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ABSTRACT

Why Do Russia and Europe Clash on Crimea?
A Constructivist Interpretation Focusing on
Different Conceptions of Sovereignty

Min Ji Kim
Graduate School of International Studies
Seoul National University

This thesis explores the reasons why Russia and Europe clash on Crimea focusing on
different conceptions of sovereignty in Russia and Europe. In an effort to provide a
Constructivist interpretation of the clash in the Ukrainian peninsula of Crimea, this
study investigates the concepts of sovereignty adopted in Russia and Europe as a
foundation for their clash.

In addressing the main research question “Why do Russia and Europe clash on
Crimea?” the main thesis laid out is that Russia and Europe’s conceptions of
sovereignty significantly differ, and this difference serves as a critical impetus for the
clash between Russia and Europe on Crimea. The first part of the analysis
demonstrates the different conceptions of sovereignty in Russia and Europe, while the
second part provides the reasons for such discrepancy.

It is revealed that the conceptions of sovereignty in Russia and Europe diverge from
one another at the core due to their unique national identities. Whereas the Russian
concept, driven by its hegemonic identity, distinguishes legal (de jure) and real (de
facto) sovereignties, the European construct of sovereignty conception, driven by the
shared sense of establishing peace and equality among states, is a unitary and
undiscriminating conception.

The main objective of this research was to provide a Constructivist interpretation for
the clash between Russia and Europe on Crimea. This study shows that the different
conceptions of sovereignty — influenced by states’ national identity — serve as a reason
behind the clash, which substantiates that acknowledging national identity and
discovering states’ understanding of foreign policy concepts could serve a useful
purpose in understanding international relations.

Key words: Crimea, Russian Foreign Policy, European Foreign Policy, Sovereignty,
National Identity, Hegemonic Identity, Isocratic Identity.
Student Number: 2014-24291
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I. Introduction

1. The Annexation of Crimea in 2014

In the beginning of 2014, the Ukrainian peninsula of Crimea became a subject of
increasing tensions between Russia, Ukraine, and the Western world. The outcome of
the much-disputed Crimean crisis resulted in the annexation of Crimea to the Russian
Federation along with a deterioration of Russia’s position in the international arena.
The crisis caused more than 100 fatalities and the social, political and economic
turmoil in Ukraine. It was also the venue of clash between Russia and Europe, which
did not end with the formal accession of Crimea to the Russian Federation.

The West calls it an illegal infringement of Ukraine’s sovereign territory. Russia
claims it as the salvation of its people from an atrocious illegal regime in Ukraine. No
matter how one calls it, the annexation of the Republic of Crimea in 2014 by the
Russian Federation was a critical event for the western world. The annexation was an
outcome of Russia’s foreign policy, a very successful one, at least from the perspective
of the Russian Federation. At the same time, it provoked serious question on why
Russia was so persistent and adamant for acquiring this piece of land, despite
considerable threats of sanctions and international isolation. After all, Russia already
had the biggest territory in the world. Russia’s closest neighbor, Europe, simply could
not understand Russia’s actions and continuously condemned its neighbor for the

illegal provocations.



The difficulty in understanding Russia’s obsession over this relatively small piece of
land, and the clash between Russia and Europe on this matters come from the Realist
approach and explanations. According to the Realists logic, this acquisition was an
irrational choice by the Russian Government because the detrimental effects it would
and did bring to Russia outweigh the material gains. However, for a more
comprehensive understanding, one must look deeper and go beyond what meets the
eyes — more specifically, how Russia sees Ukraine’s sovereignty and the meaning of
Crimea and Ukraine to the Russian Federation. The starting point of the clash between
Europe and Russia on Crimea indeed resides in their different understanding of
underlying conceptions and logics behind their approach on Crimea.

In this regard, this research aims to investigate why Russia and Europe clash on
Crimea from a non-Realist approach. More specifically, this study intends to provide
constructivist interpretation focusing on different conceptions of sovereignty.

In a broad continuum, it is expected that such a study will contribute to the broadening
of academic spectrum in the Foreign Policy Analysis and International Relations; it
will also bring societal input, namely, supplement additional reasoning for why Russia
and Europe clash on Crimea, the understanding, which could provide better
understanding of Russia’s foreign policy and to help formulate more appropriate
foreign policy towards Russia and potentially alleviate tension between Russia and

other actors in the international society.



2. Why Russia?

Relations between Russia and the West are in decline (Morozov, 2008). Scholars and
practitioners even have warned about the imminent new Cold War as Russia has
exhibited assertive policies both in domestic and foreign affairs in recent years. While
Russia insists on its sovereign right to conduct independent policies, the United States
and the European Union remain skeptical and negative. Wary of the increasing
assertiveness of Russia’s foreign policy, the Western states seem to not able to grasp
what Russian policies are all about, not to mention unable to form appropriate policies
towards Russia. Relentless efforts have been made to better “comprehend” Russia in
order to ensure peace worldwide. Some have pointed out that the source of
misunderstanding between Russia and the West come from their different
interpretation of key conceptions that shape today’s international arena and policy
conducts. Sovereignty and democracy stand out as two most prominent keywords in
the controversy, with both sides insisting on their understanding (Morozov, 2008). As
this study’s main aim is to examine reasons behind the clash between Russia and
Europe with the concept of sovereignty, Russia is a perfect subject for this research.
Also, there is a practical need to better understand Russia and formulate policies
towards the country in pursuit of establishing more stable global environment.

