiations with the Baltic capitals, the Russian side grounded its military presence in the Baltic States as a means of safeguarding the rights of compatriots in the region.40 The withdrawal of the Russian troops was halted because in Yeltsin�s words in 1992, he was �profoundly concerned over numerous infringements of the rights of Russian speakers.�41 Later the same year Yeltsin also stressed that development of Russian-Baltic relations would �largely depend on the situation of the Russian-speaking population.�42 As will be shown in Chapter 5, the basis of Yeltsin�s concern was probably first of all the fact that two Baltic countries, Estonia and Latvia, decided not to grant automatic citizenship to individuals (including many Russians) who had immigrated there during the Soviet era, but also Moscow�s lack of preparations to house the returning military and their families. Refusing to withdraw troops by citing excuses regarding compatriots was among the first signs of efforts to utilize the diaspora for Moscow�s aims and influence abroad. Similar statements linking Russia�s foreign policy toward a target country with the conditions of its Russian and Russian-speaking population were repeated over the next decades by Yeltsin�s successors in relation to a number of former Soviet republics.
In the context of rising tensions over Russian compatriots, Sergei Stankevich, historian and presidential counselor from 1992 to 1993, emerged as one of Russia�s early policymakers in this area. Together with the political opposition, Stankevich argued that Russians in the near abroad should be seen as an integral part of the Russian nation.43 He was among the first to suggest that the Russian diaspora was not a potential problem, but on the contrary, a source of power in the former Soviet space.44 Looking back, Stankevich seems a surprising figure to have become instrumental in conceptualizing the compatriot policies that would become a tool for Russia�s reimperialization efforts. A former perestroika and glasnost activist, the baby-faced former history teacher was still in his thirties when he became Yeltsin�s adviser. His fall from grace was as rapid as his rise�in 1996 he was charged with graft related to a $6 million blowout of public funds for a Red Square gala concert and retreated to live abroad.45 But before his ousting, in 1993 Stankevich authored and presented to Yeltsin a report on the Russian diaspora entitled �On Urgent Measures for Socio-cultural Cooperation between Citizens of the Russian Federation with Their Compatriots Abroad.� It was the first official document addressing the compatriot issue and contains possibly the earliest formulation and usage of the term as it would come to be employed in the coming decades. The Stankevich report called for official measures to establish links between compatriots and the Russian state as well as public organizations to implement this task.46
Table 1
Compatriot Policy Documents under Boris Yeltsin, 1993�1999
	DATE	DOCUMENT	SUMMARY OF CONTENTS
	January 1993	Report on Urgent Measures for Sociocultural Cooperation between Citizens of the Russian Federation with their Compatriots Abroad	The first official document addressing the compatriot issue and containing possibly the earliest formulation and usage of the term.
	11 August 1994	Presidential Decree No.�1681, Guidelines on State Policy regarding Compatriots Living Abroada	First document in the field of policies toward compatriots abroad, regardless of the failure to give a clear definition of the term �compatriot.� Document also supported the idea of dual citizenship.
	31 August 1994	Resolution of the Russian Government No.�1064, List of Primary Measures to Support Compatriots Abroadb	Supplemented Presidential Decree No.�1681 (above).
	8 December 1995	Declaration on Support of the Russian Diaspora and Protection of Russian Compatriotsc	First official definition of compatriots: �all the natives of the USSR and Russia and all their descendants regardless of their nationality and ethnicity, language, religion, gender, occupation and place of residence and other circumstances.�d
	17 May 1996	Resolution of the Government No.�590, Action Program for Protecting Compatriots Abroade	Declared a need to create �a legal definition of the concept �compatriot� and its further use in the legislation.�f Stated that Russia was ready �to assist governments of newly independent states�g in ensuring that Russians enjoyed the full range of their rights.
	24 May 1999	Federal Law on the State Policy of the Russian Federation Concerning Compatriots Abroad No. 99-FZh	This document regulated relations with compatriots. The term �compatriot� was automatically applied to all persons who in the past lived in the former USSR, or their descendants (but excluding the descendants of members of titular nations of the foreign states).

Source: Compiled by the author.
Notes
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f. Ibid.
g. Ibid.
h. Followed by a number of amendments, the most significant in July 2010 (see below, Table 2). Federalnyi zakon ot 24.05.1999 № 99-FZ �O gosudarstvennoy politike Rossiyskoy Federatsii v otnoshenii sootechestvennikov,� http://base.consultant.ru/cons/cgi/online.cgi?req=doc;base=LAW;n=150465.
Despite some initial delay, Stankevich�s policy document did not go unnoticed. In February 1994, Yeltsin officially declared to the Federal Assembly the necessity of formulating a policy toward compatriots abroad. He also determined the future conceptualization and discourse regarding Russia�s compatriots: Russia should help its compatriots not with coming back to the �historically native land,� but with settling down in foreign states. In his speech, Yeltsin issued a call that �everywhere, where our compatriots live, they should feel themselves full and equal citizens,� and defined a range of tasks of foreign policy aimed to support the �interests of Russians in the CIS countries and the Baltic states.�47 Although at the time these measures were probably mostly intended to assist Russians in settling into their countries of residence, the seeds of Russian compatriot policy as a means of influence in the former Soviet republics were planted for future use by Putin�s regime. Since then, Russian politicians have maintained the notion of a certain duty to defend the rights of Russians and Russian speakers against the ethnic elites of the former Soviet republics as they pursued in Moscow�s eyes a �decolonizing� process.48
The mechanisms to support Russian compatriots, however, were lacking, until in August 1994 the government passed a resolution approving two documents: �Guidelines on State Policy regarding Compatriots Living Abroad� and �List of Primary Measures to Support Compatriots Abroad.� The government also established a Governmental Commission on Affairs of Compatriots Abroad composed of government, presidential office, and social organization officials and representatives of other groups.49 Regardless of the failure to clearly define �compatriots,� the documents maintained that state policy would be implemented toward two categories of people: emigrants from Russia and the USSR (including their descendants) and the Russian-speaking population of the former Soviet Union republics.50 Two different policies were proposed regarding these two categories of compatriots. Emigrants to the West were to be encouraged to regain Russian citizenship and return to the �historically native land� of Russia. Probably few emigrants to the United States and Europe were actually expected to return to Russia. In contrast, for Russian speakers in the near abroad, the policy focused on �prevention of mass migration� from the former Union Republics to Russia. Sociologist Hilary Pilkington aptly noted that at the time the Russian government was in favor of preventing �compatriots� becoming �repatriates.�51 This policy of limiting repatriation was named as one of the main factors in changing the migration dynamics of the Russian population from Central Asia, which had rapidly decreased but at a slower rate after the limits were imposed in 1994. In that year 234,000 Russians migrated from Kazakhstan to Russia, but in 1995 this number fell to 144,000; 93,500 Russians left Uzbekistan in 1994, but in 1995 only 64,200; 42,900 left Kyrgyzstan in 1994, and 13,400 in 1995.52 Still, most Russians who wanted to repatriate had already done so in the early 1990s.
Certainly, it appears ironic that Moscow seemed to want to claim this population, but not necessarily bring it back to the motherland. While it is impossible to ascribe this policy to a single motive, several reasons are possible. First, as Russia�s own domestic population was experiencing severe economic hardships following the fall of the USSR, Moscow could not have provided for another 25 million returnees. Russia�s housing, pension, education, and health care systems were already under strain. Secondly, unemployment and underemployment were rampant in Russia in the 1990s so there were simply not enough jobs for repatriates. Thirdly, it is likely that the Kremlin already saw the strategic potential of its compatriots as long as they remained in the near abroad. As will be discussed later, some of the Kremlin�s advisers like Sergey Karaganov were highlighting the role that compatriots could play in foreign policy. During the Soviet era, the Russian minorities had served administrative, bureaucratic, intelligence, and military roles in the Soviet republics and later they often gained prominence in the economic and to a lesser extent political systems of the independent post-Soviet states, thus serving as a useful interest group for Moscow.53 Many factors probably influenced Russia�s decision to promote the integration of the diaspora into the newly independent post-Soviet states while at the same time seeking to protect it.
First, however, Moscow had to define the term �compatriot.� The first official definition appeared in the end of 1995 when the State Duma adopted the �Declaration on Support of the Russian Diaspora and Protection of Russian Compatriots.�54 The document defined Russian compatriots as �all the natives of the USSR and Russia and all their descendants regardless of their nationality and ethnicity, language, religion, gender, occupation and place of residence and other circumstances, who are not citizens of the Russian Federation but explicitly declare their spiritual, cultural, and ethnic ties with the Russian Federation or with any districts of Russian Federation and confirm this relationship.�55 However, the declaration did not specify or prescribe how this spiritual, cultural, and ethnic affiliation should be demonstrated.56 Clearly, this definition was exceedingly broad. As a result, at the end of 1995, almost anyone who was not a Russian citizen but had any connection with Russia or the USSR could have been deemed a Russian compatriot. Also, any former citizen of Russia or the USSR and his or her direct descendants could be classified as a �compatriot� if they expressed this preference. While the declaration and its definition had little practical effect on the Russian compatriots, it signaled that Russia sought to define them in a broader rather than a narrower sense of the word.
As it was immediately evident that the breadth of this definition would make it difficult to enact policies, the Russian government�s �Action Program for Protecting Compatriots Abroad� of May 1996 called for �a legal definition of the concept �compatriot� and its further use in the legislation.�57 The new policy document maintained the position of 1994 limiting repatriation and argued that Russian compatriots �had to live and determine their own destiny in complex political, economic, social, cultural, [and] psychological conditions and they need assistance and support both from the states where they reside and from Russia.�58 The Russian state once again opted for the integration of compatriots into their countries of residence rather than repatriate. The role of the Russian government was reasonably envisioned as rather limited: �Russia as the successor of the USSR has a moral responsibility to compatriots� and should assist other states in safeguarding their rights.59 The document of 1996 also pointed out that �the issue of compatriots is a significant factor in the formation of relations between Russia and the members of the CIS and the Baltic States.�60 Already in June 1995, while visiting Kaliningrad Yeltsin stated that �guaranteeing the basic rights and freedoms of our compatriots [in the Baltics] is a priority for me� and that �abuse of Russians� civil rights in Latvia and Estonia was hindering attempts by Moscow to improve ties with the Baltic states.�61 Russian minorities in Estonia and Latvia did arguably face some legitimate discomfort over the need to undergo the naturalization process as well as uncertainty over their future legal residential status, but the exaggerated rhetoric of �basic rights and freedoms,� in light of the fact that the Russian government did not welcome the repatriation of compatriots and had not legally defined them, brings into question the sincerity of Yeltsin�s concern.
Russia�s domestic political conditions also had an impact on the adoption of these documents. Parliamentary and presidential elections held in December 1995 and June 1996 prompted broader debates about compatriots and the country�s obligations to Russian citizens.62 A likely reason that Moscow still had failed to formulate legal definitions and policies toward its diaspora, despite the millions of ethnic Russians outside the borders of the Russian Federation, was that from 1993 to the end of the decade it simultaneously pursued a strategy toward its compatriots that contradicted its policy documents�one of turning them into Russian citizens. In the early 1990s, Moscow did not systematically pursue the passportization policy of handing out Russian citizenship to Russians and Russian speakers who are residents or citizens of foreign countries. Instead, the focus was on promoting the concept of dual citizenship in the former Soviet republics. Both methods of providing Russian citizenship would eventually come to serve Moscow�s policies of expansion in Ukraine�s Crimea, Moldova�s Transnistria, and Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Initially, though, the dual citizenship strategy was favored by another young reformer in Yeltsin�s team�Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev (1991�96). Appointed foreign minister a year shy of his fortieth birthday, Kozyrev was a sophisticated, experienced diplomat with a Ph.D. in history. Like others in Yeltsin�s circle, he believed in Western liberal democratic ideals and at the same time insisted that Russia be treated as a great power in international relations. Kozyrev held that promoting dual citizenship policies could serve as a �vital instrument� of Russia�s foreign policy toward the near abroad, and he aimed to issue Russian passports to all ethnic Russians living in former Soviet republics, as well as to people from other ethnic groups who had historical ties to Russia.63
As foreign minister, Kozyrev personally sought to sign agreements with the former Soviet republics regarding dual citizenship, but the newly independent states were hardly enthusiastic. With the exception of Estonia and Latvia, all post-Soviet republics awarded their own citizenship to their entire populations, including Soviet-era immigrants. In November 1993, the Kazakh President Nursultan Nazarbayev made it clear that Kazakhstan�s Russian minority does not need Moscow�s passports or protection. The man who had once turned down Mikhail Gorbachev�s offer to run as vice president of the Soviet Union was once again turning down Moscow�s overtures. He presciently warned, �whenever one starts talking about the protection of Russians in Kazakhstan, not Russia, I recall Hitler who began to �support� the Sudeten Germans at one time. I start feeling deep anxiety for Russians who live outside Russia. Really, they did not ask to be defended, did they? They are citizens of Kazakhstan.�64 The only states that signed up for dual citizenship agreements were Turkmenistan in 1993, when Yeltsin was also ceremonially offered a Turkmenistan passport, and Tajikistan in 1995. However, our discussion of Central Asia will show, Turkmenistan went to great lengths to prevent its citizens from gaining Russian passports and withdrew from the agreement in 2003.65 Spreading Russian citizenship was no success but it did not mean that Moscow abandoned this project altogether.
Yeltsin�s Legacy: Defining a Legal Framework for Compatriots
By 1999, the decade of the ailing Yeltsin�s leadership was winding down. Despite having issued four documents related to compatriots since 1994, the Russian government still lacked a coherent legal framework to address the approximately 25 million Russians living in the former Soviet states in addition to Russian speakers and other people of Russian descent living across the globe. Passportizing the compatriots also had not shown much progress. Overall, Yeltsin�s call to support and defend Russian compatriots was largely rhetorical, diplomatic, and tactical (as in the case of the Baltic States). Despite the rhetoric, Yeltsin generally pursued a policy of respect for international borders, as seen in his resistance to politicizing the Russian speakers of Crimea, who were already demonstrating for autonomy and separation from Ukraine in the early 1990s, his negotiation of the Friendship Treaty with Ukraine in 1997 recognizing its borders, and his eventual withdrawal of Russian troops from neighboring states without successfully extracting any guarantees for the local Russian-speaking populations. As the policies of the Yeltsin era demonstrated, compatriots were never a top priority for the Russian government.
In May 1999, with less than a year before Yeltsin�s resignation, the government released the �Federal Law on the State Policy of the Russian Federation Concerning Compatriots Abroad.� This law finally set the basic legal framework for and definition of compatriots. It defined them as those �who were born in one [Soviet Union or Russian] state, are living or lived in it� and who �share common language, history, heritage, traditions and customs,� as well as their direct descendants �residing outside the territory of the Russian Federation and related to peoples historically living on the territory of the Russian Federation,� except for �descendants of persons who belong to titular nations of foreign states.�66 For instance, it meant that an ethnic Russian woman and her descendants living in Ukraine would forever be compatriots, whereas an ethnic Ukrainian woman born during the Soviet era would be a compatriot while her Ukrainian children born after the fall of the USSR would no longer be compatriots. Likewise it implied that an Ossetian and his descendants living in Georgia or Uzbekistan would forever remain Russian compatriots. This contradiction is partly born from Stalin�s Soviet nationalities policies and his propagation of concepts of natsionalnost� (ethnic rather than civic nationality, such as is customarily entered in passports) that are to this day preserved in Russia�s compatriot policies.
Furthermore, neither the aforementioned ethnic Russian nor the Ukrainian woman nor anyone else could request to be a Russian compatriot. The new law changed the right, set out in 1995, of the Soviet Union�s nationals to claim the status of compatriot. Instead, that status was automatically granted both to nationals of the former USSR and to Russia�s emigrants� descendants if they self-identified as such. Self-identification, like the concept of compatriot itself, was a muddled affair. It was defined as identification with Russia or Russianness or declaration of loyalty to the Russian Federation, the process for which was never formalized in practice.67 The law also provided for compatriot ID cards but the project never achieved momentum and no such cards were ever issued.68 As a result, by 1999 there were two distinct elements in Russia�s compatriot policies: the imposition of the category on foreign states and peoples and room for self-identification as a compatriot. It is unlikely that with this definition Moscow would have tried to claim the entire 150-million population of the fourteen former Soviet republics as compatriots since most of them would not have self-identified as such, but it is feasible that the some 30 million Russian speakers would have been likely targets.
This broad concept of compatriots held some additional contradictions. First, there was a hierarchy in which a Russian �citizen� outranked a Russian �compatriot.� A compatriot was never equal to a Russian passport holder residing outside Russian borders (an expatriate), though an expatriate could also be called a compatriot. Second, the concept included Russian �migr�s from the tsarist and Soviet eras and their descendants. Thus, an American-Russian woman or French-Russian woman with Russian ancestors who had fled the Soviet regime following the Revolution would also be included. In practice, however, there was a geographical distinction between regions where Moscow sought to protect and support compatriots. Generally, Russia was more interested in doing so in the post-Soviet republics, which it perceived as being part of its special sphere of influence. Despite state-funded Russian language schools and special status for the Russian language in most post-Soviet states�privileges not available to Russian speakers in the West�Russia increasingly took a combative line with the post-Soviet republics on compatriots� rights. Compatriots in other parts of the world like North America or Western Europe, where Moscow held less sway, generally received less attention.69 Despite its contradictions and vagueness, however, the 1999 law remained in place for a decade with the most significant revisions coming into force in July 2010.70

THE PUTIN ERA: COMPATRIOTS AS TOOLS OF FOREIGN POLICY

Compatriot Policies in the Early 2000s
When Vladimir Putin was sworn in as president in May 2000, standing next to the increasingly unwell Yeltsin, he looked the picture of youth, vigor, and strength�a new hope for Russia. Only in his late forties, Putin had already made a meteoric rise from the circle of Yeltsin�s loyalists and had served as prime minister, head of the FSB (KGB�s successor), and first deputy chief of the presidential staff, among other posts. Nonetheless, in May 2000, few could have thought that this little-known man, who had only arrived on Moscow�s political scene in 1996, would come to rule Russia for decades as both president and prime minister. In fact, if Putin wins reelection in 2018 for his fourth presidential term, he will have effectively been in power from December 1999 to May 2024�a total of nearly twenty-five years, which approaches Stalin�s twenty-nine-year tenure.
During his rule, Putin has built on Stalin�s ethnic policies and Yeltsin�s diaspora laws to shape Russia�s compatriot policies as a powerful tool of foreign policy and a means to reimperialize territories of the former Soviet republics. Putin�s policy direction was likely highly influenced by another Yeltsin-era ideologue of Russian compatriot policy, influential political scientist and head of the Russian Council for Foreign and Defense Policy Sergey Karaganov, who served as a presidential adviser from 2001 to 2013, and was named one of the world�s top-hundred public intellectuals by Foreign Policy magazine in 2005.71 In 1992 he published an article proclaiming what was later named the �Karaganov Doctrine� that suggested that Russia should play an active postimperial role and protect Russian speakers.72 Although Karaganov did not use the term �compatriots,� he fully captured the importance of not only ethnic Russians but also Russian speakers in foreign policy. According to Karaganov in 1992, �everything must be done to keep Russian speakers in those regions where they live right now. Not only because we cannot afford to welcome large crowds of refugees, but also because we must leave there strings of influence with a further perspective.�73 It seems that Putin borrowed Karaganov�s ideas, which gained full momentum only in the 2000s.74 Over the course of Putin�s rule some fifteen documents and policies would be adopted (see Table 2), and numerous other initiatives taken in relation to Russian compatriots.
In January 2000 when Vladimir Putin assumed office as acting president he adopted the �National Security Concept of the Russian Federation,� which had already been formulated and approved under the outgoing Yeltsin in December 1999. While the main emphasis of this document was not on compatriots, it did strategically reference Russian citizens abroad. The document stated that the foreign policy of the Russian Federation should spearhead the protection of �the legitimate rights and interests of Russian citizens abroad, including by taking political, economic, and other measures.�75 Certainly the protection of one�s citizens by political, economic, and other means is nothing out of the ordinary for most states. The policy, though, takes on new dimensions in light of the fact that since the 1990s the Russian Foreign Ministry sought to establish dual citizenship in the former Soviet republics, thus turning the Russian diaspora into citizens who could then be protected. This two-fold thrust of Russian foreign policy to (1) provide Russian citizenship to the Russian compatriots in the near abroad and (2) protect the �legitimate rights and interests� of Russian citizens abroad, is set to remain for the foreseeable future. Indeed, in May 2009, less than a year after the Russo-Georgian war fought over protecting Russian citizens and compatriots, an updated document, �Russia�s National Security Strategy to 2020,� reiterated and reinforced the effective defense of the rights and interests of Russian citizens abroad.
Meanwhile, before the compatriots could be turned into Russian citizens by the methods used in Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, Moldova�s Transnistria, and Ukraine�s Crimea, the question of how to define and assist them still remained. In June 2000 Putin approved a new document, �The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation��the first foreign policy document where compatriots were explicitly mentioned. It stated that �the Russian Federation will seek to obtain adequate guarantees for the rights and freedoms of compatriots in states where they permanently reside and to maintain and develop comprehensive ties with them and their organizations.�76 Two months later a clearer definition of compatriots was finally offered. In August 2001, the �Concept of Support to Compatriots Abroad by the Russian Federation in the Current Period� was released. For the first time ever, the definition of compatriots did not evoke the Soviet Union, and thus former Soviet citizens or their descendants were no longer conceptualized as compatriots. Furthermore, compatriots did not need to be former citizens of Russia or their descendants. Instead, the focus was solely on having some connection to Russia, as compatriots were defined as �constantly living abroad, but having historical, ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and spiritual ties with Russia, trying to preserve their Russian authenticity and having a need to maintain contacts and cooperation with Russia.�77 Again, the definition was broad and malleable thanks to the deployment of fluid and abstract concepts such as cultural or spiritual connections to Russia. Though the new definition was somewhat narrower due to the exclusion of citizens of the Soviet Union, it included a much broader group of people than solely ethnic Russians or Russian speakers abroad and seemingly evoked the peoples of the historic Russian empire.
Table 2
Compatriot Policy Documents under Vladimir Putin and Dmitry Medvedev, 2000�2014
	DATE (PRESIDENCY)	DOCUMENT	SUMMARY OF CONTENTS
	10 January 2000 (Putin)	Presidential Decree No.�24, The National Security Concept of the Russian Federationa	One of Russia�s foreign policy goals is defined as protecting the legitimate rights and interests of Russian citizens abroad, including by taking political, economic, and other measures.
	28 June 2000 (Putin)	The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federationb	Compatriots are included for the first time in a foreign policy document.
	30 August 2001 (Putin)	Concept of Support to Compatriots Abroad by the Russian Federation in the Current Periodc	Compatriots are defined as �constantly living abroad, but having historical, ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and spiritual ties with Russia, trying to preserve their Russian authenticity and having a need to maintain contacts and cooperation with Russia.�d
	31 May 2002 (Putin)	Federal Law No.�62-FZ On Russian Federation Citizenshipe	Simplifies the procedure of acquiring Russian citizenship and grants Russian passports to stateless people from the former Soviet Union.
	28 November 2002 (Putin)	Basic Guidelines for Support of Compatriots Abroad by the Russian Federation for 2002�2005f	Signifies change in official discourse toward compatriots. Previously seen as a problem, compatriots become a resource.
	18 June 2005 (Putin)	Government document No.�MF-P12-2990, Program of Measures of Organizational, Legal, Administrative, and Socioeconomic Character for the Purpose of the Longterm Stimulation of Voluntary Resettlement of Compatriots From Abroad to Russiag	Document focused on improving longterm migration policy legislation and economic stimulation measures to attract voluntary settlers.
	8 July 2005 (Putin)	Government document No.�MF-P2-3405, The System of Measures to Support Russian Compatriots Abroad and Facilitate Their Voluntary Resettlement to the Russian Federationh	Sets out measures for compatriots abroad and for voluntary resettlement including financial and transportation assistance.
	29 December 2005 (Putin)	Government decree No.�833, The Russian Language Federal Target Programi (2006�2010)j	Supports Russian language teaching as the basis for the development of integration processes in the CIS. Also aims to meet linguistic and cultural needs of compatriots living abroad.
	22 Junek 2006 (Putin)	Presidential Decree No.�637, National Program of Support to Voluntary Migration of Compatriots Living Abroad to the Russian Federationl	Provides a resettlement plan to distribute new arrivals to Russia.m Aims to address the Russian demographic crisis.
	2 October 2006 (Putin)	Government decree No.�1370-r, Program for Working with Compatriots Abroad,n 2006�2008o	Priorities include consolidation of the Russian diaspora, support for the print and internet resources of compatriot organizations, efforts to preserve national and cultural traditions.
	27 March 2007 (Putin)	Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Russian Federation, Foreign Policy Reviewp	Distinguishes a separate foreign policy dimension called the �humanitarian trend,� which includes protection of compatriots abroad.
	12 May 2009 (Medvedev)	Presidential Decree No.�537, Russia�s National Security Strategy to 2020q	Sets goal of �more effective defense of the rights and lawful interests of Russian citizens abroad.�r
	23 July 2010 (Medvedev)	Amendment No.�179-FZ to Federal Law On the State Policies of the Russian Federation with Regard to Compatriots Abroads	Status of compatriot in addition to principle of selfidentification has to be supported by the person�s activity in preserving the Russian language and culture, and community participation.
	7 May 2012 (Putin)	Presidential Decree No.�605, On Measures for Implementation of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federationt	Calls for budget increase for projects implemented through the Government Commission for the Affairs of Compatriots Abroad.u
	12 February 2013 (Putin)	Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federationv	Aims to ensure �comprehensive protection of rights and legitimate interests of Russian citizens and compatriots residing abroad, to expand and strengthen the space of the Russian language and culture, support consolidation of organizations of compatriots.�w
	4 April 2014 (Putin)	Resolution of the State Duma No.�4077-6 GD, Amendments to Article 14 of the Federal Law on Citizenship in the Russian Federationx	Eases procedures for obtaining Russian citizenship by foreign citizens and stateless persons recognized as native Russian speakers.y

Source: Compiled by the author.
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Once again, while claiming the Russian compatriots for itself, Moscow had little intention of letting them return to the homeland, even stipulating a �restriction of uncontrolled migration in Russia.�78 In 2001 this decision was somewhat surprising. On the one hand Russia was still recovering from the financial crisis of 1998, and probably could not have borne the costs of an influx of millions of immigrants. On the other hand, global oil prices were beginning to rise rapidly and Russia�s wealth was increasing, resulting in a rising need for additional labor especially in the face of Russia�s demographic crisis.79 Furthermore, Putin clearly stated in October 2001, �Russia is interested in having Russians return from abroad�80 and admitted that previous work with Russian compatriots had not been effective. Nonetheless, the early 2000s also marked a time of rigid Russian immigration policies.81 Accordingly, the 2001 Concept largely preserved Russia�s older policies vis-à-vis Russians abroad, focusing on assisting their �adjustment and integration into the life of countries of residence while voluntarily preserving their ethnic and cultural identity.�82
The year 2002 was a turning point for conceptualizing the Russian compatriots. At the end of May Putin signed �Federal Law No. 62-FZ On Russian Federation Citizenship.� The new law toughened the general naturalization rules in comparison to the law of 1991, but on the other hand, enabled the stateless former Soviet Union citizens to get Russian passports more easily.83 Right after this law came into force, mass Russian passportization started in Georgia, where application centers were established even in the most remote areas of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. According to official Russian sources, in four years after the beginning of this policy in 2002 the proportion of Russian citizens in Abkhazia increased from 30 percent to 80 percent and in South Ossetia from 40 percent to 90 percent by 2006.84
In May, Putin also ordered the Foreign Ministry to develop policy guidelines toward compatriots abroad.85 These �Basic Guidelines for Support of Compatriots Abroad by the Russian Federation for 2002�2005,� approved by the government in November 2002, changed Russia�s discourse regarding the Russian diaspora. As political scientist Maria Nozhenko argues, if for the previous eight years the political establishment viewed the diaspora as a problem that Russia should tackle, now Russian speakers of the post-Soviet space were considered Russia�s external political resource to be employed vis-à-vis other states.86 As Putin stated a few months after the adoption of the document, �such �humanitarian� activities [compatriot policies] mean for the interests of the country no less than the activities of Russian business abroad.�87 The Basic Guidelines called for the �initiation of their [compatriots�] role in expanding cooperation of the Russian Federation with other states and further development of democratic transformations in the Russian Federation.�88 Though the prescriptions were still in the realm of soft power, this was the first time that compatriots were officially articulated in government policies as having a role to play in Russian foreign policy.
The decade of the 2000s saw a rising momentum of utilizing compatriots in Russia�s soft power and influence efforts. As outlined in the previous chapter, the increasingly proclaimed notion of the diaspora as a �Russian World,� the spread of the Russkiy Dom network, and the establishment of the Russkiy Mir Foundation and Rossotrudnichestvo reflected Russia�s growing wealth and nationalism and the strengthening of Putin�s regime. The summer of 2008 was marked by both the Russo-Georgian war and the record peak in oil prices of US $145 per barrel. A few years earlier, in April 2005, Putin uttered his much-quoted phrase that �the collapse of the Soviet Union was a major geopolitical disaster of the century.� However, many have forgotten that in that instance the primary disaster he referenced was that of the Russian compatriots��Tens of millions of our co-citizens and compatriots found themselves outside Russian territory.�89 Something had to be done and Moscow could finally put its money where its mouth was regarding the compatriots.
In the middle of this decade of resurrection of Russia�s power and wealth, on the occasion of the sixty-fifth anniversary of the beginning of the Great Patriotic War (the Second World War as it involved the Soviet Union) in June 2006, a presidential decree launched the �National Program of Support to Voluntary Migration of Compatriots Living Abroad to the Russian Federation.� Russia�the fair-weather friend to its compatriots�was finally going to invite them back home. However, the compatriots were not being invited solely out of good will. The program was intended to solve Russia�s evident labor shortage and related economic imbalances.90 Between 1992 and 2004 the country�s demographic situation deteriorated significantly�the excess of deaths over births reached 10.4 million and contributed to a decline in skilled human resources.91 Therefore, according to the program, compatriots would have to be settled in government-specified regions that had experienced a population decrease or labor shortages. The glitz and glamour of Moscow and St. Petersburg were not intended for Russian compatriots; instead, they would have to settle for the Far East and Siberia.92 This program of compatriot resettlement demonstrated that Russia was cynically using both the term and the people�compatriots�solely for its own immediate national interests rather than to benefit the interests of compatriots.
It was no surprise that very few Russian compatriots would take up the offer to move to the Far East or Siberia where Stalin had sent his deportees to the Gulag. In contrast to the initial plans to welcome 50,000�100,000 compatriots per year, in the peak year of 2011 only 32,500 compatriots arrived (a figure greater than in all the previous years combined).93 For instance, from Estonia in the period 2007�9, the count was only 20 to 37 repatriated persons, despite Moscow�s consistent allegations that Estonia�s Russian minority suffers various discriminations.94 The poor performance of this program can also be attributed to its much delayed launch (some fifteen years after the fall of the Soviet Union) and to the onset of the world financial crisis of 2008, affecting global labor markets.95 It is also likely that by this time most compatriots who had wanted to emigrate to Russia had already done so. Looking back, it is reasonable to question to what extent Moscow was ever sincere in its resettlement efforts, and to what extent this was merely a show for the anniversary of the Great Patriotic War. If Moscow really intended to return some Russians to the motherland, this was only a small part of a multivector strategy toward its compatriots. Just two years later in the summer of 2008, Russian tanks would be moving into Georgian territories of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, to protect local populations to whom Moscow had been dutifully offering passports in the preceding years.
Later in 2006, several programs targeting compatriots were launched, becoming long-term strategies focused on both supporting compatriots abroad and positioning them as a potential future resource. The programs also laid the groundwork for propaganda tools later used on Russian compatriots and for information warfare against Georgia, Ukraine, and beyond. The �Program for Working with Compatriots Abroad, 2006�2008� focused among other things on the provision of information support such as the creation and maintenance of websites, press publications, and TV and radio programs, collaboration with Russian-language mass media abroad.96 Putin himself underlined the importance of the program at the World Congress of Russian Compatriots in 2006, boasting that financial resources devoted to compatriot issues that year were almost seven times greater than in 2000.97
The �Program for Working with Compatriots Abroad� has been updated three times, but it has maintained the same strategic direction. The initial 2006�8 version emphasized the improvement of compatriot legislation in Russia, while the 2009�11 version concentrated more on assistance in organizing cultural events and on the promotion of Russian media. In comparison to previous versions, the program for 2012�14, released in 2011, featured new �assistance in consolidation of compatriots on [a] professional basis� and �assistance in [the] moral encouragement of compatriots including awarding ceremonies.�98 This program also prioritized the increased role of the World Coordination Council of Russian Compatriots (established in 2006) and its country coordinating councils, as well as support for the print and internet resources of compatriot organizations.99 The latest version of the program, for 2015�17, focuses more on the younger generation of compatriots and includes a new priority of �assistance in consolidation of youth compatriot organizations� such as summer schools, international sporting events, and competitions.100 Over the past decade Russia has already engaged the Russian compatriot youth including organizing annual paramilitary camps.
Overall, unlike the efforts for repatriating the diaspora, the programs for compatriot information support have been seemingly successful. As the case studies will demonstrate, in 2014, nearly twenty-five years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the diaspora tends to consume Russian TV, newspapers, online news portals, and social media quite heavily across the entire post-Soviet space. However, it is difficult to determine to what extent this appeal is due to the diaspora�s self-identification with Russia rather than with the significant advantages of scale and financing enjoyed by the Russian media versus the more limited media offerings of the smaller former Soviet republics.
Nonetheless, to create and maintain influence via information spread to the Russian compatriots, their Russian-language skills and those of other citizens of the former Soviet republics need to be maintained. Putin argued that �preserving a Russian-speaking territory� was �one of the priority issues� to be achieved via the compatriots.101 Accordingly, after its approval in December 2015, in 2006 the �Russian Language Federal Target Program 2006�2010� was launched. In 2011 it was updated to cover 2011�15. The purpose of the language program is twofold: first, it supports �the Russian language as the basis for the development of integration processes in the Commonwealth of Independent States�; second, it addresses �the language and cultural needs of compatriots living abroad.�102 The means to achieve these targets include organizing research and teaching, educational and cultural events, and provision of educational materials on Russian language, literature and culture, as well as remote Russian language teaching. On the other hand, the actual funds dedicated to these programs were minimal. In 2011�15, Russia devoted some $28 million (1.5 billion rubles) to the program of which 46 percent was invested to meet the �Satisfaction of Linguistic and Cultural Demands of Compatriots Abroad.�103 In contrast, the German Goethe-Institut has an approximate annual budget of $320 million, of which 40 percent goes to language education.104 This suggests that despite the rhetoric, Russia is not prepared to spend for purely cultural and linguistic support of the compatriots.
In March 2007, the softer and more humanitarian aspects of Russian foreign policy were conceptualized further in the �Russian Federation�s Foreign Policy Review.� It had been nearly a decade since compatriots were introduced into Russian foreign policy with the Foreign Policy Concept of 2000. The new review officially introduced the concept of the �humanitarian trend� of Russian foreign policy. Besides the defense of human rights, this included the protection of compatriots living abroad. The review was notable for several reasons. First, compatriots were conceptualized as important contributors to the formation of Russia�s �objective image� abroad.105 Second, to implement the �humanitarian trend� the review relied closely on �soft power� tools, which it noted were effective in producing favorable outcomes for the world�s great powers.106 However, Russia soon used compatriots for its military and territorial aims in the war with Georgia.
Just months before the start of war, Dmitry Medvedev was sworn in as president of Russia, a post he would hold until 2012, under the watchful eye and domineering hand of Prime Minister Putin. At just forty-two years of age, the former lecturer in civil and Roman law appeared to be a more youthful, liberal, and modern alternative to Putin. Yet, he lacked Putin�s strongman persona and eventually came to be regarded as little more than the prime minister�s shadow. Meanwhile, the summer of 2008 was a victorious one for the Medvedev-Putin duo. The so-called Five-Day War, the Russian invasion of Georgia, came and went. The world worried; the world grumbled; but the world also quickly forgot. Nonetheless, Russia clearly won this war, not only on the battlefield but in its permanent separation of South Ossetia and Abkhazia from Georgia. It was also a victory for Russia�s long-term strategy vis-à-vis its compatriots. As will be seen in Chapter 4, the Russian speakers and Russian citizens of South Ossetia and Abkhazia had become willing beneficiaries of Russia�s passports and thus its protection. Before Russian troops entered Georgia, Medvedev stated that �under the constitution and federal law� I must protect the life and dignity of Russian citizens wherever they are.�107 Later Medvedev repeated the same pretext vis-à-vis the South Ossetians, stating that �protecting the lives and dignity of our citizens, wherever they may be, is an unquestionable priority for our country�108 and �this is one of our foreign policy priorities.�109 Certainly Georgia�s first military move against the separatist territories made Russia�s call for protection of its citizens and compatriots seemingly more legitimate.
Subsequently, flushed with success in Georgia, in September 2008 Medvedev founded the Federal Agency for the Commonwealth of Independent States, Compatriots Living Abroad, and International Humanitarian Cooperation. This autonomous agency under the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, headed by member of the Federation Council of the Russian Federal Assembly Konstantin Kosachyov, is responsible for supporting and developing relations between Russia and the CIS as well as other countries, including guiding compatriot issues.110
In May 2009 �Russia�s National Security Strategy to 2020� was launched by presidential decree of Medvedev to supplement the �National Security Concept of the Russian Federation of 2000.� The new document reiterated and further reinforced as a long-term goal the �more effective defense of the rights and lawful interests of Russian citizens abroad.�111 Considering that Russia had just fought a war to defend the interests of its compatriots and citizens abroad, the rather ambiguous wording would seem to imply more than just diplomatic initiatives of compatriot support. And though the strategy did not reference compatriots directly, thanks to Moscow�s passportization efforts compatriots were often just one step shy of being citizens.112 The document also noted the importance of using �Russia�s cultural potential� to strengthen its national security: television and radio programs, internet sources, and cinematographic works. Such media initiatives would later become important tools of not only Russia�s soft power but also information warfare campaigns.
Contemporary Compatriot Policies and Laws
In July 2010 the fourth attempt was made to define Russian compatriots with an amendment to the 1999 �Federal Law on the State Policies of the Russian Federation with Regard to Compatriots Abroad.� The newest and final definition was equally if not more ambiguous. The amendment included the older 1999 definition of compatriots as those who were born in the same state (Russia and its predecessor the Soviet Union) and who share Russian cultural attributes. This was in direct contrast to the definition introduced in the 2001 Concept of Support to Compatriots that did not evoke the Soviet Union. For the first time, Russian citizens permanently living abroad were also included as compatriots. However, the new definition added another category of �individuals who live outside the Russian Federation and belong to the nations historically residing on the territory of Russian Federation and who also have made a free choice in favor of maintaining spiritual, cultural, and legal ties with Russian Federation.�113 Based on this definition, neither Russian ethnicity nor Russian language is necessary to be a Russian compatriot, nor is former Russian or Soviet citizenship. Any person who feels a spiritual or cultural connection with Russia and is descended from any of 185 current nationalities inhabiting the Russian Federation and of the many more nationalities that used to inhabit the Russian imperial territories could be called a compatriot.
Most crucially, the 2010 amendment both eliminated the necessity of legal self-identification by compatriots and at the same time required that a compatriot express his or her self-identification by actively participating in Russia�s cultural and political project. The earlier (never enacted) provision on compatriot identification cards was struck, thus eliminating compatriots as a legal category.114 Instead, the compatriot now had to engage and demonstrate: �civic or professional activity in preserving the Russian language and the native languages of the peoples of the Russian Federation, developing Russian culture abroad, strengthening friendly relations between the state in which the compatriot resides and the Russian Federation, supporting compatriot community associations, protecting the rights of compatriots, and maintaining spiritual and cultural connections with the Russian Federation in any other freely chosen way.�115 Therefore, by 2010 the definition of compatriots had shifted from something solely defined by one�s identity to something that must be also certifiable by membership in relevant organizations or by the person�s activities. Being a compatriot became a seemingly political or activist undertaking.
This shift has several consequences. On one hand, it marks an effort to conceptualize compatriots as active rather than passive members of the Russian World. On the other hand, the conditionality of activism likely narrows the ranks of compatriots. As political scientist Oxana Shevel outlines, the 2010 amendment once again enables Moscow to define all former Soviet citizens as compatriots, but does not legally require Moscow to do so.116 Furthermore, the concept of self-identification reduced the scope of the paradoxical situation created in 1999 where some 150 million former Soviet citizens could be considered compatriots under the law, including (in the wording of the amendment) �residents of Finland and Poland because these countries at some point were within the territory of the Russian state, and Mikheil Saakashvili and elites of the Baltic States because they are from the former USSR.�117 Certainly, Georgia�s President Mikheil Saakashvili who had just fought a war against Russia could not be counted among Russian compatriots though he had previously held Soviet citizenship. On the other hand, Georgia�s South Ossetians and Abkhazians could still be included presumably because they had historically resided in the Russian Empire and because many had acquired Russian citizenship.118
At the same time, various initiatives to support compatriots continued. In the spring of 2011, Medvedev established a Foundation for Supporting and Protecting the Rights of Compatriots Living Abroad, which aims �to provide Russians abroad with the necessary support to protect their lawful rights and interests in their countries of residence.�119 Also that year the Ministry of Foreign Affairs launched a website, ruvek.ru�a self-described portal for Russian compatriots�to assist their voluntary resettlement to Russia.120
A momentous shift in Russian foreign policy vis-à-vis compatriots occurred after Putin returned to the presidency. In May 2012, he signed a decree �On Measures for Implementation of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation.� This document had one strategic difference from �Russia�s National Security Strategy to 2020� of 2009 and the earlier �Russian Foreign Policy Concept� and the �National Security Concept,� both of 2000 that presaged changes in compatriot policy: for the first time, it explicitly set out to protect Russian compatriots in addition to Russian citizens. It instructed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia and other executive agencies �to ensure the full protection of the rights, freedoms and legitimate interests of Russian citizens and compatriots living abroad.�121 Thus the document called for an increase in budget financing for relevant projects, to be implemented through the Foundation for Supporting and Protecting the Rights of Compatriots Living Abroad and the older Government Commission for the Affairs of Compatriots Living Abroad established in 1994.122 This commission, chaired by Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs Sergey Lavrov, aimed to coordinate the work of Russian federal and regional executive bodies in pursuing and implementing state policy toward �Russians residing abroad��terminology that again seems to equate Russian compatriots and Russians in general.123 In the same year, during the Fourth World Congress of Compatriots, Putin stated that documents regarding Russian compatriot policy were no longer vague, as �support for the Russian diaspora is one of the most important policies of our state.�124
In February 2013 the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs published a new �Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation,� which further reiterated the notion of protecting both Russian citizens and compatriots. Among its goals, the concept aimed to ensure �comprehensive protection of rights and legitimate interests of Russian citizens and compatriots residing abroad� through the mechanisms of international law and treaties. It also supported �consolidation of organizations of compatriots to enable them to effectively uphold their rights in the countries of residence while preserving the cultural and ethnic identity of the Russian diaspora and its ties with the historical homeland.�125 As the next chapter will show, this concept of equating compatriots and citizens was demonstrated in 2014 in Crimea and eastern Ukraine, although Moscow�s policies of protection there did not employ international laws and treaties but rather opted for annexation and military means.
Shortly after the annexation of Crimea in March 2014 and at the start of conflict in eastern Ukraine in the beginning of April 2014, the Duma approved a bill to simplify the procedure for Russian-speaking foreigners to obtain Russian citizenship. The need to develop simplified procedures for granting citizenship was already clearly expressed at the end of 2012 by Putin when he stated in a public address that �Russia needs new blood,�126 and that the process of obtaining citizenship was too complicated. Amendments to Article 14 of the �Federal Law on Citizenship in the Russian Federation� specified that the new procedure for obtaining Russian citizenship could be used by foreign citizens and stateless persons recognized as native Russian speakers, for example, speaking fluent Russian and regularly using it at home, in social, cultural, and other spheres, and whose lineal ancestors permanently lived on territories of the Russian Empire or the USSR, on the condition that they renounce their present foreign citizenship. Also, according to the amendment, a native Russian speaker would be determined via an interview with a special commission.127 The condition that new Russian citizens renounce their foreign passports marks a departure from Russia�s previous policy of seeking to spread dual citizenship across the post-Soviet states. It can be interpreted as a means to demarcate more clearly the allegiances of compatriots. Leaving no ambiguity about their citizenship would be more favorable to Russia�s efforts at protecting them and possibly seeking to acquire territories where they reside.

