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1. Situation after the Collapse of the USSR

The collapse of the USSR went at such a speed that even the
opponents of this country at the Cold War were not prepared to face
all consequences of the process. Shortly after M. Gorbachev
declared his perestroyka (reconstruction) policy, within a few years
Eastern European satellite states overthrew their communist
leaderships.  Already by 1988 with the start of Mountainous
Qarabagh conflict between Armenians and Azeris, the confrontation
found its way inside the USSR. By 1989-1990 strong national
movements in Baltic republics, Transcaucasia, Russia itself
paralysed the local communist authorities. After the unsuccessful
coup against Gorbachev in August 1991, when the Soviet leader was
“saved” by the leader of Russia, Boris Yeltsin, it became obvious
that the USSR no longer existed as a serious political factor.

On 8 December 1991 Russia, Belarus and Ukraine signed
Belovejsk treaty, putting an end to the existence of the USSR. The
treaty established the Commonwealth of Slavic States.  Seeing
objective prerequisites to include other former Soviet republics to
the Commonwealth, the structure was renamed to Commonwealth of
Independent States and eight more republics joined it by signing
Alma-Ata declaration on 21 December 1991. The countries that
joined the CIS besides Russia, Ukraine and Belarus were
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,
Moldova, Armenia and Azerbaijan. Baltic republics and Georgia did
not join the treaty (Later, Georgia would pay dearly for its
courageous step, when in 1993 the country would be on the verge of
disintegration).



On 25 December 1991 Gorbachev officially resigned and
denounced the USSR.

There were a few notable features about the dissolution of the
USSR. First, there were no official territorial claims of any of the
republics to each other, which made the processes develop relatively
peacefully. Despite, there were ethnic conflicts going on in
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, supported by other republics, those
conflicts within the republics had not been developed to its peak
point at that moment. Therefore, there were not enough excuses for
republics to interfere with each other.

Secondly, there was a strong economic interdependence
among the former Soviet republics. “Russia, for instance, supplied
80% of Ukrainian energy.”* That problem was not easy to solve and
“the energy related debt to Russia on part of the near abroad grew
during 1995-1996 amounting to about $3.9 billion,”? Ukraine being
the biggest debtor. The situation was just a little better for the energy
rich states. “For Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan, the current politics of
resource exploitation were defined by physical location of Soviet
constructed oil pipelines, all of which traversed the Russian
Federation.”® “In post-Soviet Georgia, where Soviet power carved
transportation routes through Abkhazia and across Mingrelia, the
politics of development were similarly defined.”* So, despite all
republics had natural anti-Russian inclinations and all of them
wanted to build their economies independently from Russia, all
roads lead to Moscow, or at least passed through Russia. That factor
created a paradox of the time, when anti-Russian political positions
of the newly independent republics were going in parallel with
negotiations to get better economic deals from Russia.

Another difficulty was related to the “treatment of the
Russian minority — 25 million in all — who live outside the Russian
Federation.” Kazakhstan, for example had Russian minority
comprising “38 percent,”® while the titular nation was only 41
percent. There was significant Russian minority in Moldova, which
lead later on to the interference of the 14" Russian Army (stationed
in Moldova) into the local ethnic conflict.” The Russian minority was



also active in Baltic States and constantly caused frictions between
Russia and the governments of those republics.

One more important factor was the presence of the former Soviet
army basis all over the Soviet republics and even in Eastern
European countries. The dissolution of the USSR developed at such
a speed that the army got lost in the middle of the quarrel of
sovereignties between the former Soviet republics. The army was
still the Soviet army. However, Russians were dominating in the key
structures. That factor alone forced the breakaway republics to be
more careful towards Russia.

2. CIS — Tool for a Civilised Divorce or the Restoration of the
USSR?

From the beginning of the dissolution process in the USSR, it
became clear that the Baltic republics were under the special
attention of the Western countries and the concerns expressed for the
protection of rights of these republics were much louder than in any
other case. That might be due to the fact that Baltic States were the
closest among the Soviet republics to the North Atlantic Area and to
the EU zone. Anyhow, directly after the dissolution of the USSR
Baltic States lead their way through transition under the guidance of
the EU countries and the place of this region in the international
system was no more under question. It was predetermined and
directed towards the EU. Therefore, this study does not deal with the
Baltic case to the same extent as the other post-Soviet countries. The
study is directed to explore the place of the other post-Soviet
countries, which still lack a firm place in the international system.