One reason for studying Russia is the importance of the country itself. Though it may
have lost its glory of being the superpower in a bipolar world up until the end of Cold
War, Russia is still very much significant actor in the global arena. The problem is,

however, many countries — especially those in the West such as the Member States of



the European Union and the United States — have failed in their attempt to establish a
cooperative environment and develop mutual ties with Russia; for many western
scholars and practitioners, Russia’s foreign policy has been labeled as “assertive”,
especially since Russian president Putin’s second term. However, while the Russian
foreign policy has repetitively been labeled as assertive and aggressive, the scholarship
and well as practitioners have difficulties in understanding Russia’s foreign policy.
Accordingly, many sources both in media and academia have largely stamped the
West’s foreign policy towards Russia as a ‘failure’. In fact, while the United States’
“containment” policy during the Cold War is considered to be a success foreign policy
case, no policy after the fall of Soviet Union was given such positive recognition.
Considering the constant misunderstanding and misguidance of foreign policy towards
Russia, it is no surprised that nobody had foreseen events in Russia in 2014. A recent
event in Crimea — its accession to the Russian Federation from Ukraine — came across
as a surprise because nobody expected such dramatic measures from Russia; “how
could we let this happen?” was a general reaction from the West, both North America
and countries in Western Europe. It was indeed a wakeup call for the rest of the world
to come up with better foreign policy analysis and plans towards Russia. In this regard,
understanding the source of Russia’s foreign policy may serve as useful knowledge to
better prepare for Russia’s possible actions and plan more suited policies.

Aside from the practical necessity, the Russian Federation also presents an interesting
challenge for social science academia, given its complicated history and features. After

the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, newly independent Russian Federation, as a



successor of the world’s largest and most powerful ideological bloc, faced a
tremendous challenge of having to re-establish not only its institutions and systems,
but more importantly, a new identity as a “normal” state to fit in the new global
circumstance. Given such conditions, in studying conception of sovereignty, which is
greatly influenced by national identity, Russia is again an excellent subject of analysis.
Its deeply rooted identity as an outcome of the imperial legacy it had enjoyed for
centuries in combination with the Soviet history have attracted many historians and
political scientists. Whereas most previous empires seized their existence well before
the 19" century, Russia had enjoyed its imperial status — though debatable — until
almost the 20™ century. Not only such identity entrenched in Russia, but it also has
simply not been very long since it had to “let go” of such identity. Indeed, it is still
guestionable whether Russia had detached itself from its identity as the most
significant powerhouse in the neighborhood; in fact, many, including this research,
demonstrate that Russia has kept its identity as a superior entity. In this regard, Russian
Federation is again a perfect subject for a study that endeavors to look at national
identity as a analytical variable.

A third reason for analyzing Russia is Realist-centered foreign policy studies. Given
the attractiveness and usefulness of the country for foreign policy analysis, vast
research has been done on Russia’s foreign policy during the last decades after the
dissolution of the Soviet Union. However, most of these studies have been conducted
in the language of Realism, focusing on material motives and power politics logic. The

Cold War, in fact, functioned as a foundation for groundbreaking developments of



Realist paradigms and theories such as balance of power, nuclear deterrence, and in
many cases served as empirical evidence verifying these Realist claims. On the other
hand, national identity’s role and meaning in foreign policy in Russia — essentially
given more attention in the Constructivist paradigm — have not been fully recognized
or studied. Taking Russia to substantiate the Constructivist logic will serve as a useful
supplement to Russian foreign policy analysis and the Constructivist school of

International Relations.

3. Russia and Europe

This study compares Russia’s concept of sovereignty with that of Europe in order to
find out what caused the clash in 2014 on Crimea. This raises two important questions:
“What does ‘Europe’ mean?” and “Why Europe?” There are various reasons why
Europe is an appropriate subject for this study as a device for comparison with Russia.
These include their common history, the importance of Europe in the development of
concept of sovereignty, and significance of the Europe in the international arena as a
representative of the Western value.

Most importantly, the annexation of Crimea arguably brought most substantial
implication to Europe, aside from the first-handedly involved parties. Ukraine has been
an important part of Europe’s “neighborhood policy” as the European Union has been
trying to establish the buffer zone between Western Europe and Russia. In fact, as
much as Russia put special emphasis on Ukraine, the EU has also been stressing the

importance of partnership between the Union and Ukraine as early as late 1990s. Since



the Ukrainian government declared that integration to the EU is the main foreign
policy objective in 1994, the EU has been keeping a close eye on this former Soviet
state. For Europe, Ukraine was thought to be an important partner in order to maintain
peace and stability in its eastern borders and relations with Russia. Throughout the
following decade after the establishment of the independent Ukraine, Europe has been
maintaining the special relations with Ukraine through various measure and policies
such as European Neighborhood Policy and the Eastern Partnership.