In many ways the development of Russian compatriot policies follows the arc of Russia�s power, ambition, and struggle for national identity. In the two decades between 1994 and 2015, the Russian government promulgated more than twenty policies, programs, and laws to both conceptualize and assist compatriots. These were an ever-present dilemma and opportunity for Moscow; however, the manner in which Moscow chose to engage or at times ignore the 30 million Russians and Russian speakers varied over these two decades. In the early 1990s, as Russia grappled with severe economic decline and new statehood, the compatriot issue remained vague and ill defined. Early on Moscow decided that the diaspora would not be invited to return to Russia and stipulations were made to block mass repatriation. Only fifteen years later, some half-hearted attempts at resettlement followed. Nonetheless, even in the Yeltsin era there were efforts to link issues of foreign policy and compatriots as in the cases of the Baltic States and the failed efforts to introduce dual citizenship across the post-Soviet states.
Since the 2000s under Putin�s leadership, as the Russian economy and stature on the world stage grew along with rising oil prices, the compatriot issue increasingly came into focus. Russia redefined itself as a great power on the world stage and a leader of a Slavic, Russian-speaking, Orthodox Christian civilization�in other words, of the Russian World. Russians, Russian speakers, and other minorities in the near abroad were the crucial part of this world and were politicized and conceptualized as compatriots. Many early compatriot policies appeared like confused and heavy-handed attempts to use soft power. Under Putin, the compatriots were increasingly conceptualized as a resource for Russian foreign policy and geopolitical ambition in the near abroad. After the Georgian war of 2008 over compatriots, Russian policies became more clear and focused on protecting citizens and compatriots abroad.
This chapter has also demonstrated that Russian compatriot policies cannot be viewed in isolation. Compatriots are not only part of Russian humanitarian outreach programs, but rather are enshrined in Russia�s national laws and linguistic, cultural, and information programs. Furthermore, compatriots are part of the basic foundations of the Russian state: in national security strategies, foreign policy concepts, and definitions of citizenship. Finally, compatriot policies should not be viewed as a reflection of certain times or leaderships. Just as Yeltsin inherited the compatriot issue from the debris of the Soviet Union�s dissolution and Stalin�s ethnic policies, so too will the compatriot issue persist long after Putin retires from power. Russian compatriots will remain relevant to Europe and Eurasia in the decades to come, regardless of the leadership in the Kremlin. As I argued in the previous chapter, Russian compatriots serve a key role in the reimperialization trajectory, which aims to maintain neo-imperial influence over and regain territory in the former Soviet republics. The following four case study chapters will demonstrate how and to what extent these compatriot policies and the reimperialization trajectory have been enacted in Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, the Baltic States, and Central Asia, as well as Belarus and Armenia.

CHAPTER FOUR
Separatism and Annexation
MOLDOVA, GEORGIA, AND UKRAINE

The most obvious risk was that the Russian-speaking population was threatened and that the threats were absolutely specific and tangible. This is what made Crimean residents, the people who live there, think about their future and ask Russia for help.
�Vladimir Putin, 17 April 2014


AT FIRST GLANCE, the three former Soviet republics of Moldova, Ukraine, and Georgia appear to have little in common. Moldova is a small country of just four million people, sandwiched between Ukraine and Romania. Despite its historical, cultural, and linguistic ties to EU and NATO member Romania, Moldova has been a forgotten corner of Europe since the Soviet Union�s disintegration. Neighboring Ukraine is a juggernaut in comparison. Ukraine�s landmass makes it the largest country entirely within Europe, and its population of approximately 43 million is also substantial.1 Often called the breadbasket of Europe, the country has been a prize that neighboring powers such as Poland, Lithuania, the Crimean Khanate, the Ottomans, and Russia have jostled over for hundreds of years. As fellow Slavs, Russians consistently perceive the Ukrainians as a �brother-nation,� inherently related to themselves. Across the Black Sea from Ukraine, nestled in the Caucasus Mountains, is the country of Georgia. The Georgians, or Kartvelians, number just 5 million people today, and, as part of their distinct position at the crossroads of Eastern Europe and Western Asia, possess a unique alphabet, language, and identity.
Yet these distinct countries possess some striking similarities. All three have had a long and difficult history with imperial and Soviet Russia, facing aggressive Russification and deportation policies. A sizable proportion of the population of all three states belongs to the Eastern Orthodox Church, a feature in common with Russia. All have struggled with corrupt regimes and remain among the poorest countries in Europe with an annual GDP per capita of less than $4,000. Partly as a result, all three have experienced �colored� revolutions, civil movements seeking change in the government and a turn to the West: Georgia�s Rose Revolution in 2003, Ukraine�s Orange Revolution in 2004, and Moldova�s Grape or Twitter Revolution in 2009. And they were the three top performers within the EU�s Eastern Partnership Initiative since it was launched in 2009.2
Perhaps the most significant commonality shared by Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine is the clarity with which their recent histories reveal the trajectory of Russian reimperialization. Equally striking is the similarity with which Russian policies (particularly passportization, information warfare, and calls for protection) have been enacted in these three states at different time periods. Indeed, while the 2014 annexation of Crimea came as a shock to most, many of the same processes of compatriot passportization and calls for their protection had been ongoing since the early 1990s in all three states. On Moldova�s eastern border, Transnistria has been an internationally unrecognized breakaway territory bolstered by Russia since the 1990s. Moscow has been stoking separatism in Georgia�s Abkhazia and South Ossetia since the 1980s and has turned these territories into puppet states since the Russo-Georgian war in 2008. The groundwork of Crimea�s annexation and separatism in eastern Ukraine�s two newly minted �people�s republics��the People�s Republic of Luhansk and the People�s Republic of Donetsk�has been laid over the last decades. In 2015, both of these �people�s republics� increasingly look likely to turn into frozen-conflict zones like Transnistria, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia. As Georgia�s president from 2004 to 2013, Mikheil Saakashvili, wrote in the Washington Post as the crisis in Ukraine was unfolding in March 2014, �there are striking similarities between the early stages of Russian aggression against Georgia and what is happening in Ukraine.�3 The current Georgian President Giorgi Margvelashvili reiterated this, stating that �What happened in 2008 unfortunately also echoed in 2014 in Crimea, Donetsk, Luhansk and Mariupol.�4 Indeed, Russia�s reimperialization trajectory has been almost identical in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova.
[image: ]
MAP 2. Distribution of Russian speakers and disputed territories across Belarus, Ukraine, and Moldova. Map drawn by Giedrė Tama�auskaitė
[image: ]
MAP 3: Distribution of Russian speakers and disputed territories across the Caucasus. Map drawn by Giedrė Tama�auskaitė
There are also important distinctions in the way Russian reimperialization efforts have been pursued in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. Since the Transnistrian conflict of 1991 until the annexation of Crimea in 2014, there have been notable changes in Russia, its leadership, and its policies, as well as in the geopolitical context of Europe�all of which have colored the developments in the countries concerned. Russia�s participation in the Transnistrian conflict was partly a reflex response of the old Soviet empire (and Soviet troops on the ground) to a (from their point of view) advantageous course of events. The Russo-Georgian war of 2008 was a successful trial experiment in reimperialization by Putin�s regime, in no small part because it garnered little response from the West. Crimea�s annexation and the war in eastern Ukraine appear as a culmination of these measures that have been methodically and systematically pursued by the Kremlin since the 2000s. In all three countries�in Moldova�s Transnistria, in Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and in Ukraine�s Crimea and eastern territories�Moscow has consistently evoked the protection of Russian compatriots as reasons for its involvement and military operations. Before outlining Russia�s policy in the three states, however, it is helpful to place them geographically (see Maps 2 and 3) and start with a brief overview of their Russian compatriot populations, their historical ties to Russia, and the background to conflict.

BACKGROUND TO CONFLICT

Georgia
The populations of Russian speakers and so-called Russian compatriots of Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine could not be more different, particularly because of differences in their ethnicities. Indeed in the case of Georgia and Moldova it is surprising that Moscow would conceptualize those populations as compatriots. Georgia�s South Ossetians, numbering only fifty thousand, have little to do with Russia ethnically, culturally, or linguistically. Ossetians are descendants of the Alans, warrior tribes speaking a language akin to Persian, who have lived here since the early medieval period.5 For hundreds of years, South Ossetians and Georgians lived in harmony, and most Ossetians spoke Georgian in addition to Ossetian. Their recent affinity with Russia can be explained by their geographical proximity to North Ossetia (also inhabited by Ossetians), which is part of the Russian Federation. The Georgians, Abkhazians, and Ossetians also share a common Orthodox Christian faith with Russia. Like the Ossetians, Georgia�s Abkhazians are also a distinct ethnic group, now numbering just a few hundred thousand. In the eighth century, they formed a Christian kingdom with close ties to either united Georgia or the Georgian Principality until they came under Ottoman rule and then that of the tsarist Empire. During the nineteenth century, the tsarist regime carried out an ethnic cleansing policy along the northeast shore of the Black Sea and the North Caucasus, which resulted in the annihilation of around 1.5 million locals and the expulsion from the region of a similar number of indigenous Abkhazians, Circassians, and Muslim tribes.6 Subsequently, Russians, Armenians, Greeks, and Georgians colonized the region.7 The Georgian-born Stalin pursued aggressive Georgianization policies in Abkhazia, which was the turning point that forever spoiled Abkhaz-Georgian relations. Instead, Abkhazians increasingly looked to Moscow for support.8
Moldova
In Moldova, Moscow�s perception of local minorities and even ethnic Moldovans as �compatriots� is likewise puzzling. Sharing the same language and culture with neighboring Romania, the Moldova principality came under the influence of Moscow at the beginning of the nineteenth century with its incorporation into the Russian Empire. For the next two hundred years, Moldova would face Russification policies while the native Romanian was eliminated from official use.9 The Stalin era saw executions and deportations of locals to Siberia or Central Asia while new, Russian-speaking workers were brought in.10 In addition the �Moldovan� language was introduced, which was essentially the same as Romanian but written in the Cyrillic alphabet.11 The conflict in Transnistria emerged following Moldovan independence from the USSR, when Chisinau reinstated Romanian as the state language and in 1990 Transnistria declared its independence from Moldova, seeking instead to continue to be part of the Soviet Union.12 Initially the Kremlin was skeptical toward Transnistria�s independence and ability to control the region, and the Russian media described the independence movement as �rebellion against perestroika.�13 Transnistria�s activists also toyed with the idea of integrating with Ukraine but increasingly the idea of autonomy and identity tied to Moldova�s Soviet history gained ground.14 Today, the people of Transnistria whom Moscow has long sought to protect as Russian compatriots in fact are almost equally divided between Moldovans, Ukrainians, and Russians, with Moldovans being the most numerous. There are two more regions in Moldova with separatist proclivities and Russian support: the Taraclia district, where some 65 percent of the residents are Russian-speaking ethnic Bulgarians; and the autonomous region of Gagauzia, where some 80 percent of the population are Gagauz�an Eastern Orthodox nation of Turkish and Bulgarian descent. Though the Gagauz have their own Turkic language, the majority today are Russian speakers, in great part due to Soviet Russification policies.15
Ukraine
Unlike Georgia and Moldova, Ukraine is a Slavic nation, making it easier for Russia to impose a Kremlin-driven narrative of its culture and history, with the aim of appropriating Ukraine for its imperial project. Moscow likes to promote the concept that Kievan Rus� formed the ninth-century cradle of Slavic (Russian, according to Moscow) civilization in the territory of Ukraine. This is argued as evidence that Ukrainians and Russians are essentially one and the same people.16 Ukrainians lay claim to their own distinct history and identity, and argue that �Rus� � historically referred to the lands and peoples of Ukraine and Belarus. Until 1547 Russia was never referred to as such but rather by the name of its capital city: Moscovia�officially known as the Grand Duchy of Moscow. The relatively modern concept of Russia only developed during the reign of Ivan the Terrible, who inherited the title of Grand Prince of Moscow from his father, Vasili III, and in 1547 assumed the title of Grand Prince and Tsar of All the Russias.17 At most, Ukrainians acknowledge their common roots with Russians until the tenth century, but some even question whether Russia is truly a Slavic nation.18 Ukraine�s history with its so-called brother-nation has been difficult since the end of the eighteenth century when Kiev lost the remains of its autonomy to the Russian Empire.19 In the nineteenth century the Ukrainian nation faced aggressive Russification policies from Moscow, including closure of its main institution of higher learning, the Kiev-Mohyla Academy, suppression of its culture, prohibition from publishing books and teaching in Ukrainian, and even banning of building churches in the Ukrainian Baroque style.20 The Stalinist era was the cruelest to Ukraine. In the early 1930s, most Ukrainian intellectuals and officials were repressed and killed, while the repression of Ukrainian peasants took the shape of the politically motivated famine, the Holodomor (extermination by hunger), in which around 5 million Ukrainians perished.21 Throughout the Soviet era, Russification policies and an influx of Russian immigrants persisted.
In eastern Ukraine the developments were similar but Russification was more pronounced. Before the 1850s, Ukraine�s eastern regions of Donetsk and Luhansk were inhabited predominantly by rural Ukrainians, but one could also meet peasants of various ethnic origins�Russians, Greeks, Germans, Tatars, and others. Industrialization brought labor migrants from central Russia and elsewhere.22 During Soviet times, many prisoners were deported from all over the Soviet Union to the Donbas to work in coal mines and factories, resulting in a more diverse ethnic composition in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions than elsewhere in Ukraine.23 However, while the Russian language was popular, ethnic Ukrainians remained the majority.24
Crimea�s history is distinct from Ukraine�s. The peninsula was ruled by the Golden Horde and then formed part of the Crimean Khanate from the fifteenth to the eighteenth century. The Russian Empire annexed Crimea in 1783, which resulted in the emigration and deportation of the local populations of Crimean Tatars and Greeks, while the peninsula was colonized mainly by Russians.25 In 1944, on the night of 18 May Stalin deported the remaining Crimean Tatars to Uzbekistan, other Central Asian republics, and Siberia.26 Herded to railway stations and packed into cattle cars, many of the Tatars died during the journey, while starvation and disease also took their toll in the resettlement camps.27 As noted by Lilia Muslimova, aide to the Crimean Tatar leader Mustafa Jemilev, �this tragic event resulted in the deaths of 46% of the Crimean Tatar population and achieved what many historians consider to be the Russian desired final solution�a Crimea without Crimean Tatars.�28 The most recent transparent population census, that of 2001, in Crimea showed that 58.5 percent called themselves Russians, 24.4 percent identified as Ukrainians, and 12.1 percent called themselves Crimean Tatars, with other ethnic groups making up the remainder.29 Muslimova adds that �in the twenty-first century Crimean Tatars are once again struggling for their dignity and homeland because of the Crimea�s brutal and illegal occupation by the Russian Federation.�30

PORTRAITS OF RUSSIAN SPEAKERS

To illustrate the complexity of views and sentiments of contemporary Russian speakers and �compatriots� of Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova, this section will draw on interviews with Russian speakers to offer readers the voices and portraits of people that facts and figures cannot provide. There is an important distinction between Russian speakers residing in separatist territories like Transnistria and those in Moldova and Georgia proper. Russian speakers in Transnistria, South Ossetia, and Abkhazia have been more thoroughly Russified and have increasingly grown loyal to Moscow over the past two decades. Russian speakers in Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine proper are more integrated into their states and are more likely to perceive themselves as Moldovan, Georgian, and Ukrainian. These observations were indirectly confirmed in an internet survey conducted in September 2014 by Russian opposition leader Alexei Navalny and his Anti-Corruption Foundation, in which they tried to learn the attitude of two traditionally pro-Russian regions in Ukraine, Odessa and Kharkov, toward separatism and Russian involvement in Ukraine. While this survey demonstrated people�s skeptical position toward the Kiev government (with 26 percent describing their attitude as �negative,� 25 percent as �neutral,� and only 11 percent as �positive�), it also revealed other sociological trends such as 34 percent support for the statement that �the Ukrainian future should be with Europe� (compared with 17 percent for Russia), a 50 percent �negative� attitude toward Putin (with only 12 percent �positive�), and most importantly, 87 percent of support for the statement �I�d like to see my region as part of Ukraine,� as against only 3 percent expressing a preference for becoming �part of Russia,� and 2 percent in favor of �a part of Novorossiya�).31 As I noted in the introduction, the following interviews should not be construed as a scientific survey, as it was not possible to gather a representative sample of every age and social group, especially considering the ongoing war in Ukraine and the frozen conflicts in Transnistria, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia. Instead, these interviews offer a glimpse into the views of mostly young Russian speakers in late 2014. The focus on the younger generation, born after the fall of the Soviet Union, is due to the fact that they represent the future of Russian compatriots in their countries. This generation may play a significant role in how their countries respond to the reimperialization policy.
In Ukraine, the interviewed youths were from Ukraine�s third largest city, Odessa. In 2014, Putin emphasized that Odessa was part of the region of Russia�s historic empire known as Novorossiya (New Russia), implying that that region should be part of the Russian Federation.32 Today, the port city of Odessa boasts a vibrant multiethnic population that includes more than ten nationalities. While ethnic Ukrainians make up more than 60 percent of the population, the city is mostly Russian-speaking with most ethnic Ukrainians using Russian as their native language. The subject I will call Margarita is a Russian speaker and a student of marine logistics at Odessa University.33 She dreams of working in the merchant marines. With Russian roots on her paternal side, she considers herself half Russian, but certainly not a Russian compatriot or Russian patriot. As she explains, �Russia and Ukraine are two separate countries� and �I have never lived in and will never live in Russia.� She would prefer Russian to be the second national language of Ukraine, so that Russian speakers could choose to conduct their education and bureaucratic procedures in their mother tongue. However, she does not think that Ukrainian Russian speakers need Russia�s protection and that �all problems can be solved within the border of our own country.�
Another Russian-speaking Odessan, whom I will call Viktoriya, is a young marketing professional.34 She enjoys speaking English and hopes to travel to America someday. Like Margarita, she does not feel she is a Russian compatriot and has no grievances as a Russian speaker in Ukraine. As she says, �in a democratic society everyone has the freedom and right to speak the language of their choice. We don�t have fascism or totalitarianism. Nobody dictates the language we speak here and certainly not in my region.� She thinks Russian protection or support is unnecessary and that in fact �Russia should turn its attention to its own domestic problems and not to the domestic problems of a neighboring country.�
Yelena, a recent university graduate from Odessa, moved to Kiev not long ago to seek employment.35 Born and raised in Odessa in a Ukrainian family, she grew up speaking Russian. But, as she explains, �here everyone speaks in Russian, but we are not Russian. We are Russian-speaking Ukrainians and patriots of our country.� Based on her personal experience, she refutes myths that Russian speakers are discriminated against, pressured, or intimidated anywhere in Ukraine, including western Ukrainian-speaking territories. She adamantly rejects the prospect of Moscow�s protection��I wonder from whom Russia is going to protect us? From ourselves? What is happening in our country should be decided from within and we do not need outside help.�
In Moldova�s predominantly Russian-speaking territory of Gagauzia the sentiments are similar. Deniz is a young journalist and a native Russian speaker.36 As he explains, �my mother is Moldavian and my father is Gagauz, but in the family they spoke Russian, so they could understand one another. This is why from my childhood I spoke in Russian.� He explains that in the cities most Gagauz are Russian speakers, but in the provinces they speak Gagauz though they all know Russian as well. He rejects the notion of being identified as a Russian compatriot, declaring: �I am a citizen of Moldova. My homeland is Moldova! I was born here and I am a patriot of my own country!� He has never encountered any discrimination in Moldova other than the occasional request in the capital of Chisinau to speak Romanian. He believes that �no one here would ever want Russian protection.�
In Moldova�s breakaway territory, Transnistria, opinions are more divided. Yevgeny is in his thirties and a member of the leading political party.37 He represents the vanguard of pro-Russian compatriots in Moldova. He considers himself to be a Russian compatriot and a Russian because �I was born and raised in a Russian environment and I have only one homeland�Russia.� A staunch Russian patriot, Yevgeny actively supports the notion of Russia absorbing Transnistria and the latter becoming part of Novorossiya and the Eurasian Economic Union. When asked about potential grievances, he stated, �only the Western-leaning Moldovan government causes problems for Russian speakers.� He also believes that �Russian protection is necessary and that a few military bases would cool down the pro-Western officials in Chisinau.� Finally, when asked about Russia�s 2014 policies in Ukraine, he mentioned that �Crimea always belonged to Russia� and that �a great historical mistake has been fixed.�
Konstantin is a sales manager in his fifties and a former participant in the Transnistrian War.38 Like Yevgeny, he is highly pro-Russian. Even though he holds Transnistrian, Moldovan, and Russian passports, he regards himself as a Russian because he was born there and he only moved to Transnistria in the late 1990s. Konstantin, too, is a firm Russian patriot and explains that �I grew up in the USSR, my family always spoke Russian, and we always supported the fight against the West.� Although Konstantin is a hardline supporter of the Crimean annexation, he is more ambivalent about Russia�s involvement in eastern Ukraine or Novorossiya as he calls it��simply because at the present this region is not of great importance.�
Yana, a high-school teacher in her late twenties, represents the least pro-Russian segment of Russian speakers in Transnistria.39 Although she speaks Russian today, she considers herself to be Ukrainian, because �in the family we always spoke Ukrainian� and she does not consider herself a Russian compatriot or part of the Russian World. When asked about Russia�s protection of Russian speakers in Transnistria, she replied �Russia made a lot of promises to Transnistria and its people, but in reality little has changed. Unfortunately, military support is probably the only support that Russia can provide us with.� She added that her �Russian friends mention being dissatisfied by the policies of both Moldova and Russia.� Yana is very critical of the Russian involvement in Ukraine. She explains that �I have many friends who live in Crimea and eastern Ukraine and therefore, I have negative feelings toward Russian aggression. People die there in vain.�
In the case of Georgia, it was exceedingly difficult to get responses from residents of the breakaway territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, as they feared discussing their national identity and sentiments toward Russia. Nonetheless, a few agreed to offer their views under strict conditions of anonymity. Boris, a university-educated man in his forties, lives with his family in Abkhazia while running a business in Russia.40 His feelings toward Russia are somewhat ambiguous. While Abkhazian is his native language, today he primarily relies on Russian. However, this has not affected his identity: �No, I don�t consider myself Russian, because I�m Abkhazian. I am not a Russian compatriot because I was not born in and have never lived in Russia�. My homeland is Abkhazia.� However, he feels that Russia�s protection of Abkhazia�s Russian speakers is necessary �because Abkhazia is a small country and it cannot by itself take care of its own problems.� Likewise, he is supportive of Moscow�s policies in eastern Ukraine and Crimea.
Soslan is a native South Ossetian in his fifties with a notable streak of skepticism.41 He lives in South Ossetia, but often travels to Russia and admits he could partly identify as a compatriot because he was born in the Soviet Union and holds Russian citizenship. On the other hand, he has a very strong Ossetian identity. �I speak Russian fluently, but I am not Russian, I am Ossetian and I treat the Russian passport only as a means to travel,� he says. �Don�t get me wrong, we don�t have anything against the Russians, in fact, we appreciate their support fighting the Georgians in August 2008. Nonetheless, it would be silly to be a patriot of Russia, a country that is so incredibly rich and is treating its people so poorly. How could you ever even admire a country that is so unjust?� he asks. Surprisingly, Soslan is not supportive of the Crimean annexation�unlike many, he is rather skeptical of the Russian media�s narrative.
As these interviews suggest, many Russians and Russophones in Ukraine and the separatist regions of Georgia and Moldova feel ambivalent toward Russia. Some may seek Russian protection or support for their nation or territory, but they do not all consider themselves Russian compatriots. Indeed Moscow�s eagerness to claim various ethnic minorities of Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine as compatriots appears driven by Russia�s national interests rather than the interests of the so-called compatriots.

RUSSIA�S MOTIVES AND INTERESTS

Moscow has a number of ideological, military, political, and economic motives in maintaining Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine in its sphere of influence and potentially reincorporating portions of their territories into the Russian Federation. All three are perceived as belonging to Russia�s inherent sphere of influence and interests. Moldova and Ukraine are members of the CIS, while Georgia is a former member. Among Russia�s foremost interests has been for the CIS states not to seek integration into Western structures, like the EU and especially NATO, nor to host any new U.S. military bases.42
Moldova
It may seem puzzling that Russia would seek control or influence in the small, poor, and landlocked country of Moldova. Historically, however, both the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union aspired to control the territories in the Black Sea basin (to which Moldova belongs) and the Danube river delta, which served as a trade corridor to the Balkans and could advance Russia�s influence, interests, and security in the region.43 Transnistria lies on the border of Ukraine, close to Ukrainian territories that Russia has deemed �Novorossiya.� The unresolved status of Transnistria is of special interest to Moscow as it dims Moldova�s chances of EU membership or closer ties to NATO. In fact, the unresolved borders of Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine all benefit Russia by slowing NATO expansion in this region and remain a useful instrument for potential divide-and-rule tactics regarding the internal affairs of these countries.
Georgia
Georgia�s position on the Black Sea and in the Caucasus, straddling Eastern Europe and Western Asia, is of clear strategic interest for Russia. As early as the 1990s, the Kremlin noted that Russia�s strategic weight in the Black Sea depends on the presence of its troops on the Caucasus�s western coast. Thus the territory of Abkhazia, with its long stretch of Black Sea coastline, holds military significance for Russia as well as boasting offshore oil resources (now controlled by Russian state monopoly Rosneft). As for South Ossetia, though it is a poor and sparsely populated mountain region it could offer Moscow leverage over its own Ossetian minorities and diffuse its internal problems. Just over the Russian border and the Great Caucasus mountain range is North Ossetia, an autonomous republic within the Russian Federation inhabited by ethnic Ossetians and connected to South Ossetia by the Roki Tunnel. For Moscow, dangling the carrot of union with South Ossetia could preempt any radicalization and separatist movements among the North Ossetians.44 As my interviews revealed, many Ossetian nationalists in fact hope that one day the two territories will be united. Moscow�s fears of radicalization of its ethnic minorities are considerable, especially as Russia�s North Caucasus region is already roiled by separatist and Islamic movements, and even by ISIS-aligned groups in neighboring regions like Ingushetia and nearby Chechnya and Dagestan.45 Furthermore, the frozen conflict and resulting lawlessness in South Ossetia and Abkhazia facilitate money laundering and organized crime that often has ties to Russia.46
Apart from its Black Sea access and location in the strategic and volatile Caucasus, Georgia itself offers few riches or natural resources that could beckon Russia�s reimperialization. However, Georgia stands to be a player in the energy diplomacy of the Caucasus, particularly as Europe would like to diversify its energy mix with Caspian rather than Russian energy resources. As an energy superpower, Russia seeks control of oil and gas pipelines from the Caspian Sea that would pass through Georgian territory, including the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline, the Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum gas pipeline, and the proposed Azerbaijan-Georgia-Romania gas interconnector pipeline.47 Lastly, Georgian territory cuts off Moscow�s direct access to its regional ally Armenia where it keeps a military base.
Ukraine
Ukraine�s size, population, Black Sea ports, and geographical position, which make it both buffer and launching pad against the West, along with its role as both a supplier of foodstuffs and a market for Russian goods, have made it a strategic prize for the Russian imperial project for centuries. Ukraine shares a long border with Russia, a sizable Russian-speaking population, and a common Christian Orthodox faith. The ideological motives behind Moscow�s imperial claims on Ukraine are significant. As Zbigniew Brzezinski noted, �It cannot be stressed strongly enough that without Ukraine, Russia ceases to be an empire, but with Ukraine suborned and then subordinated, Russia automatically becomes an empire.�48 Ukraine would be the most prized addition to the Moscow-led Eurasian Economic Union, of which Belarus and Kazakhstan are also members. At the same time Russia strongly opposes Ukraine�s association agreement with the EU. Part of the imperial ideology vis-à-vis Ukraine rests on the aforementioned concept of Russia and Ukraine as �brotherly Slavic nations.� Days ahead of the annexation of Crimea, on 18 March 2014, President Vladimir Putin stated that Ukraine and Russia are inextricably interlinked, saying �we are one people� and we cannot live without each other.�49 In August 2014, Putin reiterated, �I think that the Russian and Ukrainian peoples are practically one single people, no matter what others might say�. People living in what is Ukraine today all called themselves �Russian.� �50 The Ukrainians, on the other hand, are more ambivalent about this concept of �Slavic brotherhood� accompanied by threats.51 Ukraine also figures centrally in Russia�s perception of empire. The influential far-right, anti-Western Russian author Alexander Prokhanov has argued that Russia is now entering the stage of its Fifth Empire: �The first Russian empire was Kievan Rus�, the second was the Moscow Kingdom, the third was the St. Petersburg Empire of the Romanovs, [the fourth] the Red Empire of the Soviet Union,� and the fifth is now emerging under the leadership of President Putin.52 Finally, Moscow is also concerned about the domestic repercussions in Russia, when neighboring Ukrainians are looking to the EU, seeking reforms and a democratic society.53 Moscow likely worries that a version of Ukraine�s Orange Revolution of 2004 and the Maidan movement of 2013�14 might spark in Russia, and thus attempts to delegitimize if not demonize the civic unrest by labeling it a radical, fascist, staged revolution, and alleging Western interference.
Besides these ideological motives, Russia has a number of strategic economic interests in Ukraine. The country is a significant market for Russian natural gas, oil, and nuclear fuel.54 In 2013, according to Gazprom�s data, the company sold nearly $11 billion worth of gas to Ukraine, representing some 16 percent of Gazprom�s total gas exports, and earned 16 percent of its total revenue.55 Following the conflict and a change in the Ukrainian government, in 2014 Ukraine cut its gas consumption by half to less than $4 billion.56 Most significantly, however, Russian energy exports depend on Ukrainian territory. Through Ukraine runs Russia�s key Urengoy-Pomary-Uzhhorod gas pipeline and the Druzhba (Friendship) oil pipeline, transporting Russian energy resources to European markets. Russia�s economy is hugely dependent on revenues from oil and gas exports, and Russia depends on the European markets for some 80 percent of its piped gas exports. Half of that supply is piped through the territory of Ukraine. Thirteen European countries�Croatia, France, Greece, Germany, Poland, Italy, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, Austria, Bulgaria, and Romania�get their gas via Ukraine.57 Thus for Russia it is critical to maintain control and influence over a territory through which flows its most important export route and on which its main source of income depends. Leaked Russian government policy papers from February 2014 stated that in light of the changing political situation in Ukraine, Russia could not risk �losing not only the Ukrainian market for energy sales but more importantly indirect control over the gas transportation system of Ukraine. This will put at risk Gazprom�s positions in Central and Southern Europe, causing great damage to the national economy.�58
Ukraine also has its own significant natural resources. Ukraine�s gas reserves are 1.2 trillion cubic meters, and if production were to be ramped up the country could fully supply its domestic needs and in the long term could even become a key European natural gas exporter.59 In eastern Ukraine shale gas exploration was launched in 2013, and Donetsk and Luhansk, which have become hotbeds of Russian-sponsored separatism, are highly industrialized and have notable coal and iron ore deposits. According to the Statistics Service of Ukraine, the regional GDP of Donetsk totaled nearly 12 percent of Ukraine�s GDP, and Luhansk�s, 4 percent.60 Meanwhile, 70 percent of coal in Ukraine is mined in Donetsk and Luhansk regions.61 Since the 2014 conflict erupted, Ukrainian coal from Luhansk has been transported out of the country to Russia.62 In the face of increasing Western and Chinese interest, Russian private and state-owned companies have also sought to privatize Ukrainian state-owned companies and enterprises, including gas and oil pipelines, energy companies, engineering industry, and agricultural land.63
According to Ukrainian political scientist Dmytro Kondratenko, Russia�s primary interests in Ukraine are military. Ukraine�s domestic military industry includes manufacture of helicopters and cruise missile engines, and Russia likewise relies on Ukraine for the maintenance of its SS-18 nuclear rockets as well as its aircraft�facilities for all of which activities are located in eastern Ukraine.64 Most importantly, for Russia, Ukraine serves as a passage to central Europe, the Balkan countries, and Moldova�s Transnistria.65 Only on 23 May 2015 did Ukraine annul a series of agreements with Russia on military cooperation and mutual security, and most importantly, it officially terminated permission for Russian troops to use Ukraine as a corridor to Transnistria.66 The Ukrainian port of Sevastopol, which has now been annexed by Russia, had been romanticized as �Russian Glory�67 and compared to �the Temple Mount in Jerusalem� by Putin despite there being no historical basis for this argument.68 Sevastopol�s importance has been primarily military�it has hosted the Russian Navy, affording Russia quick access to the eastern Mediterranean, the Balkans, and the Middle East.69 Moscow has consistently argued that even the theoretical possibility of Ukraine�s joining NATO would have significant implications for Russia�s security. As Putin stated on 18 March 2014 regarding Ukraine�s theoretical closer ties to NATO: �What would this have meant for Crimea and Sevastopol in the future? It would have meant that NATO�s navy would be right there in this city of Russia�s military glory, and this would create not an illusory but a perfectly real threat to the whole of southern Russia.�70 With its annexation of Crimea, Russia immediately seized various equipment�rockets, ships, aircraft, tanks, infantry fighting vehicles�from Ukrainian military bases.71

SOFT POWER

Russia�s soft power in Moldova, Ukraine, and Georgia (as well as their separatist territories) has predominantly been based on the prevalence of the Russian language, the Orthodox Church, the Russian media, and strong business ties. The legacies of common Soviet culture and the appeal of Russian contemporary popular culture have also played a role, especially in Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia�s separatist territories. All this has been most effective in the separatist regions, but this is partly because the tiny, internationally unrecognized regions are now completely dependent on Russian patronage. As noted in Chapter 2, Russian soft power often goes beyond these means of influence, comes to resemble coercion and blackmail, and can include economic sanctions.
Ukraine
As a means of economic influence, Russia has conducted numerous trade wars against Ukraine, especially since the Orange Revolution of 2004. Much of the economic pressure was aimed at forcing Ukraine�s hand to join the Russian-led Customs Union and later the Eurasian Economic Union.72 Cutoffs of natural gas flow to Ukraine due to tensions over debts, pricing, and politics (including the notorious cuts of 2006 and 2009 that affected the EU�s supply) have been the most prominent and consistent instrument of Russia�s political and economic coercion of and influence over Kiev.73 Other Russian embargos targeted Ukrainian agricultural, metal, and manufactured products.74 Russia also offered carrots as well as brandishing sticks in its economic policies toward Ukraine. For instance, in the aircraft industry, Russia at times promised cooperation in exchange for political concessions.75
Since the 2000s, Russian soft power in Ukraine has centered on the Russian cultural centers, including in the western Ukrainian city of Lviv and the Crimean Peninsula. The sizable and well-funded Crimean center, besides cultural events and distribution of Russian textbooks and flags, has consistently sought to influence the identity of the Crimean inhabitants and propagate separatism, including supporting the Crimean Cossacks militant pro-Russia group.76 It has continually organized such initiatives as the Day of Russia, the Day of Moscow, and the Day of the Reunion of Crimea with Russia.77 Every week the center�s TV Studio telecast the Kuranty (Chimes) program targeting the Crimeans and offering information on Russian government activities, the Moscow-Crimea Foundation, and the like. Through the 2010s, Ukraine imported three times more books from Russia than it published on its own, while Ukrainian cinemas and TV channels spent more than a hundred million dollars annually on films produced in Russia.78 However, it is evident that throughout the 2000s, rather than cultural appeals, intense ideological pressure on the Ukrainian people marked Russia�s soft power.79
Often intertwined with cultural and political means of influence, Russia�s economic influence has been overwhelming over the past twenty years. Russian citizens own 10 percent of Ukraine�s two hundred largest strategic companies.80 Russian companies and businessmen donate funds to different pro-Russian organizations, often blurring the lines between Russia�s economic, cultural, and political soft power. For example, Russian-born oligarch and billionaire Vadim Novinskiy is a well-known sponsor of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate.81 He helped elect a relatively pro-Russian candidate as the new metropolitan of the church, which answers directly to the Kremlin ally Patriarch Kirill of Moscow and competes with the two independent Ukrainian Orthodox Churches, the Kievan Patriarchate and the Autocephalous Orthodox Church, which are not subordinate to Moscow.82
Moldova
As in Ukraine, in Moldova the soft power of the Russian Orthodox Church is also important. The Metropolitan Church of Moldova is canonically subordinate to the Russian Patriarchate, and administers about 70 percent of all Orthodox parishes in the country and benefits from the status of the country�s most trusted institution.83 The church has generally lent its support to pro-Russian political parties at election times. In return, the Communist Party of Moldova, while in power from 2002 to 2008, renovated a series of churches, often using public funds.84 Another cultural source of Russian soft power in Moldova is Soviet nostalgia, which was progressively revived after the Communist Party became the largest political party in the parliament in 1998. The 9 May celebrations, commemorating Soviet victory in the Second World War, have been the main rallying point, with Soviet-era wartime songs performed by prominent Moldovan and Russian singers invited to Chisinau. Since around 2012, the Russian Embassy has introduced a new tradition of sporting a Russian nationalist and military symbol, the St. George Ribbon, which has been enthusiastically adopted by the Moldovan Communist Party.
In Moldova and Transnistria, Russia has leveraged its position as a dominant investor, energy provider, and consumer of Moldovan wine. Russia contributes to some 40 percent of all investment in the Moldovan economy (including Transnistria) as a player in some 350 enterprises.85 While Moldova accounted for some 10 percent of the wine consumed in Russia in 2013, Russia has enacted several bans against it including in 2006 and in 2013 when Moldova signed an association agreement with the EU.86 At the same time, Russia started favoring wines from Moldova�s Gagauz region, thus lending informal support to its separatist tendencies.87 Transnistria has also received some carrots from Moscow in the form of �free� gas from Gazprom, running up an outstanding bill of $5 billion.88 Moldovan authorities are not financially able to pay the debt, but separating the debt from Moldova and demanding that Transnistrian authorities pay it themselves would be a step toward recognizing the independence of the region�something Chisinau is not prepared to do.89
Georgia
As in Transnistria, in Georgia�s Abkhazia and South Ossetia Gazprom has consistently provided subsidized gas as a tool of economic soft power. By contrast, Moscow has consistently pressured Georgia, which used to be 100 percent dependent on Gazprom gas, to pay its massive energy debt.90 Amid political tensions, in the winter of 2006, the coldest in some twenty years, unknown saboteurs bombed the gas pipeline supplying Georgia and Armenia.91 Tbilisi called this Moscow�s foul and in the subsequent years diversified its gas supply away from Russia and toward Azerbaijan.92 The same year Russia also applied economic sanctions against Georgia, blocking imports of Georgian wine and mineral water.
Trade with Russia has been another soft power tool used in South Ossetia. In the 1990s, the South Ossetian administration received significant revenue from controlling illegal trade in Russian gasoline and wheat, which was conducted on the side of the road to Vladikavkaz and the Roki mountain tunnel connecting the region with Russia. The South Ossetian government would resell these goods to Georgia and apply �transit taxes� though the region was still officially part of Georgia. Likewise, throughout the 1990s, Russia paid the salaries of Russian soldiers and peacekeepers stationed in the region in rubles rather than the Georgian lari, to further tie the territories economically to Russia.93 To this day, much of Russia�s soft economic power in the separatist territories is tied to illegal commercial practices that steer resources to a few people in these poor and underdeveloped regions. The economic vulnerability of these regions makes them attractive targets for the next stage of humanitarian policies of Russia�s reimperialization trajectory.
In addition to Russia�s policies toward the separatist territories, since the 2010s as Tbilisi increasingly turned Westward and NATO-ward, Russia�s soft power activities intensified vis-à-vis Georgia�s domestic politics. There were increased signs and allegations of Russian intelligence activity, including infiltration of government bureaucracies, officials, and even the military.94 In 2012, the rapid rise of the former Georgian Prime Minister Bidzina Ivanishvili was described as �the sudden transformation of a shady Russian billionaire into a populist Georgian politician� and was perceived by some �as a Kremlin-organized plot.�95 Regardless of the truth or falsehood of these allegations, they contributed to an immense polarization of Georgian domestic politics, growing mistrust, and distraction from national priorities.
The Georgian Orthodox Church (GOC), as one of the most ancient (from the fourth century) of the family of Orthodox churches, benefits from a unique position. Out of all Eastern Orthodox Churches in the post-Soviet states, only the autocephalous GOC is independent from Moscow and has not become a clear mechanism of Russia�s soft power.96 South Ossetia and Abkhazia officially still belong to the GOC�s canonical territory, and the GOC has responded harshly to the Russian Orthodox Church�s plans to build churches in Russian military bases in Abkhazia.97 However, it is possible to discern that traditional Georgian society has been targeted by Russia�s narrative of �a common [Orthodox] front against Western influence on society.�98 In the 2010s there has also been a notable challenge to Georgia�s Euroatlanticist agenda from within the country as various local pro-Russian NGOs and organizations like Eurasian Choice, the Eurasian Institute, and Earth Is Our Home that have been supporting Georgia�s integration into the Eurasian Economic Union instead.99 Also, NGOs and interest groups that openly receive funding from Russian sources, such as the Russian-Georgian Public Center, the Foundation of Russian and Georgian People, and the Gorchakov Fund, which is directly affiliated with the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, regularly hold events in Tbilisi, including conferences, roundtable discussions, and seminars. Pro-Russian rallies and political leaders who oppose integration to NATO have become increasingly common, demonstrating that Russia�s soft power is not just a singular phase leading to conflict but rather a long-term consistent effort that persists even after the war is officially over.100

HUMANITARIAN POLICIES

Russia�s humanitarian policies have varied from softer means of assistance to harder methods of troop introduction under the pretext of peacekeeping in Moldova and Georgia. In Moldova�s Transnistria, Russia has consistently provided a large amount of financial support to the Tiraspol administration, in the form of humanitarian aid, bonuses, additions to pensions, and other means of support. To illustrate the scope of this, in the period 2007�11, Russia spent some $75 million to pay out pensions in Transnistria.101 In Georgia on the other hand, Russian humanitarian policies in the 1990s were directly tied to its military activities. The first presence of Russian troops in the region can be traced directly to Russia�s �humanitarian operations� or, specifically, peacekeeping in the early 1990s in South Ossetia and Abkhazia following the wars of these two territories for independence from Georgia.102 For Russia peacekeeping has arguably been not about keeping peace but at a minimum gaining influence and at a maximum carrying out acts of aggression, in accordance with General Gerasimov�s argument that peacekeeping is an important component of new methods of war.103 The first Russian peacekeepers arrived in South Ossetia in 1992 as part of a multinational force and essentially never left. In the Russo-Georgian war of 2008, the safety of Russian peacekeepers (and the newly minted South Ossetia�s Russian citizens) was used as the reason for military intervention in Georgia.104 Other humanitarian efforts in South Ossetia included an OSCE mission set up in 1991 to reach a peaceful political settlement, but the mission was perceived to be highly influenced by the Russian state.105 Similarly, in May 1994, following a cease-fire in the Abkhaz-Georgian conflict, peacekeeping was to be conducted by CIS countries yet only Russia sent its troops, who remained in Abkhaz territory until the outbreak of war in 2008.
During the 2000s, Russia�s humanitarian efforts in Ukraine have centered not on �peacekeeping� troops (as no prior conflict existed) but instead on the narrative of supporting the rights of Ukraine�s Russian minority. However, it is worth mentioning that in fact Russia had considered yet ultimately refrained from using �peacekeeping� troops in 2014 in eastern Ukraine both before and after the request from militants in Donetsk.106 Moscow�s interest in Ukraine�s Russian minority policies intensified following Ukraine�s attempts to turn West with the Orange Revolution of 2004. The paradox of these policies stemmed from the fact that no international human rights organizations had ever received any complaints from ethnic Russians or Russian speakers living in Ukraine.107 Instead, the Russian government tried to appeal to the OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities on a number of occasions.108 In October 2008, the Russian ambassador to Ukraine, Viktor Chernomyrdin, called on the OSCE to monitor the rights of Russians there, claiming that Ukraine is using �restrictive measures without taking into account the interests of the Russian-speaking citizens of Ukraine, who appeal to the Russian embassy.�109 Russia has also appealed to the Council of Europe regarding these alleged violations.110 Most surprisingly, Russian policy deemed that Ukraine�s recognition of its historical Ukrainian Insurgent Army, which fought against the invasion of the Nazis and Soviets, is a violation of international law and a violation of the rights of Soviet army veterans.111 These incoherent attempts at raising the issue of human rights violations in Ukraine were backed by Russia�s simultaneous compatriot policies. Once again, soft power and humanitarian policies lay the groundwork for the most significant policy thread in the reimperialization trajectory�that of reclaiming Russian compatriots.