Unlike The Baltic States, the rest of the former Soviet Union
was an area of intense focus of Russia. Already in the beginning of
1992 Russia, after a short break, started a range of activities to get
the former Soviet republics to the single economic, military and
political sphere. Quite soon an unofficial term for the former Soviet
republics — the term “Near Abroad” was coined in Russia. From the



point of view of the economic situation that term was a necessity.
There was still the old Soviet currency acting all over the Soviet
countries. All the industrial and agricultural enterprises across the
USSR were bogged in internal debts to each other and the only price
calculation was based on former Soviet criteria. For example,
Ukraine, simply, did not have enough convertible money to buy oil
and gas from Russia at the international market prices. The situation
was the same with any other trade between the former Soviet
countries. Carrying on according to the old prices lead to lots of
corruption and eventually by 1992 the only effective way of doing
trade became a barter exchange between the industrial enterprises. In
one way it was a burden for Russia and quite a heavy one. All the
export structures of the newly independent states were directed to
Russia or through Russia. Pressed by the severe economic crisis,
Russia refused to jointly regulate the rate of the rouble with the other
republics, forcing them to introduce their own currencies. In these
circumstances, Ukraine, for example, saw CIS as a tool for a
civilised divorce between the former Soviet republics. In this vision,
CIS was supposed to smooth down the process of economic and
political transition of the post-Soviet republics, regulate the
economic relations between the countries until they overcame the
problem of too much dependence on the old Soviet economic ties.
For Russia, CIS on the contrary was a new sphere of influence and
basis for possible resurrection of the USSR in the form of
confederation. “No one and nothing can relieve Russia of its political
and moral responsibility for the fate of the countries and peoples
which for centuries went with the Russian State. (Boris Yelsin,
president of Russia, 28 June 1994)”8 For Russia CIS was a kind of
“Monroe sphere” to be protected militarily from dangerous Western
influence.® Being unable to protect that zone from external influence
by economic means, Russia tried to substitute the economic
integration with close military and political integration. The first
serious document proposed by Russia in early 1992 and it was the
Collective defence treaty, which was signed by six countries: Russia,
Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan.



Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan refused to join the treaty.
Turkmenistan declared itself a neutral state, thus promising not to
join any other coalition, while Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Georgia
were actively seeking for NATO membership. Unlike Ukraine,
Azerbaijan and Georgia did not recognise the CIS even as a tool for
a divorce seeing in it an ultimate danger for their sovereignty. As
soon as the national-democratic forces came to power in Azerbaijan
in 1992, the country refused the CIS.

By the end of 1992 there were clearly two camps in the
former Soviet area: Centrifugal tendency was observed in a milder
form in the policies of Ukraine, Uzbekistan, inconsistently in the
policy of Turkmenistan and radically in the policy of Azerbaijan and
Georgia. On the other hand, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Moldova,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan were waging a pro-Russian policy saying
“yes” to any action of Russia. The true and voluntary integration
trend towards Russia was observed in Belarus only. “A public
opinion poll conducted in Belarus in March 1994 discovered that
more than 55 percent of Belarussians were in favour of the
restoration of the USSR, and 63 percent favoured unification of the
republic with Russia.”°

Aside from that country all the other republics were simply
forced to be “pro-integration.” Armenia needed Russia’s support in
its war with resourceful Azerbaijan; Moldova and Kazakhstan had a
significant Russian minority capable of splitting the country any
moment; Kyrgyzstan was a poorly developed country needing
Russian help nearly at every sphere of the economy and also had
“some 20 percent”!! of Russian population.

In 1995 Russian newspapers published analysis about three
possible scenarios for the development of the trends of integration
within the CIS. There were three options. First option reflected the
situation when CIS existed as an amorphous structure and the CIS
countries each lead a separate foreign policy, without any serious
coordination. The second option was the scenario when centripetal
tendencies prevailed and the CIS countries deepened the integration
in political, military and economic spheres. The third option was the



danger of creation of anti-Russian coalitions and groupings within
the CIS.