Aside from the importance of Ukraine to Europe, it is also important to remember that
Europe and Russia have very special relations; the two shared common history until
the end of the Second World War, and significantly diverged in their paths after the
War. Russia had been considered as a European nation, or at least as part of Europe for
centuries before the two World Wars; yet, recently Europe has failed in its endeavor to
establish “common language” with Russia. The Georgian War in 2005 and Crimean
Crisis in 2014 demonstrate that Europe does not share common perspective on certain
subjects with Russia as Europe’s efforts to prevent such events have failed to induce
meaningful results. Since the starting point of this study was to identify what causes
clash between Europe and Russia and discover foreign policy drivers to formulate a
better policy towards Russia, understanding the reasons behind the discord between
Russia and Europe would essentially require grasping the European conceptions and
logics.

In addition, Europe is a birthplace of the concept “sovereignty”, which is an important

element of this study. The first development of a system of sovereign states took place



with the Peace of Westphalia, which culminated the Thirty-Year-War between the
major European countries (the Holy Roman Empire, Spain, France, Sweden and the
Dutch Republic) at that time. Since then, sovereignty became a prominent in political
thought through the writings of Machiavelli, Luther, Bodin, and Hobbes. Having its
origin in Europe, the concept of sovereignty also has faced the most drastic
transformation in the European soil with the advent and development of the European
Union, where Member States had to delegate some of their sovereignty to the
institutions within the Union. As will be demonstrated later, Europe’s idea of
“delegated sovereignty” presents a significant difference with the concept of
sovereignty in Russia. This makes Europe a very interesting topic for a study of
concept of sovereignty.

Having established that this study requires examination of European conceptions, there
is a need to clarify what “Europe” means in this study and whether it can be studied as
a single foreign policy actor.

The word “Europe” has various connotations: geographically, Europe is a continent
that comprises the westernmost part of Eurasia, being the second smallest continent,
while demographically representing the third largest population of the earth; culturally,
“European Culture” often refers to the cultural and spiritual heritage derived from
Greco-Roman antiquity, Christianity, the Renaissance and its Humanism (Bochmann,
1990). “Europe” includes various countries, which belong to the “geographical” and
“cultural” Europe, ranging from nations situated in the western part of the continent

such as Germany and France and in the central and eastern parts as Poland and



Romania. However, in political science and International Relations, the most common
present-day usage of the term “Europe” is the reference to the European Union, a
European supranational organization comprised of 28 Member States. The European
Union remains as one of the most controversial political projects in the modern world.
It is usually portrayed as a symbol of successful regional integration: the triumph of
voluntarily shared sovereignty over excessive nationalism, ideological division and
imperial ambition (Dinan, 2004).

According to the EU’s definition of itself, “The EU is unlike anything else — it isn’t a
government, an association of states, or an international organization. Rather, the 28
Member States have relinquished part of their sovereignty to EU institutions, with
many decisions made at the European level” (European Union, n.da). These
institutions include the European Council, the Council of the European Union, the
European Parliament, the European Commission, the Court of Justice of the European
Union, the European Central Bank, and the European Court of Auditors. This hybrid
system of supranational and intergovernmental decision-making, in combination of the
Member States’ delegation of sovereignty makes the European Union act as a single
actor in the international arena.

Although foreign relations and policies are still largely an intergovernmental matter,
with the Union holding more weight as a single actor, it has been trying to establish a
mechanism to form a common foreign policy. These efforts have been translated into
the establishment of the Union’s diplomatic service — European External Action

Service (EEAS) and Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) — which is headed



by the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy,
equivalent to the Union’s Foreign Affairs Minister on behalf of the EU Member States.
Given such institutional characteristics of the European Union, this study will used

“Europe” as synonym to the European Union, and as a single foreign policy actor.

4. Research Question

The starting point of this research is the attempt to understand why Russia and Europe
clash on Crimea. This research endeavors to provide a Constructivist interpretation to
the annexation of Crimea in 2014 focusing on the concept of sovereignty. A main
principle this research accepts in explaining why Russia and Europe clash is that the
different national identity and its influence on the countries' concept of sovereignty
serves as a base of state foreign policy choices. In search to answer the main research
guestion why Russia and Europe clash on Crimea, this study therefore focuses on the
national identity and conceptions of sovereignty in Russia and Europe.

In order to answer the main research question, the research is composed of a chain of
questions leading to the main question. The starting point will be identifying how
different conceptions of sovereignty played role in the outcome of the annexation of
Crimea in 2014. The research will therefore first address the question how Russia and
Europe’s concepts of sovereignty different and how do these concepts influence the
clash between the two on Crimea?