COMPATRIOT POLICIES

Georgia
In Georgia and Moldova, Moscow�s efforts to claim the South Ossetian, Abkhazian, and Transnistrian populations as Russia�s compatriots started in the early 1990s with economic and cultural support and peacekeeping operations long before Russia had fully formulated its official policies toward compatriots. In the 1990s Russia promoted Russian-language education in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, which had just 9 percent and 1 percent ethnic Russians respectively. As a result Russian became the language of instruction in all schools and higher education institutions while the educational content was redesigned to promote a new national identity.112 In April 2008, before the Russo-Georgian war that summer, Putin called for a package of economic and legal assistance to Russian compatriots, resulting in a formal program, Main Directions of the Development of Relations with Abkhazia and South Ossetia. This program established consular, economic, social, educational, and cultural cooperation and assistance. The Russian media described it as a step to protect �the legitimate interests� of Russian citizens �residing in so far unrecognized republics.�113 The real aim and result of these policies was to start treating the separatist regions as independent states and sidelining the Georgian government in its territories. Outside of the separatist regions, Russia�s compatriot policies toward the Russian diaspora in Georgia proper have been much more limited and have garnered little success, primarily due to the small numbers of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers and their generally successful integration into Georgian society.114
Moldova
Moldova and Transnistria have both been targets of Russia�s official compatriot efforts. While most of these efforts started long after the de facto independence of Transnistria, here, Russian compatriot support can be barely distinguished from Soviet-era Russification policies. In Transnistria, though Russian, Ukrainian, and Moldovan are the official languages, the Russian language is the de facto language of communication. According to Transnistria�s 2014 official report, ethnic Moldovans number 32 percent of the population, Russians 30 percent, and Ukrainians 29 percent, but 96.5 percent of school and university students study in the Russian language.115 In 2009, out of Transnistria�s 182 schools, only thirty-three taught in the �Moldovan� language and only two in Ukrainian, with the rest teaching in Russian. Moreover, the majority of the region�s government leaders come from Russia, so that most government proceedings are in Russian.116
In Moldova, there is a plethora of nongovernmental organizations spearheading Moscow�s support for the so-called Russian compatriots. The Russian Community (comprising 26 territorial branches) and the Congress of the Russian Community (comprising 11 organizations, plus 20 local branches) are both part of the Coordinating Council of Russian Communities (comprising an additional 22 associations and 9 territorial branches). Besides their many branches, these entities host joint events in Gagauzia. Many of their activities are cultural (such as the �Days of Russian Culture� festival) or educational (such as the �Time to Study in Russia� project), but they also promote joining the Eurasian Economic Union and �reunification with Russia.�117 Delegates of the Congress of the Russian Community in Moldova participate in the World Congress of Russian Compatriots.118 A smaller organization, Friends of Russia, advocates closer relations with Russia and boasts many prominent Moldovan public figures, including ex�Prime Minister Vasile Tarlev, governor of Gagauzia Mikhail Formuzal (2006 to present), and former Deputy Prime Minister Nicolae Andronic as members.119 The extensive efforts to support Russian compatriots are somewhat surprising considering that Chisinau has long emphasized that �Moldova is a multiethnic state,�120 and is perceived to have enacted some of the best policies in the region as regards ethnic and linguistic minorities.121
Ukraine
Under Putin�s regime, Ukraine has also faced escalating Russian compatriot policies despite the fact that Russians and Ukrainians have lived together peacefully for decades: intermarrying, speaking predominantly Russian in some regions, and often sharing the same faith. Nevertheless, starting in about the year 2000 the Russian government began creating various compatriot organizations and culture centers and supplying them with legal, financial, informational, logistics, and organizational support, but these activities intensified after the mid-2000s.122 After the 2004 Orange Revolution, Russian citizens started creating illegal and semilegal organizations in Ukraine and providing members with paramilitary training, resulting in Kiev banning some Russian politicians from entering the country.123 For instance, Donetsk�s pro-Russian separatist organization �Donetskaya Respublika� was registered in 2006 and started receiving military training no later than 2009, according to media reports and information from social networks.124 Other Russian organizations in Ukraine also became more active at this time. In 2007 a former member of the Ukrainian parliament, Vadim Kolesnichenko, became the head of the newly founded Coordinating Council of Russian Compatriot Organizations in Ukraine�a post he maintained until he absconded to Russian-occupied Crimea in 2014.125 Yet the most significant policy related to Russian compatriots in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova was Moscow�s passportization effort.

PASSPORTIZATION

Georgia
The Georgian and Ukrainian cases are the best examples in the post-Soviet states of Moscow�s highly concerted effort to provide Russian citizenship to inhabitants of specific regions. Handing out Russian citizenship and passports was often conducted simultaneously with efforts to politically and ideologically reconstruct these foreign citizens as Russian compatriots. In Georgia, Russia started its early efforts of passportization in the 1990s, and they gained further momentum under Putin�s presidency in the 2000s. Tbilisi granted automatic Georgian citizenship to all former citizens of the Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic immediately following independence�including South Ossetians and Abkhazians.126 Yet many people from these regions did not acquire Georgian passports due to both separatism, tensions with Tbilisi, and the fact that many people living in remote villages saw no need to apply. In 2000, Moscow made a strategic move and withdrew from Georgian citizens the right to visa-free travel to Russia but allowed it for Abkhazians and South Ossetians. This had significant consequences economically for some 600,000 to 900,000 Georgian labor migrants in Russia and in particular for the breakaway regions that bordered Russia.127 For these poor regions trade with neighboring Russia had become an important source of livelihood. As a result, many South Ossetians and Abkhazians, including those interviewed and profiled here, obtained Russian passports, driven by the economic necessity to travel visa-free to Russia. Russian citizenship provided additional benefits such as pensions and allowances, winning the loyalty of the population.128
In 2002, Moscow started large-scale distribution of Russian citizenship and passports, shortly after Russia�s new citizenship law, which simplified the naturalization procedure.129 The new law stipulated that stateless peoples of the former Soviet Union could hand in their Soviet passports and in exchange receive Russian passports. Despite the fact that Abkhazians and South Ossetians were officially Georgian citizens, a passportization blitz followed across these territories. For instance, within a month of the new law, Russian application centers were set up in six out of seven regions in Abkhazia, in which special field brigades distributed documents within days across remote and inaccessible mountain villages. The proportion of Russian citizens in Abkhazia and South Ossetia rose consistently: from 30 percent in Abkhazia and 40 percent in South Ossetia in 2002, to 80 percent and 90 percent respectively in 2006. During the war of August 2008, passportization was allegedly assisted by Russian troops. For instance, some two thousand Russian passports were found in the vehicle of a Russian officer in South Ossetia�s capital of Tskhinvali. Pressure and compulsion to accept Russian citizenship were reported even in ethnically Georgian territories, though some of the interviewed ethnic Georgians from nearby regions such as Gori had also acquired Russian passports for economic motives. By 2009, nearly 90 percent of Abkhazia�s and South Ossetia�s population were Russian citizens.130
Ukraine
In Ukraine, Russia started handing out citizenship and passports to members of the Russian minority in Crimea during the 1990s, and amplified its policies in the 2000s. In addition, discharged officers of the Black Sea fleet would obtain Ukrainian citizenship and remain in the country. In 2008, the Vice Admiral of Ukraine, Volodymyr Bezkorovainiy, as well as the Sevastopol prosecutor�s office, announced that some 1,595 navy personnel from the fleet stationed at the port had illegally acquired Ukrainian citizenship, all of them while maintaining their Russian citizenship.131 The Ukrainian media in 2008 started covering stories such as that a librarian in a Sevastopol library was systemically handing out Russian passports.132 While estimates suggested that the number of Crimeans with Russian citizenship ranged from eight to forty thousand or 0.4 to 2.1 percent of the total population, Russian officials continued to deny the distribution of passports there.133 Generally, many Crimeans, especially ethnic Russians, were ambivalent both toward Ukrainian citizenship, and often accepting of the opportunity to have a Russian passport.134 The rapid passportization of the Crimeans was a reflection of Russia�s successful implementation of previous stages of the reimperialization trajectory, namely soft power and compatriot policies.
The Russian passportization activities were not unknown to the Ukrainian officials, though Kiev made no consistent policy response. In the early 2000s the representatives of Crimean Tatars presented evidence that Russian consulates in Simferopol and Sevastopol were massively handing out Russian citizenship.135 In 2008, The minister of foreign affairs, Volodymyr Ohryzko, confirmed in an interview that the Russian consulate general in Simferopol was providing Russian passports to Ukrainian citizens in unknown numbers.136 In September 2008, Ukrainian members of parliament from then Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko�s bloc drafted legislation to strengthen penalties for offenses against the Ukrainian Law on Citizenship, which forbids dual citizenship, but the law was never passed. In February 2015, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated it would start introducing �sanctions� against holders of dual citizenship.137 Indeed what is evident from the cases of Georgia and Ukraine is that the weakness and incoherence of these countries� policies toward their own citizens and minorities and their lack of response to Russian soft power and compatriot policies enabled Russian passportization and paved the way for more aggressive reimperialization activities.
Moldova
The process of passportization was somewhat different in the case of Moldova�s Transnistria than in Georgia or Ukraine. Passportization followed rather than preceded the region�s separatism and served to solidify rather than establish proseparatist and pro-Russian leanings. Much of this is due to the fact that Transnistria�s separatism emerged long before Russia�s compatriot and accompanying citizenship policies were developed. Since Transnistria declared independence in 1990 almost immediately following Moldova�s independence but before the Soviet Union collapsed, most Transnistrians remained Soviet citizens. While Transnistria has issued its own passports (which are internationally unrecognized) many people have opted for Russian and Ukrainian citizenship. Estimates from the late 2000s suggest that there were some 150,000 Russian citizens in Transnistria out of the total population of half a million.138 However, in comparison to South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Crimea, Moscow�s effort at passportizing the population has been less concerted. In the 2000s Moscow opened a consular office in Transnistria�s capital Tiraspol, despite Chisinau�s objections. Yet reports indicate that Transnistrians have difficulty acquiring Russian citizenship and to do so generally pay significant fees and bribes to middlemen.139 Passportizing the Transnistrians has become a profitable business for some. In the end, the inhabitants of South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Transnistria all succumb to the same necessity: people living in internationally unrecognized territories without internationally recognized passports have no choice but to resort to obtaining Russian passports if they want to legally travel to Russia or anywhere else. Yet with a Russian passport these individuals wittingly or not become targets of Moscow�s claims to protect.

INFORMATION WARFARE

Possibly the most active and sophisticated Russian information warfare campaign in the whole of the post-Soviet space was enacted against Ukraine in the year leading up to Crimea�s annexation and the separatist war. As in Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Transnistria, Russian information warfare leveraged the widespread Russian language and the dominance of Russian media that had been established over earlier years through soft power efforts, cultural appeals, compatriot policies.
Ukraine
In Ukraine, the main targets of Russian information warfare have been Russians and Russian speakers, who mainly reside in the southeastern parts of the country, while Ukrainian speakers have been targeted to a much lesser degree.140 The main vehicles of this information campaign have been Russian and Russian-language TV, online media, and social networks. In the autumn of 2013, Russian TV channels like Perviy Kanal, Rossiya 24, Life News, Euronews (Russian edition), Russia Today, and others pursued a number of strategies. The first was to discredit Ukraine�s European integration efforts and the Maidan protests.141 Simultaneously, the Russian media turned to their favorite tactic of smearing its opponents as �fascists,� and tried to convince eastern and southern Ukrainians of the narrative that �fascism is returning to life� in Kiev and western Ukraine.142 Russian TV channels urged Russian speakers to resist and even to take aggressive actions against the authorities and their Ukrainian neighbors.143 The Russian mass media also tried to promote the idea of �federalization of Ukraine��introducing greater autonomy for various regions through referendums.144 Russian foreign minister Sergey Lavrov likewise demanded that �Ukraine should abandon the unitary position and Ukrainization.�145 As time progressed, but before the annexation of Crimea and ahead of the military clashes in Donetsk and Luhansk, Russian authorities started to produce fake reports about mass refugee flows from Ukraine to Russia.146 Much of this propaganda was also targeted at domestic TV viewers to gain support for Moscow�s stance toward Ukraine.
As with passportization, Kiev was ill-equipped, outmatched as it was by Moscow�s resources and political will, to respond to Russia�s information campaign. Generally, Ukrainian television is considered to be quite pluralistic, without explicit pro- or anti-Russian content, with the possible exception of the Inter channel which in 2015 was accused by the government of broadcasting �Russian propaganda� but continues in operation.147 Inter is the second most popular national channel in Ukraine, owned by Dmitry Firtash and Sergey Levochkin, oligarchs aligned with ousted President Victor Yanukovich who allegedly have strong connections with Russian business.148 Ukraine stopped transmitting several Russian TV channels on its territory, though one Kiev-based pro-Russia newspaper (and corresponding internet site), Vesti, continues to operate as of 2015, allegedly financed in cash by Russia.149 On the other hand, Russian troops and pro-Russian militias immediately switched off Ukrainian TV channels and switched on Russian ones after taking control of a city or town in the conflict since 2014.150 Less than a year after Crimea�s annexation, internet users in the peninsula faced Russian censorship and could not access more than eleven thousand banned websites including Ukrainian ones.151
In addition to a vigorous information warfare offensive, since 2014 pro-Russian hackers have been carrying out a cyber warfare campaign not only against the Ukrainian government but also against NATO. Shortly after Yanukovych fled Ukraine on 28 February 2014, by sabotaging fiber optic cables and raiding the facilities of the Ukrainian telecommunications company Ukrtelecom, Russian troops rendered the entire Crimean peninsula virtually inaccessible from the mainland.152 Subsequently, the main Ukrainian government website was shut down for over seventy-two hours and pro-Russian hackers also managed to compromise the mobile phones of Ukrainian parliamentarians.153 This tactic, which essentially followed the Russian hybrid warfare scenario, severely hampered communications between the Ukrainian military and decision makers during the crucial hours of the Crimean annexation. Furthermore, it has been observed by security analysts that dozens of computers in Ukraine have been hit by Snake�a sophisticated computer virus probably originating from Russia, which can gain access to, remotely control, and steal large amounts of data.154 Ultimately, following the Russian offensive in Ukraine and the Western sanctions in 2014, a surge of cyber attacks has been documented against NATO, Western government departments, and telecoms�all probably linked with cyber groups based in Russia.155
Moldova
In both Moldova and Transnistria, Russian media are almost equally pervasive. According to Moldova�s 2014 Barometer of Public Opinion, the media are the third most trusted institution after the church and the army. Television is the most important source of information for 83 percent of Moldovans.156 The most watched Moldovan TV channel, Prime TV, mostly retransmits the Russian channel, Perviy Kanal. About half the newspapers are in Russian and also mostly published in Russia, while some, like the business newspaper Kommersant Plus, are financed by Transnistria�s regime.157 The propaganda of Moldova�s and Transnistria�s pro-Russian media focuses on negatively portraying the European Union and the West, and positively portraying Russia and the Eurasian Economic Union. In the case of Transnistria, there has been a tendency to build anti-Moldova public sentiment, which in times of tension between Chisinau and Moscow has been described as reaching a level of �psychosis.�158
Georgia
In Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, however, the Russian policies went beyond propaganda tactics: as in the Ukrainian case, the propaganda served as a tool to justify an eventual invasion, which was facilitated by a concerted information warfare campaign. As the 1990s progressed, Georgia lost the information space and the allegiance of South Ossetia and Abkhazia to Russia. In 2006, the two separatist regions blocked the broadcasting of Georgian channels, giving Russian media the monopoly.159 Ahead of the war in 2008, there was a notable increase in Russian coverage of the hardships and discrimination allegedly faced by the South Ossetians and the Abkhazians at the hands of the Georgians and the Georgian government.160 Following these allegations, in the spring of 2008 Moscow sent reinforcements to its peacekeeping operations in Abkhazia, declaring that force would be used to protect Abkhazia�s Russian citizens if the alleged hostilities resumed. In June 2008 Russian Lieutenant General Alexander Burutin warned in reference to the allegations of abuses, �In the future we cannot guarantee that our servicemen will act in this patient way. Their patience is not limitless. The consequences will be grave and there could be bloodshed. It is beyond doubt that the Georgian side will have to assume the responsibility for these provocations and their consequences.�161
In the lead-up to the war in the summer of 2008, Russia�s information warfare became increasingly aggressive, reporting on completely un-substantiated claims of �genocide� and �ethnic cleansing� being carried out by the Georgians.162 During his visit to Russia�s North Ossetia in August 2008, Prime Minister Putin stated, �we are seeing elements of a kind of genocide against the Ossetian people� and �They are mostly women, children, and the elderly. Of course, they faced a dramatic tragedy. What they told me is beyond any war rules. I believe there were elements of genocide.�163 Yet these dramatic accounts were no more than a disinformation ploy. The Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia concluded in 2009 that there was no evidence of genocide committed by the Georgian side during the war or its aftermath. Rather, the report concluded that ethnic cleansing had been practiced against ethnic Georgians in South Ossetia both during and after the war.164
As war approached, Russia�s information campaign turned to cyber warfare and included cyber attacks on Georgian government and media websites.165 It was the first known case (which would later be repeated in Ukraine) where cyber warfare and a military campaign were coordinated, with pro-Kremlin hackers reportedly working alongside Russian military forces.166 Weeks before the invasion, Russian hackers began attacks against Georgian internet infrastructure with coordinated barrages of millions of requests�known as distributed denial of service, or DDoS, attacks�that overloaded and effectively shut down Georgian servers.167 The DDoS attacks also targeted the websites of the president, the parliament, the foreign ministry, news agencies, and banks.168 Ultimately, while Russian tanks and troops were crossing the Georgian border and bombers were flying, the hackers began simultaneously attacking key Georgian military, communications, finance, and government websites (fifty-four of them were targeted), thus rendering some of them inaccessible during the crisis and spreading chaos and panic.169

PROTECTION

Moscow�s call for protection of Russian compatriots was carried out under quite different circumstances in Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine. However, in all three cases there were already Russian troops on the ground who served as the means for this �protection� process. In the early 1990s in Moldova it was Soviet troops; in the 2000s in Georgia it was Russian peacekeepers; and in 2014 Ukraine it was Russia�s military presence on the Sevastopol naval base. The calls for protection and subsequent military operations in the case of Georgia and Ukraine were preceded by much earlier groundwork of wooing and co-opting Russian compatriots and even providing them with paramilitary training.
Ukraine
In Ukraine, Moscow�s calls for Russian compatriot protection were already voiced sporadically following the country�s Orange Revolution in 2004 and were often launched in response to Ukraine�s domestic political developments, such as elections or a change in leadership.170 Increasingly, however, some Russian intellectuals and political scientists associated with the Kremlin tended to speak about splitting Ukraine and absorbing some of its regions. In an interview in May 2009, a prominent Russian philosopher who argues for a restoration of the Russian Empire, Alexander Dugin, called for the integration of the southeastern regions of Ukraine with Russia. He even outlined the process, arguing that the residents of these regions should initiate a referendum on integration with Russia, and protest if such a referendum were prohibited.171 Another Odessa-born Russian political commentator, Anatoliy Vasserman, proposed that each local commune of Ukraine should hold a referendum about whether its residents wanted to join Russia.172 According to a 2015 report begun by Boris Nemtsov and finished by his colleagues after his death, long before Crimea�s annexation Ukrainian officers and politicians were being recruited by the Russian security services to switch sides and support the separatists at key moments, and being paid for their efforts by Moscow and by Crimean businesses that received loans from Russian banks.173 Indeed the subsequent events in Crimea, Luhansk, and Donetsk unfolded as if according to the Kremlin�s playbook.
By early 2014, following the Maidan protests and Yanukovich�s departure from government and Ukraine on 21 February, Moscow�s protection changed from rhetoric to a hybrid warfare campaign. On the night of 27 February 2014, Russian special forces took over the local legislature of Ukraine�s Autonomous Republic of Crimea.174 During the day, several legislature members gathered and illegally named a new prime minister of the Crimea (without proper procedure, quorum, or the Ukrainian president�s permission).175 At the same time, Russian troops, previously stationed in Crimea and the city of Sevastopol under the Black Sea Fleet Treaty of 1997, started besieging and attacking Ukrainian troops, government buildings, and infrastructure in direct violation of the 1994 Budapest Memorandum which guaranteed the territorial integrity of Ukraine.176 On 16 March, Russian authorities and pro-Russian separatists conducted an illegal �referendum� for Crimea and Sevastopol to join Russia with the reported but unlikely outcome of 96.7 percent supporting annexation. At the same time, the president of Russia�s Council on Civil Society and Human Rights unexpectedly published in a blog (which was quickly removed a short time later) that �50�60 percent voted for unification with Russia, with a turnout of 30�50 percent.�177 Putin himself later acknowledged that around twenty thousand Russian troops were present in Crimea during the �referendum,� which has been perceived as influencing the outcome.178 In Sevastopol the Russian authorities created new leadership by appointing a so-called people�s mayor without any procedure. On 18 March, two days after the �referendum,� the Russian Federation signed the treaty of accession for Crimea and the city of Sevastopol, and thus enacted what the world considers an unlawful annexation of Ukrainian territories.
In eastern Ukraine, violence by small militant groups broke out on 1 March. The real fighting began after 11 April, when a special Russian military detachment, commanded by Colonel Igor Girkin (who had earlier taken part in capturing Crimea) crossed the Russian-Ukrainian border and captured the city of Sloviansk in the region of Donetsk.179 Pro-Russian militias continued capturing and advancing on other towns and cities in eastern Ukraine. Despite the Ukrainian army�s efforts to liberate Donetsk and Luhansk regions, subsequent offensives in 2014 and 2015 enabled the militants that were supported, armed, and largely manned by Russia to maintain control over some territories. On 11 May 2014 Russian militants in Donetsk and Luhansk conducted internationally unrecognized referendums and pseudo-elections on 2 November 2014. The future consequences of these actions as yet remain unclear, since the militants declared �state sovereignty� but not independence for the so-called Donetsk and Luhansk people�s republics.180
On 17 July 2014 the conflict acquired an international dimension when Malaysia Airlines Flight MH17 was shot down over Donetsk by pro-Russian separatists with an SA-11 Buk missile likely given them by Russia, killing 298 people, seemingly because the separatists confused the plane with a Ukrainian military aircraft.181 From the beginning, investigation of this tragedy was compromised by efforts of Russian propaganda to assign responsibility for the tragedy to Kiev, presenting fake pictures of Ukrainian fighter aircraft next to the airliner and coming up with nonexistent witnesses who claimed to see Ukrainian involvement.182 However, all evidence suggested the opposite. On 17 July 2014, approximately at the same time the contact with MH17 was lost, Colonel Girkin posted on the Russian social network Vkontakte about shooting down a Ukrainian An-26 plane in eastern Ukraine, but deleted the post as soon as the news about the MH17 crash started to emerge.183
Meanwhile, in August and September 2014, pro-Russia militias seized the city of Novoazovsk in Donetsk region and tried to capture the city of Mariupol.184 In September 2014, a first cease-fire agreement (Minsk-1) was signed between Kiev and the separatists, but it was broken several days later when fighting started for control of the Donetsk airport.185 In February 2015 a second cease-fire agreement (Minsk-2) was signed but constant shelling by pro-Russian forces persisted.186 The war�s toll from 2014 to mid-2015 was more than six thousand dead, tens of thousands wounded, and nearly 1.3 million displaced persons.187
Throughout the war, the Russian government and media emphasized the narrative of �protecting� Russian compatriots as if to justify forceful intervention and pseudo-referendums. In early March and again at the beginning of April 2014 there were reports in the Russian media that Russians were calling for protection in Crimea, Donetsk, and Luhansk regions, and the city of Odessa.188 In April 2014, Putin argued that protection of Russian speakers was Russia�s primary motive in the annexation of Crimea:
The most obvious risk was that the Russian speaking population was threatened and that the threats were absolutely specific and tangible. This is what made Crimean residents, the people who live there, think about their future and ask Russia for help. This is what guided our decision. I said in my recent speech in the Kremlin that Russia had never intended to annex any territories, or planned any military operations there, never�. But we also thought, and have always hoped, that all native Russians, the Russian-speaking people living in Ukraine, would live in a comfortable political environment, that they would not be threatened or oppressed.189

Just a month earlier, however, Putin had been far less studiedly pacifistic when he argued cynically that Russia is not worried about war with Ukraine: �If we make that decision [to go to war with Ukraine], it will only be to protect Ukrainian citizens. And let�s see those [Ukrainian] troops try to shoot their own people, with us behind them�not in front, but behind. Let them just try to shoot at women and children! I would like to see those who would give that order in Ukraine.�190 Indeed Russia�s �protection� of its �compatriots� is nothing more than an undeclared hybrid war against Ukraine. The goal appears to be to destroy Ukraine in its present form as a unitary state and to gain control over Ukrainian territories.
Georgia
In Georgia as in Ukraine, propaganda about mistreatment of �compatriots,� in this case the South Ossetians and Abkhazians, also set the stage for �protection.� In hindsight it appears that Georgia served as a rehearsal for the line that Moscow would later take in Ukraine. However, unlike in Moldova and Ukraine, in 2008 there had been a heated debate over whether Georgia was completely blameless in the outbreak of the Russo-Georgian war. Some have argued that it was Georgia�s use of military force against South Ossetia and Abkhazia and the killing of two Russian peacekeepers that resulted in the escalation of the conflict.191 Others point to the fact that Russian troops had been in South Ossetia and Abkhazia under the guise of peacekeepers since the 1990s and that Moscow stepped up its aggressive polices in Georgia after the country indicated its desire to join NATO at the Bucharest summit in 2008. In the end, the Russo-Georgian conflict became an all-out direct war without Russia hiding behind proxies and paramilitary groups as in the case of Ukraine or Moldova. Under the leadership of pro-Western Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili, the conflict also took on the character of a personal conflict between him and Putin. The Columbia University�educated lawyer Saakashvili gained his wild popularity and made his ascent to the presidency by his bold charisma, his call to curb the country�s corruption, and his penchant for riding the run-down Tbilisi metro. In the summer of 2008, Ossetians began shelling Georgian villages while Russian troops and military equipment were moving toward Georgia. Arguably in response or arguably to recapture the breakaway territory, Saakashvili launched a military operation on the night of 7�8 August. On 8 August Russia officially moved its army and air force into South Ossetia in addition to the large �peacekeeping� contingents there and started air strikes against Georgia proper.
The Russian side called the operation �peacekeeping enforcement.�192 On 9 August 2008, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov argued that the Russian constitution and Russian laws made it �unavoidable for us to exercise responsibility to protect,� which was little more than a manipulation of the R2P (Responsibility to Protect) concept coined by Western analysts.193 On another occasion, he reiterated, �Russia will not allow the death of its compatriots to go unpunished� the life and dignity of our citizens, wherever they are, will be protected.�194 The military intervention was justified by allegations of genocide of the Ossetian population by the Georgian forces, and as a move to protect South Ossetia�s Russian citizens and Russian peacekeeping forces on the territory.195 Certainly, the fact that South Ossetians and Abkhazians were now Russia�s citizens gave Moscow greater grounding in its efforts to �protect� them. On 10 August 2008, at an emergency meeting of the Security Council in New York, Russian Permanent Representative Vitaly Churkin was highly emotional, accusing the Georgians of carrying out �ethnic cleansing� and �genocide� in South Ossetia, but it would be a vast understatement to call his claims exaggerations. He claimed Georgia�s attack on South Ossetia�s capital in one day resulted in 2,000 casualties of mostly Ossetian Russian citizens.196 �Can it be described as genocide when 2,000 out of 120,000 people died the first day of the war? What should be the [numbers of the] victims to describe the situation as genocide?�197 However, the Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia concluded that the overall South Ossetian civilian losses in the August 2008 war were 162 in total rather than the 2,000 in a day cited by Russian officials.198
Moldova
In the case of Moldova, there have been two scenarios of attempted Russian compatriot protection. The first was in 1991�92 when the some twenty to thirty thousand Soviet troops who were still on the ground in Moldova fought together with and on behalf of the separatists of Transnistria, thus establishing the de facto independence of the territory. The Soviet military involvement was largely justified on the pretext of protecting Moldova�s Russians and Russian speakers. While today the Russian military remains on the ground as a �peacekeeping force,� it has also been observed that Russia has been providing Transnistrian soldiers and officers with service passports and rotating them through elite Russian officer training courses.199 In 2014, furthermore, there was an arguably orchestrated effort similar to that in Donetsk and Luhansk to destabilize Moldova�s region of Gagauzia. Like Transnistria, Gagauzia had declared itself independent in 1991, but Chisinau had assuaged tensions in 1994 by giving the region autonomy. In early February 2014, however, Gagauzia held an illegal referendum on whether Moldova should join the Russia-led Eurasian Economic Union, or the EU, which resulted in more than 98 percent voting in favor of the Eurasian option. Likewise, the voters voted 99 percent in favor of Gagauzia seeking independence from Moldova if the latter lost its sovereignty or were to try to join Romania.200 In early 2014, the security services of Moldova successfully arrested a number of Gagauz who had participated in military training camps in Russia, and others fled to Russia fearing arrest.201 Allegedly young Gagauz men had been recruited by Gagauz officials close to the Gagauz bashkan (governor), Mihail Formuzal, and were supposed to complete training in a Russian camp on how to defend themselves against police special forces as well as to attack, make Molotov cocktails, and launch grenades.202 In late November 2014, other pro-Russian organizations also came to the attention of the Moldovan police, including AntiFa, Social Shield, Restruct [sic] Moldova, the Russian Legion, the New Legion, and the Cossack movement, after the police found large amounts of ammunitions, rifles, grenade launchers, and currency in fifteen locations where members of AntiFa were active.203 Many in Moldova have concluded that the upsurge of these organizations was related to parliamentary elections in November 2014. The former acting director of Moldova�s Department of Homeland Security, Valentin Dediu, stated: �Immediately after the elections these forces will try to destabilize the situation to the maximum, and the Russian Federation aims at creating the new Russian Empire.�204 Essentially Dediu argued that electoral losses by pro-Russian candidates could result in violent protests carried out by the specially trained militant groups. In May 2015, calls for protection were again heard when sixty-six Transnistrian NGOs requested Putin to protect the territory and guarantee peace there in light of the fact that Ukraine had terminated its agreement with Russia on military transit to Moldova.205

ANNEXATION

Among the three countries analyzed in this chapter, only Ukraine in the case of Crimea experienced an official annexation of its territories by Russia. In fact Crimea stands alone as a case of Russia�s annexation of territory following the fall of the USSR. Even though the vast majority of the international community has rejected the validity of Crimea�s referendum and subsequent annexation, it does appear a lost cause for decades to come. The future of Ukraine�s territories of Luhansk and Donetsk looks more uncertain. Annexation does not seem to be the most likely scenario in the near to medium term. For one, Western sanctions since 2014 and falling oil prices have taken a toll on the Russian economy and the Kremlin is unlikely to pursue such an openly confrontational path. Kondratenko and another Ukrainian analyst, Inna Vedernikova, argue that the aim of Russia is to keep these territories in medium-intensity war mode and under the Ukrainian flag but with near complete Russian control.206 This lower-cost strategy could help Russia interfere in Ukrainian domestic affairs, torpedo Kiev�s reforms, and hinder any plans to join the EU and NATO through the resulting instability and unresolved territorial boundaries. It is likely that other parts of Ukraine could become targets of conflict. Russia�s interfering hand could reach Ukraine�s Kharkiv, Zaporizhia, or Dnipropetrovsk region and even further, but at greater cost. Going forward the reality on the ground for Luhansk, Donetsk, and Crimea will likely resemble the no-man�s-lands of Transnistria, South Ossetia, and Abkhazia, with limited rule of law and no international recognition.
In the case of Transnistria, the isolated territory�s �independence� has never been recognized by Russia. In fact, Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev annulled Transnistria�s declaration of independence by a presidential decree in December 1990.207 As the territory has remained isolated for a quarter of a century with Moscow as its sole supporter and protector, Russia holds all the cards of Transnistria�s future in its hands. In March 2014, following the annexation of Crimea, the leadership of Transnistria submitted their application to join the Russian Federation, but have not received a response to date.208 Transnistria�s geographical position and lack of a border with Russia make it unlikely to become formally incorporated into the Russian Federation. However, this possibility cannot be excluded as Russia�s Kaliningrad Oblast is also not connected territorially to the rest of the country. Nonetheless, formal annexation is not necessary for Russia�s reimperialization aspirations, and de facto control suffices for Russia to dominate Transnistria and indirectly influence Moldova�s foreign and domestic politics. The status quo in Transnistria as well as eastern Ukraine will continue to benefit organized crime and even terrorist organizations, as has been the case in South Ossetia and Abkhazia. According to the former Moldovan ambassador to the United States, Ceslav Ciobanu, Transnistria is rife with criminal activities such as �money laundering; contraband; and illicit trafficking of drugs, alcohol, tobacco, and weapons� which have made their way to other conflict zones, �falling into the hands of criminal and terrorist groups.�209
South Ossetia and Abkhazia�s �independence� has not received recognition in the international arena outside of Moscow�s closest allies.210 It is likely that in the years to come these breakaway territories will follow the Crimean example and be absorbed by Russia. Some signs are already present. On 24 November 2014 Russia and Abkhazia signed the Moscow-proposed Alliance and Integration Treaty, which aims to create joint defense and law enforcement structures as well as to integrate the region into Russia�s economic, social protection, and health care systems.211 In March 2015, South Ossetia signed a similar agreement and effectively handed over control of its border, military, and economy to Russia, while also creating a joint defense and security zone and integrating customs agencies.212 It is possible that South Ossetia will merge with the Russian Federation�s territory of North Ossetia, but the Abkhazians appear to be interested in maintaining at least some degree of independence. In October 2014, Aslan Basaria, a representative of the prominent Abkhazian media club Ainar, which focuses on ensuring cooperation between Abkhazia and Russia, offered a perspective that seems to reflect the position of Abkhazia�s leadership, �I am deeply convinced that Abkhazia would be much more useful for Russia as an independent state. We need to simply develop the concept for the country having in mind the processes of integration to the Eurasian Economic Union.�213 Meanwhile, the Georgian government and Abkhazia�s government in exile have been pursuing �Involvement without Recognition,� a policy of public diplomacy toward the region without recognizing its independence. The policy aims for support and cooperation in health care and education. According to the chairman of the Supreme Council of Autonomous Republic of Abkhazia (in exile in Georgia), Elguja (Gia) Gvazava, �Today, strengthening public diplomacy is essential and it should be taken on the political level. We do not have any other chances�. If relations with the occupied territories will not be built, of course, frozen conflict will persist and we will have to wait for what the future will bring�. It must be acknowledged not only inside Georgia, but also on the international arena that if we forgo our nonrecognition policy, even by insignificant steps, we must realize that these territories will be lost forever.�214

In sum, it seems possible that in the years to come Russia will consolidate the gains of its reimperialization trajectory by absorbing the breakaway territories of Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. However, it is more likely that Moscow will pursue an opportunistic, low-cost, high-return strategy of maintaining these frozen conflicts and continue to use compatriots as a vehicle to achieve its foreign policy goals and thus make life difficult for Kiev, Tbilisi, Chisinau, as well as for NATO and the EU. Specifically, the lack of territorial integrity of these states will hinder any ambitions they may have for membership in those organizations. In the end, annexation may not be the very end goal of Moscow despite the domestic appeal of rebuilding the Russian Empire. With annexation come costs�isolation in the international community, the threat of sanctions from the West, and a lack of legitimacy in international law. With frozen conflicts, on the other hand, Moscow is still able to boast gains while the torn-apart countries of Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova shoulder many costs.

CHAPTER FIVE
NATO�s Achilles� Heel
THE BALTIC STATES

We continually raise questions about our compatriot situation in some European Union countries, specifically in the Baltic States, where the completely uncivilized perception of a person as �non-citizen without the rights and freedoms� still exists.
�Vladimir Putin, 19 December 2013


NOWHERE ARE THE RUSSIAN REIMPERIALIZATION TRAJECTORY and compatriot policies of greater concern for the current European post�Cold War order as in the Baltic States. The three Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are unique among the former Soviet republics because they have carved out their own geopolitical destiny, joining the EU and NATO in 2004. In comparison with other new EU and NATO members such as Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, however, the Baltic States are vulnerable to Russia�s policies of �compatriot protection� because of their sizable populations of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers. Since the 1990s, all three Baltic States have been consistently targeted by Moscow�s soft power, humanitarian and compatriot policies, information warfare, and, to some degree, its passportization efforts. Following Russia�s annexation of Crimea in March 2014, its compatriot and information warfare policies gained further momentum in the Baltic States. Russia�s shadow war in Ukraine also prompted discussions in the Baltic States and their allies of whether Russia would carry out a similar intervention in these NATO member states and thus challenge the alliance and its collective security guarantees provided by Article 5 of the NATO Treaty. Certainly, any success Moscow achieves in destabilizing Estonia�s, Latvia�s, or Lithuania�s territorial integrity or fueling separatism either will elicit an effective response from NATO or will result in discrediting the authority of the alliance and in turn the entire international system built on its security guarantees. Indeed, some have argued that this is precisely Moscow�s aim as it has notched up pressure on the Baltic States since Crimea�s annexation.
While the three countries are often grouped together under the somewhat arbitrary �Baltic States� label due to their geographical position and history of Soviet occupation, they are in fact quite distinct. The northernmost, Estonia, located on the Gulf of Finland and the Baltic Sea, is a small country of little more than a million people, and shares more cultural and linguistic ties with Finland than Latvia and Lithuania. Its fairytale medieval capital of Tallinn was once a thriving city of the Hanseatic League. Today it is just a two-hour ferry ride from Helsinki, testimony to the country�s geographical and cultural proximity to the Nordic countries. In fact, Estonia has spent much of the 2000s trying to position itself as a Nordic rather than a Baltic or certainly a post-Soviet country. Nonetheless, fifty years of Soviet rule has also left a mark on Estonia, with both Tallinn and an eastern part of the country now inhabited by many Russians and Russian speakers. Latvia, neighboring to the south, is slightly larger than Estonia with nearly two million inhabitants. It is sandwiched between two bodies of water: the Baltic Sea and the Gulf of Riga. Latvia�s history was closely tied to that of Estonia when both states were part of German Livonia and their capitals part of the Hanseatic League. The dynamic capital, Riga, has a fine collection of Art Nouveau buildings and is reminiscent of other Scandinavian capitals. Today, though, Russian is heard as often as Latvian on the streets of Riga due to the presence of a sizable Russian minority. Linguistically and ethnically, Latvians have more in common with their southern neighbor, Lithuania, as both nations and their languages stem from ancient Baltic tribes. The southernmost Baltic country, Lithuania, boasts a long history of statehood that goes back to the Middle Ages. Most Lithuanians will proudly recount that in the fourteenth century the Lithuanian Grand Duchy was the largest state in Europe and included parts of present-day Latvia, Poland, Belarus, Ukraine, and Russia. In defense of their state-hood following the Second World War, many Lithuanians resisted the Soviet occupation through partisan guerrilla warfare as late as 1953. This broad hostility toward the Soviet regime, coupled with fewer industrial jobs, have likely been the main reasons for Lithuania�s smaller numbers of Soviet-era Russian immigrants than Latvia and Estonia.1 The Baroque-style pastel-colored capital, Vilnius, is reminiscent of Italian cities; historically it has been a lively multicultural capital where Jews, Poles, Russians, Belarusians, and Ukrainians lived in harmony for centuries and today also has a sizable population of minorities.
All three Baltic States are affected by a factor that facilitates Russia�s �compatriot protection�: large, concentrated populations of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers residing on the borders with Russia. Estonia and Latvia have particularly large ethnic Russian minorities, totaling about 24 percent and 27 percent of the general population respectively, while Lithuania�s Russian population falls just under 6 percent. Percentages of Russian speakers, rather than ethnic Russians, are even higher since Soviet-era Russification policies caused other Baltic minorities such as Poles, Ukrainians, Belarusians, and people of mixed ethnic origin often to adopt Russian as their native language. Latvia�s Russian speakers make up nearly 34 percent of the population, Estonia�s approximately 30 percent, and Lithuania�s almost 8 percent.2 While Baltic Russian speakers may not identify themselves as Russians, they matter greatly in the reimperialization trajectory. First, because Russian �compatriot� policies target not only Russian citizens or Russians but a much broader group that has any cultural or linguistic affinity toward Russia. Second, because Russian speakers often rely on Russian media and are thus more receptive to the Kremlin�s viewpoints and policies.
Over the past decades Russia has maintained political, economic, and social ties with the Baltic Russians and Russophones, and in particular, its humanitarian and compatriot policies have evolved beyond softer means of influence toward passportization and more muscular information warfare. Despite their NATO and EU membership, the Baltic States possibly represent the second set of post-Soviet states that have experienced the most aggressive efforts of Russian reimperialization. Unlike the more authoritarian Central Asian states, the open and democratic Baltic governments have had less capacity to counter many Russian policies. Likewise, the Baltic States have faced much more aggressive rhetoric and actions from Moscow than Russia�s traditional ally states of Belarus and Armenia. Initially, the main source of tension between Moscow and the Balts has been Estonia�s and Latvia�s nonautomatic citizenship policies following independence�policies on which Moscow has been able to capitalize. Hence, citizenship policies continue to matter not only for the relatively small but persistent proportion of Baltic Russians and Russophones without citizenship, but also as a condition that creates a space for Russian influence and amplifies the effectiveness of Moscow�s passportization policies. This chapter will assess the success and failures of Russia�s policies by drawing on past examples such as the 2007 Bronze Soldier riots in Tallinn and calls for separatism since 2014, and compare them to the cases of Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, and other post-Soviet states. To understand the complexity of the dynamics faced by populations of the Baltic States, it is helpful to start with a snapshot of Baltic Russians and Russian speakers and their views.
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MAP 4. Distribution of Russian speakers across the Baltic States. In Estonia and Latvia the shaded regions represent high-density Russian-speaking populations: 80 percent in Ida-Viru county, 36 percent in Harju county, 40 percent in Riga district, and 55 percent in Latgale region. In comparison, the shaded regions in Lithuania indicate relatively lower-density Russianspeaking population of around 20 percent in Vilnius municipality, nearly 18 percent in �al�ininkai municipality, 17 percent in �ven�ionys municipality, 28 percent in Klaipėda municipality, and around 22 percent in Zarasai municipality. Map drawn by Giedrė Tama�auskaitė