The model was perfectly reflecting the logic of the political
processes on the CIS integration. Russia was trying to use all
leverages of pressure to force Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Georgia to enter
the CIS structures. Economic sanctions against Ukraine (which was
unable to pay for the energy supply and thus ran itself into debt), the
active support of militant ethnic separatists in Azerbaijan and
Georgia (that lead to the total military defeat of these countries by
the tiny “minority armies” in 1993) lead to the initial successes in
achieving the Russian foreign policy objectives. By 1994 Russia
forced all these countries to become full members of the CIS.2
Azerbaijan and Georgia had also to sign the Collective Defence
Treaty. However, that did not solve the problem. The same countries
grouped against Russia within the CIS structures. They permanently
resented to Russia chairing all the CIS structures, demanding
rotation and went against creating a military block out of the CIS
countries. “In the course of 1996-1997 a new alignment emerged
involving initially Georgia, Ukraine and Azerbaijan, and
subsequently also Moldova: This resulted in GUAM, an informal
grouping committed to deepening co-operation in the political and
economic fields and to the formation of a joint peace keeping
battalion.”*® The new alliance was clearly serving the purpose of
joint defence against Russian pressures. GUAM, which was made
out of the head letters of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova,
later changed into GUUAM, after Uzbekistan joined it. The
alignment is mainly resting on co-ordinated bilateral treaties
between the member countries. Despite the pressures from Russia to
stop grouping within the CIS, GUUAM served as an effective tool of
improving the economic, political and even military co-operation
among the mentioned countries.



3. Other Regional Structures

Directly after getting independence, the post-Soviet countries
started exploring the opportunities for developing of economic and
political ties with other countries. The trends here were twofold:
First, all the countries, except Belarus and Turkmenistan tried in one
way or another to get under NATO umbrella. The main reason here
was to secure the acquired independence from the political changes
in Russia (the communist threat, first of all). The same reason forced
all the European part of the former USSR to be serious about OSCE
membership. Secondly, the economic crisis forced all the post-
Soviet countries to develop bilateral or multilateral economic co-
operation with their non-CIS neighbours. Thus the Baltic states
developed relations with the Scandinavian countries; Ukraine started
looking towards Eastern Europe; Moldova had a misfortune of
relying on Romania, which was living through crisis itself at that
time; Caucasus focused on Turkey and Iran, Central Asia, being
locked had to rely on Iran and to much lesser extent on China.

This turn of events rapidly increased the role of Iran and
Turkey in the region. That found its reflection in the establishment
of multilateral organisations in the post-Soviet area. Since 1985
Economic Co-operation Organisation (ECO) of Iran, Turkey and
Pakistan had been active in the region, with its headquarters being
located in Teheran. In 1992 “at Iran’s initiative, it was decided to
expand ECO by including Azerbaijan and all Central Asian republics
except Kazakhstan.”* Later Kazakhstan joined the organisation as
well and now together with Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Central Asian
countries and the founders of ECO, there are 10 members.

The organisation was supposed to represent the balanced and
co-ordinated enhancement of Iran and Turkey in the region.
However, ECO soon became reflecting more the economic interests
of Iran than of Turkey, which had to look for alternative structures.
Iran appeared to be quite active in the region and already in 1992 it
tried to isolate Turkey by playing with Russia alone. “To the further
embarrassment of Turkey, Rafsanjani (the Iranian president — A.A.)



announced that a Caspian Sea Co-operation Council composed of
the countries around the Caspian Sea — Azerbaijan, Russia,
Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Iran — had been formed at the
initiative of Teheran.”*® Turkey was left aside as a non-Caspian
country.

Despite these successful moves of Iran, strategically Iran’s
position was much weaker. It was the West enhancing against
Russia and Turkey as a NATO member had much more advantage
over the situation. Already after the Caucasian countries got the
OSCE membership (Iran was not represented) and later with the
participation of the post-Soviet countries in Partnership for Peace
programs of NATO since 1994, the advantages of Turkey in Central
Asia and Caucasus became clearer.