Next, the study will further examine reasons why Russia and Europe have different

conceptions of sovereignty deriving from their national identities. With the aim to
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identify important elements of Russia’s national identity, especially that driven from
the imperial and the Soviet history, the questions formulated are: how has the legacy of
empire and Soviet Union influenced Russia’s national identity? Has Russia maintained
hegemonic components in its national identity? If so, how does Russia’s hegemonic
identity influences Russia’s conception of sovereignty?

The research addresses equivalent questions in search for Europe’s identity and
concept of sovereignty. While Russia’s identity is largely driven by its imperial and the
Soviet Union history, Europe’s identity has been fundamentally affected by the history
of World War Il and the development of the European Union. Borrowing the concept
of “isocracy” from studies of democracy, the study will formulate the questions how
has the WWII and the European Union influenced Europe’s national identity? What
are the characteristics of Europe’s “isocratic identity”? How does it influence

Europe’s conception of sovereignty?

5. Structure of the Thesis

The main objective of this research is to identify why Russia and Europe clash on
Crimea from the Constructivist point of view by using the concept of sovereignty.
Aside from the practical need to comprehend reasons behind the clash between the two,
another important motivation to undertake such study was the need to better
understand the Russian foreign policy in order to prepare for its future actions and plan
more appropriate policies towards Russia given the continuous assertive policies from

Russia. There is also a need to identify foreign policy impetus that is outside of
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traditional materialist reasoning in order to contribute to the relatively young
Constructivist school of International Relations.

The principal argument of the thesis is that the different conceptions of sovereignty in
Russia and Europe serve as an important cause for the clash between Russia and
Europe on Crimea. An underlying base of this argument is that foreign policy is greatly
influenced by national identity and different identities shape different conceptions,
such as state’ understanding of sovereignty.

Since this research uses a less conventional tool for foreign policy analysis
“Theoretical Framework and Methodology ” following the introductory chapter will
provide a rationale behind choosing the Constructivist framework and explain methods
via which this research is conducted. A wide range of key conceptions and
propositions are presented and elaborated; these include literature review on the
conception of sovereignty, national identity, national identity’s influence on foreign
policy. The last part of this chapter explains the methodological choice of the study —
foreign policy analysis, history and discourse analyses. It details the research design
and steps taken in conducting the study with explanations on the chosen documents for
the analysis.

Following the research design, the third chapter — “Annexation of Crimea in 2014 —
will demonstrate the clash between Russia and Europe on Crimea. This chapter will
show how different concepts of sovereignty have influenced and were translated into
different foreign policies between Russia and Europe, leading them to the clash on

Crimea. In particular, this section will analyze official documents of the Foreign
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Affairs Ministries in Russia and Europe — Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian
Federation and European External Action Service — during the Crimean crisis in 2014.
By examining their stance via the official statements on the event, the difference
between Russia and EU’s concept of sovereignty and foreign policy will be revealed
and analyzed.

The subsequent chapter “National Identity and Concept of Sovereignty ” constitute the
analytical work of this thesis, finding answer to the main research question why Russia
and Europe clash of Crimea. This research necessitates addressing the two following
issues: (1) the historical legacy of Russia and Europe as a foundation of their identity,
and the relation between the national identity and concept of sovereignty, and (2) the
link between the concept of sovereignty and foreign policy. This chapter will focus on
the issue of national identity in Russia and in Europe, and its implication on the
concept of sovereignty. It is important to consider that nations have more than one
identity; national identity is a multifaceted distinctiveness comprised of multiple ideas.
Acknowledging this complexity, the this chapter will mainly focus on Russia’s
hegemonic identity and Europe’s isocratic identity as a foundation of their concepts of
sovereignty. After identifying hegemonic and isocratic elements in Russia and
Europe’s national identity, the next part of the research will show how these particular
identities have influenced and shaped the conception of sovereignty in Russia and
Europe.

Following the analytical parts of the study, this thesis will conclude by stating key

findings as well as limitations of this research and suggest further research topics.
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I1. Theoretical Framework and Methodology

1. Constructivism

1-1. Limitations of competing Realist Theory

The Realist School of International Relations has guided foreign policy analysis for
many decades. Some (Thomas, 2005) have argued that political Realism has dominated
international politics as early as the establishment of a new international system
following the Treaty of Westphalia. However, concerning foreign policy conduct and
new developments in the international arena in recent years, there are many reasons
why Realism is an inadequate explanatory tool especially for the Russian and
European foreign policy analysis. Especially when it comes to the Crimean crisis and
the consequent clash between Russia and Europe, Realist explanations provides only
partial and insufficient explanations, presenting the shortcoming of the oldest IR
school.

First, Realism suggests that maximization of state power is a central goal of every state
and, therefore, all states make “rational” policy choices to achieve this goal (Viotti &
Mark, 1999). However, what comprises a “rational” choice differs from state to state.
What one state perceives as a “rational choice” may be “irrational” from other actors’
perspective given different agendas and values states hold.