PORTRAITS OF RUSSIAN SPEAKERS

Neither Baltic Russian speakers nor ethnic Russians are uniform groups, but vary from country to country, from generation to generation, and in their socio-economic environments. Here I will focus on individuals born following the fall of the Soviet Union and after Baltic independence who are symptomatic of the young generation of Baltic Russian �compatriots.� Certainly they are more integrated into Baltic societies and much more likely to perceive themselves as Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian than their parents or grandparents who immigrated during the Soviet era. They offer nuanced perspectives on their relationship to Russia. On one hand, they shun the idea of Moscow�s protection of Russian compatriots along the model of Crimea and eastern Ukraine. On the other hand, some are open to Russian cultural support or even to citizenship and passports. Having spent their entire lives in the Baltic States, they do not necessarily identify with the Russian state. However, particularly in Latvia and Estonia, they do feel the shortcomings of societal integration and insufficient political representation based on their ethnic identity. The profiles here offer a glimpse into the viewpoints and identities of Baltic Russian compatriots, rather than providing a full scientific survey.
Meet Darya from Riga, where the Baltics� largest Russian-speaking population resides.3 This articulate master�s student in Middle Eastern studies is of Russian and Polish descent. Born and raised in Latvia, she considers herself a Russian speaker. However, she shies away from the label of �Russian compatriot� because �I have never been to Russia and I don�t know much about Russian culture in particular.� While Darya is skeptical of the support Moscow could garner among Latvia�s Russian speakers, in her opinion the philosophical basis of Latvia�s nation-state is problematic for other ethnicities: �The biggest problem in my opinion is Latvia�s view of Russian-speaking people as �others.� It makes Russian-speaking people feel alienated and not wanted in the society. Another problem is that Latvia might give citizenship to Russian-speaking people, but they can never be called �Latvians� because Latvia strictly differentiates between citizenship and nationality. My citizenship is Latvian, but my nationality can be only Russian or Polish. It shows that the Latvian country was formed from and for one nation�Latvians�making other ethnic groups �citizens� and not Latvians.� While classification by �nationality� among Baltic citizens is a leftover from the Soviet era, it creates tensions in contemporary societies. Darya also argues that Baltic Russian speakers do not need Russia�s protection and that the integration issue could be solved domestically. Nonetheless, she is supportive of Latvia�s noncitizens acquiring Russian citizenship based on their ethnic ties to the latter country.
In addition to the question of language and identity, political leanings also play a role in determining Russian speakers� views on the compatriot issue. Artyom, a doctoral student from Riga, considers himself a Russian speaker but bristles at the notion of being called Russia�s compatriot: �No, why should I? I�m a Latvian citizen and I do not think of myself somehow involved in Russia�s political project. Besides, I think that Russia is rolling into the darkness these days, and I cannot accept on any level their contemporary aggressive national rhetoric.�4 On the question of Putin�s protection of Latvia�s Russian speakers in general, Artyom is also adamant. �Protection from what?�Gays and freedom from censorship? All enemies of Baltic Russian speakers are imaginary. Russian national rhetoric uses these images to produce divergence in multi-ethnic societies.� Like the majority of the Baltic Russian people interviewed, Artyom also believes that separatism is impossible in the Baltic States because it would lack the support of the majority of Baltic Russians and because of the states� NATO membership. However, Artyom warns: �But it doesn�t mean Russia doesn�t want to increase its political influence in the inner politics of Baltic States through the so-called �Russian parties,� which mask pro-Putin beliefs behind the �language question.� �
Nadia is an accountant from Riga in her forties and represents the middle-aged generation of Latvia�s Russian minority.5 Born in a Russian family during the Soviet era, she only learned the basics of the Latvian language as an adult, in contrast to most younger Baltic Russians who are fluent in Latvian or Estonian. Although Nadia identifies herself as Russian, she does not consider herself as a compatriot, making a sharp distinction between Russian culture and politics, saying that �I do not sympathize with politics, I treat politics critically. As a native Russian speaker, I love Russian culture and feel my belonging to it.� When she was asked whether Russian speakers have legitimate grievances, she stated that �generally speaking no, but it was not nice not to grant citizenship for people who were born in Latvia.� (However, it is worth mentioning that the 1998 Citizenship Law amendments have provided the opportunity for descendants of noncitizens to obtain Latvian citizenship. If such a descendant is a child under fifteen, then the parents have to submit an application form; descendants between fifteen and eighteen years old can simply submit an application on their own initiative and after passing the Latvian language test obtain citizenship.)6 Darya was also skeptical of Russia�s protection, saying that �the law, which is based on common human values, should protect the people and not political interests.�
Anton is a Russian-speaking university student from Tallinn and considers Estonia to be his home.7 He shuns the notion of being defined as a �Russian compatriot� and argues that �I do not consider myself as a compatriot, because apart from Russian language, nothing ties me to Russia,� and adds that he has �sworn allegiance to Estonia.� When asked if he thinks that Russian speakers in Estonia have legitimate grievances, he was quick to respond: �What a provocative question�. I�m fine.� However, he wittily added: �The ones who do all the complaining do not do anything. At school they needed to learn [the Estonian language], but not drink in the alleys.� For those Russian speakers who say they need Russia�s protection, he provided a short but firm answer: �If they think they need Russia�s protection, so please� luggage, station, Russia.�
Yelena, a schoolgirl from Estonia, is also a fine example of the intricate Russian-Estonian dynamics.8 She emphasizes that while her mother tongue is Russian, this does not make her a Russian compatriot. �I was born in Estonia,� she explains. �It is my homeland.� She is skeptical that Russian speakers in Estonia have genuine grievances, and suggests that �people imagine some kind of problems.�
In Lithuania, sentiments are similar. Alisa is a young professional born and raised in Lithuania in a Russian family.9 Having undergone primary schooling in the Russian language and later Lithuanian university-level education, she now works for an American multinational company. Her Lithuanian speech is a bit halting and she admits that she feels more at ease with English than with Lithuanian. She considers carefully the notion of �compatriot� and concludes that according to the strict definition of the term, she is indeed a �Russian compatriot.� However, subjectively and emotionally she has trouble identifying with the label: �Russians who were born and grew up in Lithuania differ a lot from Russia�s Russians. Mostly they are culturally and mentally closer to Lithuanians, even though they perceive themselves as Russians.� When considering the potential grievances of Russian speakers in Lithuania, Alisa notes: �If we omit the fact that there is one obviously predominant anti-Russian line in the public sphere that makes you feel uncomfortable if you are Russian, there are no grievances. Some examples of discrimination can be met with in Lithuanian society (e.g. while searching for a job), however they are not numerous. As there are no grievances, no [Russian] protection is needed. However some support [from Russia], especially in cultural and educational spheres, would be very useful.�
Many of those who are often simplistically grouped among Lithuania�s Russian speakers in fact harbor complex identities. Yaroslav, an electrician in his early twenties, lives with his Polish-Russian family in his native village in southeast Lithuania.10 He grew up speaking Russian but because he received his education in Lithuanian he is also fluent in that language. Because only his father is Russian-born and his mother is Polish, he considers himself partly a Russian �compatriot� but mainly a true Russian �patriot� because he admires Russian culture and history. Yaroslav does not think that today Lithuania�s Russians or Russophones need Moscow�s protection, but he believes that in general �Russia should protect Russians, because every nation must protect �its people� and it does not matter in which country they are based. Even military protection is needed sometimes, it depends on that situation� for instance, in the case of Crimea, I think it was necessary.� Ultimately, Yaroslav supports Russia�s recent policies in eastern Ukraine and Crimea since �many Russian speakers and ethnic Russians live there� as well as the Russian leadership: �I support Vladimir Putin, because he rules a huge and strong country, therefore he must be categorical and strong.�
Nataliya is an art teacher in her fifties and represents the older generation of Lithuania�s Russian speakers.11 Born and raised in the country in a predominantly Lithuanian environment, she identifies herself as a Russian-speaking Ukrainian and does not consider herself a Russian compatriot. She does not see any legitimate complaints of Russian speakers in Lithuania and explains: �I used to hear complaints and whining from my Russian-speaking friends and acquaintances. However, the only people who have grievances are the ones who are not doing anything and those who do not try to understand the nation with which they live.� Still, when asked about the recent events in Ukraine, she sides unequivocally with Moscow: �Crimea historically is Russian,� and �I am myself Ukrainian but I feel shame for the Ukrainians who staged a massacre in Ukraine.�
The older Baltic Russian and Russophone generation, while not outright calling for Russia�s military protection, tends to have less straightforwardly skeptical views of Russia. For instance, Alyona, a sixty-four-year-old pensioner who lives in Tartu, Estonia, and identifies herself as Russian and a Russian speaker, would welcome some support from Moscow and nonmilitary protection: �I would like to see protection from Russia�s side. Maybe Russia should conduct negotiations and defend Russian citizens in Estonia because discrimination still is clearly visible.�12 She is also dissatisfied with the Estonian government and believes that a Crimean scenario is feasible in the border city of Narva: �� people are not satisfied. Many people leave Narva because of unemployment and the Estonian government is not able to provide work places for people.�
Lidiya, a seventy-year-old retired biology teacher of Russian origin who now lives in the Estonian city of Kohtla-J�rve in Ida-Viru county, has had difficulty integrating into Estonian society because of the language barrier and is critical of the fact that state-funded education is increasingly moving toward instruction in the Estonian language: �We aren�t allowed to teach our children in their mother tongue, which makes the educational process more difficult. A teacher who was teaching in Russian his entire life now should teach children who hardly speak Estonian in the national language.�13 Also, when asked whether Russia should help its compatriots solve these problems, she noted that �it should be solved from the inside, but Russia could push them more to do this.�
At first glance, the picture of the younger Baltic Russian speaker is not one that lends itself very easily to Moscow�s manipulation. None of those interviewed, even among the older generation, called for Russian military protection in their home country. Nor do any support separatism outright, as in Ukraine or Georgia. However, based on Moscow�s definition of compatriots, most Baltic Russians and Russian speakers would qualify for Russia�s protection based on its laws and compatriot policies, even if they do not identify themselves as compatriots. The interviews with the younger generation also paint a more optimistic picture than that of the sentiments of the Russian minorities as a whole. According to Estonian political scientist Raivo Vetik, who studies Estonia�s social integration issues, many Russians and Russian speakers, especially of the older generation, still feel a number of grievances.14 Laurynas Kas�iūnas, of Lithuania�s Eastern European Study Centre, also argues that while local Russians or Russian speakers tend generally to be ambivalent about Russia�s policies, during times of tension and crisis they tend to rally behind Moscow.15 This is not surprising, given the receptiveness of most Baltic Russians and Russophones to Moscow�s points of view and propaganda. Meanwhile, manufacturing propaganda to support Russia�s foreign policy interests is an important and frequently practiced aspect of the reimperialization trajectory.

RUSSIA�S MOTIVES AND INTERESTS

When the Baltic States gained NATO and EU membership ten years ago, the dual accession was believed to have resolved their security dilemma vis-à-vis the regional hegemon, Russia. Would Moscow risk a showdown with the West by stoking tensions or destabilizing EU and NATO member states? Certainly, NATO membership and its Article 5 accord the Baltic States a much stronger geopolitical position than that of Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. In fact, before Russia�s war in Ukraine, a territorial assault on the Baltic States seemed implausible even though Moscow�s efforts to maintain influence in the Baltic region were undoubted. What are Moscow�s motives in seeking, if not reimperialization, then dominance in the Baltic States? Certainly the compatriots are only a means to a broader end.
In addition to the perennial ideological drive to unite Russians and Russian speakers of the near abroad under the Russian flag, Moscow has a number of historical, security, political, and economic motives to rein-corporate the Baltic States into its �empire� or at least its sphere of influence.16 Russia pursued imperialization and Russification of the Baltic territories since the eighteenth century. Its power grab began in 1721 under Peter the Great, when it established control over some territories of modern-day Estonia and Latvia.17 During the reign of Catherine the Great, Lithuania was incorporated into the Russian Empire as a result of the partitions of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1772, 1793, and 1795.18 In all three Baltic States, Russian imperialization resulted in a clampdown on national identity, with the printing of books banned except in the Cyrillic (rather than the native Latin) alphabet. Colonization by Russian officials and immigrants followed.19 The Soviet era saw a similar effort for Russification as well as dramatic population loss and an influx of Russian and Russianspeaking immigrants. The deportations, evacuations, flight, and executions amid German and Soviet expansionism resulted in the loss of about 20 percent of the population in Estonia, 30 percent in Latvia, and 15 percent in Lithuania between 1941 and 1945.20 In fact, during the Soviet occupation 10 percent of the entire adult Baltic population was either deported to other Soviet or Russian territories or sent to prison camps.21 In their place arrived the Soviet military and their families as well as Russians and other nationalities to work in industrial jobs.
In the post�Cold War era, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania remain of strategic importance to Russia. The Baltic territories serve as a buffer zone for Moscow, between its territories and those of Western Europe. Before 2004 they used to serve as a buffer zone against NATO; thus, the Baltic accession to the alliance was one that Russia contested vigorously.22 Historically, the Baltic States also served a buffering role: Estonia and Latvia protected against Scandinavian and Germanic invasions while Lithuania�s territory separated Russia from the Napoleonic armies. Today, the territory of Belarus and Lithuania separates the highly militarized Russian enclave of Kaliningrad from the rest of Russia by some 225 miles. The tiny enclave is of paramount strategic importance for Moscow, because it houses the fifty-six-warship-strong Baltic Fleet at the port of Baltiysk, which is the country�s only ice-free European port and the home of the Iskander-M nuclear-capable missile complexes.23 The early 1990s saw diplomatic tensions between Vilnius and Moscow as Russia unsuccessfully tried to negotiate a corridor through Lithuania to supply its forces in Kaliningrad, and bilateral transit agreements were signed only in 1993 and 1994.24 Needing to finalize its border demarcation with Russia for EU accession, Lithuania had to give, and in early 2003 it agreed to concessions that made passage through Lithuania significantly easier for Russian military traffic, which nonetheless remains highly regulated.25
Russia�s economic interests in the Baltic States are equally important. Like Crimea, which serves as the base of Russia�s Black Sea Fleet and a pathway to the Mediterranean, the Baltic States contain ice-free ports and constitute a window to the West, which has made them targets of Russia�s expansionism since the time of Peter the Great.26 Despite increasing Baltic trade and ties with the EU, the Baltic and Russian economies still have many legacy links. The ports of the Baltic States have historically served to transport Russian oil and oil products to European markets. For instance, throughout the 1990s until the opening of an oil terminal in the Russian port of Primorsk in 2001, Latvia�s Ventspils Nafta operated as the second largest exporting terminal for Russian oil, and the largest exporter outside Russian territory.27 Since the 2000s, Russia has directed its energy flows away from the Baltic States by building up its own ports, terminals, and new pipeline systems on the northern Baltic and North Sea.28 Nonetheless, Baltic territories and ports still continue to serve as transit routes for Western goods that Russia imports.
While generally the Baltic States are energy-poor countries, Estonia�s Ida-Viru county is energy-rich. It is located in the eastern part of the country near the border with Russia, nestled between the Gulf of Finland and Lake Peipus, and is predominantly inhabited by Russians and Russian speakers. The region�s large deposits of shale oil are used for heating and electricity production, meeting 80 percent of Estonia�s electricity needs. For a country with few natural resources that is still 100 percent dependent on Russian gas, Ida-Viru shale oil is of highest strategic importance, but like eastern Ukraine�s coal mines it could be a tempting target for separatist forces or Moscow.
Finally, Russia�s ideologically and strategically driven view of the Baltic States as part of its sphere of influence, despite their membership in NATO and the EU, is another potential motive for Moscow�s softer reimperialization efforts. For instance, in 2008 President Dmitry Medvedev asserted Russia�s right to �privileged interests� in its neighboring states and �[c]ertainly the regions bordering [Russia].�29 This Russian viewpoint is problematic. On one hand, Moscow often treats the Baltic States as part of the post-Soviet space, the �near abroad,� and as new states first established in 1991.30 Thus in certain cases (as in its compatriot policies), Russia seems to pursue similar policies toward the Baltic States as in regard to the CIS states, their different status notwithstanding.31 Nonetheless, EU and NATO membership precludes Russia from openly dominating the Baltic States or carrying out military aggression as it would in the current and former CIS countries. This explains why Russia mostly applies soft power and softer coercive measures to the Baltic States.

SOFT POWER

Since the early 1990s much of Russia�s soft power effort in the Baltic States has been tied to its insistence upon its presumptive right to maintain a guiding influence in the region. Much of Russia�s existing influence in the Baltics is inherent, the result of tsarist and Soviet legacies as much as current policies. Russia�s soft power is greatly amplified by the fact that the Russian diaspora and Russian and Soviet culture have been part of the social matrix for more than half a century.32 In recent years, Russia�s use of soft power has been best exemplified by the extensive use of Kremlin-friendly networks of influence in the Baltic cultural, economic, and political sectors, often involving loyal interest groups and decision makers in order to advance its agenda.33 Though Russia�s soft power instruments overlap and include various issue areas, the principal vehicles in the Baltic States have been the Russian language, the Orthodox Church, culture, and sports, as well as business and political ties.
The Russian language remains an important tool of Russian influence as most of the Baltic population educated before the collapse of the Soviet Union speak Russian as their first foreign language. In Latvia and Estonia, where Russians and Russophones are numerous, the Russian language is even more prevalent. However, since the 1990s there has been a decline in the popularity of the Russian language among the non-Russian Balts. In a seeming response to this decline and to support the Russian and Russian-speaking minorities, in 2008 the Russian state�sponsored Russkiy Mir Foundation opened a Russian-language center in Estonia, two in Latvia, and by 2009 one in Lithuania. Russkiy Mir�s activities seemingly go beyond the simple promotion of language and culture in the Baltic States. The Estonian security police has indicated that members of the �former Soviet intelligence cadre are active within the Estonian Chapter� of the Russkiy Mir Foundation, suggesting that the foundation also works to advance Moscow�s interests in the Baltics.34 Since the mid-2000s Moscow has also actively sought to promote exchanges and education opportunities in Russia for Russian compatriots.35 For instance, the Russian Ministry of Education, Culture, and Science reserves more than ninety scholarships for graduates of Estonian schools to study in Russian universities.36 However, in the Baltic States the success of such policies has been rather insubstantial as the vast majority of the Baltic youth, both Russians and the titular nations, choose to study either at home or in EU institutions and opt to study English rather than Russian.
The Russian Orthodox Church has served as an instrument of Russia�s soft power to varying degrees across the Baltic States. In nominally Protestant Estonia, where religion plays a small part in most people�s lives, the Orthodox Church has emerged as the biggest religious group and mostly includes the Russian minority. In Latvia the Orthodox Church is the third largest denomination, following Lutheranism and Catholicism.37 The Estonian, the Latvian, and the smaller Lithuanian Orthodox Church all answer directly to the Moscow Patriarchate. The local priests and their preaching are perceived to be politicized and heavily influenced by Moscow, suggesting another manner that Kremlin�s policies can be promoted on the ground in the Baltic States.38 Sometimes they focus on social issues. In Estonia, for example, the Orthodox Church lobbied against the country�s gender-neutral draft law on cohabitation.39 The traditional views espoused by the Russian Orthodox Church and the Russian government have to a degree also found appeal among segments of the Baltic titular nationalities. In Lithuania, some people disenchanted with liberal values promoted in the West and the EU have found appealing Putin�s portrayal of Russia as the bastion of traditional Christian culture.40 There is also a growing tendency by Moscow to leverage the natural societal tensions in the Baltic States (and Europe more generally), to drive further divisions between supporters of liberal values and those of traditional values whom Russia has courted.41 This is particularly noticeable among some ethnic Lithuanians with competing opinions regarding the notion of nationality. As Kas�iūnas explains, �some people hold that the Lithuanian nationality should be pro-Western, others argue that it should be pro-Russian, and the third group argues that it should be neither pro-Western nor pro-Russian,� and within these divisions there has emerged a �significant number of Lithuanians who embrace a Russian mentality.�42
Both Russian high and popular culture remain salient for various generations of the broad Baltic population but particularly for Russians and Russian speakers. Russian cultural events are primarily apolitical, though they often receive funding and support from both the Russian government and local businesses interests. In Latvia, which is perhaps the greatest recipient and consumer of Russian culture among the Baltic States, since 2004 the cultural center House of Moscow has been a key player in promoting Russian culture and is funded by the Moscow city government. Other important mechanisms are the government-supported cultural festivals �Days of Russian Culture in Latvia� and �Days of Latvian Culture in Russia,� both launched in 2007 following a d�tente in Latvian-Russian relations. Following the success of the 2007 and 2008 festivals, Russia expanded its cultural presence in Latvia with additional cultural festivals.43 Russian high culture events are often organized and sponsored by local businesses that are owned by ethnic Russians or work with Russian markets. For example, Vladimir Romanov, a Lithuanian businessman of Russian origin and the former owner of the now defunct Ūkio Bank of Lithuania used to organize an annual high-profile Russian cultural charity event and also owned the legendary Lithuanian basketball team Kauno �algiris.44
Sport is another means to reinforce Russia�s soft power in the Baltics. Since 2008 Russia�s Continental Hockey League has united teams from the former USSR, and the Latvian team Dinamo Riga, which is sponsored by the Russian gas distributor Itera, is an active participant in the league.45 Elite basketball teams from the Baltics also participate in the Russian-organized VTB United Basketball League, sponsored by the Russian state�owned VTB bank. The president of the league is Sergey Ivanov�an FSB official, former deputy prime minister of Russia, and a close aide to Putin.46 However, since 2014 Lithuanian basketball teams ceased to participate in this league in response to Russia�s aggression in Ukraine, though Latvian and Estonian teams continued to play.47 In the past, some Baltic athletes have chosen to play for Russian teams or to train in Russia where they sometimes receive better funding.
Russian economic and business ties also exert soft power on the Baltic States. Since their independence, the Baltic States have been significantly reliant on Russian sources of energy: most notably, they were 100 percent dependent on Russian gas. As a result, through various non-transparent payment schemes and direct threats the Kremlin has been able to build up significant economic and energy influence, coercion, and lobby structures in the Baltics.48 Gazprom and other Russian energy companies have used various lobbying channels to convince favorable politicians, NGOs, and local communities to hinder diversification projects away from Russian energy.49 Following decades of energy vulnerability, Lithuania launched a new liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal in Klaipėda in 2014 that will for the first time ever give the country access to non-Russian sources of gas via sea routes rather than via Gazprom-owned pipelines. Nonetheless, due to geographic proximity and commercial considerations, in the near term the Baltic States will likely remain highly dependent on Russian oil and gas.50
Ultimately, looking back since the 1990s, ebbs and flows in Russia�s soft power influence over the Baltic countries in general and the Russian and Russian-speaking diaspora in particular can be discerned. It fluctuated with global developments, the economic performance of Russia versus the West, and Baltic domestic conditions. For example, during the global financial crisis of 2008�9 that highly impacted the Baltic States, Russia and its leadership were more positively regarded by a broader segment of the population than during the boom years of the early and mid-2000s, which were fueled by optimism over economic growth and EU and NATO accession. In 2014, Russia�s annexation of Crimea and war in eastern Ukraine has raised skepticism and concern among the Baltic publics. Russia�s influence over the Baltic Russians and Russophones, which the Kremlin sought to co-opt and support through various humanitarian and compatriot policies, has also not been static.

HUMANITARIAN POLICIES

Russia�s so-called humanitarian policies emerged vis-à-vis the Baltic States shortly after the dissolution of the USSR. The newfound independence of the three states resulted in sizable numbers mostly of Soviet-era immigrants from Russia and other Soviet republics losing their Soviet citizenships and needing new passports and in many regards new identities. The 1991 decision by Riga and the 1992 decision by Tallinn not to grant automatic citizenship to Soviet-era immigrants in Estonia and Latvia has been one of the most divisive issues with Moscow and the source of arguably legitimate criticism of Baltic minority policies. While the law did not single out ethnic Russians or Russian speakers, many of these groups had immigrated during the Soviet era and in practice were directly impacted. Estonia and Latvia�s noncitizens were issued so-called alien passports, which significantly restricted their civic rights compared to full citizens.51 The motives for such a decision were strongly tied to Estonia�s and Latvia�s �doctrine of continuation� of their statehood and their citizenship status. Essentially it meant that all Estonia or Latvia�s inhabitants and their descendants who were citizens before the Soviet occupation (irrespective of their nationality) were automatically granted citizenship, while those who had immigrated during the Soviet era (irrespective of their nationality) had to apply for citizenship.52 It is highly likely that the Estonian and Latvian governments opted for this distinction in an effort to prevent the titular majorities from being outvoted by the Russian minorities on issues involving the strategic direction of the state such as independence, EU rather than CIS integration, and NATO membership. Russians and Russian speakers were also feared as a potential fifth column.53 Meanwhile, Lithuania, having a much smaller Russian minority, granted automatic citizenship to all its residents.
The citizenship laws and Russian minority rights immediately became a source of contention during the negotiations between the Baltics and Moscow over the withdrawal of some 120,000 Soviet troops in the first years of independence. Similarly to the case of Moldova, the Russian side repeatedly linked the withdrawal of Soviet military to the well-being of Russians and Russian speakers and demanded legislation safeguarding their rights.54 In October 1992, President Boris Yeltsin announced a halt to the troop withdrawal due to the treatment of the Russian minorities in the Baltic States, though the real reason for the halt was reportedly the shortage of housing in Russia for the returning military families.55 Likewise, as we saw, in the 1990s Moscow had little interest in resettling the Russian diaspora (including the families of servicemen) back to the motherland. Yet Yeltsin said he was �profoundly concerned over numerous infringements of the rights of Russian speakers,� and demanded treaties regulating the troop withdrawal and guaranteeing �measures of social protection� for the servicemen and their families.56 Yeltsin also emphasized that Russian-Baltic relations would �largely depend on the situation of the Russian-speaking population.�57 In the year 1994, referring to the citizenship laws in Latvia, Yeltsin argued that �Instead of taking the path of aligning its policy with the high world and European human-rights standards, Latvia chose to divide its residents into first-rate and second-rate people�. It legalized the discrimination of people on the basis of their ethnicity.�58 Yeltsin�s rhetoric aside, there was little evidence that the Russian minorities were discriminated against in the Baltic States, and apart from the controversial Estonian and Latvian citizenship laws there were no systemic policies that could be perceived as targeting Russians or Russian speakers.59
Moscow�s policies toward the passportless populations drove its �humanitarian� efforts in the region. For much of the 1990s Russia tried to enlist international organizations such as the Council of Europe, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and the United Nations to support the rights of the Baltic Russian minorities. Following the grossly overstated Russian accusations of human rights abuses in Latvia and Estonia, international human rights observers and several fact-finding missions, visiting at the invitation of the Estonian and Latvian governments�notably those led by Ibrahima Fall, the director of the United Nations Center of Human Rights, in 1992, and by Max von der Stoel, High Commissioner for Ethnic Minorities of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe in 1993�have found no systematic human rights violations in Estonia or Latvia.60 On the eve of Estonia�s admission to the Council of Europe in 1993, Russia even objected to this on grounds of Estonian human rights violations, but this proved to be an embarrassing failure.61 In reality, many of these Russian �humanitarian� policies were used tactically to discredit the Baltic States in the eyes of their European partners and to hinder their efforts to join the EU rather than assist the Russian minorities.62 Despite changes in Estonian and Latvian citizenship laws in the late 1990s and the reduced scope of the problem, the citizenship issue still persists in both countries. Though the numbers of noncitizens are relatively small and in decline, they persist mainly among the older generation which cannot or choose not to meet the citizenship requirement of passing a Latvian or Estonian language exam. In Estonia some 7 percent of the entire population, mostly Russians and Russophones, do not have Estonian citizenship and in Latvia around 13 percent�a total of more than 300,000 across both states.63 Besides tensions with Moscow, Estonia�s and Latvia�s citizenship policies have had notable negative long-term consequences, including creating divisions in society and blocking effective integration of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers.64 They have also arguably hindered creating states on the basis of civic nationalism in place of ethnic nationalism.65 Citizenship issues have also spawned security concerns by creating a space for Russian influence and facilitating Moscow�s policy of handing out Russian citizenship.

COMPATRIOT AND PASSPORTIZATION POLICIES

Over the past decades Russia has expended great efforts to maintain political, economic, and social ties with its �compatriots� in the Baltic States. Numerous cultural, academic, veteran, and other organizations, associations, communities, unions, funds, and centers in the Baltic States are oriented to local ethnic Russians and Russian speakers (61 in Estonia, 81 in Latvia, 97 in Lithuania), many of which are funded by Russkiy Mir.66 In Estonia, the majority of compatriot organizations are managed by the Coordinating Union of Russian Compatriots in Estonia, and a large share of their activities focuses on the initiation and media coverage of events linked to the Great Patriotic War and the role of the Soviet army in Estonia during the war, such as the anniversary of Tallinn�s liberation and Russian Navy Day. Special attention is also paid to detailed coverage of the situation of those of the Russian and Russian-speaking population who cannot obtain Estonian citizenship because of inability to comply with the language requirements.67 The head of the Coordinating Union of Russian Compatriots in Latvia, Viktor Gushchin, lists among his chief concerns the protection and promotion of the Russian language�s status as a �native language� of Latvia and the promotion of political and civil rights of the Russian-speaking population, while also expressing hopes that the Russian Federation would eventually state its firm position toward these issues.68 In Lithuania, the 2011 Congress of Russian Compatriots defined the aim of Russian compatriot organizations as, first and foremost, maintaining Russian cultural identity (especially among the young Russian generation) and widening access to the Russian information space.69 As Vytis Jurkonis, a lecturer in international relations at Vilnius University, notes, �these organizations and their activities are constantly questioning the success of the post-communist transition, seeding mistrust in the public institutions and playing with nostalgia for the Soviet past.�70 Ainārs Lerhis, chairman of the board of the Centre for East European Policy Studies in Riga, explained that �Russia�s institutions are making no effort to conceal their attempts to promote an opposite integration of the Russian speaking section of the Latvian population in the direction of Moscow in the broader context of reintegration of the entire Post-Soviet territory under Russian dominance.�71 The Russian-Ukrainian conflict has made some of the more radical Baltic compatriot organizations increasingly vocal and aggressive. Andrei Zarenkov, head of the �antifascist� committee in Estonia, says that �now they pay attention to us. They started to speak more carefully while trying to avoid hurting our feelings. They are afraid we will follow the Donbas scenario. Northeastern Estonia is the same as southeastern Ukraine.�72 Another member of an Estonian �antifascist� organization, Nochnoy Dozor (Night Watch), Maksim Reva, supports this statement by claiming that Putin�s position on Russkiy Mir and Moscow�s readiness to protect Russian compatriots has been a great inspiration among Russian communities in the Baltic States. Sergei Dmitriev, head of the Union of Russians in Lithuania, says that the Crimean annexation has been interpreted as the people�s will to self-determination and that Kiev�s behavior in eastern Ukraine has deeply troubled Russians in Lithuania.73
Russian compatriot support has not been all cultural and linguistic. Moscow encourages Baltic Russian and Russian-speaking youths to participate in paramilitary camps where they receive military and informational warfare training as well as psychological preparation. For instance, in the 2010s high-school students from Russian-language schools in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were traveling to the paramilitary camp Soyuz (Union�as in Soviet Union).74 One former participant, Lithuanian high-school student Maksim Smechov, subsequently joined Russia�s Ryazan Airborne Senior Command Academy.75 Another Russian compatriot policy, that of diaspora resettlement, launched in 2006 has had limited success in the Baltic States despite Moscow�s allegations of abuses and discrimination against the region�s Russian minorities. Resettlement was most popular in Latvia where some 770 persons moved to Russia between 2007 and 2014.76 In Lithuania in the same period, only 190 Russians repatriated through the program.77 In Estonia in 2007�9, only some 20�37 persons chose to repatriate.78 To get a better idea of Russian compatriot and passportization policies and the Baltic Russian and Russian-speaking populations that they target, however, it is necessary to look at Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania one by one.
Estonia
Estonia�s sizable ethnic Russian minority is concentrated in the capital, Tallinn, and Ida-Viru county, and comprises 24 percent of the country�s population, or around 315,000 people. Tallinn�s ethnic Russians number more than 150,000 and make up about 37 percent of its population.79 Tallinn�s Russian speakers are an even larger group, comprising 46 percent of the population, or about 200,000 people.80 As a result, left-leaning political parties favored by the Russian and Russophone minority have long dominated Tallinn�s local politics. Since independence, three mayors of Tallinn have belonged to the Centre Party, which counts 75 percent of ethnic non-Estonians as its supporters. In 2004 the party signed an undisclosed cooperation agreement with Russia�s pro-Kremlin United Russia party.81 The current mayor, Edgar Savisaar, is also the �face� of the Centre Party. The burly ethnic Estonian, who has served as mayor from 2001 to 2004 and from 2007 to the present, has become a somewhat controversial fixture on Tallinn�s political scene. In 2011 he was investigated by the Estonian authorities for being an �agent of influence� for Moscow and named a �security threat� by Estonia�s security police.82 He allegedly received �1.5 million in party funding from a Russian NGO run by Vladimir Yakunin, the head of Russian Railways and a former KGB officer. While Savisaar�s defense was that the monies were to be used for building a Russian Orthodox church in Tallinn, the timing of the donation (ahead of the parliamentary election of 2011) raised doubts. Though in the end no legal action was taken against Savisaar, who has retained his post of mayor, the public and the media remain critical. Overall, however, since the 1990s outright pro-Russian political parties and movements have gained little success in Estonian politics.83 The only time a party representing ethnic Russian interests got into the national parliament was in 1995 when the Russian Party in Estonia received nearly 6 percent of the votes.84 By 2015, most of the ethnic Russian or Russian-speaking politicians had either quit their careers or joined larger political parties without any specific ethnic delineations.
Ida-Viru county, where Russian passportization policies have been most successful, possibly has even greater implications for the Russian-Estonian relations. Here ethnic Russians number nearly 73 percent of the population while the ethnic Russians together with Russian speakers number around 80 percent.85 The region�s largest city, Narva, which is also Estonia�s third largest city, is 82 percent ethnic Russian, and together with the Russian speakers they amount to 97 percent of the less than 60,000 population.86 With a declining, but still relatively high unemployment rate of 10 percent in 2013 and probably the highest HIV rate in the EU, namely 3 percent of the adult population, Narva seems anything but a desirable place to live.87 Still, some local enthusiasts believe Narva is an up-and-coming city with potential to attract investments and new inhabitants. A book by Katri Raik, head of Narva College of Tartu University, Minu Narva (My Narva), describes the city as an exotic place and tackles ethnic tensions through humor.88 However, the statistic that bears perhaps the most significance, and one that can truly be a vehicle for Russia�s �compatriot protection� efforts, is the number of Russian citizens. In 2013, 36 percent (or about 23,000 people) of Narva�s population held Russian citizenship.89 With Moscow�s encouragement through the easing of Russian citizenship requirements in 2006 and again in 2014, a number of residents who had not acquired Estonian citizenship opted for Russian citizenship instead.90 The Russian passports qualify them for Russian pensions, universities, and visa-free travel to Russia.91 As in other post-Soviet republics like Georgia, Moldova, and Armenia, the appeal of visa-free travel cannot be underestimated, as many residents visit their families in Russia or travel for work and business reasons. Indeed, Tallinn and St. Petersburg are nearly equidistant from Narva. In addition, Estonian residence permits enable these Russian citizens to travel freely in the EU�s Schengen area, thus providing the best of both worlds.
Narva�s sizable population of Russian citizens is a security concern for Estonia since Moscow�s policy for protecting its citizens is even more explicit than that for protecting ethnic Russians and Russian speakers in general, as seen in Crimea, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia. Estonian academics, politicians, and NGO workers, however, generally hold the view that Estonia�s Russian and Russian-speaking minority is not very receptive to Kremlin�s manipulative foreign and compatriot policies, and that therefore, there is no imminent danger looming over Estonia. Narva�s current mayor, Eduard East, argued in 2014 that Russia is not as alluring for the city�s inhabitants as might appear, since in recent years, �it�s hard to find anyone that wants to be part of Russia.�92 Ultimately, as Ivan Lavrentjev, coordinator of Russian-speaking NGOs at the umbrella organization called the Network of Estonian Nonprofit Organizations, notes: �In Estonia people view themselves as European, even though they can like Putin. They also prefer to live in a stable society, with greater economic stability.�93 Still the numbers of Russian citizens in Estonia suggest that Moscow�s compatriot and passportization policies have been somewhat successful.
Latvia
Latvia�s Russian minority population is the largest of the Baltic States, namely 27 percent, or roughly 537,000 people, and is concentrated in Riga and the region of Latgale. In Riga, ethnic Russians make up 40 percent of the population (around 257,000 people) while the entire ethnic Russian and Russian-speaking minority totals nearly 50 percent (approximately 321,000 people).94 In fact Riga is a nearly bilingual city and Russian is widely heard on the streets, spoken both by locals and by frequent Russian tourists. The center-left Russian minority party Harmony Centre, which reportedly has close ties to Putin�s United Russia party, has dominated Riga�s local politics since 2009.95 That year Nils U�akovs of Harmony Centre became the first Russian-speaking mayor of the Latvian capital. His reelection to the mayor�s office in 2013 demonstrated the solid political position of the Russian minority and of Harmony Centre. In the 2011 and 2014 parliamentary elections Harmony won the greatest number of votes of any political party but was not included in the resulting government coalition led by the center-right parties. Riga has not experienced substantial ethnic tensions since the 2000s, though the Russian minority has been active politically, often with the encouragement of various compatriot organizations. In 2014 a small group of Russian speakers protested against educational reforms dictating that 60 percent of courses should be taught in the Latvian language in the country�s state-funded Russian schools. However, the issue has clearly lost salience since 2004, when it had galvanized thousands of Russian protestors.96
Latvia�s eastern region of Latgale borders Russia, Belarus, and Lithuania, and historically has had a large Russian and Russian-speaking population. It remains among the poorest regions of the European Union, but like Estonia�s Ida-Viru county, Latgale is also of some strategic importance. Through its territory runs an oil pipeline that used to transport oil for export from Russia to Latvia�s Ventspils seaport until it was shut down by Moscow following a political and commercial dispute with Riga in 2003.97 In Latgale, ethnic Russians number more than 100,000 and make up nearly 39 percent of the population.98 Latgale�s Russian speakers also include people of Belarusian and Polish ancestry, tallying 55 percent of the population.99 Many ethnic Russians arrived during the Soviet era, joining those who came around the time of the First World War and others who came centuries earlier. The earliest Russian �migr�s belonged to the Old Believers community that split from the Russian Orthodox Church in the seventeenth century. In the region�s largest city, Daugavpils, ethnic Russians total nearly 54 percent of the population, while Russian speakers make up 79 percent of the city inhabitants.100 Yet, unlike in Narva, in both Latgale and Daugavpils the number of Russian citizens is notably small�totaling 2 and 4 percent respectively.101 Reports indicate that 685 Latgalians in 2011 and 621 in 2012 applied for Russian passports, a trend that picked up during the Latvian economic crisis of 2009.102 Their motivation has been primarily economic�a lower retirement age in Russia and ability to receive Russian pensions.103 The small number of Russian citizens somewhat reduces worries about Russia�s interference in the region, though since 2012 there has been concern that separatism is being stoked by pro-Russian groups who proclaim the region�s distinct identity embodied in the Latgalian dialect of the Latvian language.104 Likewise, Latgale�s Russians and Russian speakers have consistently demonstrated their preference for raising the status of the Russian language. In the 2012 referendum on making Russian the second official language only 15 percent of Daugavpils residents opposed the initiative.105 In contrast, about 75 percent of Latvian citizens voted against the proposal.106
Overall, the sentiments of Latvian Russians and Russophones whom Moscow has sought to co-opt as compatriots have been mixed. According to a 2013 study organized by Immanuel Kant Russian State University, only 24 percent of ethnic Russians in Latvia can be described as �highly receptive� to Russian policy. Meanwhile 42 percent of those polled from middle-income families have adapted to Latvian society and 34 percent are indifferent to their political or social status.107 On the other hand, Latvia�s Russians and Russophones have been more likely than not to support Russia�s actions in Crimea and Ukraine of 2014. Polls conducted in Latvia in April 2014 showed that 36 percent of Russian speakers believe that Russia�s interference in the internal affairs of Ukraine is not justifiable while 44 percent supported Russia�s actions.108 Another poll in 2015 demonstrated that 66 percent of Latvia�s Russians support the annexation of Crimea.109 In the view of Andis Kudors, executive director of the Centre for East European Policy Studies in Latvia, the biggest problem is the fact that Russian compatriot policies encourage compatriots to make political demands for changes in language and citizenship policies in Latvia and Estonia, and to disseminate historical interpretations that split Latvian and Estonian (and Ukrainian, and other) societies among ethnic lines.110 For instance many Russkiy Mir Foundation grants to Russian-Latvian NGOs are dedicated to projects promoting the Kremlin�s viewpoint on history rather than supporting the Russian language or culture. They include books and films praising the greatness of the Russian nation, while often whitewashing the more sinister aspects of the USSR such as Stalinist crimes or the invasion and occupation of the Baltic States.111
Lithuania
Because of its relatively low numbers of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers, Lithuania has often been regarded as the Baltic state least vulnerable to Russian compatriot measures. In some ways Lithuanian policymakers have been complacent in this respect, in the erroneous belief that by granting automatic and universal citizenship, Vilnius solved its minority problem in the 1990s.112 Nonetheless, as in Latvia and Estonia, the integration of Russians and Russophones into Lithuanian society is far from complete. Lithuania�s smaller Russian minority�totaling 6 percent of the population, or some 175,000 people�is divided between three regions. Like Tallinn and Riga, Lithuania�s capital, Vilnius, also has a significantly higher proportion of Russian speakers than the rest of the country. Its population is 12 percent Russian (around 62,000 people) while nearly 27 percent are Russian speakers (around 140,000 people), including many ethnic Poles.113 Due to Soviet Russification policies, 23 percent of Lithuania�s ethnic Poles (totaling under 7 percent of the population, or around 200,000 people) report that their mother tongue is Russian.114 The port city of Klaipėda, located on the Baltic Sea close to the Russian territory of Kaliningrad, also has a more concentrated Russian minority than Lithuania overall. Here ethnic Russians make up nearly 20 percent of the population (around 31,000), while Russian speakers total 28 percent (around 44,000).115 Klaipėda is also a strategically important port, where much of Lithuania�s trade is conducted and which is the site of the country�s new �floating� LNG terminal. Lithuania�s third concentration of Russian speakers is found in the small eastern city of Visaginas. Like Estonia�s Ida-Viru county and Latvia�s Latgale, the Visaginas region has also been one of strategic importance. Lithuania�s Ignalina nuclear power plant operated in this region until 2009 and the same city is designated as the site of Lithuania�s proposed new nuclear project. It is the only Lithuanian city with more than 50 percent ethnic Russian population, while Russian speakers number 77 percent of the total population of approximately 20,000.116 A significant number of Visaginas�s inhabitants are former employees of the original nuclear power plant, which was built by Russian and Russian-speaking specialists brought in during the Soviet era. In 2014 Lithuanian media interviews and reportage concluded that the Visaginas population was not receptive to the Crimean model, and no reports of separatism or calls for autonomy have been noted since.117
Politically, the situation in Vilnius, and in Lithuania as a whole, is more complex than the relatively small numbers of Russians and Russian speakers imply. Since the mid-2000s the Russian minority has come to be overshadowed by the Polish minority, particularly by the upsurge of Lithuania�s Polish party, Electoral Action of Poles in Lithuania. In 2008, the Polish party �absorbed� the main Russian minority political party, the Russian Alliance, and since then both parties jointly participate in Lithuanian parliamentary, municipal, and European parliamentary elections. However, many experts believe that the footprints of Russian influence can be traced in this endeavor: by combining the Polish and Russian minorities, the Kremlin has succeeded in building enough critical mass to advance its own agenda. As Kas�iūnas notes, �the newly established political party has no links with deeply rooted Polish political or cultural traditions and can be viewed as merely an attempt for Russia to get involved in Lithuanian politics.�118 The Polish minority, with its leader Valdemar Toma�evski, have been raising issues of discrimination to explain the economic underdevelopment of the regions the party represents as well as courting ethnic Russians and Russian speakers, and positioning themselves as the �voice� of all minorities in Lithuania. Toma�evski also recently embarked on pro-Russian policies like supporting Russia in the Crimea question and wearing a Russian imperial military and patriotic symbol, the St. George�s Ribbon. Moscow�s clout is not new in Lithuanian politics. Lithuanian member of the European Parliament Viktor Uspaskich, former President Rolandas Paksas (who was impeached due to suspicious links with Russian organized crime), and former Minister of Agriculture Kazimira Prunskienė all are known for their close and controversial relationships with Russia.119