One more advantage of Turkey in the region is that
Azerbaijan and the Central Asian republics (except Tajikistan) are
Turkic nations. So, ethnic solidarity is an important factor in favour
of Turkey, whereas Iran has minority problems with Azeris and
Turkmens within its own borders, which might severely affect the
relations of Iran with the respective countries. Already in 1992
Turkey, Azerbaijan and Central Asian republics (except Tajikistan)
founded the Organisation of Unity of Turkic Nations. Despite, things
did not develop beyond a few summits and cultural activities, the
idea may have a great future. Turkey — Azerbaijan — Caspian Sea-
Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan- Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan might
form a single zone of political and economic integration. The
activities of Turkey in that direction lead Moscow to take a few
active steps to balance the role of Turkey.

In 1992 Black Sea Economic Co-operation Organisation
(BSEC) was established by Istanbul Declaration as a balance
between conflicting interests. Again, we have to mention that Iran
got isolated. The organisation included Azerbaijan, Armenia,
Georgia, Turkey, Russia, Moldova, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Greece and
Romania. “Austria, Italy, Tunisia, Egypt, Slovakia, Israel and Poland
joined it as observers.”*® Quite recently “applications to join came
from Yugoslavia, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,



Uzbekistan and Iran. Discussion however was referred to a future
meeting, under presidency of Moldova, due to lack of preparation.
Ministers said that the issue was yet right for a decision.”*’

Despite the abundance of such regional co-operation
structures, none of them can properly work because of the rivalry of
the regional powers. Azerbaijan for example is member of ECO,
BSEC and CIS at the same time. However, one can not say whether
Azerbaijan really found its place in any of these structures of
integration. The same is with all the other CIS countries. Baltic
countries can be named as the only successful pattern, working their
way out towards the EU.

4. Dynamics of Integration Processes in the Post-Soviet Area

Russia had made its way to independence from the USSR by
supporting the freedom movements all over the post-Soviet area.
The phrase used by Yeltsin about giving to everybody as much
freedom as possible was very famous. The policy of trying to keep
the USSR republics under control was a policy of Gorbachev.
Desperate leadership of the USSR used even military intervention in
Thilisi in April 1989, Baku in January 1990, Vilnius in January
1991. During all these actions democratic forces of Russia, lead by
Yeltsin had been speaking against the Centre, defending the rights of
the republics to independence. In the last three years of the USSR,
between 1989 and 1991, the USSR had actively been playing the
national minorities against the republics. The insurgent Mountainous
Qarabagh was played against Azerbaijan, South Osetia and
Abkhazia against Georgia, Trans-Dniestr against Moldova, Russian
minority in Baltic against Baltic countries. And despite it did not
influence the overall result and the USSR collapsed anyhow, the
games brought certain successes. “In 1991 the Abkhazian
authorities defied Tbilisi to hold a referendum on Gorbachev’s
proposed new union treaty. The result was a large majority in favour



of joining the proposed reconstituted Soviet Union as an
autonomous republic.”*®

After the USSR collapsed Russia inherited the old leverages
of pressure and started using it against the disloyal republics.
However, between 1991 and 1992 because of temporary uncertainty
of power in Russia, nationalist forces initially managed to strengthen
themselves within the former Soviet Republics. This was the time
when Baltic countries effectively neutralised the Russian minority,
forcing them to accept the realities or leave. This was the time when
the national-democratic forces came to power in Azerbaijan in 1992
and withdrew the country from the CIS and launched an effective
military campaign against the Armenian separatist forces in the
region of Mountainous Qarabagh. And this was the time when
Georgia launched an offensive against the Abkhaz separatist forces
in 1992. This was the time when ECO, BSEC, Organisation of
Unity of Turkic States were established. At that stage the newly
independent countries did not pay enough attention to co-operation
with each other and institutionalisation of their positions through the
establishment of multilateral political structures. Quite soon Russia
managed to pressure each of these republics by singling them out.