Second, especially when it comes to Russia, the state itself is not the only important
actor; as many Russian specialists (Baturo & Elkink, 2016) have repetitively argued,

Russian political decisions and politics are constructed as an outcome of political
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processes and historical events in the country. Realists heavily focus on the systemic
level of analysis and they are unable to spare attention at levels underneath their
traditional scope such as idea, culture, and norms. This research aims to look at
elements underneath the systemic level and to take into account national components,
namely national identity. Therefore, a theoretical framework, which allows examining
elements outside of the systemic level, is more suited for this study.

There is also an issue of changing global environment, which lead to many criticisms
and sarcasm on Realism. For example, in their article titled “Is Anybody Still a
Realist?” Legro and Moravscik (1999) challenged Realists, pointing out this lack of
consistency and explanatory capacities of the Realist paradigm in a newly changing
world.

In addition, more specific to this study, Realism is not the best analytical framework
because it fails to sufficiently explain reasons behind the Crimea crisis and the clash
between Russia and Europe on the incident. For example, Russia’s choice to annex
Crimea despite international condemnation and sanctions was an irrational choice
given the detrimental effects such action would bring to Russia. In fact, the material
damage caused by such action was far greater than the gains the annexation brought to
Russia. In this sense, Realism’s material reasoning fails to explain Russia’s action and
the clash between Russia and Europe on Crimea.

In a similar vein, in today’s globalized world, an international isolation by any means
is considered as an irrational choice. Therefore, even acknowledging Realists’

rationality argument, the annexation of Crimea contradicts to such Realist argument
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because pushing the annexation while knowing the choice would put Russia in
international isolation was an “irrational” choice, a contradiction to the Realist’s notion
that states always make rational choices.

In addition, the Realist approach would severely limit the analysis of this research, as it
will necessarily hinder focusing on the concept of sovereignty. The problem stems
from the fact that Realism does not take identities into account because they assume a
state as a unitary actor. It also sees states as a consistent actor, similar to that of a
historic determinist approach. It provides no room for change in identity; however,
since one of the important elements of this research is precisely to examine the Russia
and Europe’s identity conception, such deterministic approach serves no useful
purpose for this study. In other words, the Realist approach makes the research
inoperable given its stance on identity as a constant variable.

It is however not the intention to claim that Realism serves no purpose in studies of
International Relations of Foreign Policy Analysis. It is also not to argue that Realism
necessarily prohibits examining the concept of sovereignty. Though Realists in IR have
traditionally regarded sovereignty and anarchy as indisputable through a lens that
concentrates on the Westphalian system of states, more recent research shows that the
relative authority of states can attenuate sovereignty (Lake D., 2007) (Osiander, 2001)
(Krasner, 1999). The purpose of choosing Constructivism because this study, requires
a theoretical framework, which enables to look beyond the systemic level and
thoroughly analyze which elements, other than states’ desire to acquire maximum

power may influence their foreign policy choices.
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In this regard, Constructivist theory would be useful in addressing motivations behind
states’ foreign policy choices, as it takes into account more diverse and various
elements of state behavior. In foreign policy analysis context, this means taking state

preferences, identities, and culture more comprehensively.

1-2. Choice of Constructivism

Constructivism in Foreign Policy Analysis

Today’s international environment is extremely complex; with the advent and
development of globalization, the world has become more interconnected and the
linkages between diverse actors have nurtured a distinct environment for countries to
form policies towards one another. Even the most isolated state cannot survive on its
own; no matter how influential and powerful a state may be, it cannot stand alone in its
pursuit of prosperity. Hence, exploring relations between countries have also become
extremely important, and these attempts have translated into the study of foreign policy
analysis (FPA) in academia.

While foreign policy studies have been extensive and fruitful, it has long focused on
states’ rationality and pragmatism. The origins and motives behind the national foreign
policy have largely been explained by the national interest in line with the Realist
paradigm of International Relations (IR). However, while most countries presumably
strive for rationality in foreign policy, the definition of what is ‘rational’ is up to
diverse interpretations. A rational choice of a particular state may be globally

understood as irrational; such gap comes from the varying perspective on the nature of
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international society, how states identify themselves, and the way they perceive
themselves in relation to other actors in the international arena. While the Realist
paradigm is valuable in establishing the importance of state rationality, exploring other
influences on foreign policy could reveal motivations, which more extensively and
accurately explain these choices. In this vein, this research focuses on examining
foreign policy motivation from the Constructivist point of view, which assigns
importance to role of ideas in international relations; in particular, this research
endeavors to analyze relations between the state national identity and foreign policy by
examining different conceptions of sovereignty.