INFORMATION WARFARE

Russia�s information warfare vis-à-vis the Baltic States has centered on its own interpretation of Soviet history, smearing Baltic governments and societies as fascists and Nazis, and creating propaganda about alleged abuse of the Russian minorities. The prominence given to these matters has ebbed and flowed. However, since Crimea�s annexation in 2014, the narrative of discrimination against the Russian minorities has intensified. The propaganda has served to reinforce Russia�s soft power efforts to create a network of co-opted communities of compatriots in the Baltic States as well as sow societal ethnic divisions. The goal has been to encourage Russians and Russian speakers (but not only these) to develop loyalty to modern-day Russia, including its interpretation of history and current events.120
In the historical sphere, the main source of tension since the 1990s has been the interpretation of the Soviet occupation of the Baltic States. In the early years of Yeltsin�s presidency the high point of Baltic-Russian historical accord was the agreement signed on 29 July 1991 between Lithuania and the Russian Soviet Republic. It recognized that Lithuania had been �annexed� by the Soviets (though Moscow avoided the word �occupation�).121 By the mid-1990s, however, the Russian government started to move away from acknowledging Soviet annexation.122 Possibly the last time Russian officials acknowledged the Soviet occupation of the Baltics was in 1993 when the foreign minister of the Russian Federation, Andrey Kozyrev, confirmed that the Soviet Union had indeed occupied the Baltic States in 1940.123
With the start of Putin�s presidency in 1999, tensions over the historical record increased as the new regime began to consciously rehabilitate Soviet-era leaders and symbols and the Soviet version of history, and to deny occupation of the Baltic States.124 For instance, during the massive 2005 commemoration of the sixtieth anniversary of Soviet victory in the Second World War, Putin stated: �The world has never known such heroism.� Our people not only defended their homeland, they liberated 11 European countries.�125 Thereafter, Russian leaders interpreted the Baltic occupation as either liberation from fascism or a voluntary act of joining the Soviet Union on the part of the Baltic States.126 In 2005, the chief of European affairs at the Kremlin, Sergey Yastrzhembsky, seconded Putin, declaring that �There was no occupation. There were agreements at the time with the legitimately elected authorities in the Baltic countries.�127 Overall, Putin�s regime has consistently sought to demonstrate that the period of independence and sovereignty of the Baltic States was an �abnormality,� as against the �normality� of the period when the region was under Russian or Soviet rule.128
Much of Moscow�s propaganda has been carried out by its extensive state-controlled media apparatus, which has allowed it to manipulate the perceptions of Baltic populations. Russian media have carved out a sizable role in the Baltic information environment and convey world and regional news to large segments of Baltic society.129 For instance, in 2013, the four main Russian TV channels, namely NTV Mir, First Baltic Channel PBK, RTR Planeta, and Ren Lietuva, attracted some 15 percent of Lithuania�s viewers�more than the combined total percentage of Lithuania�s Russian and Polish minorities.130 In contrast, the national Lithuanian broadcaster LRT attracts only 8 percent of the total Lithuanian television audience. Russian television channels, Russian and local Russian-language newspapers and internet news portals, and radio stations that target the Baltic States have consistently disseminated information with a Kremlin bias.
The Russian media have not only gained a foothold among Baltic viewers, but since the late 2000s Russian investors have sought a larger stake in the Baltic, and especially the Lithuanian media. For instance, from 2009 to 2011 the Russian-owned Lithuanian bank Snoras owned 34 percent of the largest Lithuanian media group, Lietuvos Rytas, which consists of the main national daily, a television station, a news portal, and other publications.131 Political scientist Nerijus Maliukevi�ius of the Institute of International Relations and Political Science of Vilnius University considers Russian media expansion as information geopolitics. He argues that since the 2000s Russian media entered the European market in order to gain control over this �media territory� and to leverage the easygoing and flexible European media regulation for Moscow�s information warfare campaigns.132
There are numerous examples of Kremlin-biased reporting that targets Baltic domestic politics and societies, but the most notorious example of Russian information warfare was a campaign that contributed to the 2007 riots by Russians and Russian speakers in Tallinn. Tensions started with the Estonian government�s decision to relocate a Soviet war memorial to a military cemetery away from the city center. The timing of the move�just weeks ahead of the 9 May Russian Soviet Victory Day celebrations�was particularly sensitive. According to Estonian perceptions, Moscow was instrumental in inciting unrest and discontent by spreading false accounts in the Russian-language press that the monument, and presumably the nearby tombs of unknown soldiers, had been destroyed. The Russian embassy allegedly also took part in organizing the riots, while Russian activists, including members of the Nashi pro-Kremlin youth movement, traveled from Russia to take part in the violence.133 Teenage Estonians of Russian origin, despite the fact that they had never lived under the Soviet Union, also rioted and held up signs saying �The Soviet Union Forever.�134 Lavrentjev, who was still a high-school student at the time, reflected on the 2007 propaganda campaign: �When you are told something every day on the news and in the media, you start to believe it even if you do not want to believe. Then it does not matter if there were soldiers buried there or not, since the outcome [of the riots] would have been the same.�135 The violence was also accompanied by cyber attacks against Estonian websites. While Russia vehemently denied its involvement, Estonian government officials accused Moscow of taking down the websites of the Estonian presidency and parliament, numerous political parties, three of the country�s six big news organizations, two of the biggest banks, and firms specializing in communications.136 The attack prompted the establishment of the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defense Centre of Excellence in Tallinn in 2008.137
In Latvia, examples of Russian media influence include the 2010 parliamentary elections when the First Baltic Channel lobbied for the Russian minority party, the Concord Centre.138 Likewise, during the 2012 campaign for the referendum on making the Russian language official, Russian media published false and inflammatory reports that Russians who intended to participate in the vote were threatened by their employers with layoffs.139 Similarly, following language policy reform in Estonia in 1999 that obliged public officials to speak Estonian while at work, the Russian media outlet Russia Today presented this to the wider public in a rather demonizing manner as a �language inquisition� that threatened to silence the Russian minority.140 Hence, to counter the Kremlin�s propaganda, in 2015 Estonian Public Broadcasting and Latvian Public Service Television concluded a cooperative agreement to develop Russian-language TV channels in both countries that could provide the Russian-speaking populations with quality journalism that is based on a variety of sources.141
As in the cases of Ukraine and Georgia, Russia�s information warfare has been most potent during times of political tensions and in the lead-up to military conflict. Not surprisingly, by 2014, following the annexation of Crimea, Russia�s information warfare in the Baltic States intensified. Russian media included the �Baltic threat� to Russia in its general anti-Ukrainian narrative. First, the influential Russian journalist Dmitry Kiselev consistently argued fantastic theories that Sweden, Poland, and Lithuania were behind Kiev�s Maidan events, allegedly to take revenge on Russia for its victory over Sweden in the long-ago battle of Poltava in 1709.142 Second, the Russian NTV television station (notorious for its smear campaign against the U.S. ambassador to Russia in 2011�14, Michael McFaul) ran a pseudodocumentary, which among many historical falsehoods invented the myth of Baltic snipers shooting at crowds during the episode of Soviet aggression in 1991 in Vilnius and the 2014 protests in Kiev.143 As a result, in 2014 the Lithuanian Radio and Television Commission restricted the broadcasts of the three most popular Russian TV channels in the country.144
The threat of Russia�s information campaign was increasingly recognized and publicly acknowledged by the Lithuanian government. In 2014 the Lithuanian internal security service announced that Russian media sources were pursuing a consistent anti-Lithuanian propaganda campaign by attempting to �humiliate Lithuanian domestic and foreign policies� and that �[e]ven if the audience susceptible to this information is not very large, however, it still may incite hostile moods and encourage discontent with the government.�145 Also, the 2014 Lithuanian internal security service activities summary noted that both Russia�s foreign intelligence and its military intelligence agencies had significantly ramped up their efforts to obtain information about NATO defense plans and EU policies related to Ukraine.146 In late 2014 President Dalia Grybauskaitė stated: �Every day we are witnessing new information warfare attacks and the target is our people. They are being told not to trust their government, their history, military, membership in the EU and NATO.�147 Thus, it hardly came as a surprise when in March 2015, the Lithuanian internal security department conducted large-scale raids on the apartments of more than nine suspects, in the framework of an investigation into operations of anticonstitutional groups that had threatened the Lithuanian president, called for attacks on the Lithuanian state, and challenged NATO membership.148
The escalating information campaign against the Baltic States has been among the most visible aspects of the reimperialization trajectory in the Baltic. This stage is particularly worrying due to the fact that Russia has often coupled reports of �compatriots�� grievances with calls to protect them. Certainly �grievances� can be easily fabricated and politicized in the age of media, particularly those that are fully controlled by the Russian state. The separatist unrest and hybrid warfare in eastern Ukraine were bolstered by Moscow�s information warfare machine and these developments have caused alarm bells to ring in the Baltic States. However, it is also important to consider that the states� small size makes dissemination of falsehoods more difficult over the long term than in Ukraine. As Lavrentjev notes, Estonia�s total population is significantly smaller than that of just the Donetsk region in Ukraine, and while the Baltic population may be swayed and even incited in the short term, over time Baltic residents are less likely to believe false reporting because they are more likely to know the goings-on in their cities and regions.149

SEPARATISM, ANNEXATION, PROVOCATION

Despite Russia�s escalating information warfare against the Baltic States, to date these three NATO members have not faced Russian efforts to militarily protect compatriots. Nonetheless, as recently as December 2013 Putin publicly stated: �We continually raise questions about our compatriot situation in some European Union countries, specifically in the Baltic States, where the completely uncivilized perception of a person as �non-citizen without the rights and freedoms� still exists.�150 In the 1990s and since 2014 there have been some minor provocative calls for separation in various Baltic regions. Shortly after Crimea�s annexation, in March 2014 a petition was launched on an activist website, avaaz.org, for Lithuania�s port city Klaipėda to join Russia�s Kaliningrad. Putin himself insinuated support for this move in 2005, as did Gorbachev at the time of Lithuania�s independence movement.151 However, the 2014 petition barely gathered one hundred signatures and was abandoned as it clearly did not reflect the sentiments of the vast majority of Lithuania�s Russian population. Likewise, the Visaginas population has not been receptive to the Crimean model.152
In April 2014, a sparsely attended rally took place in front of the Latvian embassy in Moscow calling for Latgale to become part of Russia, and in early 2015 a Latvian activist was arrested by the authorities because he was collecting signatures for a petition sponsored by the website avaaz.org for Latvia to be annexed by Russia.153 However, separatist sentiments are generally the exception rather than the norm among the Russian minority, both in Latgale and in Latvia as a whole.154 Likewise, in Estonia in 2014 there were no calls for separation in Ida-Viru county or the city of Narva. It is important, though, not to forget that in 1991 and 1993 several attempts were made to proclaim an autonomous or even an independent Narva, with referendums held and local councils voting for this initiative. The last referendum of July 1993 in the cities of Narva and Sillam�e reported 98 percent support for independence with a turnout exceeding 50 percent. The Estonian State Court ruled the results illegal.155
While Russia has had very limited success in targeting specific Baltic territories for separatism or annexation, its other recent policies have violated the usual international norms of neighborly conduct in peacetime. A provocation on Estonian territory in 2014 is a particular example. On 5 September that year, an officer of the Estonian Internal Security Service was kidnapped by the Russian Federal Security Services and taken to Russia where he has been charged with espionage. According to Estonia�s Internal Security Service, in the course of illegally detaining the Estonian officer at gunpoint the abductors jammed radio communications and threw a smoke grenade.156 The incident allegedly occurred on Estonian territory and marks a significant departure from Russia�s respect for Estonian statehood and territorial boundaries.
In 2014 the Russian government also issued what could be perceived as a challenge to Lithuania�s statehood in an effort to enforce Soviet laws on Lithuanian citizens. In September that year Russian legal authorities reopened twenty-five-year-old criminal cases against Lithuanians who had refused to serve in the Soviet army in the 1990�91 period. This affects approximately fifteen hundred Lithuanian men who, following Vilnius�s declaration of independence in March 1990, avoided or hid from the Soviet draft, often being arrested and tried by Soviet authorities.157 Moscow�s decision is puzzling, because it involves enforcement of legislation of a country that vanished from the world map almost twenty-five years ago. The Lithuanian government has issued a warning to these men, now in their early forties, against traveling to Russia or outside NATO countries, lest they be arrested or prosecuted. The Lithuanian defense minister, Juozas Olekas, argued in 2014 that this is clearly a �provocation from the Russian Federation,� and Artūras Paulauskas, chairman of the parliament�s National Security and Defense Committee, called it a provocation �not so much against these men as against Lithuanian society.�158 Moscow�s reopening of these cases not only demonstrates that Russia perceives itself as a continuation of the Soviet Union but could also be interpreted as nonrecognition of Lithuania�s declaration of independence. Ultimately, as a direct response to rising tensions with Russia and the Ukrainian crisis, in early 2015 the Lithuanian government temporarily reinstated compulsory military service.159 According to the government�s proposal, the military will call up annually around three thousand men aged nineteen to twenty-six, while permitting all males up to the age of thirty-eight to volunteer for military service.160 Estonia, for its part, also became more conscious of the dangers that Russia poses. In 2014, enrollment in organizations such as the Estonian Defense League spiked, and in total around fifteen thousand volunteers joined citizen militias, which are headed by officers from the Estonian military.161
In 2014 the Baltic States also experienced a severe increase in Russian military provocations, coming especially from Kaliningrad. NATO jet fighters patrolling the Baltic airspace were scrambled 68 times along Lithuania�s border, by far the highest count in more than ten years. Latvia registered 150 �close incidents� where Russian aircraft purposely engaged in provocative and risky behavior, and Estonia registered 5 airspace violations all in the year 2014.162 In March 2014, the Russian Baltic Fleet conducted unexpected tactical exercises with some thirty-five hundred personnel along the Baltic coast.163 At the same time Poland invoked Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty, which grants any NATO member the right to consultation whenever its territorial integrity, political independence, or security is threatened.164 As a result, in April 2014 NATO increased its air presence in the region by deploying six warplanes to the Baltic States and sending six hundred troops to the Baltic States and Poland, to reassure them (rather symbolically) that the alliance is taking its security commitments seriously.165 In June 2014, NATO stepped up its support when ten member countries (the United States, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Norway, and the UK) kicked off military exercises in the Baltic States with some forty-seven hundred troops and eight hundred military vehicles. Russia viewed NATO�s buildup as a sign of aggression and deployed twenty-four warships and bombers to Kaliningrad.166 In November 2014, NATO also launched a two-week-long multinational military drill in Lithuania, which gathered twenty-five hundred servicemen from the alliance.167 Moreover, taking into account Russia�s muscular foreign policy, NATO has been strengthening its long-term military presence in the Baltic States. In late 2014, NATO decided to establish a five-thousand-strong rapid reaction force that, if necessary, will deter Russian aggression and will be controlled from six NATO command centers, of which three will be located in the Baltics.168
The incidents and developments of 2014 and 2015�provocations regarding separatism, attacks on Estonian officials, imposition of Soviet laws, airspace violations, and military exercises�all demonstrate that Moscow is increasingly challenging not only the boundaries but also the very notion of statehood of the Baltic States, even if it has not called for military protection of its compatriots there. Indeed, Moscow�s actions have moved beyond its previous claims to privileged interests in the Baltic States. Since 2014, its actions are more reminiscent of policies it would be expected to pursue toward its protectorates. Nonetheless, NATO membership, the recent military support demonstrated by the allies, as well as the United States� $1 billion European Reassurance Initiative appear to have assuaged immediate fears in the Baltic States.

Possibly the greatest and most evident concern today in the Baltic States stems from the sizable numbers of Russian citizens in Estonia�s Narva, on the border with Russia. Overall, the largest and most concentrated numbers of Baltic Russians and Russian speakers is found in Latvia�s Latgale that also borders Russia. Finally, contrary to popular misconception, Lithuania is likewise not immune to Russia�s meddling in its minority populations. Moscow�s ability to conduct a hybrid war in Ukraine, the increasing Russian military activity in the Baltic Sea region, and Putin�s insistence on protecting Russian compatriots abroad are all legitimate red flags for the Balts and their allies. On one hand, as NATO members, the Baltic States have the security of Article 5 not afforded to Ukraine. On the other hand, as the conflict in eastern Ukraine has demonstrated, Russia no longer relies on traditional military fighting power but rather on shadow war using proxy military groups. The resulting military conflict can thus be made to resemble civil war or separatist efforts by local Russian populations. Furthermore the Kremlin�s tactics do not require enlisting local majorities among such populations but often just minorities to support its neo-imperialist aims.169 Small, loyal, organized minorities supported by special forces could be sufficient for destabilizing Baltic cities with Russian and Russian-speaking populations even if no outright efforts were to be made to seize Baltic territories. The case of the Soviet Bronze Soldier monument in Estonia in 2007 has already shown how easily riots and instability can be stoked.
In fact, the Baltic States have already been targets of Russian reimperialization efforts with compatriots being instrumentalized for territorial expansion. Yet one should not focus solely on the policies of the Russian government. The Baltic States need also to assess their policies toward their Russian (and in the case of Lithuania also its Polish) minorities. The recent successful political mobilization of Latvia�s Russian minority parties is not an issue of concern. On the contrary, the active and especially the transparent participation of Baltic Russians in Baltic political life will make Baltic societies more cohesive and less vulnerable to opaque influence from Moscow. The political participation of the Russian minorities would be even more welcome if it was not mobilized along ethnic lines that point up the ongoing divisions in society. If, however, the Baltic States are unable to fully integrate their Russian and other minorities, or if they lose the soft power war with Russia for their loyalty, then it is possible that their territories could become more vulnerable targets of Russia�s expansionism.

CHAPTER SIX
State Building and Shifting Loyalties
CENTRAL ASIA

Whenever one starts talking about the protection of Russians in Kazakhstan, not Russia, I recall Hitler, who began to �support� the Sudeten Germans at one time. I start feeling deep anxiety for Russians who live outside Russia. Really, they did not ask to be defended, did they? They are citizens of Kazakhstan.
�Kazakhstan�s President Nursultan Nazarbayev, November 1993


THE FIVE CENTRAL ASIAN STATES of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan have all carved out new identities for themselves since the fall of the Soviet Union�turning inward, away from Moscow, to carry out their nation-state-building projects and attempting to develop independent foreign policies. Yet they maintain a close relationship with Russia and balance it with relations with other prominent states active in the region such as the United States and China. At the same time, the resurgence of nationalist moods in some Central Asian states coupled with strong local leaders and their personalities have to some extent driven their relations with Russia. The fact that some of these countries remain largely closed and authoritarian also affects the extent to which the Russian reimperialization policy trajectory has been successful in Central Asia, because strongman regimes have limited Moscow�s influence. The limited flow of information, especially from Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, also presents challenges in interpreting their policies in regard to Russian compatriot initiatives. In addition, each of these five states is affected by unique circumstances and has a distinct form of relationship with Russia.
In Russo�Central Asian relations, the question of reimperialization is not immediately evident. The Central Asian states were among the few former Soviet republics that never declared their independence from Russia, but rather found themselves independent after the Soviet Union was formally dissolved by Moscow. Their leaders were not even invited to the inaugural meeting of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus that set up the Commonwealth of Independent States on 8 December 1991.1 These facts could certainly bring into question to what extent post-Soviet Russia sought to keep the Central Asian states in its �empire� or subject them to its subsequent reimperialization project. In fact, however, since 1990, Russian policy toward the Central Asian states has evolved through three stages. In the early 1990s Moscow had relatively little interest in the region. During the mid-1990s, Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs Yevgeny Primakov promoted increasing involvement and assertion of Moscow�s interests in the region. Starting in the 2000s under the leadership of Vladimir Putin, Russia�s presence in Central Asia became still stronger despite the fact that many of the region�s countries had long drawn a red line against Russia�s invasive activities targeting its diaspora such as passportization, protection of compatriots, and stoking of separatism.2

THE CENTRAL ASIAN BACKGROUND

Kazakhstan
Kazakhstan is without a doubt the regional leader�by far the largest and wealthiest state among the five. It is the second largest former Soviet republic after Russia, but its vast steppes are sparsely populated with some 17 million inhabitants; neighboring Uzbekistan, on the other hand, is the most populous, with 30 million people. Both countries dwarf their neighbors Tajikistan (8 million), Turkmenistan (5 million), and Kyrgyzstan (almost 6 million). Kazakhstan�s GDP per capita of $13,610 is almost ten times that of Uzbekistan ($1,878), Tajikistan ($1,037), and Kyrgyzstan $(1,263), and twice that of Turkmenistan ($7,987).3 Its abundant natural resources, large territory, and relatively small population have allowed Kazakhstan to acquire a much higher standard of living than its neighbors, putting it nearly on equal footing with Russia and former communist states in Eastern Europe, despite significant regional inequalities and a rural-urban divide. Kazakhstan is often praised for its interethnic stability and its peaceful coexistence between its Russian minority and the titular nationality. In comparison to more autocratic Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan�s political model can be described as �softer� authoritarianism that relies on occasional coercion but mostly on the consent of the population.4 It is one of the two Central Asian states, the other being Uzbekistan, that have not witnessed a change in the leadership since independence in 1991.
Kazakhstan�s President Nursultan Nazarbayev (1991�present) is usually described as a very experienced and crafty politician who managed to acquire political power in the turbulent 1990s and hold on to it ever since. His position toward Russia is complicated: on the one hand, he has repeatedly assured Moscow of Astana�s loyalty; on the other hand, he has also been known for his critical remarks about the northern neighbor. In 2012 he described Kazakh-Russian relations as follows: �we were first a colony of the Russian Empire and then of the Soviet Union. Over these 150 years Kazakhs nearly lost their national traditions, customs, religion, language.�5 His approach toward Russia can perhaps best be explained by his view that �neighbors can�t be chosen.�6 As a result, for the last twenty years or more Nazarbayev has pragmatically pursued a policy of cooperation with Russia within the framework of his �multivector� foreign policy and drawn red lines where Kazakhstan�s security or interests are challenged. Nonetheless, Nazarbayev has remained Russia�s closest ally in the region and remains so despite the events in Ukraine since 2014.
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan has aspired to rival Kazakhstan�s leadership in the region, and the country�s President Islam Karimov (1990�present) is another example of a Soviet-bred politician who has managed to hold on to political power for more than two decades.7 From the beginning, Karimov�s state building has been based on nationalism and Uzbek dominance, with the country�s independence being interpreted as an opportunity for a revival of the nation�s historic glory.8 The Uzbek leadership�s ideology is centered on pride in the country�s historical legacy (often mythologized), notably the conquests of Timur the Great, who in the fourteenth century founded the ruling Timurid dynasty in Central Asia. Karimov�s regime emphasizes the historic link between those times and contemporary Uzbekistan. The country�s symbol is the capital of Tashkent, which was founded between the fifth and third centuries B.C., and somewhat less enthusiastically, the ancient cities of Bukhara and Samarkand, which are especially rich in historical monuments and sites but are often regarded as culturally more Persian than Uzbek. Unlike Nazarbayev, Karimov never even tried to appear democratic, and has made 180-degree turns in his foreign policy, breaking his commitments to multilateral organizations of the post-Soviet space whenever they did not suit his personal agenda. He has varied from helping launch the Moscow-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) of 1992 in Tashkent, to appealing to Russia when the Taliban were threatening Uzbekistan�s borders, to suspending his country�s membership in the CSTO and the Eurasian Economic Community, and even briefly joining the counter-Russian GUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Moldova) Organization for Democracy and Economic Development from 1999 to 2005. Karimov has also developed partnerships with both the United States and Russia without playing favorites, and overall, like the leaders of Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan, he has pursued a flexible foreign policy.9 Following U.S. plans to withdraw from Afghanistan, in 2012 the United States started to supply Uzbekistan with weapons intended to strengthen the country against radical Islamic threats. Yet Karimov has also turned once again to Russia since he recognizes that he cannot face the threat alone in the region.10 While he has not officially recognized Crimea�s annexation, his rhetoric has supported Russia�s actions in Ukraine.11
Kyrgyzstan
Neighboring Kyrgyzstan has been much more dependent on Russian support and financial aid, in part due to its weak economy and unstable political situation following two mass revolts. Among the Central Asian countries, its political development has been unique. Kyrgyzstan has often been cited as the most democratic state of the region due to the initial reforms of its first president, Askar Akayev (1990�2005), and the mass uprisings against the ruling regimes in the Tulip Revolution of 2005 and the Second Revolution of 2010. The subsequent two presidents, Kurmanbek Bakiyev (2005�10) and particularly Almazbek Atambayev (2011�present), have viewed Russia as a �strategic partner.�12 Nonetheless, Bakiyev had notoriously failed to deliver on his end of the bargain with Moscow by not terminating the U.S. lease of the local Manas air base. Overall, Kyrgyzstan remains consistently the vulnerable junior partner in its relationship with Russia.13
Turkmenistan
In strong contrast to Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan is the most authoritarian and closed country of the region mostly known for its leadership�s cult of personality. The symbol of Turkmenistan is Turkmenbashi Palace (Oguzkhan Presidential Palace) built in 1997 in the capital of Ashgabat by the order of the first president, Saparmurat Niyazov (1990�2006). The palace�s ostentatious luxury reflects both the president�s near absolute power and the country�s vast natural gas resources that mostly benefit the national elite.14 Turkmenistan�s foreign policy is based on the doctrine of �positive neutrality,� which implies self-imposed isolation and avoidance of all alliances. However, in practice the country has been known to cooperate with external actors and organizations. For example, Ashgabat was a transportation hub for U.S. and NATO forces during their operation in Afghanistan.15 Despite some hopes for change and reforms, the second president, Gurbanguly Berdymukhamedov (2006�present), has pursued a similar authoritarian style of governance, keeping the country closed to external influences. The country�s closest economic partner is increasingly China, but Berdymukhamedov has named both Russia and China as �strategic partners� and carried on a flirtation with the United States.16
Tajikistan
Tajikistan has possibly been the least endowed among the Central Asian states due to its difficult topography that consists of mountains and isolated regions, and its lack of natural resources. The Persian origins of the Tajik people distinguish them from the neighboring Kazakhs, Kyrgyz, Uzbeks, and Turkmens, who all count as Turkic. The Tajiks believe themselves to be the most ancient ethnic group in Central Asia.17 Unfortunately, Tajikistan could be considered an all but failed state on account of its corrupt regime, weak underdeveloped economy, dependence on external financial aid, lack of control over some of its territories, and drug trafficking from neighboring Afghanistan. Some of Tajikistan�s problems are the legacy of a violent civil war (1992 to 1997) and the subsequent failure of the government to achieve national consolidation and power centralization, as seen in clashes between the forces of President Emomali Rahmon (1994�present) and local insurgents in central and eastern Tajikistan in 2010 and 2012.18 The weak Rahmon government has been unable and, perhaps more importantly, unwilling to address the country�s problems including its corruption. Russian support for Rahmon�s ascent to power as well as significant Russian financial and military aid have made his regime and the country in general highly dependent on Moscow, with the official position outlined as: �Russia is our main strategic partner and natural ally.�19
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MAP 5: Distribution of Russian minorities across Central Asia. Map drawn by Giedrė Tama�auskaitė

PORTRAITS OF RUSSIAN SPEAKERS

After the collapse of the Soviet Union and the subsequent massive departure of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers from Central Asia, those remaining had to adjust to the new reality of sovereign nation-states where Russians were no longer in the position of a ruling elite but rather just another ethnic minority. In the period from 1989 to 1999, approximately 1.5 million Russians departed from Kazakhstan to Russia, 300,000 from Kyrgyzstan, more than 500,000 from Uzbekistan, 200,000 from Turkmenistan, and 300,000 from Tajikistan.20 In the 1990s ethnic Russians and Russian speakers often faced discrimination, being expelled from government and other leadership positions as titular nationalities entered political life. Some forms of discrimination still persist. However, these nationalist policies were never targeted against Russians specifically but against all minorities�Tatars, Germans, and Uzbeks living in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, or Kyrgyz living in Tajikistan.21 Nonetheless, due to the Russification policies of the Soviet era the Russian language had become and remains the predominant language of communication not only among ethnic Russians but also among a large part of the titular nationalities. In the 2010s Russian has remained popular among the urban populations of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, where many have graduated from Russian-speaking schools and universities. For instance, 75 percent of ethnic Kazakhs speak Russian either as a second language or as their primary language.22 In Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, the focus on reviving the national languages has somewhat reduced the role of Russian, especially among the younger generation, but it remains popular among the urban population and also among those in search of economic opportunities in Russia.23 Here I will focus on younger ethnic Russians and Russian speakers because they represent the next generation of a population that Moscow would like to co-opt as �Russian compatriots.� Attitudes to this policy both across the region and within each state are diverse. As with the other post-Soviet countries, the profiled individuals serve to give a glimpse into the different views and opinions of the region�s Russian minority but should not be taken as a scientific survey of this group.
Anya is a Kazakh college student.24 Being half Russian, she feels great affinity for Russian literature, culture, and movies but states, �I don�t consider myself 100 percent Russian, because I�ve never lived in Russia, and sometimes I feel a bit foreign when I go there.� She thinks that the Russian minority in Kazakhstan may have some grievances: �Discrimination always exists when you are a minority. Fortunately, neither my family nor I have suffered much from it, but I�ve witnessed it.� Nonetheless, she does not consider herself a Russian compatriot and is against Russian interference in Kazakhstan�s internal affairs, especially Moscow�s efforts to �protect� those it identifies as compatriots: �It�s none of Russia�s business. We are citizens of Kazakhstan and if need be protection should come from our own country.� She is aware of very different perspectives of the Russian and Western media on the Ukrainian crisis, but she is firmly against Moscow�s annexation of Crimea: �I do not support it. I don�t know why Moscow did what it did.�
Stanislav is a recent college graduate with a degree in linguistics who now works as a Kazakh government immigration officer.25 Despite his Russian ethnicity he does not identify much with Russian nationality and instead considers himself more of a cosmopolitan person. He further declares: �I do not consider myself a Russian compatriot. The main reason is that a Russian compatriot with his civil duties has to support Putin�s inadequate policy, though I would like to support the opposition to Putin.� Like Anya he is also critical of Russia�s foreign policy toward Ukraine, which he regards as illegitimate: �I do not support Moscow�s policy in Crimea and eastern Ukraine. The Russian interference in the resolution of Ukrainian conflicts was not legal.�
Viktoriya is an ethnic Russian in her late thirties and holds a degree in international law.26 Like Stanislav, she too is dubious about the need for Russian protection. Being an employee of an international NGO, she rejects Russian policies in Ukraine as a �violation of international norms and the sovereignty of Ukraine.� She feels that her connection with Russia is mostly linguistic as Russian is her native language. She does not speak Kazakh because it is not needed in her day-to-day life. However, in all other matters she strongly identifies herself as a Kazakhstani citizen: �I was born and have been living in Kazakhstan for all my life and there is only one Motherland for me: Kazakhstan.� Though she admits that there is some discrimination against Russians, in her view, this is more a matter of a �general unfair system� affecting all citizens, and of individual cases, rather than of policies targeted against particular ethnicities. She is firmly against the idea of Russian assistance to the Russian minority in Kazakhstan, as she believes �we need sovereign independence from Russia.�
Oleg, in his twenties, is an instructor in English and Spanish language and exemplifies the complex views of Russians in Kazakhstan.27 Coming from a Russian family, Oleg states: �I consider myself Russian because my relatives are originally from Russia, Russian is my mother language, but in all other aspects I�m a Kazakhstani citizen.� He elaborates his strong ties to Kazakhstan: �I�m a patriot of the country that I was born in and where I�m living now.� Oleg is skeptical that Russian speakers in Kazakhstan have legitimate grievances and echoes an argument often times repeated in the Baltic States: �In most cases it�s their own fault. Lack of interest in studying culture, traditions, customs, and of course local language results in their being on the sidelines in the country they live in without fully integrating into the nation.� However, Oleg is not against the idea of Russian protection of the Russian minority, insisting only that this protection �should occur in strict accordance with international norms and practices.� Although Oleg is against Russian interference, he is among the few young people interviewed in Kazakhstan who supports Russia�s reclaiming of Crimea, saying that it has �reunited with its historic Motherland,� and that �I believe that Russian policies in this conflict are largely defensive.�
In Turkmenistan, the closed nature of the regime made holding interviews problematic; nonetheless, a few young Russian speakers shared their different views. In many ways, Yolbars exemplifies those urban ethnic Turkmens who are Russian speakers.28 Yolbars is currently studying abroad and identifies himself as a Turkmen with some Tatar roots. He would never consider himself a Russian compatriot since in his words: �Russia for me is a foreign state.� He emphasizes that Russians from Central Asia have a unique identity: �� not only many Russians, but also many Russian speakers feel themselves a part of the local culture, so-called �Central Asian Russians.� Many of them even returned after their emigration to Russia in the early 1990s because they had adaptation problems there.� He thinks Russian speakers in Central Asia may face some discomfort in employment or higher education because they do not speak local languages, but does not think Russia�s involvement is necessary: �Instead of Russia�s protection, they need more support from local governments, tolerance and acceptance by titular nations, and state integration incentives like free language courses.� Yolbars finds Russia�s takeover of Crimea �unacceptable� and explains, �It would be like my neighbor who would come and occupy part of my garden claiming that the roots of his tree are there. Every state has to respect the sovereignty of other states and solve problems using the instruments of international diplomacy.�
Berdi is a Turkmen engineering student whose stance toward Russian compatriot policies is more ambivalent than that of Yolbars.29 Berdi�s grandmother is Russian and speaking the language at home makes him feel somewhat though not completely Russian. He notes that among his family and friends the feeling of Russianness is less prevalent among the younger generation born and raised after the collapse of the Soviet Union than among the Soviet generation. He thinks he could potentially identify himself as a Russian compatriot because of cultural and political similarities between the former Soviet republics and Russia: �The USSR left a strong impact on the government and political development of its allies.� He notes: �In Turkmenistan there was a time when it was hard for Russian compatriots, especially those who were working for the government [because of a Turkmen language requirement]. But now it is not that bad.� He thinks that Turkmenistan�s Russians need Russia�s protection: �Of course not militarily but at least with some regulations, or helping them move to Russia, or by influence over the government.�
Many Kyrgyzstanis perceive Russia as a partner and protector of Kyrgyzstan and this is reflected in the views of those interviewed. Artur is twenty-one years old and works in advertising in northern Kyrgyzstan.30 Ethnically, he is Russian-Armenian and was born in Uzbekistan. Despite his mixed background, Russian is his native language and he considers himself a Russian compatriot. When asked about the grievances of the Russian minority in Kyrgyzstan he notes that �things in the north are very good, but there are often nationalistic problems in the south [faced by all minorities]. If a person is Russian, then there is no opportunity for career development and starting a business. It is different in the north. People do not care about your nationality and appearance.� He adamantly supports Russian protection of compatriots in Kyrgyzstan: �I consider Russian military protection necessary. Everyone has long known that Russia helps us under any circumstances. We are very much dependent on Russia.� Although Moscow ignored calls from pro-Russian factions of Kyrgyzstan to intervene in ethnic clashes in the south of the country in spite of having fought a war in 2008 against Georgia on behalf of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, Artur believes that it would provide military assistance to compatriots in Kyrgyzstan even without being asked. Overall he is convinced of the benevolence of Moscow and its altruistic willingness to protect Russian compatriots everywhere, and would like to see �all former Soviet republics united in a strong union� once more.
In neighboring Tajikistan, which is also highly dependent on Russia and is among Russia�s closest allies, sentiments are similar. Yusuf is a twenty-seven-year-old native Russian speaker and office worker.31 Although born in Uzbekistan with both Jewish and Ossetian blood, inherited from his paternal and his maternal side respectively, he considers himself a Russian compatriot. He is skeptical that compatriots face grievances in Tajikistan: �I almost never hear anyone saying something vile or discriminatory against me or my Russian-speaking friends.� However, Yusuf believes that Russian protection might be necessary. He argues that �currently we are safe� but who knows what might happen tomorrow? If there is a political change or any other situation that would endanger Russian speakers in Tajikistan, there should be someone who could protect them.� Yusuf also wholly supports Moscow�s policy in Ukraine, arguing that �the fascist actions of Ukraine (with the support of the West and European countries) against its people are not allowed.�
Katerina, a twenty-year-old Russian-speaking manager from Tajikistan, also considers herself a Russian compatriot because in her words �our life is directly dependent on Russia!�32 Even though she grew up in Tajikistan and does not have any relatives in Russia, Katerina also considers herself a true Russian patriot. She does not think that there are any significant grievances for Russian speakers in Tajikistan: �Even if there are isolated cases of harassment, I have not witnessed any cases of discrimination or any violations of their rights.� Nonetheless, she firmly believes that Moscow�s protection is necessary: �of course we need protection, because we are directly dependent on Russia.� Finally, Katerina also completely supports Russia�s policy vis-à-vis Crimea, because �In the past Crimea belonged to Russia, therefore it should always belong to Russia.�
Anatoly is a twenty-four-year-old ethnic Russian working in an IT company in Tajikistan.33 Born in Uzbekistan but now a citizen of Tajikistan, Anatoly does not like the �compatriot� label and explains: �I am a patriot of the world, not Russia. I am not going to die for Tsar or Homeland.� With a sarcastic sense of humor he explains that signs of his Russian identity are his partiality to �the balalaika, Russian matryoshka dolls, and bears on a chain.� Anatoly is very skeptical of any grievances of Russian compatriots in Tajikistan. He explains, �I�ve never seen any violations of human rights or discrimination based on ethnicity.� When asked if he thinks that Russia�s protection of its compatriots is necessary, he explains that �On the one hand, Russia must take all necessary actions to ensure the peace and stability in our country. On the other hand, at the moment there are no internal or external threats to Russian compatriots. Therefore no protection is currently needed.� Anatoly also has mixed views regarding Russia�s policies in eastern Ukraine and Crimea: �although I do believe that it is good that Crimea joined Russia, I cannot say the same about Moscow�s involvement in eastern Ukraine simply because a military conflict is bad. Russia ought to focus its resources on ending the conflict and not prolonging it.�
Gash, a Russian-speaking bureaucrat from Uzbekistan, is much more pro-Moscow than Anatoly.34 Now in his late twenties, Gash was born and raised in an Ossetian household and he does not fully regard himself as a Russian patriot or compatriot. Nonetheless he supports the Russian Federation because he feels it has been defending Ossetians from Georgia before and after the 2008 Russo-Georgian war. While he does not think that Russian speakers are generally discriminated against in Uzbekistan, he nonetheless concedes that there are some day-to-day problems. Thus he supports the idea of Moscow�s protection, arguing that �there always has to be a strong guardian and that both sides would benefit from this relationship.� Moreover, echoing the Russian media, he believes that Russia�s policy vis-à-vis Crimea and eastern Ukraine was ultimately a good thing because �Moscow�s policy was a carefully measured response to the American intention of establishing new military bases in the region.� In the end, notwithstanding his seemingly pro-Russian stance, Gash regards himself as an Ossetian nationalist who lives in Uzbekistan. He believes that �one day North Ossetia and South Ossetia will become a single independent state, not under the Russian Federation or even less under Georgia.�
Karina, a thirty-one-year-old Uzbek public-sector worker, believes in Uzbekistan�s closer integration with Russia.35 Although born and raised in Uzbekistan, in a mixed Russian and Tatar household, she does not speak the Uzbek language and understands only a little. She is a native Russian speaker and regards herself as a Russian compatriot. Karina adds: �in the foreseeable future I intend to acquire a Russian passport.� While she does not think that the Russian minority in Uzbekistan has any serious grievances, she nonetheless believes that Russian support and Russo-Uzbek cooperation are somewhat of a necessity because �Uzbekistan is surrounded only by pro-Russian countries.� Unsurprisingly, she is also a staunch supporter of the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) project. Lastly, when asked about Moscow�s recent policies in Crimea and eastern Ukraine, Karina answers that she definitely supports this trend of Russian foreign policy: �Russia has the right to protect its compatriots.�
Overall, interviews in Central Asia demonstrated that while the ethnic Russian and Russian-speaking youth of the region identify somewhat less with Russia than does their parent or grandparent generation, they nonetheless harbor a spectrum of views toward Russia that includes staunch support of Moscow�s policies. While many of the interviewees in Kazakhstan and elsewhere argued against Russia�s protection of compatriots in their countries, this finding does not account for the likelihood that their opinions may change in the face of, say, perceptions of rising discrimination against Russian minorities�a perception that can result from Russian information warfare or a change in local policies. Despite the current mixed views on Russian compatriot and foreign policies represented in this sample of young voices from the Central Asian countries, Moscow has strong motivations for pursuing policies of influence and reimperialization in the region.