In April 1993 Azerbaijan lost Kelbajar region bordering with
Armenia and 60 thousand people fled. In June 1993 a coup lead by a
pro-Russian colonel Suret Husseynov overthrew the nationalist
government in Azerbaijan. Meanwhile, Armenian forces backed by
Russia occupied 6 more regions of Azerbaijan taking advantage of
the chaos and hundreds of thousand people lost their homes
becoming refugees in their own lands, or simply Internally
Displaced People (IDP). On 24 September 1993 Azerbaijan joined
CIS and signed the Collective Defence Treaty. After the Abkhaz
separatists, backed by Russia, had captured Sukhumi in September
1993, the president of Georgia, Eduard Shevardnadze declared on
state TV that Georgia was standing on its knees. The same month
Georgia applied for CIS membership. “CIS membership,
Shevardnadze concluded, was the ‘last chance’ to rescue the country
from disintegration.”?® In 1994 Russia deployed its “peacekeeping



forces” in Abkhazia institutionalising its influence over the conflict
management. The same model of using the CIS peacekeeping forces
was proposed to Azerbaijan. Unlike Georgia, Azerbaijan managed to
prevent that option. In May 1994 Russia mediated the cease-fire
between Armenia and Azerbaijan in Bishkek, defying the role of
OSCE in the region. During the Prague meeting of the OSCE in
September 1994, the representatives of the organisation made
serious complaints on the behaviour of Russia. “Complaints included
Russia’s initiating a September 8, 1994 Azerbaijan-Armenia
Moscow summit in Moscow without informing the OSCE; snubbing
a OSCE Minsk Group meeting; demanding a CIS/Russian
peacekeeping force in Qarabagh rather than a OSCE multinational
force.”?® The year 1994 was the height of the Russian domination in
the post-Soviet area. It was that time when “Uzbekistan president
Islam Karimov stressed after signing a military co-operation
agreement with Russia in March 1994 ‘the Uzbek army has no
development prospects if it does not maintain co-operation with the
Russian army’.”?!

However, already by the end of the same year the defeated
group of countries started recovering and re-establishing their anti-
Moscow policies this time in a new realm. In September 1994
Azerbaijan signed its first oil contracts with the Western companies.
Kazakhstan adopted the same policy a year later. By the end of 1994
Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Georgia developed contacts with NATO
through PFP program. As mentioned earlier in 1996-1997 Georgia,
Azerbaijan, Ukraine and Moldova established GUAM grouping,
which was later joined by Uzbekistan. This time the main feature of
the pro-independence policies of the republics was that a serious
Importance was given to the establishment of regional co-operation.
The abstract alliances with the West, which was not backed with
economic basis proved to be wrong tactics. The important positive
factor about GUAM was that the economic co-operation between
these countries would effectively substitute what those countries
lacked because of loosened economic, political and military contacts
with Russia. Ukraine needed energy resources, which Azerbaijan



could provide; Ukraine had a military industry inherited from the
Soviet past and that could be useful to Azerbaijan and Georgia, if the
military operations broke out again; Georgia with its ports could
provide ideal transportation for the oil of landlocked Azerbaijan.

All of these factors played an important role in cementing
GUUAM as a system of effective co-operation among the newly
independent states. The U.S. and Turkey have been actively
supporting GUUAM. To the deep frustration of Russia “on 18
November 1999 a framework agreement to build the Trans-Caspian
gas pipeline was signed by the leaders of Turkmenistan, Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Turkey and the U.S.”?? during the Istanbul summit of the
OSCE. The project will unite Central Asia with Turkey through
Azerbaijan in a single energy project. During the same summit
another agreement was signed, this time on transportation of oil from
Azerbaijan through Georgia to the Turkish port in Jayhan. Both
projects serve the idea of bypassing Russia and creating direct access
to the Central Asia for the West.

In order to counter the centrifugal tendencies in the CIS,
Russia consolidated its efforts to enlarge the scope of integration
with the rest of the member countries, which were still loyal to
Moscow. Again this was done largely in the sphere of military co-
operation. “On 9 December 1995 Russian defence minister Pavel
Grachev and his Belarussian counterpart Leonid Maltsau signed
eighteen documents on bilateral military co-operation.”?® In 1996
about 10 military co-operation agreements were signed with
Armenia. On 29 March 1996 Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan signed a quadrilateral agreement on integration accords
in Moscow. “On 2 April 1996 a broad treaty on union between
Belarus and Russia was signed in Moscow by Presidents
Lukashenka and Yeltsin to create a community of Sovereign
States.”?* Adding Armenia to that system (through the bilateral
agreements with Russia) Moscow tried to make its own grouping
within the CIS. The actions were sharply criticised by the leaders of
the future GUAM countries at that time. “Aliyev (president of
Azerbaijan — A.A.) criticised the quadrilateral grouping for elevating



certain members of the CIS to a special status and compared it to
Gorbachev’s failed experiments to reinvigorate the Soviet Union.”?