The most attractive aspect of Constructivism, at least for the fulfillment of this
particular research, is the fact that it pays attention at the role of ideas because an
important part of this study — national identity — is essentially accumulation of ideas
about the “self”. The Constructivist approach enables to take identifies as an analytical
variable. This is not to argue that Constructivism is the only framework that takes ideas
into account or rejects all the other variables. In fact, neoliberalist works such as that of
Goldstein and Keohane’s entitled Ideas and Foreign Policy contain an argument that
ideas do play role in foreign policy decisions (Keohane & Goldstein, 1993). However,
Constructivism argues that ideas may play a determining role, and therefore, should be
taken more seriously. It is important to acknowledge that the main difference between
Constructivism and other IR theories lies in the different degree of emphasis on

material and non-material motivations behind foreign policy; whereas the former
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hypothesizes that state interest are largely comprised of non-materials elements such as
ideas and culture, the latter supposes the materialistic assumption on states’ interest.

With the Constructivist framework, this study’s main subject of analysis is conception
of sovereignty. It is argued here the reason behind the clash between Europe and
Russia on Crimea in their different conceptions of sovereignty. This argument is
demonstrated through a history and discourse analysis of Russia and Europe’s identity

and concept of sovereignty.

Constructivist Framework and Elements

With the development of globalization, more scholars in the field of IR started paying
attention at the non-material elements of the international politics. As a result, the
Constructivism was developed as an alternative to the predominant tradition of
Realism in the IR academia. The key difference between Constructivism and Realism
is that the former is more flexible and encompasses more elements under a common
theme, while the latter is more rigid and deterministic. Another strength of
Constructivism is that it is a middle ground between rationalist approaches and
interpretive approaches (Adler, 1997). This allows studies to be more comprehensive,
while maintaining core assumptions and ideas of IR studies.

The most attractive aspect of Constructivism, at least for the sake of this research, is
the fact that it pays attention to the role of ideas. One of the important analytical
subjects of this study — national identity — is essentially accumulation of ideas about

the self. The Constructivist approach enables to take identities as an analytical variable.
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This is however not to argue that Constructivism is the only framework that takes ideas
into account or rejects all the other variables. In fact, neoliberalist work such as that of
Goldstein and Keohane’s (1993) entitled Ideas and Foreign Policy asserts that ideas do
play a role in foreign policy decisions. However, the main difference between
Constructivism and other IR theories lies in the different degree of emphasis on
material and non-material motivations behind foreign policy; whereas the former
hypothesizes that state interest is comprised on non-materials elements such as ideas
and culture and is malleable, the latter emphasizes the materialistic assumption of
states’ interest. In the same vein, others (D'Anieri, 2007) have also argued that national
identity issues do not make material interest irrelevant, but they crucially influence the
interpretation of those issues.

In this regard, Constructivism, which takes intangible elements as important variable is
particularly suitable for this study because it allows the examination of national
identities. As mentioned earlier, the purpose of choosing the Constructivist framework
is not to argue that other IR theories are invalid or less justified. This choice is a result
of this research’s endeavor to bring added value and propose an unconventional
explanation for Russia and Europe’s foreign policy actions applying some less-
explored concepts such as national identity. The study will use key Constructivist
terms and logics as a theoretical framework, while accepting key mainstream concepts

of contending IR theories.

20



2. Key Conceptions and Proposition

2-1. National Identity and Foreign Policy

Issue of definition in social science is an innate problem. Given the intangible nature of
many elements in this study, e.g. ‘identity’, and ‘sovereignty’, it is of utmost
importance to establish a common ground upon which this research will be conducted
and read. One key element of this study is the concept of ‘national identity’. However,
defining what national identity is not a simple task. What exactly is national identity
and how is it formed?

As Ignatieff (1998) puts it, “National identity is not fixed or stable; it is a continuing
exercise in the fabrication of illusion and the elaboration of convenient fables about
who ‘we’ are.” In order to cope with such characteristics of term, scholars have defined
this concept by emphasizing its different aspects.

Barrington Moore, Jr. according to llya Prizel (Prizel, 1998) introduced the simplest
and the broadest explanation of national identity: it (national identity) is the
cornerstone of nationalism, as a membership in a group that can save an individual
from anxieties of carving out his own meaningful place in the world, especially when
the Realistic chances of doing so are tiny (Moore, 1978). Breuilly (1993), on the other
hand, underlined the exclusive character of the national identity by regarding the
relations between culture and nationalism distinguishing the nations from each other
(Inag, 2013), while Kymlicka (1998) refers to the civic nationalism by aiming to

pinpoint its inclusive character via differentiating cultural dissimilarities. Gilroy (1993)
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suggested that national identity is a melting pot, which has the assimilating character
by depending on the notions of citizenship. Anderson (2006), in his book Imagined
Communities asserted that national identity is imagined and constructed in people’s
mind.

While the aforehand mentioned scholars paid attention at certain aspects of national
identities, others focused on the period of formation of national identity. For example,
Connor (1978) and Smith (1986) referred to the primordial character of national
identity, which presented backward looking character seeking the myth of national
origin. As a contrary, Bradshaw (1997) says that the national identity has a forward-
looking character and this identity emerges with the politicization of an ethnic group
looking to the future destiny by sharing the same soil of the homeland (Inac and Unal
2013).