RUSSIAN MOTIVES AND INTERESTS

Russian interests in Central Asia are above all geopolitical�to maintain the region as a special zone of influence in the face of rising engagement from powers like China and especially the United States.36 As with other CIS states, during the second half of the 2000s Moscow�s attention has been increasingly dedicated to preventing projection of American or NATO military power in the region, in contrast to the early 2000s when Moscow cooperated with the United States during Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and agreed to U.S. military bases in Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan as well as to adhesion to NATO�s Partnership for Peace program of all five Central Asian countries.37 Likewise, the Central Asian states serve as Russia�s buffers against the volatile states of Afghanistan, Iran, and Pakistan as well as against Islamic extremism and the drug trade, with the latter nonetheless being an important source of income for players in Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Russia itself.38 Kazakhstan is the most important buffer state, shielding Russia from the other Central Asian nations and sharing with it a border of more than four thousand miles. Moscow�s economic and security interests in the region are based on energy transit, labor migration, defense of common boundaries, and in particular countermeasures against the emergence of Islamic extremist and to some extent nationalistic movements.39
Among the five states, Kazakhstan is typically viewed by Moscow as the most reliable regional partner, though the smaller, weaker Kyrgyzstan is a close second.40 Following the 2014 crisis in Ukraine, Putin named Kazakhstan Russia�s �closest strategic ally and partner,� but the Kazakh-Russian relationship remains highly complex.41 The Central Asian states, similarly to Ukraine and Belarus, host a variety of Russian military and strategic sites. In Kazakhstan these include the world�s first and largest space launch facility, the Baikonur Cosmodrome, the Russian Ministry of Defense�s 929th State Flight Test Center, the 4th State Central Polygon (a weapons testing range), the Dnepr and Balkhash space surveillance and early warning radar stations, the Sary-Shagan anti�ballistic missile testing range, and an air transport base at Kostanay.42 Likewise, Kazakhstan, like Ukraine, is a former nuclear state and remains an important player in this sphere due to its uranium production. In the 2000s Kazakhstan emerged as the world�s leading uranium producer, in 2013 producing 38 percent of the global total.43 Russia�s nuclear industry is one of the largest buyers of Kazakh uranium, and Kazakhstan�s uranium industrial giant Kazatomprom works closely with its Russian counterpart Rosatomprom. This close relationship has not escaped controversy. The ex-head of Kazatomprom, Mukhtar Dzhakishev, who was arrested in 2009 on corruption charges and later sentenced to a decade in prison, has claimed that his persecution was caused by Russian struggles for control over Kazakhstan�s uranium assets and in particular his opposition to Rosatomprom�s acquisition (completed in January 2013) of one of the world�s largest uranium mining companies, Uranium One, which has sizable operations in Kazakhstan.44 Nonetheless, the Kazakh-Russian collaboration seems intact. In May 2014, Russia and Kazakhstan signed an agreement for construction of a nuclear power plant in Kazakhstan, and a Comprehensive Development Program for Russia-Kazakhstan Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.45
Since the 2000s, Russia has consistently expanded its military presence in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan where it keeps troops permanently stationed. In 2003 Russia reopened the 999th Air Base in the Kyrgyz town of Kant, just twelve miles from the nation�s capital of Bishkek.46 Its main function is monitoring the Central Asian airspace and if necessary launching counterterrorist strikes.47 Russia�s 201st Motorized Rifle Division, previously involved in the Tajik civil war, has been based in Tajikistan since 1945. Only Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan do not have any Russian military sites on their territory. However, between 2006 and 2012 when Uzbekistan was a member of the Moscow-led Collective Security Treaty Organization, Russian forces reportedly used the Uzbek Karshi-Khanabad air base.48
Three of the Central Asian states are members of various Russian-led regional integration projects such as the EEU (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan), as well as the CSTO (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan).49 However, this picture is not quite so simple. While Kazakhstan�s president has long had reservations regarding further integration with Moscow-led organizations, he has seemingly been more vocal about this following Crimea�s annexation in 2014.50 In September 2014, Nazarbayev emphasized that Kazakhstan�s participation in the EEU is purely economic and that the country will never be a �part of organizations that represent a threat to its independence.�51 The government of Uzbekistan, in spite of having participated in various Moscow-led regional organizations in the past, has also preferred to maintain bilateral diplomacy whenever possible.52 In January 2015 Karimov stated that Uzbekistan has no intention of ever joining post-Soviet organizations.53 In the case of Kyrgyzstan, though Atambayev�s government joined the EEU in 2015, there are nationalistic groups among the Kyrgyz elite that do not support Moscow-led Eurasian integration.54 Finally, following tensions with the West and a rapprochement with China, Russia has cautiously started a new approach to cooperation in the region by signing in May 2015 a joint statement on integration between EEU and the China-led Silk Road economic development framework.
Moscow�s efforts at Eurasian integration are in no small part motivated by the region�s energy wealth. Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan boast significant energy reserves. The natural gas reserves of these three states are estimated to be 400 to 700 trillion cubic feet�among the largest in the world.55 Most of this gas lies in Turkmenistan (an estimated 265 to 618 trillion cubic feet) and the country also has notable reserves of oil.56 Kazakhstan has about 2 percent of the world�s proven oil reserves, 1 percent of gas reserves, and almost 4 percent of coal reserves. Uzbekistan�s natural gas reserves are almost as large as Kazakhstan�s and the country also has some oil reserves.57
Kazakhstan greatly depends on Russian-controlled pipelines for its exports of oil and gas.58 More than three-quarters of Kazakh crude oil exports are transported through Russian territory via the Caspian Pipeline Consortium and Atyrau-Samara pipeline linked to the Russian Transneft pipeline distribution system.59 Because Kazakhstan has been unable to agree with Russia on increasing its pumping capacity via the CPC pipeline and negotiate acceptable transit fees, since 2008 it has used tankers to deliver oil across the Caspian Sea to Russia�s competitor, the Azerbaijani Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline. In 2009 Kazakhstan opened another, larger non�Russian-controlled export route�the Atasu-Alashankou oil pipeline to the Xinjiang region of China.60
Turkmenistan has been most successful in reorienting its export routes away from Russia toward China, which in 2011 gave Ashgabat a $4.1 billion loan in exchange for future gas supplies.61 By 2013, 70 percent of Turkmen gas was being exported to China via the Central Asia China pipeline, which opened in 2009.62 Iran has been the second largest buyer of Turkmen gas via the Korpezhe-Kurt Kuri pipeline since 1997 and Dauletabad-Khangiran pipeline since 2010, though these volumes may fall as Iran boosts its own domestic production.63 Earlier Turkmenistan�s main export routes depended on Russian territory and the Central Asia Center pipeline, which was opened in 2004.64 Moscow and Ashgabat had initially agreed that CAC would export almost all of Turkmen gas production by 2009, but the ambitious plans came to nothing because of CAC�s lack of capacity for larger volumes, disagreement between Moscow and Ashgabat over the price, and a 2009 explosion that caused a nine-month halt in operations.65 By 2011 Russia was buying only a third of previously planned Turkmen gas.66
In contrast to Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan, the resource-poor countries of Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are dependent on Russia for energy, and much of their population depends on Russian remittances for their livelihood. Tajikistan is the most remittance-dependent country in the world and Kyrgyzstan usually falls within the top five. A large share of the adult Tajikistani population (totaling between 1�2 million) works in Russia and in 2012 remittances from Russia made up 52 percent of the national GDP.67 Meanwhile, there are from half a million to a million Kyrgyzstani labor migrants working in Russia.68
As with Ukraine and Belarus, there is also an ideological element in Russia�s perception of Central Asia. Whereas Moscow considers Ukraine and Belarus as essentially the same nation as Russia, Moscow has often viewed the Central Asian republics as artificial states that the Soviets created in the 1920s.69 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn once stated that Kazakhstan�s territory in essence consists of the Russian lands such as �southern Siberia, territory bordering the Urals, and central desert spaces,� with the Kazakhs occupying only the southern regions.70 The borders of the five central Asian states were indeed drawn rather artificially favoring economic considerations, often regardless of ethnic boundaries. National identity was weak during the Soviet era, though the Soviets rather encouraged national divisions while at the same time persecuting Islam and introducing the Cyrillic alphabet to break cultural links with Turkey and Iran. Putin�s statement in August 2014 that the �Kazakhs never had possessed a state before Nazarbayev built it� reflected Moscow�s disdainful sentiment toward Central Asia though it aimed to compliment Nazarbayev�s regime.71 The Kazakh president had earlier made similar statements himself, but in light of Russia�s challenge to the statehood of Ukraine, he did not welcome Putin�s comments. In October 2014 Nazarbayev announced that throughout 2015 the country would be celebrating 550 years of statehood, looking back to the fifteenth-century rise of the Kazakh Khanate despite its somewhat arbitrary connection to modern Kazakhstan.72

SOFT POWER

As with the Baltic States and Ukraine, Russia�s soft power in Central Asia stems primarily from the presence of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers, from economic ties, and from a dose of Soviet nostalgia especially among the older generation�all factors that are in fact legacies of the Soviet era. In Kazakhstan, Russia�s soft power has been influential because of the sizable Russian population and the generally cooperative orientation toward Moscow of the country�s leadership. Kyrgyzstan�s general vulnerability predisposes it toward Russian influence, which is furthermore welcomed by Bishkek. These factors are to a certain degree counterbalanced by a strong nationalist element among some of the newly emerged Kazakh and Kyrgyz elites. Tajikistan�s favorable stance toward Moscow and general state weakness likewise predispose it toward Russian influence, yet there is little public information on Russian policies and programs in the country. Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, due to the closed nature of their regimes and societies, are least susceptible to Russian soft power and influence over their domestic politics but are not completely immune to it.
In Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan the Russian language has a special status enshrined in the constitution as an �officially used language,�73 while the Tajik constitution designates Russian as the �language of interethnic communication.�74 In Kazakhstan, there are more than 3.5 million ethnic Russians, and three-quarters of them do not speak any Kazakh. In addition, as seen in the interviews, Russian is the native language of people of mixed ethnic background and even of many urban members of the titular nation. In Kazakhstan in 2000 about 1.6 million school students (51 percent of the total) were studying in the Kazakh language, and 1.5 million (45 percent) in Russian. The government started to promote the national language in the 2000s, but this did not harm Russian speakers�there are around two thousand Russian schools in the country. Kyrgyzstan made Russian an �official language� in 2000, although a 2004 law stipulated that all state officials must know the Kyrgyz language.75 In Tajikistan, due to the Russian military presence and strong economic dependence on Russian financial aid, the state has not introduced any nationalist policies to weaken the role of the Russian language, as it did with the language of the Uzbek minority,76 though in 2009 legislation stipulated that all government documents were to be published in Tajik only. Nevertheless, due to the civil war some 200,000 of the 388,500 Russians had fled the country by 1993 and the remainder now constitute less than 1 percent of the population, leading to a significant decline of the Russian language. In contrast to the other three Central Asian states, in Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan the Russian language lost its privileged position in the early 1990s as governments distanced themselves from their Soviet past and focused on nation building and promoting a cultural renaissance of the titular nations. In Uzbekistan the Russian language does not have any official status since 1995, though it remains in use in Tashkent. In Turkmenistan, all state officials have been required to speak Turkmen since 1992.77
Despite this being a predominantly Muslim (albeit not highly practicing) region, the local Russian Orthodox Church also plays an influential role, in part due to its ties with Russia and the presence of Russian minorities,78 the only possible exception being Turkmenistan. Across the region, the church is considered to be most influential in Kazakhstan. In 2009, Orthodoxy was the second most widely practiced religion there and about 26 percent of Kazakhstani citizens identified themselves as Orthodox.79 As several scholars note, the church�s relative success can be largely explained by the considerable support of President Nazarbayev and other state officials.80 For instance, in 2010 Nazarbayev was awarded a high church honor by Russian Patriarch Kirill for his approval of and political assistance for the construction of the Uspensky Cathedral in Astana.81 Nazarbayev stated in 2013 that �Islam and Orthodoxy are foundations of national spirituality� in Kazakhstan.82 Astana�s support for the Russian Orthodox Church is surprising in light of the fact that overall since 2011 there has been a trend of less tolerance for and more state control of religion, following a law that obliged official reregistration of all religious communities. This perhaps can be explained by the fact that the Russian Orthodox Church has desisted from challenging political regimes in Central Asia, unlike some regional Islamic movements. The trend has been similar in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan where since 2009 checks on religious communities have increased, including on Orthodox Christians. In Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, the Russian Orthodox Church has the least influence, since these most autocratic states of the region have considerably limited its role.83
The influence of Russian big business has been most notable in Kazakhstan, though Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are overall dependent on Russian economic aid. In Kazakhstan, the most notable Russian business interests are energy companies.84 The Russian oil company Lukoil owns 15 percent of Kazakhstan�s Karachaganak Petroleum Operating Company, which develops the Karachaganak oil and gas field, and 5 percent (through its subsidiary Lukarco) of Tengizchevroil, which operates the Tengiz oil field. Russian pipeline operator Transneft owns 31 percent of the Caspian Pipeline Consortium, which transports Kazakh oil to Russia.85 Nazarbayev emphasized the importance of continued future cooperation between Russia and Kazakhstan in the oil and gas sphere at the Eleventh Russia-Kazakhstan Interregional Cooperation Forum in September 2014.86 However, in the other Central Asian states, Russian companies and business interests have faced some pushback. The failure of Russian oligarch Oleg Deripaska�s company RusAl (Russian Aluminum) to gain a foothold in Tajikistan is one example of this. In 2004 RusAl sought to make a deal with the Tajik government to construct a hydroelectric plant in exchange for letting RusAl privatize an aluminum plant.87 In 2007, however, the Tajik government claimed that RusAl had not lived up to the agreement by failing to provide adequate financing and terminated the deal, saying it would build its own hydroelectric plant and preserve ownership of the aluminum plant.88
As in other post-Soviet regions, the element of nostalgia for some Soviet features, such as a strong state, social security, education, and industrialization, is still widely persistent among various sections of society and serves as another form of Russia�s soft power in Central Asia. In Kazakhstan this nostalgia stems from the fact that the government�s moderate �Kazakhization� of the country since the 2000s, coupled with the transition to market economies, has resulted in growing economic inequality and social discontent, so that a number of Kazakhs and various minorities feel a longing for the simpler Soviet times.89 A 2005 survey of some fifteen hundred Kazakhs regarding their assessment of current and Soviet government showed that 50 percent �strongly agreed� that Soviet government �responded to citizens� needs� and only 10 percent �strongly disagreed,� while 48 percent �strongly disagreed� that Kazakhstani government responds to citizens� needs and only 9 percent �strongly agreed.�90 In some respects, Kazakhstan�s participation in political and economic unions with Russia and Belarus, like the revival of many Soviet practices in the CIS, can be viewed as a form of �neo-Sovietism.�91 In fact, a 2013 a survey of Kazakhstani citizens also demonstrated that one of the reasons for the high popular approval of the EEU (68 percent) was �nostalgia for Soviet Union.�92 However, since the 2014 events in Ukraine the EEU is being increasingly criticized by the national opposition and the Kazakhstani population.93 Overall, among the Central Asian states, Russia�s soft power has been successful in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan without significant efforts on the part of Moscow thanks to the prevalence of the Russian language, the presence of the Russian Orthodox Church, Russian economic influence, and nostalgia for the Soviet era.

HUMANITARIAN POLICIES

While Moscow has not actively pursued humanitarian policies to protect Central Asia�s Russian-speaking minorities as it tried to do in the Baltic States, it has engaged in humanitarian aid and peacekeeping operations, particularly in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. According to the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs the total humanitarian aid to the region during 2010 to 2014 was estimated at $4.5 billion, with the largest share of assistance going to those two countries. For instance, in 2013, Russia was the largest donor to Tajikistan, providing financial and economic aid such as debt restructuring, nontariff energy supplies, and humanitarian aid including food products.94 The most significant Russian peacekeeping operations in Central Asia took place during the Tajik civil war of 1992�97. However, Russia�s peacekeeping role was not without controversy. In 1992, the Garmis and Pamiris, underrepresented clans or regional groups that included both liberal democratic reformists and Islamists, formed an opposition and rose up against the government of the Leninbadi and Kulyabi regional groups that had been in power since the Soviet era.95 Russia and Uzbekistan got involved in the conflict on the side of the government militias while the opposition turned to the Tajik diaspora in Afghanistan for refuge and allegedly to Iran for financial support.96 In 1993 Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan created the CIS Collective Peacekeeping Force, but as in the case of Russia�s peacekeeping in Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, most of the troops were Russian. In Tajikistan the troops were drawn from the Russian 201st Motorized Rifle Division, which had been present in the country since 1945.97 On the one hand, Moscow�s efforts contributed to the achievement of a peace accord in 1997 and the pacification of the country; on the other hand, there was some international and domestic criticism that Moscow had used its twenty-five-thousand-strong peacekeeping forces to establish a zone of influence in Tajikistan.98 At that time, Yeltsin announced that �withdrawing Russian troops from Tajikistan would mean leaving a whole nation to perish, something that Russia would not accept.�99 In 2004 despite Tashkent�s resistance, Russia created a permanent military base in Tajikistan for this peacekeeping force with the stated goal of preserving stability in the country.100 The base remained Russia�s second largest military presence abroad (after its Black Sea Fleet in Sevastopol) with a military contingent of seven thousand people (some 20 percent of whom are now permanent residents of Tajikistan) focused on monitoring Tajikistan�s border with Afghanistan and on illegal militarized groups.101
In contrast to Tajikistan, Russia evaded peacekeeping operations in the 2010 ethnic clashes in southern Kyrgyzstan between Uzbek and Kyrgyz populations despite a public request from Kyrgyzstan�s interim government. At the time, President Dmitry Medvedev quickly rejected the idea of sending in troops, explaining that Russia did not want to intervene into Kyrgyzstan�s �internal affair.�102 In reality, Moscow�s ambivalence toward the conflict stemmed from the fact that Russian interests were not at stake, from the persistent international criticism of Russia�s recent actions in the Georgian war, and probably from a desire not to antagonize the lukewarm ally Uzbekistan. Naturally this raised many eyebrows and much criticism in view of Russia�s �humanitarian� intervention in Georgia just two years earlier and its assistance to Tajikistan in 1992�97.103

COMPATRIOT POLICIES

Russia has pursued compatriot policies to different extents and with varying success in the five Central Asian states, owing to their different responses to Russian policies and their different overall relationships with Moscow. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan have the most cooperative relations with Moscow and thus they have accepted (if not quite welcomed) Russian compatriot policies. However, as the interviews and profiles of young Central Asians show, the region�s ethnic Russians and Russian speakers do not have uniform views on Russia and do not necessarily perceive themselves as compatriots. Kazakhstan�s large Russian minority of some nearly 3.7 million people (21 percent of the total population) is concentrated in two regions bordering Russia: North Kazakhstan, where they are just over 50 percent of the regional population, and Kostanay, where they number nearly 43 percent.104 As the cases of Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, Estonia, and Latvia have shown, Russia has been best able to exploit compatriots for purposes of reimperialization when they are concentrated in territories on Russian borders. However, compatriot policies have had little notable success in Kazakhstan apart from resettlement of Russians back to the motherland.
In Kazakhstan, the Russian minority sought a foothold in domestic politics in the early 1990s. In 1994 Lad, a political party representing the interests of that group, won 80 percent of the seats in regional elections in cities with large Russian populations such as Temirtau, Aksu, Stepnoy, Rudny, and Ust-Kamenogorsk. This political success, along with the mere presence of a large Russian minority on the border with Russia, raised some concern for Nazarbayev�s government. In seeming response, in 1995 a presidential decree created an Assembly of the People to represent nontitular ethnic groups.105 However, it is largely considered to be an ineffective bureaucratic organization that does not genuinely represent minorities. In any case, Lad has since lost its political prominence in the face of government pressure and the division of the party into two branches in 2004.106 However, the number of organizations representing ethnic Russians and Russian speakers has consistently increased from the 1990s to 2014, when there were thirty-eight organizations working to preserve Slavic culture, �interethnic stability,� and Cossack traditions,107 among them the Association of Russian, Slavic, and Cossack Organizations and the Russkaya Obshchina (Russian Community). Arguably due to Astana�s pressure, however, they tend to take a moderate approach in their efforts to promote Russian identity, despite their possible hidden political objectives, collaborating with the Kazakhstani Ministry of Culture and promoting the Kazakh language in addition to Russian. Organizations like the Eastern Kazakhstan Regional Society of Slavic Culture and the Russian Cultural Center promote Russian culture.108 In 2014, the Russian government�s Russkiy Mir Foundation had ten branches in Central Asia�three in Kazakhstan, three in Kyrgyzstan, and four in Tajikistan. Kazakhstan�s Russkiy Mir offices�located in Astana and the cities of Aktobe and Ust-Kamenogorsk�were founded in 2008 in close cooperation with the Presidential Center of Culture of Kazakhstan.109
The Russian minorities in Tajikistan (34,000, or 1 percent of the population) and Kyrgyzstan (420,000, or 8 percent) are much smaller than in Kazakhstan, but compatriot organizations are likewise active.110 In Tajikistan, the Coordinating Council of Russian Compatriots (formerly Russkaya Obshchina) works with various Russian cultural organizations including those of Crimea�s Tatars and Georgia�s Ossetians who are also counted as �compatriots.� According to the council, there are eleven Russian organizations in Dushanbe, two in Khatlon region, and one in Sogd region.111 Kyrgyzstan, being both the most politically liberal Central Asian state and one that has close relations with Russia, has a much higher number of associations that promote Russian language and culture. The most prominent is the Slavic Fund, but there are more than twenty-five registered organizations representing the Russian minority such as Russkiy Soyuz (Russian Union) and the Compatriot Guild Association.112 The Cossack community is an East Slavic semimilitary group living across Ukraine, Russia, and parts of Central Asia that preserves close ties to Cossacks in Siberia. In Kazakhstan it includes the Semirechiye Cossacks in the south and center, whose leader was arrested in the 1990s for organizing marches and rallies favoring separatism; the Ural Union of Cossacks in the west; and the Union of Cossacks of the Gorky Line in the north and east.113 The Cossacks are quite numerous in Kyrgyzstan, and have their cultural center Vozrozhdeniye (Rebirth), which also publishes Slavyanskiye Vesti (Slav News), in Bishkek.114
In 2014, a highly controversial event for international compatriot youth took place in Kyrgyzstan: a patriotic and military camp targeting Russian youths from former Soviet republics, �Soyuz 2014�Victory�s Heirs,� that included representatives from all Central Asian states except for Turkmenistan.115 Most of the participating Russian or Russian-speaking high-school students belonged to military sports teams: Kazakhstan�s Albatros Youth Military-Patriotic Club from Kostanay, three teams from Kyrgyzstan (the Rodina Sport-Military Club, Veterans of the Kyrgyzstan Air Force, the Edelveis Military-Patriotic Club), and Uzbekistan�s national freestyle wrestling team, as well as individuals from Tajikistan.116 This was the eighth annual Soyuz gathering held in the post-Soviet space.117 The camp offers military training to the participants, including in information warfare, as well as teaching a Moscow-approved version of history.118 The camps are funded by private companies but officially supported and organized by the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation, the Russian State Duma, the CIS intergovernmental military alliance CSTO, a patriotic organization aimed at consolidating Russian speakers abroad called Doblest Otechestva (Prowess of the Fatherland), and sports organization the Russian All-Round Fighting National League.119 The event reflects Russia�s growing efforts to militarize its compatriot populations. While one of organizers of the Soyuz camp, Oleg Bakanach, explains its purpose in innocent-sounding terms��after the dissolution of the USSR, with the achievement of independence, the republics started to regress and grow distant from each other. This led us to the idea of organizing military-patriotic gatherings that would unite youth under the idea of internationalism.�120 In reality, however, the camp has a record of recruiting youths from post-Soviet states to Russian higher military academies.121
Unlike Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, both Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan have resisted Russian compatriot policies and organizations. In Turkmenistan the Russian population is small, totaling under 150,000 (less than 3 percent of the population) in 2007. As seen in the interviews, some ethnic Turkmens are Russian speakers though the numbers are declining. In 1999, Turkmenistan�s President Niyazov stated that he would not recognize any Russian-based associations, and in 2001 he even banned all Russian cultural events, declaring them �contrary to the spirit of Turkmen people.�122 Leaders of Russkaya Obshchina in Turkmenistan have been persecuted and the government refused to officially register the organization.123 Since President Berdymukhamedov came to power at the end of 2006, the hard line against Russian compatriot activities has eased somewhat though there is very little information about these activities.124 Uzbekistan�s Russian population is likewise small, numbering only 800,000 in 2007 (3 percent of the population).125 However, the Russian embassy in Tashkent in 2009 counted 1 million Russian compatriots in Uzbekistan including 200,000�300,000 Bashkirs and Tatars. Half of the Russian minority lives in Tashkent (around 400,000), and most of the rest lives in the city of Samarkand, Navoy and Bukhar regions, and the Fergana valley. The Uzbek government is generally cautious about Moscow-driven Russian compatriot activities, and instead, since 1994 it has directly supported the largest nongovernmental organization of its kind in the country, the Russian Cultural Center of Tashkent, which organizes cultural festivals and has twenty-four offices across the country.126
Russia�s compatriot resettlement program has had some success in Central Asia. Unlike with other Russian compatriot policies, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan were not directly opposed to this Russian initiative, perhaps because Uzbekistan�s leadership focused on nation-state building based on the titular nationality and Tajikistan had a very small Russian population to begin with. Kazakhstan, with the largest Russian minority, has had the largest number of people participating. According to the Russian Federal Migration Service, in the period 2006 to December 2013, the resettlement program has been most popular in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan with 41,308 and 29,194 individuals resettled to Russia respectively, while Tajikistan (13,571) and Kyrgyzstan (8,557) have had smaller numbers.127 In 2011 the program gained momentum in Kazakhstan and the number of participants doubled.128 The most active Kazakhstani cities in the program include Karaganda and Temirtau (Karaganda region), Petropavlovsk (North Kazakhstan region), Ust-Kamenogorsk (East Kazakhstan region), and Semei (East Kazakhstan region), with participants citing limited opportunities to use the Russian language as the main motive for resettlement. In contrast, in Tajikistan and the rest of the Central Asian states, and as with the resettlement of ethnic Armenians from that country (see Chapter 7), half of the people who want to take part in the resettlement program are ethnic Tajiks who want to acquire Russian citizenship and move to Russia primarily for economic reasons and because of marginalization of the Russian language and lack of Russian schools.129 As noted earlier, many Tajiks in Russia are migrant workers and legalizing their status via the compatriot program is appealing. Nonetheless, considering that the Central Asian states, unlike Armenia, have not objected to Russian resettlement programs, the numbers of Central Asian returnees to Russia since the 2000s have been relatively small in comparison to their total population. Overall, outside of resettlement programs, Russian compatriot policies have not been welcomed in Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan and have thus had limited success. Moscow�s compatriot efforts have been more successful with Kazakhstan�s large Russian minority as well as in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan despite these countries� small Russian population.

PASSPORTIZATION

While Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan have been somewhat open to Russian compatriot policies, all Central Asian countries have eventually rejected Russian passportization and dual citizenship efforts with the sole exception of Tajikistan. The Central Asian states along with Belarus have seemingly been more successful than Estonia, Ukraine, and Georgia, which have also tried to resist Russian passportization efforts, due to the more authoritarian nature of their regimes. Only Tajikistan has an agreement with Russia on dual citizenship, with some seventy-five thousand Tajiks having acquired Russian citizenship.130 This exceptional position of Dushanbe can be explained by the country�s dependence on remittances, negligible Russian minority, and particularly Russia�s leverage over the country: peacekeeping in the Tajik civil war 1992�97, humanitarian aid, and a sizable military base on its territory.131
Turkmenistan
In contrast, while Turkmenistan also signed an agreement on dual citizenship with Yeltsin in 1993, the good will did not last and Ashgabat generally discouraged Russia�s passportization of Turkmens.132 In 2003, Putin and Niyazov officially terminated the agreement, a concession by Putin, who argued that all ethnic Russians who wanted to emigrate from Turkmenistan to Russia had already done so.133 However, in reality Russia was looking to placate Ashgabat and get access to Turkmen gas. The turn-about was driven by the gas deal struck between Moscow and Ashgabat by which Russia was to receive almost all Turkmen gas exports. In return for its gas, Turkmenistan was allowed to terminate dual citizenship on its territory. Subsequently Niyazov gave an ultimatum to Turkmens with dual citizenship (some thirty to fifty thousand) to choose one of the two nationalities within two months.134 As a result emigration of Russians from Turkmenistan sharply increased.135 Following an intervention by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Turkmenistan agreed that only new applicants would not have the right to dual citizenship, thus exempting existing Russian citizenship holders.136 However, in September 2008, possibly in response to the Russo-Georgian war in August, new President Berdymukhamedov introduced a new constitution that again stated that �citizens of Turkmenistan cannot have citizenship of another state,� and gave a five-year grace period to choose between citizenships.137
Moscow�s 2003 gas deal with Ashgabat demonstrated the cynicism of its policies toward its diaspora. Russia has sought to �protect� and passportize Russian minorities in Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, and the Baltic States when it suited its foreign policy goals but abandoned these policies when this was less convenient. In fact, if Russia had really wanted to protect or passportize its compatriots it should have been above all in Turkmenistan, where conditions for Russians were most difficult. Starting from 1992 Russians have been gradually removed from the public sector. By 2001�2, most Russian schools were closed (with the exception of one Russian high school opened in Ashgabat in 2002 during a visit by Putin), and all educational institutions were obliged to use Turkmen as their language of instruction. Head of Russia�s Central Asia program of the Human Rights Center �Memorial� Vitaliy Ponomarev said in 2013 that the Moscow-Ashgabat gas deal was interpreted as an act of betrayal of Turkmenistan�s Russians, with anti-Moscow sentiments running high and �even portraits of Putin were burned in front of the Russian embassy.�138
Kazakhstan
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgyzstan have firmly resisted Russian passportization policies from the start and in fact have made dual citizenship illegal. In Kazakhstan, when Moscow raised the issue in 1993�94, Nazarbayev decisively rejected dual citizenship.139 In May 1994 a Russian delegation headed by the chairman of the Committee on Citizenship of the Russian Federation, Abdullah Mikitayev, visited Kazakhstan to discuss dual citizenship but Almaty rejected even such discussion. It seems that if Moscow was pushing the dual citizenship agenda in order to gain leverage over Kazakhstan, Almaty rejected the idea for the very same reason. Nazarbayev�s government minced no words and explained that dual citizenship was a threat to nation-state building and an opportunity for Moscow to interfere in the country�s internal affairs.140 In 1994, using a remark by Kazakh poet Olzhas Suleimenov, Nazarbayev compared dual citizenship with giving parachutes only to half the passengers in an airplane, instead of checking it to ensuring its proper functioning: that would be the effect of focusing on the Russian minority rather than building the Kazakh state.141
In 1995, Moscow and Almaty signed two treaties that addressed issues of citizens of each country living in the other, and the acquisition by Russian citizens of Kazakh citizenship.142 To some extent these treaties addressed the interests of Russians in Kazakhstan and introduced a variety of favorable conditions and concessions for Russian citizens there. To put an end to the question of dual citizenship, in 1995 Article 10 was added to the constitution of Kazakhstan stating: �Foreign citizenship of a citizen of the Republic shall not be recognized.�143 In 2014 Kazakhstani Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs Samat Ordabayev emphasized that the grand integration project of the EEU of Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan would not have any legal consequences for citizens of Kazakhstan such as the introduction of common citizenship.144 Nonetheless, it is likely that some degree of dual citizenship exists among the Russian minority. There are occasional mentions in the Kazakhstani press that illegal acquisition of Russian passports is popular in the North Kazakhstan region, but no official statistics are given.145
In Uzbekistan, the 1992 Law on Citizenship established nonrecognition of any other citizenships of Uzbek citizens and this has remained unchanged.146 Kyrgyzstan�s position has become more ambiguous, with the introduction in 2007 of a citizenship law that theoretically recognizes possession of another citizenship, but only if international agreements exist with the country concerned.147 It is likely that Russia�s efforts at passportization and information warfare have been more cautious in autocratic Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan so as not to jeopardize ties with the strongmen leaders.

INFORMATION WARFARE

As in much of the post-Soviet space, Russian media have a strong presence in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, but the Uzbekistan and particularly the Turkmenistan governments try to severely limit them. As in Ukraine, the Baltic States, and elsewhere, in Central Asia the local media have trouble competing with Russian media not only among ethnic Russians or Russian speakers but also among the broader population due to their more limited resources, less exciting programming, and shorter track record, and the persistent popularity of Russian pop culture.148 Following the announcement of the launch of the new Russian international media project Sputnik with offices in all ex-communist states except Turkmenistan,149 Sputnik Kyrgyzstan started its work in December 2014 with its head, Yelena Cheremenina, stating that Russia is Kyrgyzstan�s strategic partner and given Kyrgyzstan�s accession to the EEU there was a need to tell people what is �happening in the country.�150 This was somewhat surprising considering that some members of the Kyrgyz and other Central Asian elites had already expressed concern over the dominance of the Russian media. The chief of staff of the former interim government, Edil Baisalov, wrote an op-ed in 2014 about the pervasiveness of Russian propaganda in Kyrgyzstan which, he declared, inspired ill-considered and irrational lawmaking and encouraged homophobia. In Kyrgyzstan the Russian-state run Channel One is already the second most watched TV channel, after the country�s national broadcaster OTRK.151
Likewise, in 2013 Kazakhstan�s former Secretary of State Marat Tazhin urged modernization of local mass media and an increase in its appeal to people.152 In 2014, according to polls, 50 percent of the Kazakhstani population regularly watched Russian TV channels, with 38 percent of them choosing Russian state-owned channel RTR-Planeta, which broadcasts programs of the Rossiya channel to the post-Soviet space.153 Polls also indicate that the most watched TV channel in Kazakhstan is Pervyi Kanal �Euraziya� (Channel One Eurasia), which rebroadcasts TV programs and news of Russia�s Channel One.154 This widespread reliance on Russian TV, print, and online media colors the views of the Kazakhstani population especially on foreign policy. In 2014, a survey conducted by the Center for Social and Political Research Strategy demonstrated that 61 percent of those surveyed supported Russian policy in Ukraine, only 5 percent supported Ukraine, and the rest were undecided.155 Moreover, of the 31 percent of respondents who named Russian mass media as their primary source of information, 84 percent supported Russia and only 4 percent did not do so. Interestingly, in response to a question about whether respondents believed in the possibility that Russia could use military force against Kazakhstan, 57 percent said �no,� 28 percent answered �more no than yes,� 8 percent could not give an answer, and only 7 percent indicated �yes� and �more yes than no.�156
In Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan Russian cable TV channels also remain popular, even in the most remote villages where people have installed satellites (despite official but not very efficient resistance from the Turkmen and Uzbek governments).157 Uzbekistan�s official policy restricts broadcasting in the Russian language and the state tries to ban some Russian channels deemed to show improper content.158 Uzbekistan has consistently shut down mainstream Russian TV channels such as the business news channel RBK and entertainment channels such as REN TV, TNT, and Domashniy.159 However, even the most rural Uzbekistani population still has wide access to Russian television channels through satellites, as President Karimov has himself confirmed.160 Though the authoritarian regimes and the lesser regard for freedom of expression and diverse opinions has given Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan more room for countering the influence of Russian media, their efforts have not been entirely successful.
Unlike Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, the Baltics, and Armenia, the Central Asian countries have not faced a concerted information warfare campaign by the Russian mainstream media regarding the conditions of the region�s Russian minorities. There has even been little coverage of the actual tough minority policies that Turkmenistan has pursued. From the 1990s to the 2010s there has only been sporadic, low-profile coverage of compatriot issues. For instance, in 1995 the Kazakh authorities detained for three months Nikolai Gunkin, leader of the Semirechye Cossacks who were calling for North Kazakhstan�s secession, on account of unauthorized rallies in Almaty. Russian television broadcast Gunkin�s outlandish allegations that Kazakhstan was a �fascist state� that engaged in �genocide of Russians.�161 The publicity around Gunkin�s case garnered some attention to Cossack nationalist claims but the story quickly subsided. Apart from traditional media outlets, Russian actors also take advantage of Central Asia�s internet space. Websites such as those of the Russian Center for Terrorist Threat Analysis, headed by former deputies of the Russian Duma, which in 2013 registered an office in Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan�s �Eurasians�the New Wave� organization intensively propagate anti-American conspiracy theories and encourage integration of Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan into the EEU.162
Since Russia�s annexation of Crimea in 2014, the situation has remained largely unchanged, though comparisons have been drawn on both sides between Crimea and North Kazakhstan. In October 2014, the independent Russian website Meduza published a reportage on the poor conditions of Russian speakers in Kazakhstan. The story also contained interviews with representatives of Russian and Kazakhstani organizations such as Russkiy Mir, Lad, and Russkaya Obshchina who were convinced that East Kazakhstan�s history was similar to that of Crimea. �As Putin said, we were given away [by Russia] like a sack of potatoes,� said Oleg Navozov of Lad. He was backed up by Oleg Maslennikov from Kazakhstan�s branch of Russkaya Obshchina: �I have no idea why Lenin came up with the idea of giving away Rudny Altai [a territory in eastern Kazakhstan],� referring to Lenin�s demarcation of Kazakhstan�s borders. The reportage was immediately blocked on the territory of Kazakhstan.163 Apart from such sporadic incidents, perhaps to avoid upsetting relations with the Central Asian states and their leaders, Moscow has largely refrained from information warfare campaigns on the treatment of Russian minorities.
Russia did, however, launch a campaign against one regional leader, Kyrgyz President Bakiyev, that contributed to his ousting from power in 2010 and serves as an example of the possible outcomes of Russia�s targeted propaganda in Central Asia. The 2010 protests against Bakiyev were primarily driven by domestic factors, namely the public�s dissatisfaction with nationwide corruption and deteriorating standards of living, but in that general context, Russian media had a powerful effect that was highly destabilizing to the Bakiyev regime.164 Bakiyev�s relations with Moscow deteriorated in 2009 when the Kyrgyz leader, against Russia�s wishes, decided not only to prolong the U.S. lease on the Manas air base but also to approve building along with the Americans a new military training center in southern Kyrgyzstan.165 In response, in March 2010 Russia increased tariffs on energy exports to Kyrgyzstan, while the Russian mass media started an anti-Bakiyev campaign that significantly added to the negative sentiments toward the government among Kyrgyzstanis who received much of their information from Russian cable TV channels.166 The criticism of Bakiyev resounded both in strongly pro�Russian government media such as the newspaper Izvestiya and the NTV channel, and in relatively independent outlets such as online Gazeta.ru and radio station Moscow Echo. The reports told of the corruption and clientelism of Bakiyev�s regime (especially involving Bakiyev�s son Maxim Bakiyev) and its close and allegedly unseemly relationship with the United States, and raised accusations of Bakiyev�s alleged involvement in the notorious murder of Kyrgyz journalist and regime critic Gennadiy Pavluk in 2009.167 Bakiyev was also compared to Turkmenistan�s deceased dictator, President Niyazov.168 Although there has not been direct evidence that Russia participated in a deliberate campaign to force Bakiyev out or that the Russian media campaign was decisive in his ousting, there have been reports of meetings of Russian representatives with the Kyrgyz opposition. After the revolution, Russia was the first country to offer financial aid and to recognize the interim Kyrgyz government that came to power after Bakiyev fled the country.169 Overall, Russia�s information warfare campaign in Kyrgyzstan has been the exception rather than the rule in Central Asia and Moscow�s calls for compatriot protection have also been more muted in this region than elsewhere.

PROTECTION OF COMPATRIOTS

While there has been a discernible increase in Russian media reports on the Russian diaspora in Central Asia and support for Russian compatriot and cultural organizations across the region since the 2010s, there have been no official calls from the Russian government to �protect� these people. In fact, the only calls for �protection� occurred in the early 1990s under Yeltsin�s administration and were met with such a firm rebuff that the Putin administration has chosen its words more carefully.
In general, in the early 1990s Moscow was not overly concerned with Russian compatriots in Central Asia and lacked any consistent strategy (see Chapter 3). Only a couple of notable episodes of Moscow�s expressed concern took place in the 1993 to 1995 period. In 1993, Moscow�s efforts to create a new currency zone that excluded Central Asian states was at best ill received in Kazakhstan and interpreted as a betrayal at worst, thereby contributing to anti-Russian sentiments and rumors of violence.170 In 1993, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Shokhin commented on the alleged anti-Russian violence in Kazakhstan: �Russia has sufficient means of responding to bullying methods of �people�s diplomacy� to make the �architects� of this policy regret it.� Russia can and will defend its current interests.�171 Nazarbayev made his famous response, comparing Moscow�s protection of Russians in Kazakhstan to Hitler�s support of Sudeten Germans.172 Subsequently, Russian Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev and Deputy Defense Minister Boris Gromov visited Almaty in November 1993 but Nazarbayev refused to meet them personally, delegating the foreign minister and the prime minister instead. Kozyrev presented a memorandum on the situation of Russians in Kazakhstan commenting on the Russian language policy, the Cossacks, Russian education and culture, and the status of Russian military personnel, and made a public statement of Moscow�s support for dual citizenship. Kazakhstani Prime Minister Sergey Tereshchenko responded that �all citizens of Kazakhstan enjoyed equal rights and protection of the law.� To make the situation more awkward, eccentric Russian politician Vladimir Zhirinovsky promised in 1993 and during his 1996 presidential election campaign to grant Russian citizenship to all Russians in former Soviet republics. Nazarbayev responded by saying that this type of statement �under the pretext of protecting Russian-speaking population, sow discord between our countries.� Our task is to protect Russians as well as other ethnic groups who live in Kazakhstan.�173 Nazarbayev�s political party also issued a statement calling upon �democratic forces [in Russia] to rebuff such defenders of the Russian people�s interests.�174 Additionally, government authorities organized leaders of industrial plants in the city of Semipalatinsk (where there is a large population of ethnic Russians) to send a telegram to Yeltsin condemning Zhirinovsky.175
While Putin�s regime fought two wars in Georgia and Ukraine over the �protection� of Russian compatriots, in Central Asia, at least in official discourse, Putin has shown more pragmatism and diplomacy over the compatriot question. For instance, early in his tenure, when Putin met with leaders of compatriot organizations in Astana in October 2000, he emphasized that existing Russian agreements with Kazakhstan ensured satisfactory conditions for the Russian diaspora population and called only for promoting Russian culture and language.176 Although the head of Kazakhstan�s branch of Russkaya Obshchina, Yuri Bunakov, called for the return of Russians from Kazakhstan to Russia, Putin steered the conversation to positive opportunities and assured that Kazakhstani authorities were not interested in Russians leaving the country.177 Putin�s official discourse on the issue of protecting Russian compatriots has been muted for the same reason that Moscow has been hesitant to aggressively push compatriot or passportization policies in the region. Openly antagonizing strongman leaders in Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan is unlikely to yield results in these closed societies and authoritarian states. In contrast, in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan Moscow can wield a freer hand, but these countries are in any case loyal to Russia so that the pretext of compatriot protection is unnecessary to exert influence.

SEPARATISM AND SECESSION MOVEMENTS

Among the Central Asian states only Kazakhstan has the large, concentrated population of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers along the border with Russia that could favor separatist or secessionist movements. While Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan have become Russia�s de facto protectorates, only Kazakhstan faces imminent risks implied by the reimperialization trajectory. The risk of separatism in Kazakhstan has persisted from the 1990s and Nazarbayev has consistently tried to counter it. For instance, in 1994, a survey showed that 42 percent of the population in East Kazakhstan and 37 percent in North Kazakhstan believed that these border regions should be part of Russia.178 In general, during the 1990s Russians in Kazakhstan remained oriented toward Russia: a United States Information Agency survey in 1997 showed that 66 percent of Kazakhstan�s Russians favored the idea of a closer union with Russia compared to only 35 percent of Kazakhs.179 In response to these pro-Russian sentiments among the Russian minority, the Kazakhstani government introduced an �administrative rationalization� program in 1997 that redrew the boundaries of regions, merging northern Russian-populated regions with neighboring ones to diffuse the Russian population.180 Nazarbayev�s most drastic move to secure the northern regions was in 1998 when he transferred the nation�s capital from southern Almaty to northern Astana.181 Manifestations of separatism have been dealt swift blows by the government. In one prominent episode in 1999, in the city of Ust-Kamenogorsk with about 67 percent Russian population, twenty-two people were accused of pro-Russian separatism and arrested.182 Twelve of them were Russian citizens led by Viktor Kazimirchuk of the Rus� patriotic movement who tried to organize a referendum for East Kazakhstan to become an autonomous region of Russia. They were convicted of organizing �terroristic acts.�183
In the lead-up to Russia�s annexation of Crimea and the declaration of a Cossack separatist �people�s republic� in eastern Ukraine in 2014, the Kazakhstani government took a stricter approach as separatist rhetoric increased. In February 2014, the Kazakhstani media reported that Cossacks from the eastern part of the country wanted to fight on the side of the Crimean separatists. These pro-Russian sentiments were attributed to the work of the Russian Eurasian Youth Union, formed by the chief Russian promoter of Eurasianism, Alexander Dugin, when one of its members, Pavel Zarifullin, said in an interview that Kazakhstani members of the union �actively support idea of Russian empire and that the outcome of the Crimean incident will be decisive in the development of whole Eurasian world.�184 In April 2014, such sentiments were indirectly echoed in an interview with Viktor Sharonov, one of the leaders of the Kazakhstan Cossacks: �In terms of the immutability of state borders� talking about some actions as being fixed for eternity is simply incorrect.� Then what right would the Scots have to hold a referendum on separating from Great Britain?�185 Earlier that month, Kazakhstan introduced criminal penalties for separatism in a revised version of the country�s criminal code.186
At the same time, Russia-Kazakhstani relations became more complicated when Russia�s nationalist groups started calling for a revival of the Russian Empire. In February 2014, Russia�s popular extreme left political activist Eduard Limonov called for outright annexation of northern Kazakhstan.187 Four days later, Russian Ambassador to Kazakhstan Mikhail Bocharnikov tried to defuse the situation, describing Limonov as �a marginal social network figure,� and said there was no need to comment on his statements.188 Likewise, in April 2014 the Chairman of the Supreme Council of the Republic of Khakassia (part of the Russian Federation and close to northern Kazakhstan), Vladimir Shtygashev, said that �the East Kazakhstan region or Rudny Altai was always a part of Russia� and that in total we ceded five regions to Kazakhstan.�189 The Kazakh Ministry of Foreign Affairs immediately issued a statement expressing concern about �alleged Russian historical rights to eastern parts of Kazakhstan.�190 Russia responded that �irresponsible comments from Russian regional governments� did not reflect the official Russian position on Kazakhstan�s territory.191 In August 2014, Zhirinovsky reiterated that Russia should annex Kazakhstan after Ukraine.192 In light of Crimea�s recent annexation and the effort to create a �New Russia� in eastern Ukraine, it would be surprising if Moscow�s assurances, combined with simultaneous unofficial pronouncements of Russia�s claims on Kazakhstan, were implicitly believed in Astana.

In sum, given the active Russian compatriot measures in Kazakhstan and across Central Asia, all five Central Asian countries face the reimperialization trajectory. To date, though, Moscow�s policies have largely failed in Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. All Central Asian states have encountered Russia�s soft power, including compatriot activities that ranged from benign cultural support to more aggressive programs of military training for youths, propaganda campaigns, efforts at passportization, and possibly stoking of separatist movements in northern Kazakhstan. The five Central Asian states have each drawn different red lines when it came to reimperialization efforts via the Russian minority. While the regime of Kazakhstani President Nazarbayev has generally taken a pragmatic and diplomatic approach with Russia and allowed Russian cultural organizations, it has rejected passportization, calls for protection, and separatist movements. Nazarbayev�s pragmatism and the authoritarian nature of his regime have enabled him to both assuage Kazakh nationalism and find support among the ethnic minorities who perceive him as a guarantor of interethnic peace.193 As the most powerful state in Central Asia, Kazakhstan has been able to cultivate its partnership with Russia without making itself vulnerable.
Tajikistan�s and Kyrgyzstan�s positions have been much different. Both of these poor, weak states depend on Russia for economic aid and security assistance and host Russian military bases. They have been left vulnerable to much greater Russian influence despite their lack of shared borders with Russia and large Russian minority populations. Tajikistan is also the only Central Asian state to have accepted Russia�s policy of dual citizenship. Here Moscow has largely succeeded in its neo-imperial aims, and Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan that have become Russia�s dependents like Belarus and Armenia. Admittedly Moscow�s success has been only in small part if at all due to the presence of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers. Instead, as in Georgia, Moldova, and Armenia, Moscow has leveraged the vulnerability of these states, resulting from their civil wars, ethnic conflicts, and economic weakness, in order to exert influence over them. In the future, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan could likely see even greater economic, political, and security dependence on Russia.
Much of the success of those Central Asian states that have thwarted Russia�s efforts is tied to the specifics of their regimes. In contrast to Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, both Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, as the richer, more closed and authoritarian regimes of Central Asia, have been the least cooperative with Russia�s compatriot policies, rejecting Russian passportization efforts and even restricting Russian cultural initiatives. Uzbekistan and particularly Turkmenistan have been the least permeated by Russian reimperialization efforts because of the fact that they remain relatively closed to outside influence and because their autocratic regimes facilitate greater control over society. Nonetheless, the populations of both states are highly dependent on Russian media, while the appeal of the Russian World is evident from the participation even of Uzbek youths in the Soyuz military camp.
Among the Central Asian states, Kazakhstan finds itself most at risk of a challenge to its territorial integrity. This challenge is unlikely to emerge as long as Kazakhstan�s foreign policy remains in line with Moscow�s. Yet, if Kazakhstan were ever to shift its foreign policy, say, toward the West or to seek NATO membership, it could face increasing pressure from Moscow as have Ukraine, Georgia, and others. The most likely conduit for this pressure would be the Russian compatriots residing in northern Kazakhstan. A change in leadership in Kazakhstan or in any of the Central Asian states could result in a change in these states� foreign policies and their relationships with Moscow. With Kazakhstan�s Nazarbayev and Uzbekistan�s Karimov both well into their seventies and Tajikistan�s equally long-ruling Rahmon in his sixties, changes of leadership are certainly on the horizon for these states. During periods of transition, opportunities may emerge for Russian influence and interference. Some scholars have emphasized the importance of clan politics and local kinship identities in Central Asia.194 This could suggest that ethnic or clan infighting may emerge as a risk in leadership transition periods. However, while Moscow will probably try to exploit ethnic, regional, and family interest groups, this risk and the importance of clan politics are probably overstated, except as they affect Tajikistan. While discourses of local identity have been given a boost in the postindependence period, the national identities that have emerged from the Soviet period and modern Central Asian authoritarian political systems are complex and do not fall within narrow definitions of traditional clan-based societies.195 The broader Kazakh and Uzbek elites have consistently taken a nationalistic line in the last twenty years and Moscow will not have an easy time gaining significant political influence over these large, strong, energy-rich states as it has been able to do so in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. Nonetheless, in the future, as the more closed autocratic Central Asian regimes perhaps change and open up, they could become more vulnerable targets of the reimperialization trajectory, and thwarting Russia�s soft power, compatriot, information, and separatist efforts will be more difficult in more liberal societies.