Some scholars have considered the years 1995-1996 as a
period of successes for Russia’s integration policy because of the
agreements mentioned above. However, the agreements did not
cover the whole of the CIS countries but only part of it and it did not
promote the integration within the CIS, it rather sanctioned the
division of camps within itself. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
creation of GUUAM took place in that very period between 1996
and 1997. The following years also showed that Russia lacked the
resources necessary to carry out its ambitious integration plans even
within the area of the quadrilateral agreements. Despite the complete
readiness of Belarus and the leadership of the Belarus to go to
unification with Russia, little has been done in that direction and the
reasons are purely economic. The present crisis of Russia related to
its problems with Chechnya puts more dark colours into the
perspectives of pro-Russian integration within the CIS.

5. Conclusions

1. The processes of local and regional co-operation as well as the
institutionalisation of such relations are still being largely
determined by confrontation between the newly independent
states and Russia. In this set-up Russia tries to enforce close
military and political co-operation close to protectorate, while the
newly independent states try to defend their sovereignty;

2. Russia seems to have serious difficulties giving up its imperial
policies. The reason for that might be in historical coincidence of
two processes: The creation of the Russian nationhood coincided
with the creation of Russian empire, “fusing the sense of Russian
nationhood with the habit of imperial domination.”?® Despite the
very authors which present this quotation do not agree with this
assumption, the processes of recent years prove that statement
true;



3. Russia lacks necessary resources to foster the economic
integration in its “Monroe sphere.” The trends in nearly all
integration accords proposed by Russia show that the high
priority is given to military and political integration, whereas the
economic prerogatives come as an addition to that;

4. Western countries show a great interest in the establishment of
the regional structures of the post-Soviet countries. The
agreement on Trans-Caspian Gas Pipeline, Silk Road Project, the
TRACECA program on the development of communications and
the infrastructure (funded by the EU) show that trend. At
different times different models have been proposed to explain
the motivation for creating such structures. In 1993-1994 the
Western scholars had been talking about establishing a ““Sanitary
Cordon” consisting of the following chain: Baltic Countries —
Belarus (if possible) — Ukraine - Moldova — Caucasus. The
purpose of such “Cordon” was to protect the Eastern Europe
from the negative changes in Russia. Later, when the changes in
Russia became a remote danger, the same model was proposed as
a kind of a buffer zone, but also allowing for contacts with
Russia through it with possible Russian participation in the
project. This was the time when the importance of Black Sea
Economic Co-operation Organisation grew and a few Western
European countries (Austria and Italy) joined the organisation
with the observer status.

5. The idea of the regional co-operation mentioned above was
implemented by the states of the region themselves with the
establishment of GUUAM. This structure is successfully
operating at the moment, uniting the efforts of Georgia, Ukraine,
Azerbaijan, Moldova and Uzbekistan. However, the Russian
threat is the only uniting idea for this alliance so far. Such an idea
can not become a founding idea for a long-term alliance.
Ukraine, being a Slavic country and much closer to Russia
culturally has very few in common with Azerbaijan and
Uzbekistan. Moldova looking towards Romania has the similar
problems. More could be said about the idea of the “Common
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Caucasian House.” However, Armenia is still allying with
Russia rather than with Azerbaijan and Georgia

. The alliance of Turkic nations spearheaded by Turkey has more
potentials for a long-term integration. The oil pipeline
agreements according to which the oil will be transported from
Azerbaijan through Georgia to Turkish port of Jayhan, the
agreement on Trans-Caspian Gas Pipeline uniting the shores of
Turkmenistan with Turkey through Azerbaijan are serious
agreements that might give an impulse for further integration in
the region. However, the economic potential of Turkey would
play a key role in the development of this zone of integration.