A common line embracing these volumes of work is that national identity is a shifting,
unsettled complex of historical struggles and experiences that are produced and
translated through a variety of cultures. Given the vast choices in defining the concept
of national identity, this study adopts the definition as a particular form of collective
identity, which sociologists define as “a set of attitudes, commitments, and rules for
behavior—that those who assume the identity can be expected to subscribe to”
(Friedman & McAdam, 1992).

While there seems to be agreement that perceptions of identity are of importance as a
psychological frame of reference in international relations (Prizel 2009),

conceptualizing the relationship between identity and foreign policy has presented
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difficulty in academic world. How, when and why do cultural norms and values matter
in foreign policy? How can one operationalize the theoretical linkage between identity
and foreign policy in an empirical analysis? Specifically to the Russian FPA studies,
for many years after the end of the Cold War and subsequent bipolar division — where
the delineation between ‘self’ and ‘other’ became increasingly ambiguous — scholars
have being endeavoring to answer these questions.

Some scholars (Clarke, 1993) have argue that a sense of belonging — identity of
belongingness — appears to be closely interrelated with membership of a political
community that seems to offer protection from external threat. Others (Lipschutz, 1995)
have argued that both identity and security — whereas security is a primary foreign
policy idea — are relational concepts that imply the existence of an ‘other’ against
which the notion of a collective self and conditions of insecurity are articulated.
Though logics and reason differ, it is generally agreed that the national identity shapes
national interest, which influences and translates into foreign policy.

Another important element is that national identity influences states’ perception on the
world, where it stands and how much power it may exercise. The latter — states’
understanding of their boundary — is especially crucial in foreign policy conduct
because it defines the scope of the state’s exercise of power. In today’s international
relations, this boundary is closely related to the concept of sovereignty because the
boundary of exercise of power is given and driven by state sovereignty. Thus, in

bridging the gap between national identity and foreign policy, this study takes states’
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conception of sovereignty as the element used to operationalize and demonstrate the

relations between the national identity and foreign policy.

2-2 National Identity and Conception of Sovereignty

A key argument of this research is that states’ national identity shapes their conception
of sovereignty, which serves as basis for foreign policy. This necessitates a
clarification on how national identity influences states’ concept of sovereignty. Simply
put, national identity is about how a state perceives itself: what role it should or does
play with regards to its own people and outside actors, how much power/autonomy it
has, how it sees itself amongst other states in the international arena. The concept of
sovereignty is also essentially about what a state perceives as its sphere of influence; is
about how much power a state thinks it may exercise over which territories and entities.
This demonstrates that there is a clear linkage and commonality between national
identity — state’s self-perception — and concept of sovereignty. The concept of
sovereignty reflects the national identity of the state, which makes the conduct of this
research possible. As will be demonstrated in the analysis, Russia’s hegemonic
national identity results in a particular conception of sovereignty, where it sees two
kinds of sovereignties — de jure and de facto; accordingly it distinguishes two kinds of
states — those with legal sovereignty and those with real sovereignty. On the other hand,
Europe’s history with the World War II and the development of the European Union
has led to the acquisition of what this study labels as isocratic identity, where every

country regardless of the actual power, is perceived as equal sovereign states.
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2-3. Sovereignty

Sovereignty is a much-contested multi-dimensional concept. While it is a cornerstone
to the ordering of international society, the concept can be discussed in various
dimensions: external and internal, Westphalian and Post-Westphalian, popular and
constitutional. However, the purpose of this research is not to explore the concept of
sovereignty itself, but to use it as a vehicle to understand the relations between national
identity and foreign policy. In order to use the concept in bridging the gap between the
two, a keen understanding of what sovereignty means in this particular context must be
established first.

Sovereignty is a basic principle underlying the dominant Westphalian model of state
foundation. The history of the concept of sovereignty dates back as early as the
seventeenth century, when it was introduced for the first time in Jean Bodin’s Six
Books on Commonwealth. Since then, the concept has been discussed in various
academic arenas such as political philosophy, international law, and international
relations. However, a classificatory study on the concept of sovereignty is still an
ongoing process, and like most of political science terminologies, a universally
accepted definition of sovereignty is still lacking in academia. Although there is a
general agreement that the concept of sovereignty entails a notion of supreme authority
over other polities as its main attribute, different scholars have differently defined,
classified, and applied the concept of sovereignty in their work. In his book with a
controversial subtitle Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy, Stephen D. Krasner

distinguished four different notions on the concept of sovereignty: domestic
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sovereignty, interdependence sovereignty, international legal sovereignty, and the
Westphalian sovereignty.