CHAPTER SEVEN
Allies or Targets?
BELARUS AND ARMENIA

Belarusians and Russians are one people.
�Russian Defense Minister Sergey Ivanov, February 2006

Armenia can only live with Russia or not live at all.
�Former Russian Ambassador to Armenia Vyacheslav Kovalenko, July 2013


BELARUS AND ARMENIA have been among Russia�s closest military, political, and economic allies since the end of the Cold War. Belarus, Russia�s neighbor and so-called Slavic brother nation, in the late 1990s even considered forming a union with Russia, in which the Belarusian President Alexander Lukashenko saw himself as a possible leader and successor to Boris Yeltsin.1 Russia�s closest friend in the Caucasus, Armenia, has looked to Moscow for support in light of its troubled relationship with neighboring Turkey, which goes back to the Ottoman-led Armenian genocide of 1915�23 and the bloody ethnic war with neighboring Azerbaijan in and around Nagorno-Karabakh since the early 1990s. It may seem counterintuitive to seek to identify a Russian reimperialization trajectory toward its closest allies. The paradox lies in the contrast between the cooperative relationship of these two states with Moscow and the fact that the trajectory implies coercive means of influence that may end in aggression and even annexation. However, this analysis of Belarus and Armenia offers a unique perspective on the relevance of Moscow�s compatriot and reimperialization policies toward cooperative post-Soviet states where there is no sizable ethnic Russian minority. There is indeed something to be learned about how the reimperialization trajectory is pursued with countries that are allies versus countries such as the Baltic States and Georgia that have had more adversarial and troubled relations with Russia. While the declared Russian policies toward Belarus and Armenia have been ones of fraternity, their close relationship with and dependence upon Russia have been sources of weakness for both states and have limited their independence.2

DIVERGENT BACKGROUNDS

While Belarus and Armenia share a similar cooperative relationship with Russia, the sources of Russian influence over these two countries are different. In Belarus, it stems from a strong cultural and political affinity as well as from economic dependence. For Armenia, the perceived external security threats from Turkey and Azerbaijan are the main motive for closer relations with Moscow. However, Russia�s influence over Armenia finds some resistance due to the country�s strong and distinct cultural identity. Still, Moscow has already arguably achieved significant military, political, and economic integration of both Belarus and (albeit to a lesser degree) Armenia. �Reimperialization� may not be the best word to describe Belarusian-Russian and Armenian-Russian relations, since Minsk and Yerevan have never been lost to Moscow�s orbit of influence. Russia�s activities regarding Belarus and Armenia may best be understood as an effort to maintain the countries in its �empire.� However as the case of Ukraine has demonstrated, even a Slavic brother nation and a historic ally of Russia can become a target of reimperialization and annexation efforts. Likewise, the case of Belarus points, if not to Russian annexation, more likely to a gradual and slow merger�a process that in many ways began not only before Putin�s reign, but even before the Soviet era.3
Belarus
The dependence of Belarus and Armenia on Russia is a product of centuries of history. Indeed the so-called alliance between Belarus and Russia has long been one of vassal and master. Belarus has been under Moscow�s domination since 1772 when the Russian Empire took over territories of eastern Belarus from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. From that time, Belarus faced severe Russification policies including conversion of locals from the Greek Catholic Church to the Russian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate.4 As in Ukraine, the Baltic States, and many other countries in the tsarist empire, printing books in the local language using the Latin alphabet was outlawed and the Russian Cyrillic alphabet was imposed. During the Soviet era the pressure continued. The Belarusian population faced massive purges while the Belarusian language was Russified and stigmatized.5 The force of Sovietization and the pressure to eradicate national identity were so successful that the Belarusians were considered models of Homo Sovieticus (Soviet Man).6
President Lukashenko�s ascent to power in 1994 marked a new page in Belarusian history�but one that had an uncanny resemblance to its past. His victory in 1994 elections was unexpected and was met with mixed feelings ranging from surprise (�a president by accident�) to embarrassment at having a Soviet kolkhoznik (collective farmer) running the country. However, by gradually monopolizing the reins of power, marginalizing the opposition, and atomizing the nascent civic society, Lukashenko has secured his presidential throne for more than two decades.7 Eventually Belarus became a self-isolated terra incognita, best known for having �Europe�s last dictator.� In Lukashenko�s era, Belarusian authorities simultaneously pursued Sovietization and Russification, as the leader tried to revert to a Soviet Politburo style of government. In 1995, following a referendum, Russian was introduced as the second official language, once again increasingly marginalizing Belarusian. As in the Soviet time, the Russian language was used for teaching all subjects in the education system. As a result of centuries of such policies, the Belarusian nation has been robbed of its national identity�of its �self,� according to contemporary Belarusian philosopher Valiantsin Akudovich�s book Nesaties Kodas.8 Today, the majority of Belarusians speak Russian day-to-day and due to Minsk�s policies have become an inseparable part of Moscow�s ideological project�the Russian World. Still, the current Belarusian identity is complex. As Lukashenko stated in 2014, �there is no other country in the world [outside of Russia and Belarus] that would care so much for the great Russian language and the great Russian culture,� but also emphasized that �we are not Russians, we are Belarusians.�9 The younger generation, less trapped in a Soviet identity, has been engaged in various initiatives of alternative culture. Speaking Belarusian, before considered provincial, now has become hip for some urban youth. This process has been boosted by the popular campaign Budzma Belarusami (Let�s Be Belarusians), which expresses national pride through urban music and is backed by international funding.10 The Belarusian diaspora (some 3 million worldwide) also supports various language, history, literature, and cultural initiatives.11
Armenia
The sense of national identity is an area where the similarities between Armenia and Belarus end. Armenia�s geographical position in the Caucasus between Western Asia and Eastern Europe has dictated its history and its identity. This ancient civilization, the first state in the world to adopt Christianity, boasts its own unique alphabet and has always had a strong sense of self. This national identity has been threatened on numerous occasions by the Romans, the Parthians, the Persians, the Ottomans, the Turks, and the Soviets. Being the closest of powerful �European� nations and one with whom Armenia shares a common Orthodox Christian faith, Russia has emerged as an unlikely friend, security guarantor, and protector.12 The institutionalization of Russian-Armenian relations can be traced back to the early eighteenth century, when Armenian diplomat Israel Ori sought an alliance with Russia in the hopes of freeing Armenia from the Ottoman and Persian yokes when other allies in Europe could not be found.13 There has followed a long and difficult history, with Russia sometimes acting as more of a foe than an ally, and with Armenia being forcibly incorporated into the Soviet Union with deportations and Russification programs similar to those that took place across the Soviet republics. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, ethnic clashes between Armenians and Azeris broke out in the long-contested region of Nagorno-Karabakh, which was formally part of neighboring Soviet Azerbaijan but was historically inhabited by Armenians (see Map 3, p. 97).14 During this time the Soviet government sought to uphold the status quo and keep Nagorno-Karabakh within Soviet Azerbaijan. By 1990�91 Armenian militias engaged in direct combat with the Soviet Army and security forces in both Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh as Soviet forces sought to deport Armenians from the contested territory.15 By 1992, an all-out war broke out between newly independent Azerbaijan and Armenia with the self-proclaimed Nagorno-Karabakh Republic.16 Echoing its history, Armenia once again would turn to Russia for assistance and protection and thereby lay the ground for an enduring alliance in the decades to come. But this turn to Russia was not immediate and not without hesitation. Initially, Armenian activists sought to win the support of the West as well as Russian democrats to stop Moscow�s involvement on the side of Azerbaijan.17 After the fall of the Soviet Union, Yeltsin�s ascent, and the West�s refusal to get involved, in 1993 Turkey also emerged as a threat, launching an economic embargo and massing its troops on the border with the Turkish leadership threatening invasion.18 That was when the Armenian government turned to Russia and requested that a Russian division remain in Armenia as a deterrent against Turkey.19 As editor of The Armenian Reporter Emil Sanamyan explained, �While both Armenia and Azerbaijan sought Russia�s assistance throughout the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and since, it was the potential Turkish factor that cemented the Russian-Armenian alliance.�20 Subsequently, Moscow�s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and its relationship with Armenia have remained complex.21 Through a combination of corruption and political decisions Russia armed and supported both Armenia and Azerbaijan in their conflict.22

PORTRAITS OF RUSSIAN SPEAKERS

Compared with most of the other countries� cases analyzed here, such as the Baltic States, Ukraine, and Georgia, the situations of Russian compatriots in Belarus and Armenia are exceptional. In Belarus, ethnic Russians are just 8 percent of the population, or nearly 800,000 people.23 Furthermore, they are relatively evenly dispersed across the country rather than concentrated in specific regions. The largest concentration of Russians is 10 percent, in the Vitebsk region bordering Russia. However, most Belarusians are Russian speakers, with just 23 percent knowing Belarusian and less than 5 percent using their native language in daily communication.24 Given their shared language, faith, and arguably culture with Russia, and their membership in the Russian World, most of the 9.6 million Belarusians could potentially be regarded as Russian compatriots according to Moscow�s loose definition of the term.
In Armenia the situation is quite different. With their distinct language and culture, the Armenians do not fit the compatriot definition so easily, and the country�s ethnic Russians amount to just some eleven thousand people. Native Russian speakers total fifteen thousand, mostly in the capital, Yerevan, and in the second largest city, Gyumri, in the Shirak region, where a Russian military base with four thousand troops is located (Map 3, p. 97).25 Most Armenians speak Russian as a second language with various degrees of fluency, though the use of Russian has been in decline since the 1980s. In fact, of all the former Soviet republics, Armenia shows the least use of Russian and has the fewest state-funded Russian-language schools. However, the language still persists among the younger generation of Armenians, some of whom study in Russian-language institutions of higher learning such as the Russian-Armenian (Slavonic) University.
The Armenian and Belarusian Russian speakers in general differ notably from each other and from those interviewed in other countries, first by virtue of the fact that the majority of Belarusians are Russian speakers, while in Armenia they are a small minority. In Armenia, younger Russian speakers in particular are often ethnically Armenian and urban, and tend to have higher education. Many have lived or studied in Russia and have a close affinity with Russian culture. Nonetheless, their views of Russian foreign policy and their self-identification as compatriots may differ vastly. While there has been considerable Soviet nostalgia in Armenia and approval of Putin among the older generation (both Russian-speaking and Armenian-speaking), the younger generation has been more critical. Most Belarusians are Russian-speaking, yet they are a diverse group�some identify with Russia while others have a strong national identity. Because of the closed and authoritarian nature of the Belarusian regime, those who agreed to be interviewed there generally have had greater exposure to and ties with Europe and the West than is the case in Belarusian society in general. This factor and their being part of the younger generation undoubtedly has colored their views toward Russia and their unwillingness to self-identify as Russian compatriots. The following profiles of younger Russian-speaking Armenians and Belarusians will show their wide range of identities and their self-identification (or lack thereof) as Russian compatriots.
Artyom, a graduate student at the Russian-Armenian (Slavonic) University in Yerevan and a correspondent for a foreign newspaper, demonstrates the complex identities of Armenian Russian speakers who feel strong ties to their homeland and identify themselves as Russian compatriots.26 Born in Yerevan to an Armenian family, Artyom was raised in Russia, where he moved with his family in the 1990s as did many Armenians seeking economic opportunities. Today he considers Russian to be his native language but insists that he feels Armenian �almost at a genetic level.� He also considers himself a Russian compatriot, since �For many years I lived in Russia, side by side with Russians, and managed to acquire certain habits and even ways of thinking.� He feels that in Armenia the Russian-speaking population has great possibilities to thrive, and declares that Russian �protection, in whatever form it may take, is not necessary, but support such as new Russian literature for Armenian libraries would be welcomed.� He is highly critical of Russian actions in Crimea and especially in eastern Ukraine, because �I always thought Russia should attract other countries and pull them toward itself�but not by force under any circumstances. Russia, even while acting as the guarantor of the territorial integrity of Ukraine, brazenly took land from a sister country. In my deep conviction, Russia has now lost Ukraine for decades.�
Araxya is another Yerevan native raised in a Russian-speaking ethnic Armenian family who considers herself a Russian compatriot.27 She completed her graduate studies in Moscow where she lived for nearly a decade and now teaches at a university in Yerevan. Araxya calls herself not Russian but �a bearer of Russian culture with a strong Armenian ethnic identity,� and a Russian compatriot �since most of my life activity has been linked to Russia (education, family, friends).� She does not think Russian protection is necessary for Russian speakers in Armenia, but �it would be enough to finance educational and cultural projects� because �in Armenia Russian culture is insufficiently promoted, there are few Russian schools and universities and few Russian-speaking young people.�
Valentina is another Armenian who was raised in Russia.28 She is a recent Ph.D. graduate teaching Russian literature at the Slavonic University and has equal affinity with both Russian and Armenian culture and literature. She considers herself only to a certain extent a Russian compatriot, since she was a child during the Soviet era and has never held Russian citizenship. However, she does feel a �kinship of the spirit rather than blood� with Russia, and concludes that �common language and cultural heritage, certain traditions and customs, strong ties with Russia, long-term residence in the territory of the Russian Federation� make me in a sense a compatriot.� She thinks Armenia�s Russian speakers require no protection from the outside and is on the fence about Russia�s policies in Ukraine and Crimea, which she compares to the frozen conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh.
Kristina�s case demonstrates the divergence between language and national identity that is common among Russian speakers who do not consider themselves Russian compatriots.29 A thoughtful and articulate student in her last year of undergraduate studies in international relations, she hopes one day to work in the Armenian government. While her hometown is in Russia where she was born and raised in an Armenian family, she says that she does not consider herself a Russian compatriot because Russia is not her homeland: �My homeland is Armenia. Here I feel completely at home.� In response to the question whether Russian speakers in Armenia have grievances she is adamant: �Absolutely not! In Armenia, two leading newspapers are printed in Russian, Golos Armenii [Voice of Armenia] and Novoye Vremya [Modern Times], TV programs and films are in Russian, cafe and restaurant menus are in Russian, Armenian, and English, as well as many street signs in Russian, and so on.� She follows Russian domestic and foreign policy, especially the situation in Ukraine, concluding: �I do not like the current policy of Russia. I do not support it; I think it is imperialist. Maybe my assessment is related to my identity as a representative of a small nation�Armenia.� I do not think that Russians or Russian speakers in Russian tanks are needed in Ukraine.� As a young student of international relations she believes that �Firstly, the era of empires in this world has long sunk into oblivion; secondly, the great powers must seek alliances and soft power rather than tanks and artillery. On the other hand, as the classic writers have said, Russia can only exist as an empire or it will disappear.�
Ivan, an ethnic Belarusian, also does not identify himself as a Russian compatriot despite being a Russian speaker.30 In fact, he is very certain about his ethnic identity: �I am Belarusian�period. But the so-called compatriots do exist, some of them are affected by the doctrine of Zapadnaya Rus� [Western Russia],31 which says that though Belarusians differ from Russians, they belong to Russia and the Russian World.� Now in his early thirties, Ivan hails from a small city close to the border of Lithuania, where growing up he also learned Belarusian. Following his university studies in Poland, he returned to Belarus to work in the NGO sector and is therefore able to travel frequently. Ivan has many friends in Ukraine and is terrified of Moscow�s actions and its manipulative allegations of Kiev�s fascism and discrimination against Russian minorities. �No, Russians are not discriminated against in Belarus. In fact, they feel right at home here��Ivan sighs��but that isn�t comforting either.�
Nastya is twenty-eight years old and was raised in Brest region, which borders Poland, in a quite religious Orthodox family, but now considers herself an atheist.32 A historian by education, she speaks Belarusian, Russian, Ukrainian, and Polish, but admits that �technically speaking the absolute majority of Belarusians are native Russian speakers. All of us are fluent in Russian, except for the few elderly living in distant villages.� Nastya is currently a housewife in Minsk, but used to be a youth activist supportive of the revival of the Belarusian identity. She certainly does not consider herself a Russian compatriot, but �unfortunately, the pro-Russian mood, though latent, is rather strong in Belarusian society.� As she is at home, she is following closely the developments in Ukraine. When asked about her opinion on the annexation of Crimea she replied with a grin, �Ask the vatniki [the patriotic �rednecks�] instead.�33 Nonetheless, thanks to the aggressive Russian propaganda, a broad spectrum of Belarusian society, including the intelligentsia and the middle class, support the idea of a �Great and Strong Russia� and Putin�s leadership.34
Tatsiana�s case illustrates the fact that Belarusians who may not consider themselves Russian compatriots can still feel an affinity for their neighbor.35 A talkative Belarusian lawyer in her fifties with two advanced degrees, she gladly speaks Belarusian when the rare opportunity presents itself, but most of the time she speaks Russian. She emphasizes the difference between national identity and language use: �I wonder why people link us with the Russians just because we speak Russian on a daily basis. This is essentially wrong. I am Belarusian, my parents and my grandparents were Belarusians.� I don�t consider myself a Russian compatriot as I have a country of my own. Russia is just a neighboring country. Nothing more.� After a little pause she smiles and clarifies: �I might be cheering for Russia during the hockey match with Canada, though, but this is a different thing.� In Belarus Tatsiana does not think there is any discrimination against Russian speakers��On the contrary, those who speak Belarusian might feel discriminated against much more as the absolute majority of public institutions use the Russian language.�
Olga is a young IT professional from Minsk. Like all Belarusians she speaks fluent Russian, but she actually prefers speaking Belarusian.36 Her interest in Belarusian identity emerged relatively recently�following the national movement sparked by the fraudulent presidential elections of 2006. She admits that Russian is her native language, but she is categorical that she is neither Russian, nor has any feelings for Russia or the Soviet Union. �The majority of Belarusians do not care about the Soviet Union,� she says. �Soviet Union collapsed? Soviet Union was restored? Nobody cares.� She is convinced that Belarusians are indifferent to ideology and most of them are pure pragmatists. �There is no ideology of Pan-Slavism or any other of that kind,� she impatiently insists. �The only motive for those preachers is pragmatism. It�s either money or career opportunity. These so-called ideologists are no more than mercenaries.� Olga�s cynicism may not be completely unfounded. The end goal of Russian policies is not necessarily supporting its compatriots, let alone Pan-Slavism, but expanding its resources, defending its security and economic interests, and fulfilling its neo-imperial ambitions.

RUSSIAN MOTIVES AND INTERESTS

Russia�s interests in Belarus and Armenia are quite different but in both cases center on the strategic, military, and economic spheres. Belarus�s geopolitical position is similar to that of Ukraine�buffering Russia against Western Europe and at the same time serving as a corridor to Russia�s territory of Kaliningrad on the Baltic Sea (Map 4, p. 139). Over the years Moscow has hardly treated Belarus like a separate entity. Moscow�s confidence in Minsk�s loyalty may have been the only reason that Belarus has not suffered a threat to its territorial integrity like Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, and others.37 Meanwhile, Armenia has been labeled the �Russian outpost in the South Caucasus� since 2004, when the visiting Duma Speaker Boris Gryzlov coined the expression.38 Likewise, in 2000 when the two countries signed a Declaration on Cooperation in the Twenty-first Century, Putin said this reflects the fact that Armenia is Russia�s �traditional ally.�39
Armenia
Armenia has been a close military ally of Russia since it invited its forces to serve as a deterrent against Turkey. Following the retention of a Russian division at Gyumri, in 1997 a formal treaty transformed the force�s quarters into a Russian military base and in 2010 Armenia extended the lease until 2044 in exchange for long-range missile systems.40 The garrison includes air defense units and a fighter jet squadron as well as anti-aircraft missile troops.41 Since January 2015, the Gyumri base and surrounding area have been rocked by tensions after a Russian serviceman brutally murdered an Armenian family of seven including a two-year-old girl and a six-month-old boy.42 The Russian government�s refusal to have the suspect tried in an Armenian court as provided by the 1997 treaty has led to protests by Armenians and clashes near the base, undermining Armenians� trust in Russian military forces and possibly even future Armenian-Russian military cooperation.43
Armenia has generally pursued close cooperation with the Russian armed forces and together with Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan is a member of the Moscow-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO). Since 2005 Armenia has also been cooperating with NATO via the Individual Partnership Action Plan, though it does not aim at becoming a full-fledged member. It is also cooperating with the alliance to build a center in the country to assist with crisis management and counterterrorism, and has been sending troops to Iraq, Afghanistan, and peacekeeping missions in Kosovo. Russo-Armenian military cooperation is reflected in the fact that the Russian Federal Security Service work jointly with Armenian border guards to protect and patrol Armenia�s borders with Turkey and Iran, while Armenian armed forces are part of the CIS�s united air defense system.44 In 2013, Moscow and Yerevan signed a defense deal regarding military technology cooperation. Still, roughly three-fourths of Armenia�s military has been deployed against Azerbaijan, and Russia has no direct role in those forces. In 2013, for the first time ever, the Gyumri base commander stated that �in case Azerbaijani leadership makes a decision to re-establish its jurisdiction over Nagorno-Karabakh with forceful means, the base may engage in military conflict in accordance with the contractual obligations of the Russian Federation in the framework of the Collective Security Treaty Organization,�45 raising Azerbaijani objections.46 Overall, Russian policies appear aimed at protracting the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict by supporting Armenia via its military base while selling arms to Azerbaijan�all to preserve influence with both conflict parties.
Russia also has close economic cooperation with Armenia though the small country of just some 3 million people with a meager annual GDP per capita of under $6,000 in 2013 is hardly a prize for Russia in economic terms. Still, Armenia pays half of the expenditures of the Russian military base and also does not charge Russia for the lease of the land or for the base itself.47 Armenia�s economy relies on small-scale manufacturing, services, remittances from abroad (mainly Russia, France, Germany, and the United States), and agriculture, as well as on loans from the World Bank, the IMF, the Asian Development Bank, and Russia.48 Russia has been the leading investor in the Armenian economy via business giants like ArmRosGasProm (a Gazprom subsidiary), Russian Railways, telecom operators MTS and Beeline, and leading Russian banks and insurance companies.49 Although the EU is Armenia�s largest trading partner,50 Yerevan is dependent on Russia in strategic economic sectors such as energy and to a lesser degree communication and transportation; this is reflected in Russia�s share in Armenia�s imports, which, including energy, is almost twice the EU�s.51 Russia has also successfully leveraged Armenia�s economic vulnerability and energy dependence. In 2002 the two countries launched the �Property-for-Debt� (or �Equity-for-Debt�) deal, transferring Armenia�s underemployed and largely nonoperational state-owned industrial companies to the Russian state in order to cover Yerevan�s $100 million loan debt to Moscow and to spur investment.52 Since then, Armenia has been forced to cede to Russia more state-owned properties and assets in order to pay for gas imports.53
Belarus
In contrast to Armenia, the Belarusian armed forces are often viewed as almost part of the Russian military. For instance, in Russian military doctrine, in the event of conflict with the West the Belarusian army would be deployed as part of the Russian army to defend Russia�s western boundaries.54 Russia and Belarus have joint regional air defense systems and regularly conduct massive military exercises under the name Zapad (West) near the borders of Poland and Lithuania. Russia�s military and naval communications center and its early warning radar are located on the territory of Belarus in Vileyka and Baranovichi respectively, covering the North Atlantic and Europe.55 The Baranovichi base also hosts jets, and there are further plans for more bases in the western city of Lida and the eastern city of Bobruisk.56 Russia also relies on the Belarusian military industry, including companies like Belomo, famous for its night vision devices, military enterprises like Beltechexport, and the tank manufacturing plant at Borisov.57 The Minsk Wheel Tractor Plant, despite its pedestrian name, produces mobile transporter launchers for Russian intercontinental ballistic missiles.58 Thus keeping Belarus in Russia�s sphere of influence is of strategic and military importance for Russia.
The Belarusian economy arguably holds less appeal for Russia than its strategic position. Nonetheless, Russia has consistently sought to integrate Belarus into its economic zone and gain access to its resources and industries. Since 1995, Belarus has been embedded as an inaugural member in the Moscow-led Eurasian Economic Union. Since 2014, Belarus, along with Armenia and Kazakhstan, has been part of Moscow�s latest economic project�the newly formed Eurasian Economic Union. Russia has consistently been the leading foreign investor in the Belarusian economy as well as the biggest export and import partner, doubling the volume of all other top ten trading partners combined.59 Over the years Russia has also sought to privatize a number of strategic Belarusian enterprises, including among others the world�s largest potash producer, Belaruskali, and energy sector entities like oil-refining companies Naftan and Mozyr.60 The Belarusian national gas pipeline Beltransgaz (known as Gazprom Transgaz Belarus since 2013) was bought up in stages by Gazprom from 2007 to 2011, a procedure that the Russian gas company described as �Beltransgaz returns to Gazprom family��a turn of phrase that somewhat reflects the philosophy that Belarus (like Ukraine) belongs to the Russian family.61
For the Russian energy sector, Belarus holds a similar position to that of Ukraine and (historically) the Baltic States�as a transit country for exports; in fact, half of Russian crude oil exports go via Belarus. However, as in the case of the Baltic States, Moscow has been trying to cut Belarus out of the transit business by constructing alternative gas and oil transit routes such as North Stream and Baltic Pipeline System-2.62 Belarus itself has a sizable domestic oil field and undeveloped reserves of oil shale that are estimated at some 9 billion tonnes, but with subsidized energy pricing from Russia there has been little incentive for their development. There is also speculation that Russian companies and authorities launder money through Belarus as they do through Ossetia and Abkhazia (especially in the arms and energy trades).63
What sets Belarus apart from Armenia and most post-Soviet states is the unique ideological or perhaps even psychological role the country holds in Russia�s imperial project as �the �last chance saloon� in the European theater.�64 Belarus remains the only European post-Soviet country that is still squarely in Moscow�s orbit. The Baltic States have joined the EU and NATO, Moldova and Ukraine have forged their �colored revolutions,� and former Warsaw Pact states like Poland and Romania are long integrated with the West. Only Belarus quaintly remains a sort of European colony of Russia. In some regards, Armenia holds a similar position in the Caucasus�the last bastion of pro-Russian support, as Georgia fought a war with Russia, while Azerbaijan uses its oil and gas resources in full to claim more autonomy. Belarus also shares a post-Soviet political and economic model with Russia. As political scientist and expert on Belarus Vytis Jurkonis explained, �Belarus is like a role model for the Kremlin�it is an example of holding on to power for twenty years, atomizing society, controlling opposition by playing the divide-and-rule game, and oppressing activists (by detaining, arresting them, expelling from universities).�65 On the other hand, Belarus expert and head of the Center for Political Analysis and Prognosis Pavel Usov argues the opposite: that Russia�s autocratic tendencies, born in the Yeltsin era and expertly enacted under Putin, have made an authoritarian regime possible in the much smaller Belarus.66 Nonetheless, while the fellow Slavic Ukrainians launched their Orange Revolution in 2004 and the Maidan movement in 2013 seeking a change in government, Lukashenko�s grip on power has never wavered. As Jurkonis explained, �perhaps the Kremlin does not like Lukashenko that much, but it appreciates his loyalty and his ability to create a system of successful control.�67 In contrast, though the Armenian political system is also not quite democratic, it is pluralist with highly competitive elections. Unlike the self-isolated Belarus, Armenia is also influenced by its diaspora (especially in the United States) and Western-funded NGOs. Yet Belarus�s welcome for the Soviet-inspired economic and political model and Armenia�s acceptance of Russia�s alliance and support have paved the way for Russia�s notable success in exercising its soft power over these two states.

SOFT POWER

Belarus
Among the CIS states, Russia�s soft power project has possibly been most successful in Belarus, with Armenia trailing close behind. This success has been helped in both countries by the prevalence of the Russian language and Orthodox faith, as well as by strong economic and military ties. While Belarus and Russia have been close allies over the last twenty years, Belarus has also been a target of Russia�s soft power and influence via economic, financial, cultural, social, and political measures. As political scientist Laurynas Jonavi�ius aptly summarizes, �One should also not forget that today Russian television, Russian money and investments, Russian language, Russian armed forces, Russian oil and gas are daily routine in Belarus. Irrespective of whether Lukashenko likes it or not.�68 Yet for most of the past two decades, the Lukashenko regime has mounted no resistance to Russian soft power and has consistently favored the Russian language.
In 2014, following Crimea�s annexation, some Russian media reported that Lukashenko has started showing signs of �soft Belarusization� of the country.69 In his State of the Nation Address in April 2014, Lukashenko tried to indirectly address Moscow�s efforts to politicize the Russian language in Belarus and Ukraine: �I would like to make it clear once again for those who want to �privatize� the Russian language. The language is ours. It is neither Russia�s nor Ukraine�s. It is ours. It is a living asset of Belarusians, too.�70 In January 2015, the Belarusian Ministry of Education announced that history and geography would be taught in Belarusian, a move that was interpreted by the media as �de-Russification� and �revival� of Belarusian culture.71 However, it seems unlikely that Lukashenko will seek to directly constrain Russia�s soft power by drastically turning to the Belarusian language. Instead, he will likely try claiming the Russian language as Belarus�s own with the Belarusian language as window dressing to improve his bargaining position with Brussels and the Kremlin.72
A common religion is another form of Russian soft power. The Belarusian Orthodox Church is part of the powerful Russian Orthodox Church under the Moscow Patriarchate. It is Belarus�s most trusted public institution, with a 63 percent trust rating�higher than the army (44 percent) and unions of entrepreneurs (40 percent).73 Some 80 percent of the Belarusian population belongs to the church, though most are not practicing.74 Meanwhile some 15 percent belong to the Catholic Church, which has more than occasionally experienced pressure from the Lukashenko regime. To leverage the faith, Russia has reportedly been working in Belarus through organizations that promote traditional Orthodox and family values.75 Since 2014, organizations like Holy Russia, various Cossack groups, and the Orthodox Brotherhood have been promoting the idea of �Western Russia,� the narrative of Belarus belonging to the larger Slavic and Orthodox world, as well as of patriotism and dedication to the motherland, Russia.76 The Cossack organizations, in particular, target youths and organize paramilitary training camps.
A somewhat unusual and to some extent inadvertent aspect of Russia�s soft power in Belarus is the enduring Soviet nostalgia in Belarusian society and official policies. While Putin�s regime tried to rehabilitate Soviet-era leaders and history in the 2000s, in Belarus the glory of the Soviet regime has been extolled under Lukashenko�s guidance ever since the 1990s. For instance, victory in the Second World War is not only the most important event in the Russian national psyche, but as polls show, 80 percent of Belarusians also consider the victory to be their greatest symbol of pride in the twentieth century. Meanwhile, only 36 percent think that Belarusian independence in 1991 is the country�s proudest moment.77 Belarus is also unique in the post-Soviet space in its relations vis-à-vis Russia, because as noted earlier, it has not only been a ready importer of Russia�s soft power, but also arguably an exporter of its own post-Soviet ideology and regime style that has potentially served if not a model to than a mirror of Putin�s Russia.
Armenia
In strong contrast to Belarus, while the Armenians are also Orthodox Christians the Armenian Apostolic Church has throughout its history always remained independent. Due to its long-standing traditions as the first Christian state church, the Armenian church has never been under the influence of the Moscow Patriarchate. In fact, there has been a contentious history between the Russian authorities and the Armenian church. In 1902, the Russian government moved to expropriate Armenian church assets, resulting in an attempted assassination of the viceroy by Armenian revolutionary groups the following year. In a further crackdown, the Russian authorities armed regional groups, resulting in a chain of violent confrontations that became known as the Armenian-Tatar War (1905�6) which set a precedent for future Armenian-Azerbaijani conflicts.78 Since the 1990s, however, the role of the Russian Orthodox Church is more visible as go-between Armenia and Azerbaijan. Armenian Catholicos Garegin II has on numerous occasions within the past decade appealed to the Moscow patriarch, seeking mediation with Azerbaijani religious leaders in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.79
While the Russian language has become the native tongue for most Belarusians, Moscow has been pushing for some kind of official status for Russian in Armenia. The most important actors in this campaign have been Russian government institutions like Rossotrudnichestvo and state-sponsored NGOs like Russkiy Mir.80 The head of Rossotrudnichestvo�s office in Yerevan, Viktor Krivopuskov, has argued that �Russian is the language of Armenia�s security.�81 He seemed to imply that if Armenia seeks its national security it should privilege the Russian language. In 2014, Kremlin spokesperson and Russia�s chief propagandist, Dmitriy Kiselev, called once again for a special status for the Russian language in Armenia.82 However, the Armenian government has consistently tried to resist this initiative.83 Indeed, Moscow�s soft power and linguistic support in Armenia have verged on coercion and even blackmail.
Armenia has also seen a rise in secondary education in the Russian language. In 1997 the Russian-Armenian (Slavonic) University was established by intergovernmental decree, offering higher education in Russian rather than Armenian to more than twenty-five hundred students�including many of the Armenians profiled above.84 A number of branches of other Russian universities function in Armenia, and in August 2014 the Armenian government agreed to launch a branch of Moscow State University in Yerevan in 2015, pledging to cover its operational costs, and thus creating a public outcry.85 In addition, various Russian language course centers operate in the country under the auspices of Slavonic University or funded by Russkiy Mir.86 This form of Russian soft power has largely been welcomed by Russian speakers in Armenia, as the interviews above show.
Russia�s soft (and not so soft) economic power in Armenia has been best exemplified by Moscow�s pressure on Yerevan since 2012 to join the Eurasian Economic Union rather than establish closer ties to the EU.87 For years Armenia tried to pursue EU-led reform and at the same time maintain pragmatic relations with Moscow.88 Moscow�s �convincing� of Armenia to join the Eurasian Economic Union followed its usual tactic in the post-Soviet space, namely wielding its energy weapon. Between 2005 and 2012 Gazprom increased the gas price for Armenia four times though this was in no small part related to the rising global gas prices.89 In 2012, Moscow made repeated official and unofficial threats to cut trade preferences with Armenia and to raise gas prices yet again.90 Top-level Russian representatives were part of this campaign including Putin�s chief economic adviser Sergey Glazyev and Russian Ambassador to Armenia (2009�13) Vyacheslav Kovalenko.91 In December 2013, during Putin�s official visit to Armenia, Gazprom extended the olive branch to Yerevan and agreed not to increase the gas price by another 30 percent, instead offering to sell it at the much lower domestic Russian price�but only after Yerevan decided to join the Eurasian Economic Union.92 The threat of higher gas prices that would have impacted many sectors of the economy certainly influenced Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan�s decision on 3 September 2013 to turn toward the Eurasian Union, although, as we will see, information warfare and security considerations played a possibly even more important role. Subsequently, Yerevan also failed to secure funding from the United States and France for a new nuclear power plant that would reduce the country�s dependence on Russia. Instead it accepted a $300 million loan from Russia in May 2014 for extending the life of its existing nuclear power plant to 2026.93
Another aspect of Russia�s soft power efforts in Armenia is their focus on trying to limit the influence of Western-funded NGOs and of organizations run by the Armenian diaspora. In May 2014, Russian Ambassador to Armenia Ivan Volynkin in an interview urged Yerevan �to neutralize those NGOs in Armenia that want to drive a wedge into Russian-Armenian relations,� offering as an example the controversial Russian law that equated foreign-funded NGOs with �foreign agents.�94 Armenian civil society and the government protested, with the usually soft-spoken Armenian Foreign Ministry stating outright: �All organizations in Armenia are registered and function according to laws of the Republic of Armenia.�95 In February 2015, Russian Senator Konstantin Kosachev reiterated Moscow�s demand, declaring that nearly 350 NGOs were working in Armenia against Eurasian integration and in favor of rapprochement with the EU, and noting that this was �unacceptable.�96 More broadly both the civil society and the government in Armenia have largely tried to resist such Russian efforts, including the more aggressive Russian compatriot policies.

HUMANITARIAN, COMPATRIOT, AND PASSPORTIZATION POLICIES

Russia�s policies in these areas have been quite different in Belarus and Armenia, despite the similar soft power influence and close cooperation Moscow enjoys with the two states. This is partly due to Russia�s different perceptions of the two countries, the differences in their domestic structures, and Armenia�s Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. The different responses in Minsk and Yerevan to Moscow�s overture have been another distinguishing factor.
Belarus
In Moscow�s eyes, much of the Belarusian population can be deemed Russian compatriots, since together with Ukrainians they are part of the so-called tripartite Russian nation. As Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov said in February 2006, reiterating a belief that is deeply ingrained in Russia, �Belarusians and Russians are one people.�97 Lukashenko echoed the same belief, saying in 2014 that �we are de facto one country.�98 In 2009 a sociological study showed that 75 percent of Belarusians do not consider Russia to be a foreign country.99 That might partly explain why Russia has not pursued consistent humanitarian and compatriot policies in Belarus. Russkiy Mir opened its first Belarusian office only in December 2014, in the western border city of Brest.100 Since June 2014, Brest has also been home to the Russian Centre of Science and Culture, which since late 2010 has also had an office in Minsk and is due to open another one in the second largest Belarusian city, Gomel, in 2015. Both Russkiy Mir and the Russian Centre are perceived to be tools of Russian intelligence.101 Rossotrudnichestvo has had offices in Belarus since June 2004 and mostly targets organizations of Russian compatriots, aiming to consolidate and coordinate their activities, though it also engages in cultural and educational outreach and disseminates positive information on Russia.102 Lukashenko has also personally enacted many policies that have placed Belarus as part of the Russian World, including making Russian a second official language in 1995, outlawing Belarus�s historic coat of arms (the Pahonia) and its white-red-white flag, and instead mainstreaming the history of the Soviet past.103 According to Jurkonis, because of the contemporary and historical Russification of Belarus, the country has arguably been perceived by Moscow as an inherent part of the Russian World where not many further efforts need to be made.104 Nonetheless, the developments in Ukraine became a signal that nothing should be taken for granted and that the Russian World needs to be sustained, which explains Moscow�s post-2014 upsurge of compatriot policies.
Likewise, historically Russia has not aggressively pursued passportization policies in Belarus, first of all because Belarusian law does not allow dual citizenship. This may seem surprising considering that Russia has consistently lobbied for dual citizenship in the former Soviet republics and Minsk has generally followed most Moscow�s policy leads. However, as one Belarusian diplomat recalled, in the early 1990s, the Belarusian authorities did not really consider Russia a separate country: �We didn�t have enough time for Russia. Some thought: we will find a way to deal with the �ours� [�our people,� namely the Russians]. Moscow was not considered as an abroad.� We were still living [as if] in the united Soviet Union.�105 The issue of dual passports was likely never considered by Minsk since both countries viewed themselves almost as one and the same. The lack of serious passport checks at the Belarusian-Russian border throughout the 1990s is a testament to those views.
In 2010, it was reported that there were only some 88,000 Russian citizens living in Belarus permanently�a small number considering the country�s total population of more than 9 million.106 There are also a number of Belarusian labor migrants in Russia: 67,000 Belarusians working in Russia officially in 2010. Including undocumented workers the number could be as high as 100,000 to 300,000.107 As has been seen by the cases of Estonia�s Narva region, Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and will also be seen in the case of Armenia, Russian citizenship holds economic advantages for populations living near the border with Russia and particularly for labor migrants and people who often travel to Russia on business. However, these �economic citizens� can quickly turn into citizens whom Russia wishes to protect. Belarus�s labor migrants and those living close to the border could one day be the most likely targets of Russia�s passportization. However, considering Moscow�s general ambivalence about passportizing Belarusians, a swift change of policy does not seem likely in the near future without a change in Belarusian leadership or foreign policy.
Armenia
In contrast to Belarus, in Armenia the main thrust of Russia�s policies toward its compatriots since 1994 has been passportization. Surprisingly the targets of these policies were never solely ethnic Russians or Russian speakers (due to their small numbers), but rather (if not primarily) ethnic Armenians. As the first Russian ambassador to Armenia, Vladimir Stupishin, writes in his memoirs, Russia argued that all people living in Armenia were eligible for Russian passports on the basis of their �former USSR citizenship.�108 This was a surprising policy formulation considering that there were no stateless people in Armenia and Yerevan had granted universal citizenship to all its inhabitants. The issue of Russian citizenship became salient for many ethnic Armenians who sought emigration to Russia in the early 1990s, looking for greater economic opportunities and seeking to avoid the ongoing Nagorno-Karabakh war. Thus, compatriot status and Russian citizenship were appealing to many Armenians. Yet the Kremlin did not systemize the passportization process in Armenia until 2008 and 2009.
Passportization gained greater momentum after 2008 but was tied to Russia�s new efforts for resettling compatriots from all post-Soviet countries back to Russia. In 2009, shortly after Rossotrudnichestvo was established by the Russian government in 2008, it opened an office in Armenia109 whose main activity was implementing the 2006 compatriot immigration program for compatriots, which enables citizens of post-Soviet republics to become residents in select remote provinces of the Russian Federation.110 The resettlement program soon became a source of contention in Armenia. By the summer of 2011, civil society activists and public figures voiced their opposition to the concerted effort to resettle Armenians to Russia, including calling for parliamentary hearings on the matter in an open letter to the prime minister and the speaker of the National Assembly.111 Armenia�s then Prime Minister Tigran Sargsyan echoed these concerns and in July 2011 stated: �We have invited the attention of our Russian partners on this matter, and said [that] in Armenia this program cannot be implemented as a [general] standard, and this issue will be discussed on inter-governmental level.� We shall resolve this issue on a political level.�112 The Russian consul general in Gyumri, Vasily Korchmar, tried to assuage fears in August 2011, stating that �the compatriots program does not aim at leaving Armenia without Armenians, but at strengthening the existing ties between the two nations.�113 Nonetheless, criticism of Moscow�s policies continued.
By 2012 the Armenian government, media, public figures, and Western-funded NGOs intensified their opposition to the passportization and resettlement programs.114 In October 2012, Armenian Deputy Foreign Minister Shavarsh Kocharian said that Armenia �is concerned regarding the part of the program that openly aims at transmigrating Armenian citizens to Russia and giving them citizenship. We are strongly against that.�115 Prime Minister Sargsyan stated: �Our political position is that we do not approve this state program, we did not consent to such a program in Armenia.�116 He reiterated that the Armenian position �is known to the political leadership of Russia. The �Compatriots� program will no longer operate in Armenia in this format. The activities of such an organization in Armenia are not permissible.�117 To appreciate the significance of this strong opposition, one must bear in mind that the Armenian government has always proclaimed its fraternal relations with the Kremlin and been cautious in its criticism of Russia, since it perceives Moscow to be a guarantor of Armenia�s security. But in this case, the usually cooperative and often submissive Yerevan stood its ground and in the spring of 2013, the resettlement program was terminated.118
Still, the program left a significant imprint. According to expert estimates, in March 2014 200,000 to 300,000 Armenian citizens had acquired Russian passports, the majority of them having dual Armenian-Russian citizenship�a considerable number in a country of just 3 million.119 Many of these people are labor migrants who are important to Armenia�s economy: remittances from abroad (including Russia) made up some 10 percent of Armenia�s GDP in 2012.120 There are also political implications. In 2014, the head of the State Migration Service, Gagik Yeganyan, argued that the Crimean scenario is unlikely in Armenia: �There the main factor was the ethnic Russians living there.� There is no great community of ethnic Russians in Armenia, we are a mono-ethnic state, more than 98 percent of population is Armenian.�121 However, in cases like Moldova�s Transnistria and Georgia�s South Ossetia and Abkhazia, even non-Russian populations have been politically conceptualized as Russia�s compatriots. In Armenia�s case, most Russian citizens are ethnic Armenians, many of whom returned from Russia for ethno-nationalist reasons, or to serve in the Armenian armed forces, or to join long-standing repatriate programs established by the Western diaspora such as Birthright Armenia and the Armenia Volunteers Corps. Thus, they would arguably not be easily manipulated for Russian foreign policy aims. However, as eastern Ukraine has shown, Moscow has used the mere presence of so-called compatriots as a pretext for military action regardless of the compatriots� actual preferences. The significant population of Russian citizens in Armenia can thus serve as a means for Russian influence and even result in potential security concerns in the future.