. The role of Iran is yet to be clarified in the post-Soviet zone. Iran
perceives the integration of Turkic nations as a danger of
isolation. At the moment, Iran sees a natural ally in Russia
against the West, including Turkey. The expected transitions in
the nature of the Iranian regime might help the process of the
clarification of Iran’s role in the region;

. Together with Belarus Ukraine’s natural sphere of integration
rests with Russia and possibly a few more neighbouring Eastern
European countries. However, no natural integration can take
place unless Russia transformed its interests into economic rather
than military or military-political terms and treated those
countries as equals;

. The present alliance around Russia, namely the quadrilateral
arrangements covering Belarus, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan and
the bilateral arrangements with Armenia and Tajikistan seem to
be resting on fear (except maybe Belarus) and can not have a
long term prospects, since the power of Russia is decreasing by
time.
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CCPU-uuH CUI'YTYHZAH COHPA IIOCT-COBET
MAKAHBIHJIA UHTETPACUMA MEUJLIAPU

Adun ACIAPOB
(Bakwi, AzsapbaiisaH)

CoBeT UTTHdarbiHbIH JabblJIMachl el CUPAT/AA Oall BepAu
ku, waTTta Colyr Miuapubs 3amMaHbl 0y HOJIKSHUH ONIOHEHTJISPU
OJIMyIll  JIOBJATJIAD IIPOCECUH OUTUHALK/AS  HapaTAblbbl
YATUHAUKAADAA  U3AAIIMANA  waselp  Jgeunaguasap.  Coset
UTTudarbiHbIH JJabblJIMAChIH/AH a3 COHpPA HO3IHI CUTYTa ybpaMbIII
MMIIEpUMAaHbIH BapuCUd eJaH eTMUIl Pycuila HAWMH OaujacblHa
OJIypca OJICyH UTHPUJIMHULI CUHAACH B IIAPOM SIbLUHIH OspracbiHa
yasblliMaba OamiaZbl. JIaKMH L@AUCAJNSPUH 3eJUIIaThl 3aMaH-
3aMaH PycuilaHblH MMKaHJ/apbl B ap3yJ/iapbl apacblHJa 40X GHOMIK
3UAAUNUAATASPUH OJIMACbIHbI 31 4YbIXap/bl. Y3yH MUAAAT ALHHaAa
6am BepsH CUHAAcU MPOCECASPUH 3eJUIIAaTblHA KIOKJL, TSACUP
3I0CTAPMHUII Bsl IiAp OUpP MACAAAAA 103 XIUCYyCH MIOBreld wuJs
mecabJianiMaba upsaimmMui Pycrida 4ox reica 6Mp BaxTAa abblp GUP
peasibirja LU3JAAMMAAU OJJYy. AbbIp peassiblbbl TA0YyJ eTMAKIA
YATHUHJMUK 4YS9KAH Pycniia MICTATUIMKJISPUHUA UeHUWbs Ta3aHMbILI
KEeYMHUII COBET pecnyOJMKalapblHbIH [AIOBJAT TYpPybyJaybyHJa
rapubial/iblbbl ~ OpoOJeMIApPAsAH  HUcTUGaAsA  efsdpsdK 103
MMIIEPUAJIUCT MapabblHbl MUXTAJA( cuMacy, WApOU OUPIUKIAP
MapaTMarJjia TAIMHH eTMsWS YaablliAbl K4, 0yHy fa canku CCPu-HuH
G6amra O6Up MICTSABUASA Osprachkl UCTUTAMATHUH/AS aTbLJIMbIII GUP
aJiIblM KUMHU TUUMATASAHAMPMAK onap/bl. 1991-bu ua gekabpbiH 21-
A  PycuiianblH  TAWA66ncy anTeiHAa 11 KeuMmHII  COBeT
pecnybJIMKacblHbIH  HIITHpPaKbl WA  Asnma-Ataga  Micrarun
JlloBnaTasAp BUpPAMHAMHUHE HapaAblIMachkl egaH OJyHAy. WaiHbI3
BanTuk pecny6Jinkanapsl Bl J1pblLCTaH 0y OUPJIUKAUH U3BALUALH/SH
MMTHUHA eTAUsp. A3 coHpa JUpPBICTAaH Oy bACApPATIU aAJbIMbIHA
310psl 'baBab BepMsIU oy B 1993-b1 uaasa AeMsK oJlap KU, TaM
napyajlaHbl® Au3 LCTA YIOKMSAK TALVINKACKA TrapubICbiHJA TaJi/bl.
BaATUK HOJKAJSAPUHS 3S9JAUKIAS HUCA OHJAPbIH Oy aAJbIMbIHbI



OHJIApbIH 3€O0MNOJIUTUK MIOBreJiapy WAPTAAHAUPMULIAU. BanTuk
IOJIKSJIIPUHUH ~ COBeT pecnyOJinkaaapbl uuysapucuiasa lumanu
AtnanTvka B ABpona bupsauiin 30HacblHa fH HaXblH pE3UOH
OJIMaJIapblHbl Bl OYH/|aH fJ1aBSl COBET MUMIIepUUACBIHBIH CUTYTYH/aH
Jispian coHpa ABpona bupauiln wiag 30361 saarsjasp rypyo 6y
Bupsiuiisa [obpy KypC 3SHOTHPMAJSAPUHU HA3ApA ajcar oHza Oy
PE3UOHYH GEHHSAJIXANT CUCTEMASKA WEPUHHUH IISKCU3 OSIJIJIM OJAYbY
aljbliH osap. Mama 06y caA6a6A8H TAACUraT HWIIUHAA bBanaTtuk
IOJIKSIJISIpUM WJIS1 6abJibl apalliblpMaJiapa Aalla a3 hep aupbliblo.

M/IB-HuH HMapaHMacbklHAAH a3 coHpa Pycuiia 6y peanoHja 103
WAPO6U SIbLHIL, O6spHa eTMsK MArcaAuas opTajblba KoJlieKTUB
Muaadus Casuiu H/JleacbIHbI aT/bl. Keumuin COBET
pecnybyuKanapblHbl Oy ca3ullsd JaxuJ eTMAKAA YATUHJIUKIA
13asasaH Pycuita MUXTaud TA3WUT BaCUTSAISPUHS S1J1 aTMaJIbl OJYpP.
By TA3UUr BacUTANSPU WYSPUCUHASA CIHU €THUK KOHQJUKTJIASAPHUH
MapabliiMackl, UT'TUCAIU-CUMACU CAaHKCUMAIapbIH TATOUTH 40X rbica
OUMp MUAAATAS PE3UOHY rallHap KOHQJUKTJSAP ObabblHA YE€BUPHUP.
Pycuita 6up Muaaar 6y KoOHPAUKTAApPU uzapa etmsakias M/Jb
IJIKSJIIPUH/ASA 103 YbYPJY XapUbW CUHMACATUHM LigHdaTa KedupMsaus
HauJa oJyp. By ybypay cudacaTUH TrypbaHJJapblHA YeBPUIMMUII
0JIKAJIAP UCA 103 HIOBOAAAPUHAA Pycuiaila rapuibl  alpbl-
aupbLIbITAQ MIOApU3IHUH epdeKTCcU3 0JiMacbl HATUbICUHASA
asanApsaAk M/IB JaxuavHAA 103 OUPJUKIASPUHUH HapajbliiMacblHa
HauJ oJiypJsap. ByHaaH snaBsi Oy HOJIKSJASP MUCTATWIIUKIASIPUHUH
TALWVINKACA3IMUMHA TAMUH €TMSK MACCAAWIS UPU OelHsJIXasur
TypyMJyiapblH L3BJILMIHSA JaXuJ OJIMar HUCTUTAaMSATHH/S MUSHHSH
UILJISIP SI0PLUPJIAP...

ButuH Oy MsAramsiapa auJbIHJbIT 3ATUPMSK LULH HaxblH
TapUXU KeUMHUIIMMMU3S TbiCaba €KCKypCcUHa eTMSK Jia3blM 3SJUP.
Msam3z 6y 6axbiMaaH “CCPU-HUMH cUT'YTYHJJaH COHpa MOCT-COBET
MsKaHbIHJA WHTerpacMiia MeW/aspd’ ajJibl TAACATaT UUIMHUH
3eHUIll OXy'bY ayJUTOPUMACBIHBIH HA3SPUHS YaTAbIPblIMAChl HepUHS

LIILD.