INFORMATION WARFARE

Belarus
It is questionable whether Minsk has yet faced concerted Russian information warfare; however, Russian media remain highly influential in Belarus. The Belarusian presidential race in 2010 offers some insights. The Russian media arguably initiated a propaganda campaign against Lukashenko by showing a documentary, Krestniy Batka (The Nation�s Godfather), which portrayed the president as a tyrant and a criminal.122 Overall the level and intensity of Russian propaganda against Belarus and its leadership has varied, and direct confrontation has been rare. Nonetheless Russian media (including Russian social networks like VKontakte and Odnoklassniki) are a powerful instrument as there are very few if any media alternatives for most Belarusians. In fact, Belarusian and Russian state-controlled media dominate the information landscape. The most popular Russian TV channels in Belarus include NTV, RTR, ONT, and since 2014, Russia Today. The only independent media consist of online platforms and foreign-funded media projects (broadcast from Poland like Belsat satellite TV and Euroradio) but they all have limited reach. In 2014, according to official data, nearly 48 percent of Belarusians stated that they regularly watch Russian television, while another 41 percent said they do so occasionally.123 Although Belarusians� overall trust in the media has declined from 54 percent in 2010 to 32 percent in 2013, in 2014 a majority of Belarusians (52 percent) considered Russian news programs objective, while 31 percent thought them mostly or completely biased.124 Generally, Belarusian and Russian media narratives go hand in hand. In 2014, the media of both countries as well as Belarusian official discourse were highly critical of Kiev�s Maidan public protests, seeking to show that civic disobedience, public protests, and challenges to governments lead to instability, chaos, collapse of countries, and eventually war.125 According to one of the leaders of the opposition Christian Democrat party, Vitali Rymasheuski, �The influence of the Russian-speaking media in Belarus is huge, which results in the public perception that keeping the status quo basically means distancing oneself from the war.�126 Arguably, both Lukashenko and Moscow use the threat of chaos and war to narrow the perceived options of the Belarusian public to discourage it from regime change or turning to the West. This could be construed as a form of information warfare, though it is aimed not at territorial expansion but simply at maintaining Belarus in Moscow�s sphere of influence.
Armenia
In the case of Armenia, there is also insufficient evidence to suggest that Russia has been pursuing a consistent information warfare strategy meant to support its efforts at compatriot protection, prompting separatism, or acquiring territory. Instead, Russia�s media efforts are aimed more at maintaining Armenia in its sphere of influence. In 2013 and 2014 there were a few episodes that suggest Moscow coupled information warfare with pressure and blackmail intended to �manufacture consent� so that Yerevan would choose integration with the Eurasian Economic Union rather than seeking closer ties to the EU.127 In the spring of 2013, when it looked increasingly likely that Armenia would sign an association agreement with the EU, there was an unprecedentedly intense Russian media campaign against the country. The campaign focused on Nagorno-Karabakh, which had proclaimed independence from Azerbaijan in 1991, and has been directly supported by Armenia, and indirectly by Russia, ever since. Media reports proclaimed that Yerevan was �selling out� Nagorno-Karabakh�the most controversial political accusation that could be made in Armenia,128 and one that the Armenian authorities have continually denied.129 This was an extremely sensitive issue in Armenian political life and with the Armenian public, given the territory�s ethnic Armenian population and its all-out war for independence from Azerbaijan.130 In July 2013, the recently retired Russian Ambassador Kovalenko proclaimed that �Armenia can only live with Russia or not live at all,� and declared that the Russo-Armenian bilateral relationship would suffer if Armenia signed the agreement with the EU, as Moscow would then mind its own interests.131 Another, simultaneous episode was symptomatic of the efforts of the Russian media to belittle Armenia. In July 2013, when an Armenian migrant worker�s truck was involved in a fatal accident in Russia, just hours later the suspect and his nationality were ridiculed in a Russian courtroom and the episode televised by Russia�s second largest state-owned television network, Rossiya-1.132
By early September 2013, under Moscow�s pressure Yerevan decided to abandon the association agreement and proclaimed that it would be joining the Eurasian Economic Union. In December 2014 the Armenian parliament ratified the Eurasian Economic Union treaty by a landslide�103 in favor, 7 against, and 1 abstaining.133 As political scientist Thomas de Waal argued back in 2013, Moscow made Yerevan an offer it could not refuse. With Russia selling weapons to Armenia�s arch rival Azerbaijan, it was clear that Armenia had to choose the Economic Union if it wanted to maintain its security.134 Between 2010 and 2013 Azerbaijan bought $4 billion worth of modern Russian military equipment, an amount that many fear will increase in years to follow.135 This, together with the failure of a United States�facilitated Armenian-Turkish rapprochement process, significantly deepened Yerevan�s dependence on Russia while the propaganda campaign highlighted this vulnerability. Though it would be impossible to conclude that it was Russian information warfare that forced Yerevan to cede, the propaganda regarding Nagorno-Karabakh, the economy, gas prices, and security concerns certainly alarmed the Armenian public and tied Yerevan�s hands. Though Armenia had consistently argued that the EU association agreement did not contradict the country�s close security cooperation with Russia, and the Armenian public had largely supported both EU and Russia integration tracks for potential economic gain, when the time came, Yerevan�s policy options were limited. As de Waal already predicted in 2013, in many ways the pressure on Armenia was just a rehearsal for Ukraine when it contemplated an EU association agreement in the autumn of 2013. For Russia, Ukraine was a much greater prize to lose to Western integration than Armenia as the annexation of Crimea and war in eastern Ukraine demonstrated.136

THE FUTURE: PROTECTION AND ANNEXATION?

Belarus and Armenia are unique cases in my proposed reimperialization trajectory, because they are among Russia�s closest and most loyal allies out of the former Soviet republics. Both states are members of the Eurasian Economic Union along with Russia�s other close allies Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Both countries are highly homogeneous, with only small numbers of ethnic minorities. The Russian language and culture are respected in both countries, and privileged in the case of Belarus. Lastly, there are no significant historical or contemporary movements for separatism in either country.137 This seems to leave little for Russia to protect through its compatriot policies. Nonetheless, the case of Sevastopol in Ukraine demonstrated that even a military base might become a target of reimperialization, and both Armenia and Belarus host Russian bases on their territory. Overall, however, this chapter has demonstrated that Russia does not need to formally annex any Belarusian or Armenian territories, because it already strongly influences the foreign policy of these states. One sign of this influence was seen at the Eastern Partnership summit in Riga in May 2015 when a declaration containing a condemnation of Russia�s annexation of Crimea had to be redrafted because both Armenia and Belarus refused to sign it.138 The main task of Moscow�s reimperialization policy is to sustain this influence to the maximum without investing too many resources. As the developments in Ukraine show, attempts to acquire larger territories are costly, and perhaps impossible, endeavors.
Belarus
While Belarus has remained Russia�s ally since the conflict in Ukraine in 2014, the leadership of Belarus demonstrated some concern regarding the changing regional security context. In his State of the Nation address delivered in April 2014 (shortly after Crimea�s annexation), Lukashenko subtly addressed Moscow�s nascent propaganda about discrimination against Russians in Belarus: �Today we can hear even more surprising statements about Belarus trying to harass Russians and the Russian language. Of course, it is hard to make up such silliness.� As for the statements about Belarus trying to harass Russians, I do not even want to talk about such nonsense. Any talk about Russianness, Belarusianness, pro-Russianness, and pro-Ukrainianness are a step toward the same chaos.�139 Lukashenko reiterated this position in 2015: �Many in Belarus are intermarried and are interrelated with the Russians, Poles, Jews, and other ethnicities. We never paid any attention to this and never will.� Why will we pursue a frenzied nationalistic policy? To drive away people who were born here or whose parents were born here? This is nonsense of the highest order!�140 It appears that Lukashenko has been trying to keep one step ahead of Moscow and defuse any notion of protecting Russian compatriots in Belarus. Even if separatism or annexation of territories inhabited by Russian compatriots is less likely, the future of Belarus may hold other scenarios that would fit into Russia�s imperial revival efforts.
In the coming years Belarus is most likely going to continue its economic, political, and military integration with Russia. Belarus is already a member of various Moscow-led groups: the Union State of Belarus and Russia, the CIS, the Collective Security Treaty Organization, and Eurasian Economic Union. Lukashenko proposed the creation of the Union State in the late 1990s with the main goal of becoming president or vice president of the confederation after Yeltsin�s term ended.141 When Putin was slated for the Russian presidency, Lukashenko tried to backpedal. As this important episode suggests, and as Belarusian experts conclude, Lukashenko has largely focused on his personal ambition rather than on the interests of Belarus or Russia.142 In future he may toy once again with the idea of a closer union with Russia. In 2015, Lukashenko reiterated his loyalty to Moscow in his State of the Nation address in 2015 when he said: �Everyone must be told that we have been together with Russia and will always be. No idle talks about Crimea, deviations and adjustments in Belarus� policy can be allowed.�143
Future scenarios must also consider the future of Lukashenko�s regime. The Belarusian president is sixty years old and has been running Belarus for twenty years, but that still makes him younger than and shorter in office than the Central Asian strongmen. Lukashenko�s three sons, and media speculations that the youngest is being groomed for succession, could suggest potential for a dynasty.144 A prodemocratic uprising in Belarus or in Russia, on the other hand, would threaten Lukashenko�s regime as well as Belarus�s ties to Russia. In the past, popular protests following the 2006 and 2010 presidential elections, as well as the peaceful �silent protests� in the summer of 2011, were either forcibly suppressed or quickly fizzled.145
The EU has proposed a future pathway for Lukashenko, including the 2006 �non-paper� offer �What the European Union Could Bring to Belarus,� as well as an invitation in 2009 to participate in the Eastern Partnership initiative.146 However, EU-Belarus dialogue was crushed by Minsk�s crackdown on protests during the election night of 19 December 2010.147 The Ukrainian crisis became an unexpected factor in the EU-Belarusian relationship as Lukashenko hosted two rounds of negotiations, first, between Ukraine, Russia, and the separatists in September 2014 (known as Minsk I), and following the cease-fire�s collapse, peace talks between Russia, France, Germany and Ukraine in February 2015 (Minsk II).148 The negotiations in Minsk led to hopes among EU officials about possible positive developments in the relationship with Minsk, but the Eastern Partnership Summit in May 2015 demonstrated that both Belarus and Armenia remain cautious about closer ties with the EU and are not willing to risk their relationship with Russia.
In any future scenario Russia will leverage its gains in Belarus achieved via soft power, compatriot policies, and propaganda. It may then turn to harder means of coercion: blackmail, threats, and a full-fledged information warfare campaign. Moscow has been successful in inciting separatism against all odds in countries like Ukraine, where Ukrainians and Russians have lived peacefully for many decades, and in Moldova�s Transnistria, where Russians are a minority. Since 2014, there has been an increase in the activity of pro-Russian Cossack paramilitary groups in Belarus, and more aggressive Russian policies in Belarus cannot be completely excluded in the future.149 Meanwhile, polls show that a majority of Belarusians feel great ambivalence about their state and are unlikely to fight either for Belarus or for Russia.150
Armenia
In Armenia, Russia has always positioned itself as the �sole guarantor� of security in the face of potential threats from Turkey and Azerbaijan.151 Moscow�s decades of support to both sides in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict enable it to play a game of divide and conquer, and to continue to exert influence over both states. Yet Russia�s influence in the region is somewhat tempered: NATO member Turkey unconditionally supports Azerbaijan while Armenia also has a relationship with NATO and the support of its widespread diaspora of some 7�8 million people (largely in Russia, the United States, and France). Also, unlike in other post-Soviet states, Russia has not sought to protect Armenia�s tiny Russian minority per se or the local Russian citizens who are mostly ethnic Armenians. Indeed, Armenia is a 98 percent mono-ethnic state with no sizable minority groups and no separatist movements that could require special protection from Russia. Russian annexation of territory is further made improbable by geography. However, protection of the Russian servicemen at the Gyumri base could potentially be a useful pretext if Moscow ever decided to stoke conflict in Armenia as activists on Russian social networks suggested in response to the Armenian protests against the murders allegedly committed by a Russian serviceman.152 Yet moving in additional Russian troops would be difficult for the same reasons of geography, since the troops would have to move through Georgia, whose border with Russia has been largely closed since the 2000s, or through Azerbaijan, which at this point also seems unlikely.
Overall, Moscow seems inclined to �protect� Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh more generally from interference by foreign states and interests, regardless of Yerevan�s own preferences. The Russian ambassador in Armenia, Ivan Volynkin, addressing a congress of Russian speakers in Yerevan in April 2014, issued a warning to the West and to the Armenian people: �We will thwart any aggressive interference in the internal affairs of friendly states carried out under the pretext of spreading ideas alien to our minds and hearts.�153 Volynkin was speaking of the crisis in Ukraine, and seemingly implying that any pro-West or prodemocracy movements in Armenia will be crushed by Moscow regardless of the actions of Yerevan.
Armenia, like Belarus, is also likely to pursue further political and economic integration with Russia, the Eurasian Economic Union, and the Russian World. All major Armenian political parties, including the ruling Republican Party and opposition parties, supported (albeit with questionable enthusiasm) Armenia�s entry into the Eurasian Economic Union in 2015, arguing that it will bring economic advantages with access to a market of 170 million people.154 Though public support exists for both EU and Eurasian integration, the latter has been even more popular, though its support fell from 67 percent in 2013 to 57 percent in 2014, with respondents citing various reasons, such as Russian policies in the Ukraine crisis.155 As Armenian political scientist Hovhannes Nikoghosyan concludes, �Today, there is a near consensus in Armenia that if the country were forced to choose sides in a broader Russia-West confrontation, aligning with Russia would be preferred on account of the age-old security dilemma.�156 However, according to the editor of The Armenian Reporter Emil Sanamyan, �The �near consensus� is based on continued Russian security and economic support and if it for some reason flounders, or if a Western alternative finally emerges, this consensus will evaporate.�157 The 2015 tensions over the Russian and Armenian governments� handling of the murders in Gyumri, or similar events in the future, could contribute to a pushback against both Yerevan�s conciliatory policies and Moscow�s bullying attitude. In the face of the Russian reimperialization trajectory, Armenia still benefits from the country�s strong identity, which is distinctly separate from Russia�s, and its large and active diaspora in the West.

If Armenia or Belarus were ever to choose Europe and the West over Russia�as their respective neighbors Georgia and Ukraine did before them�it is likely that Moscow would not let them drift away easily. For one, both countries host Russian military bases. Second, over the last decades Moscow has exerted significant soft power, pressure, and coercion, as well as economic and military resources, to maintain them in its orbit. As the experience of both of these Russian allies has shown, there is a thin line between Russia�s soft power, partnership, and alliance on one hand and its coercion and blackmail on the other. Former brother nation Ukraine has already experienced how quickly it changed from an ally to a target of Russia�s aggressive reimperialization project. The future cannot exclude such a scenario for either Armenia or Belarus�but their resources for resistance would be much more limited.

Conclusion

An Empire founded by war has to maintain itself by war.
�Charles de Montesquieu (1680�1755)


RUSSIA�S TAKEOVER OF CRIMEA in March 2014 and the subsequent war in eastern Ukraine woke up Europe and the United States. Moscow�s revisionism seemed undeniable, and talk of neo-imperialism and a new Cold War abounded. However, by mid-2015, in spite of continuing Western sanctions against Russia, rocket attacks against the southern Ukrainian city of Mariupol, and the violations of Minsk I and Minsk II cease-fire agreements, there is already a desire among some European powers to return to business as usual with Russia. There are numerous explanations from Moscow and the business-as-usual-cohorts of why Russia�s aggression against Ukraine is a unique case and why we need not worry about Moscow�s policies in the other post-Soviet states. First, for some 150 years until 1954 Crimea was part of Russia, thus Moscow had �legitimate� reasons for annexing it. Second, the separatist movements in eastern Ukraine are said to be home-grown movements provoked by a �coup� in Kiev (as Moscow refers to the ousting from power of Ukrainian President Victor Yanukovych in February 2014). Thus Russia�s support for separatists is allegedly legitimate rather than an example of a conflict fomented, backed with manpower, and armed by Moscow. On these pretexts, as the world slowly returns to business as usual, as newspapers get tired of the story and feature other headlines, the case of Crimea will be (and largely already has been) cemented as a lost cause. The so-called people�s republics of Luhansk and Donetsk will be perpetuated by frozen conflict�like Georgia�s Abkhazia and South Ossetia or Moldova�s Transnistria, which have been forgotten by statesmen and newsmen for decades.
It is likely that 2014 will be a repeat of 2008 when Russia permanently tore away Georgia�s territories in the brief war that rattled the nerves of both the West and the other former Soviet republics. Then, as in 2014, the world grumbled, terms like �new Cold War� were tossed around, and the more aggressive side of Vladimir Putin�s regime was noted. Yet the world soon forgot. Reasonable-sounding arguments were made that the Russo-Georgian war was an exception. It was easy to point the finger at Tbilisi and blame it for firing the first shots in its efforts to regain South Ossetia and Abkhazia from separatist rebels. It was also easy to forget, or perhaps ignore, more than a decade of Moscow�s policies of wooing, financing, passportizing, and arming the separatist elements of those territories. In a similar vein, the 1992 war that led to Transnistria�s �independence� from Moldova with the help of Soviet troops and armaments has also been long relegated to the pages of history books.
In fact, however, the seemingly disparate events and Russian policies in Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, the Baltic States, Armenia, and Central Asia are surprisingly similar and driven by the same underlying strategy. Whether in �Slavic brother nation� Ukraine with its �Russian� Crimea, or in the Baltic States with their EU and NATO membership, or in Russia�s allies Kazakhstan and Armenia, Russia has sought to passportize its so-called compatriots while calling for their protection and waging information warfare campaigns. For more than two decades, and especially since the mid-2000s, Russia has pursued an increasingly consistent reimperialization policy trajectory toward the post-Soviet states and particularly toward regions where Russian speakers, ethnic Russians, and other minority populations reside. At the crux of this reimperialization trajectory has been the political reconstruction of the Russian diaspora of the post-Soviet world as �Russian compatriots.� The end goal of this process is to co-opt the Russian diaspora in order to expand the territory and the influence of the Russian Federation at the expense of the former Soviet republics.
Russian compatriot policies often have little to do with improving the rights or conditions of ethnic Russians or Russian speakers abroad but rather focus on using them for Russia�s own foreign policy and security advantage. Indeed, it took Moscow more than a decade to offer the Russian diaspora an opportunity to return to its motherland�and even then only to populate its most rugged, remote regions like Siberia. Instead, Russian compatriot policies go hand in hand with coercion, disinformation, and use of force against the governments of the target states. These policies at times verge on blackmail to manipulate the compatriots and even allies like Armenia, Belarus, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan into participating in the Russian reimperialization project. Moscow offers and extends its protection to compatriots in some cases despite the preferences of the compatriots themselves. Likewise, the persistent propaganda about alleged maltreatment experienced by Russian speakers or other minorities in Ukraine, Georgia, or the Baltics has only fueled societal discord. It has prevented the integration of minorities on terms of peaceful coexistence with majorities in the societies of Russia�s neighboring countries. When it did not suit its foreign policy goals, Moscow has ignored pressure on Russian compatriots or ethnic tensions such as in Turkmenistan and Kyrgyzstan. Overall, these policies of trying to co-opt the diaspora fit into the broader goals of Putin�s regime, namely to reestablish Russia as a great power on the world stage and resume the trajectory of Russia�s history of empire. Many of the countries facing Russian compatriot policies are (and historically have been) attractive targets for Russian economic, energy, military, and security ambitions. The West�s insufficient engagement and its tacit acknowledgment that the post-Soviet space (with the exception of the Baltic States) belongs in Russia�s sphere of influence have facilitated these Russian policies and even largely left them unnoticed.

RESULTS OF RUSSIAN POLICIES

The Russian reimperialization trajectory has been most successfully implemented in the cases of Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. In all three countries, Russia has succeeded in tearing away territories in the name of protecting its citizens and compatriots. The details have differed: in Moldova, it was the Soviet army �protecting� Russian-speaking separatists that played the decisive role; in Georgia, it was Russian peacekeeping and passportization efforts leveraging local ethnic tensions; in Ukraine, it was passportization of Crimea and the arming and manning of separatist-minded militias in the regions of Luhansk and Donetsk. The result has been self-declared �people�s republics� in the territories of Transnistria, South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and eastern Ukraine that either have led to frozen conflicts or, as in Ukraine, are likely to do so in the years to come. Only Crimea has been outright incorporated into the Russian Federation. Nonetheless, in the short term, Crimea already resembles the no-man�s-lands of frozen conflicts, as its inhabitants are isolated from mainland Ukraine and the rest of the world and non-Russian populations face intimidation and pressure. It is highly likely that following decades of isolation and dire conditions that are inherent in frozen-conflict territories, South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Transnistria, and possibly Luhansk and Donetsk will join the Russian Federation. Processes of closer integration are already on the way in the former. In the end, there are few options left for territories that have broken ties with their home countries, are internationally unrecognized, and receive financial and military support from Moscow other than integration with their protector.
The implications of these developments in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova go far beyond the loss of a few territories. The challenge to these countries� territorial integrity (and even indirectly their statehood) will leave a lasting imprint on their future. The fallout from war and loss of territory will forever divide their political systems and societies. Factions will emerge (as seen in Moldova and Georgia) favoring concessions to Russia in hopes that improved relations will enable the countries to regain lost territories, or at a minimum reduce the risk of future territorial conflicts. Other domestic groups will proclaim a nationalist, anti-Moscow, anti-minority line that likewise bodes ill for their states and societies. Because of their disputed borders Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova will have difficulty gaining EU or NATO membership, which has arguably been among Moscow�s primary objectives in stoking conflict. For Moscow, creating frozen conflicts and breakaway territories is a low-cost, high-return strategy that makes life difficult for its recalcitrant neighbor states and for the EU and NATO. Ukraine and Georgia may well follow in the footsteps of Moldova and be stuck in a gray zone of isolation and stagnation between the West and the East. In some respects, the fate of territorially jeopardized states risks not being dramatically different from the frozen-conflict conditions of their lost territories.
In the Baltic States, reimperialization has also made some headway but is far from its final phase of separatism or annexation. The sizable Russian-speaking and minority populations have been targeted by Moscow for decades with various soft power and compatriot policy initiatives. With their large Russian and Russian-speaking populations living on the border with Russia coupled with Moscow�s frequent allegations of their maltreatment, Estonia and Latvia have much to be concerned about. Despite a common misperception, Lithuania also faces risk, with its smaller but concentrated pockets of Russian speakers (which together with ethnic Russians also include part of the Polish minority) and its past complacency stemming from the assumption that integration of its minorities has been successful due to its inclusive citizenship policies. In all three states, Moscow�s passportization of the Russian minorities has succeeded to various degrees. In Estonia and Latvia, passportization was driven in part by the fact that a number of Russians had not acquired local citizenship and some sought Russian citizenship due to economic considerations. Passportization has reached the most ominous level in Estonia, where in the small town of Narva on the border with Russia approximately 30 percent of the population has acquired Russian citizenship. The conditions are highly reminiscent of the high levels of Russian passportization in Crimea, South Ossetia, and Abkhazia ahead of Moscow�s pursuit of more aggressive policies in those regions. While overall passportization in the Baltics has had more limited success, especially with the younger generation of the Russian and Russian-speaking minorities, the three states have already experienced the subsequent phases of the Russian reimperialization trajectory�those of information warfare and calls (though not military actions) for �protection� of the Russian-speaking minorities. The information warfare campaign intensified in 2014 and focused on creating division in Baltic societies and smearing Baltic governments, as well as on rhetorical threats. Beyond rhetoric, the sovereignty of the three states has been challenged with violations of Baltic air space, kidnapping of an Estonian border guard, and a call to prosecute Lithuanians who avoided the Soviet draft following the country�s declaration of independence.
Though Russian policies toward the Baltic States may not spell imminent war and land grab as in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova, their implications could be in some respects more harmful to the post�Cold War order in Europe because of the Baltics� EU and NATO membership. Their Western integration has not precluded Russia from exerting influence on these states and their Russian and Russian-speaking minorities. As Russian policies in the Baltics escalate to the level of concerted information warfare campaigns, calls for protection, and provision of military training to minority youths, Moscow�s pressure on the Baltic States may translate into broader tensions between NATO and Russia. While NATO�s Article 5 would most likely preclude Moscow�s outright aggression, even indirect challenges to the stability, territory, and sovereignty of member states threaten the integrity of the alliance. NATO has already reacted by beefing up its support and operations in the Baltics, which will likely discourage Russia from trying to score easy gains in this region.
There are also long-term implications from the Russian reimperialization efforts for Baltic domestic political systems. Russia has consistently encouraged the Baltic Russian and other minorities and some minority parties to make political demands (and funded their efforts)�from changes in local language laws to calls for regional autonomy and referendums for separation. The result, however, is that while political parties representing Russian minority interests have had some success (mostly in Latvia) and such interests have been taken into account by broader center-left and minority parties in Estonia and Lithuania, minority interests remain somewhat underrepresented among the mainstream Baltic political forces. Moscow�s often nontransparent support for and at times usurpation of control over the Baltic minority parties have made them less trusted in the political mainstream, thus actually working against the minorities� legitimate interests. Meanwhile, mainstream Baltic political parties have neglected the issues of societal integration and minority protection, thus leaving space for the Kremlin to enter.
The five Central Asian states have also been subject to the reimperialization trajectory. The success of Moscow�s policies here has varied significantly due to differences in local regimes, in the significance of the compatriot issue, and in the economic and security vulnerability of the states in question. Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, the most authoritarian and closed regimes, have been able to suppress many Russian initiatives like support for diaspora organizations, compatriot policies, and passportization efforts. In contrast, the weaker, poorer, and more vulnerable states like Tajikistan and more recently Kyrgyzstan have been unable to resist many of Moscow�s policies that are carried out with a dose of bribery and coercion. Both of these countries (especially Tajikistan) are dependent on Russian financial support and are arguably constrained by the presence of Russian troops on their soil. The giant of the region, Kazakhstan, falls somewhere in between these two ends of the spectrum, but its large and somewhat disgruntled Russian and Russian-speaking population, concentrated along the northern border with Russia, is susceptible to Russian compatriot policies and potential compatriot-driven territorial takeovers. Over the years Kazakhstan has been a close, and possibly the most reliable, ally of Moscow in Central Asia, and like Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, it has permitted some of Russia�s softer compatriot policies. However, President Nursultan Nazarbayev�s skilled strongman regime has enabled Astana to draw red lines against Russian passportization and to quell separatist movements for now. Like the other Central Asian states and most former Soviet republics, Kazakhstan has been pervaded by the Russian state-owned media, which remain highly popular and influential across most sectors of society since some 75 percent of ethnic Kazakhs speak Russian. At the same time, the five Central Asian states and their leadership do not look at Russia through rose-colored spectacles, but have looked out for their own interests as they have focused on state building ever since independence. They have struck deals with Moscow when it suited them and have tried to protect their security and sovereignty when possible. Only the most vulnerable, like Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, have been more constrained in their relationship with Moscow, but are not completely subservient.
The geopolitical implications of the reimperialization trajectory in Central Asia are arguably less worrying than in the case of the Baltic States, but nonetheless cannot be ignored. The region�s shared borders with the turbulent states of Afghanistan and Iran, and proximity to Pakistan, imply that any destabilizing effects of Russian-stoked separatism or conflict could be compounded by cross-border extremist movements. Indeed, if frozen-conflict zones that thrive on arms and drug trafficking are created in Central Asia as they were in Georgia and Moldova, they may become hotbeds of terrorism. Such lawless territories would further destabilize a fragile region, creating repercussions for international security and the West�s global war on terror. Russia�s efforts to maintain a neo-imperial hold on the region may also increasingly come head to head with European and arguably even Chinese interests. The energy-rich states of Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan may in the future play a role in the European nations� efforts to reduce their energy dependence on Russia. China is already a rising consumer of Central Asian energy resources and an increasingly prominent investor in the region. As the Central Asian states have attempted to diversify their allies and economic partners, Russian reimperialization policies could become a hindrance and a source of tensions. In the future, as the aging leadership in Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan eventually leaves the scene, a change of regime and foreign policy, or a turn to less authoritarian leadership, may result in tensions with Moscow or create more opportunities for Russian interference, if not intervention.
The cases of Armenia and Belarus show how even Russia�s allies are not immune from its reimperialization efforts. In fact allies may be able to muster less resistance to Moscow�s various compatriot-driven policies than other target states. Both countries can be considered never to have left Russia�s imperial orbit and certainly not its sphere of influence. Both are unique by virtue of the fact that Russia�s wooing efforts are primarily aimed not at Russian or other minority populations (which are small) but rather at the general population, which tends to be open to Russia�s cultural and political influence. The Russian media tend to be pervasive in both countries, and in Belarus, the leadership has often embraced or at least not resisted what can be described as Russification policies. However, the story is not simple; neither Armenia nor Belarus meekly accepts all of Moscow�s dictates. The two countries also have their differences. In some regards, Armenia shares many similarities with Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. As a vulnerable state in its region, stuck in the frozen conflict of Nagorno-Karabakh with neighboring Azerbaijan, Yerevan has looked to Moscow for support and protection. Many Armenians, like Tajiks, have found employment opportunities in Russia and welcome Russian citizenships for economic motives. Despite Armenia�s strong cultural identity, the popularity of the Russian language persists among the youth of Armenia in contrast to many parts of the post-Soviet space. The country was subjected to Russian information warfare and economic pressure when it sought closer relations with the EU�a project Yerevan subsequently abandoned. While accommodating in many regards, Armenia has drawn its own red line at the passportization and resettlement to Russia of its citizens, while Moscow�s heavy-handedness has generated some official and societal opposition.
Like Armenia, Russia�s last stronghold in the Caucasus, Belarus remains the last country in Europe that remains squarely in Russia�s sphere of influence. While all other European countries of the Soviet bloc have at least tried to turn Westward, Belarus has remained Russia�s trusted ally and to a great degree a willing participant in its reimperialization project. Nonetheless, like Kazakhstan�s Nazarbayev, Belarus�s President Alexander Lukashenko has used his powerful position to limit some of the more aggressive aspects of the reimperialization trajectory including passportization and absurd allegations of maltreatment of Russian speakers in a country where the overwhelming majority speak Russian. However, as seen in Lukashenko�s flirtation with the unification project of Belarus and Russia with his aspiration to lead the resulting state, the Belarusian leader has focused more on the consolidation of his power base and the fulfillment of his personal ambitions than on Belarusian state building. After Russia�s meddling in neighboring Ukraine since 2014, there are signs of a nascent state-led return to Belarusian identity and language�a trend that some of the Belarusian population already embraced in the 2010s�but optimism should be tempered as Lukashenko�s regime has overall been oppressive toward the Belarusian culture. At the same time, while Belarus tried to take a neutral position as the host of the Minsk I and Minsk II agreements, it has remained Russia�s staunch supporter through the Ukraine crisis.
The implications of the reimperialization trajectory in Armenia and Belarus are arguably less significant than in the other countries studied here. In many respects neither country needs to be �reimperialized� because they both already belong to Moscow�s core sphere of influence. Nonetheless, these countries may one day change their foreign policies. Armenia had already planned to sign an EU association agreement until it was strong-armed by Moscow into choosing the Russia-led Eurasian Economic Union in 2014. For now, the majority of the Armenian population supports this foreign policy path; but if this changes, Moscow is likely to phase in more aggressive policies vis-à-vis Yerevan. The brutal murder committed by a Russian soldier in the Armenian city of Gyumri in January 2015 already showed that social tensions could have political repercussions. A future risk scenario could involve Moscow�s undertaking an information warfare campaign, and making use of its existing military base to �protect� its stationed troops, Russian speakers, and the population of ethnic Armenians that have acquired Russian citizenship. In Belarus a change in leadership or foreign policy priorities may likewise elicit a tougher range of policies from Moscow. As in Ukraine, Moscow could potentially stoke societal divisions and target the most vulnerable border regions, military sites, and industrial bases. Overall, Moscow appears to have the same determination to �protect� its ally states from Western integration as to �protect� Russian compatriots, regardless of whether countries like Armenia and Belarus want this protection or not. At the same time, this �protection� of allied states is similar in its cynicism to the �protection� of compatriots. In the past, Moscow has been a fair-weather friend to both, doling out �protection� when it best suited its interests while withholding support from Kyrgyzstan during its ethnic conflicts and ignoring the Russian diaspora in Turkmenistan when trying to secure a gas deal with Ashgabat. Going forward Russia�s support for allied states and its compatriot policies will remain highly adaptable tools of its geopolitical ambitions.

LESSONS FOR THE FUTURE

The analyses developed in this book challenge many conventional interpretations of Russia�s policies toward its near abroad. They demonstrate that Russia has increasingly followed a policy of reimperialization of the territories that used to form the historic Russian Empire and the Soviet Union utilizing the Russian compatriots as a tool of its ambitions. This policy certainly gained prominence in the 2000s and particularly the late 2000s, coinciding with Vladimir Putin�s regime, but it should not be viewed as solely �Putinist.� My aim has been to demonstrate the important threads of historical continuity in policy between Putin�s era and those of his predecessors going back to the tsarist times of expansionism, Russification, colonization, and sowing of ethnic strife. Though Putin�s personal role in the quest to reestablish Russia as a great power and in spearheading compatriot policies to benefit Russia�s foreign ambitions could be an interesting topic for future research, I found that it is difficult to disentangle Putin�s role from twenty-five years of post-Soviet Russian compatriot policies or Soviet and tsarist legacies. When Yeltsin and then Putin came to power, they inherited the Russian diaspora as a product of the Soviet Union�s dissolution and Stalin�s ethnic policies. Likewise, the issue of large numbers of Russian speakers and minorities residing in foreign territories will persist long after Putin leaves power. Indeed, Russian compatriots will remain a significant factor in Europe and Eurasia in the decades to come, regardless of the leadership in the Kremlin.
Furthermore, while it is too often implied or assumed that Russia possesses an inherent right to privileged interests (if not actual territories) in the countries that used to form the Russian or Soviet empires, this book stems from a different point of view. Although I do not focus extensively on the interests and policy responses of the target countries of Russian ambitions, I never assume that these states do not have a right to choose their own paths�whether of allying and integrating with Russia or with the West. Indeed, I challenge the cynical perspective that these states �belong� to Russia�s sphere of interest. Surprisingly my viewpoint is somewhat counter to a number of prevalent analyses of the Ukraine crisis and beyond. Many prominent adherents of the theoretical approaches to international relations of realism (including John Mearsheimer) and constructivism (like Andrei Tsygankov), as well as others (like Noam Chomsky) have emphasized Russia�s great power status in its region and argued that Moscow�s aggressive policies toward Ukraine or Georgia are a result of the West, NATO, and EU�s infringement on Russia�s interests.1 However, these approaches of both Western and Kremlin analysts that focus on the clash of Western and Russian interests in the post-Soviet space as a source of conflict or emphasize how EU and NATO expansion challenges Russia�s historical and ideological spheres of influence all carry a certain element of �Orientalism� where eastern countries are studied as passive subjects responding to the actions of the West.2 In the context of the Ukraine crisis, Kiev also has too often been viewed not as an active agent but as passively subject to the interests of the West or Russia.3 Such an approach inherently denies the voice and the interests of the countries and peoples in question. The approach becomes particularly dangerous when the debate is shifted to the intrinsically misleading question to what extent Crimea, or eastern Ukraine, or Belarus, is �Russian,� ignoring not only Ukraine�s or Belarus�s own historical narrative and national identity but also its present-day foreign policy preferences. Similar flawed approaches can be extended to most of the post-Soviet space, where Moscow�s historical, ideological, or security narrative also concludes that these are �Russian� lands. In fact, shifts from softer to more aggressive phases in the reimperialization trajectory have been triggered by a target state�s efforts to turn Westward (as in the cases of Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, and Armenia). Further research on Moscow�s systemic responses to the shifting foreign policies of the post-Soviet states would help us move past assumptions that Russia�s aggressive policies have been �unique,� �inexplicable,� or driven by specific conditions (such as Tbilisi firing the first shot), and rather see them as consistent and continuous, as I propose.
I have also sought to move down one level of analysis and give voice, albeit unsystematically, to the different views and preferences of ethnic Russians, Russian speakers, and other minorities who are often forgotten as they are involuntarily politicized, instrumentalized, and securitized both by their home countries and by the Kremlin. A scientific survey of the Russian diaspora across the former Soviet republics, taking into account generational, socio-economic, cultural, and geographical differences would certainly be welcome since it would shed additional light on a group of people who will remain important to the stability of the post�Cold War order. Meanwhile, my analysis and the interviews included in this book offer several findings. Overall, there was no universal understanding of the term �compatriot� among the Russians and Russian speakers interviewed, and views ranged from insistent shunning of the label, to its passive but skeptical acceptance, to (in the rarer cases) enthusiastic embracement. In frozen-conflict regions such as Transnistria, South Ossetia, and Abkhazia, compatriot attitudes have varied from increasing skepticism due to Moscow�s un-delivered promises, to pragmatic cynicism, to increased identification with Russia and Moscow�s policies. Interviews also suggest that there is a generational divide among the post-Soviet Russian and Russian-speaking diaspora. In the Baltic States, the younger generation generally has acquired local citizenship, gained fluency in the titular languages, and is largely integrated into society. In countries like Ukraine, Belarus, Armenia, and Kazakhstan where a large segment of the titular nations and other minorities are often Russian speakers, the attitudes of the younger generation toward Russia and its efforts to protect compatriots seemed not to be linked to their ethnicity or native language unlike with the older generation. Young people who identified themselves as ethnic Russians as against Russian-speaking Ukrainians were as likely to be critical as supportive of Moscow�s policies. In the future, if the Kremlin continues to exploit the so-called compatriots for its territorial ambitions, it will be up to the leadership of the post-Soviet states to first understand their Russian minorities in order to successfully engage and integrate them. To date, however, the opposite seems true. There is a lack of understanding among many post-Soviet governments of their minority populations and in some cases a fear of them as possible fifth columnists. This perspective closes the opportunities for engagement and integration of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers in their home societies and opens the door for co-optation by Moscow.
A troubling by-product of Russian compatriot and reimperialization efforts has been frozen conflicts. Nearly all such conflicts in the post-Soviet space (with the exception of Nagorno-Karabakh) were created by Russia�s efforts to protect its compatriots, and all took the form of self-proclaimed �people�s republics.� The conditions in these �republics� are dire. Arms, drugs, human trafficking, terrorism, organized crime, collapsed economies, and warlords have been the norm from Transnistria to the latest Donetsk and Luhansk �republics.� Such conditions certainly have transnational consequences, and Russian-stoked separatism that leads to frozen conflicts should matter to the international community and not only to torn-apart states and their allies. Too often each of the post-Soviet frozen conflicts has been treated as a singular case and a product of unique circumstances, with insufficient attention awarded to their similarities and common origins in Russian policies that I have sought to demonstrate. This, too is a subject that would benefit from further research.
While the reimperialization trajectory is intended to grow Moscow�s power and bring post-Soviet states back into Russia�s embrace or in some cases to prevent them from escaping it, the outcomes of these policies could be contradictory. First, Russia�s more aggressive policies toward its compatriots and the territories where they reside have made states like Ukraine, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan more wary in their relationship with Moscow and more likely to shift toward Europe or China. Second, as Russian national identity is increasingly formulated along ethnic lines and tied to the Russian Orthodox Church rather than to a civic definition, this is bound in the long term to alienate non-Russians and Muslims in parts of the Russian Federation such as Chechnya, Dagestan, Tatarstan, and recently annexed Crimea. It may also work against Moscow�s inclusion of non�ethnic Russians in its conceptualization of compatriots, as in South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Third, as Russian compatriot policies encroach on the sovereignty of foreign states and result in war as in Ukraine, there is likely to be a backlash from otherwise sympathetic ethnic Russians and Russian speakers abroad. This rising skepticism toward Moscow�s agenda is evident among the younger generation of Russian speakers profiled in this book. Many of them generally identify with Russia and its culture but question the intentions of Moscow�s �protection� policies vis-à-vis its compatriots. In the years to come, Russia may lose some support for its softer compatriot and humanitarian policies among its diaspora.
Since the Russian diaspora and Moscow�s imperial ambitions are unlikely to disappear in the foreseeable future, Russian compatriot-driven reimperialization efforts will most likely persist in some form or another. As a result, it is useful to consider the most effective policy responses for the target states and the West. Certainly, there is no blanket solution to cover the distinct circumstances in the fourteen unique states ranging from the Baltic to the Caucasus to Central Asia. Policymakers need to be ready to tailor multidimensional solutions to each country�s specific conditions as Moscow�s policies leveraging Russian compatriots unfold.
Here I will briefly offer some suggestions as to what countermeasures can be taken at each stage of the reimperialization trajectory. The initial phase of the trajectory�and one that presently impacts all post-Soviet states�is Russia�s soft power. In response, the United States and Europe would do well first to let go of the erroneous assumption that with the end of the Cold War and with the EU�s and NATO�s enlargement the West has won the soft power and ideological contest with Moscow. On the contrary, Russia devotes considerable efforts and resources to its soft power efforts in the post-Soviet states and further afield. Moscow�s influence is more effective because it is coupled with more coercive measures. The United States and the EU should continue to consistently engage the countries of the post-Soviet space and demonstrate the appeal of liberal democracy and the values it represents. Cultural, educational, and professional exchanges are possible programs to pursue. The post-Soviet states should also consider their own soft power efforts to win over the �hearts and minds� of their Russian and Russian-speaking minority and seek assistance in these efforts from their allies.
Second, recognizing that a number of targeted countries and especially the frozen-conflict zones depend on humanitarian aid from Moscow, the West could consider its own aid programs for those regions. States like Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine could provide economic, educational, and cultural support to whatever extent possible for their estranged separatist regions rather than leave them in Moscow�s pocket. One way to hinder Russian compatriot and passportization policies would be legislation by target states as in Central Asia. However, it would be more effective for these governments to pursue policies to integrate their minorities, including even policies of cultural support for them, and receive assistance from their allies in that effort. Above all, it is essential to be aware of the potential outcomes of leaving Russia�s compatriot policies and passportization efforts unchecked.
Addressing the stage of Russian information warfare is one of the most important policy responses, as propaganda starts as a form of soft power and progresses to become a tool of war. Some positive steps in that direction have already been taken in response to Russia�s escalating information campaign following Crimea�s annexation. In January 2015, Britain, Denmark, Estonia, and Lithuania called on the EU to create information alternatives to the Russian propaganda. Also, in 2015 Estonia and Latvia have announced plans to develop Russian-language TV channels, and Ukraine launched an English-language channel, Ukraine Today, in 2014. Other initiatives are needed not only on the European continent but also in the Caucasus and Central Asia. The United States-funded Cold War�era creation Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty would do well to further enhance its role in providing an alternative source of news and information in the Russian language and the languages of the former Soviet states. In October 2014, FRE/RL and Voice of America launched a thirty-minute Russian-language televised news program. Still it is no match for even the single Russian state-funded English-language round-the-clock news channel Russia Today, with a reported annual budget in 2015 of $236 million and an audience exceeding 700 million in more than a hundred countries. In the years to come, the information campaign to counter Russian propaganda would benefit from better funding, organization, and coordination between the target states, the EU, and the United States.
Once Russian reimperialization policies reach the final phases of protection and annexation much of the trajectory will have been completed and implemented. At such stages, policy responses need be even more case-specific, and their analysis lies largely beyond the scope of this book. Some of the post-Soviet states have already taken small steps that may better prepare them if Russian policies move toward their final and most aggressive phases. In January 2015, Lithuania issued a public information manual, How to Act in Extreme Situations or Instances of War, so as to better prepare the population for outbreaks of traditional and hybrid warfare. Additional policy responses to consider must include (among others) preparing for Russia�s hybrid warfare, riot response, and countering transnational paramilitary groups, as well as engaging separatist territories and frozen-conflict zones. Policymakers in the target states and their allies, as well as the broader international community, should be prepared to offer responses and address Russia�s reimperialization activities in the short, medium, and long terms. Returning to business as usual with Moscow will not eliminate the local, regional, and international fallout from Russia�s expansionist policies, which take the form of frozen conflicts, broken states, and their stunted future development.
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