Domestic sovereignty refers to authority structures within states and the ability of these
structures to effectively control behaviors of entities within the state. The classic
theorists of sovereignty, Bodin and Hobbes, were concerned primarily with this type of
sovereignty. Initially, when Bodin introduced the concept of sovereignty, he had
divided the concept into two large and opposite theories: the Classical theory of
sovereignty and the Constitutional theory of sovereignty. Difference between the
Classical theory and the Constitutional theory lies in what or who is the source of
sovereignty. The former assumes that the state is the bearer of sovereignty, which gives
it unlimited power, while the latter suggests that the state infers its sovereign power
from the constitution and the sovereign power is not vested in any will (Heywood,
1994). Following Bodin’s work, most significant development of the concept of
sovereignty occurred during the age of Enlightenment, when it gained momentum in
legal and moral domains as the main Western description of the meaning and power of
a State. Contributors to the study of sovereignty during this period include Thomas
Hobbes, John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Hobbes (Hobbes, 1651), borrowing
Bodin’s definition of sovereignty that states are the bearers are sovereignty and argued
that this supreme authority must be absolute and indivisible. On the other hand,
Rousseau — with his conception of popular sovereignty — assigned sovereignty to the

people.
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Interdependence sovereignty refers to the ability of states to control movement across
their borders. The main implication of interdependence sovereignty is the claim that
globalization erodes sovereignty. Due to the advancement of technology, which
reduced cost of communication and transportation. Supporters of interdependence
sovereignty argue that due to globalization, states cannot regulate movements of goods,
capital, people and ideas across boarders, which results in the diminution in
sovereignty of nation-states.

International legal sovereignty puts emphasis on the legal aspect of sovereignty, i.e. de
jure sovereignty. It connotes that states should not intervene in or judge domestic
affairs of other states. In other words, it refers to the mutual recognition of independent
territorial entity. The basic rule of international legal sovereignty is that it is granted to
recognized independent territorial entities, which are capable of entering into voluntary
contractual agreements. Expanding on the international legal sovereignty, some
scholars and practitioners have argued that the notion of sovereignty expresses
plentitude and comprehensiveness in the exercise of political power (Cannizzaro,
2003). In classical international law textbooks and legal cases, sovereignty is defined
by reference to intuitive notions, such as independence, plentitude of power and
exclusivity in discharging the governmental authority of a territorial community. For
example, in the Island of Palmas Case (United States vs. Netherlands), the case states,
“Sovereignty in the relations between States signifies independence. Independence in
relation to a portion of the globe is the right to exercise therein, to the exclusion of any

other State, the functions of a State.” (Permanent Court of Arbitration, 1928).
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One of the oldest and foundational concepts of sovereignty is the Westphalian
sovereignty. It refers to the exclusion of external sources of authority both de jure and
de facto. It suggests that states have the right to autonomously determine their own
domestic authority structures and practice such authority. At the international level this
implies that states follow the rule of non-intervention in the internal affairs of others.
Aside from Krasner’s definitions, there are other diverse typologies with regard to the
concept of sovereignty. Stankiewicz (1976), for example, offers several dichotomies,
including political and legal sovereignty, internal and external sovereignty, sovereignty
de jure and sovereignty de facto, influential, limited, relative sovereignty, etc. While
different definitions and descriptions of sovereign exits, it is generally agreed that a
sovereign state is an entity possessing plentitude of power within its territory
(Cannizzaro, 2003), entitled to establish and maintain its own lines of conduct in the
international relations and is only limited by obligations arising under international law
(Verdross & Simma, 1985). Stripped of its symbolic and political meaning,
sovereignty could be understood as a expression that simply denotes fully-fledged
entities, which can use, at their will, all the powers and prerogatives. This conception
of supreme power of a state has remained almost unchallenged for centuries. What has
been the contending issue is the notion of sovereignty in the dynamic of international
relations with emerging topical issues such as humanitarian intervention and
responsibility to protect.

Due to the globalization, a number of political scientists have put efforts to re-examine

and re-evaluate the concept of sovereignty. Wide ranges of terms have been proposed

28



to capture its transformation: ‘reconfigured sovereignty’ (Ilgen, 2003), ‘complex
sovereignty’ (Grande & Pualy, 2005), ‘late sovereignty’ (Walker, 2003) and ‘post-
sovereignty’ (Keating, 2003), to name but a few. However, the purpose of this study is
not to examine the concept of sovereignty itself, but to utilize the concept as a vehicle
to investigate motivations behind different foreign policy and the inter-state clash. In
this vein, given the multi-dimensional characteristic of the research, this research will
look at the conception of sovereignty as a ‘basis’ upon which states conduct their
foreign policies; conception of sovereignty is understood here as reflection of states’

view on the strength and limitation of its own and other states’ exercise of power.

2-4. Concept of Sovereignty in Foreign Policy

Sovereignty, as mentioned above, is one of the oldest yet contested concepts in the
scholarly arena. To start with the history of the notion of sovereignty in international
law, it is almost identical with the full-scale history of international law itself
(Steinberger, 2000). Despite its longstanding history, more recently, the idea of
sovereignty has been questioned with the advancement of globalization. Some argue
that the meaning of sovereignty has been decreasing, while others claim that it has
been sustained (Krasner, 1999). However, the purpose of this study is not to explore
the concept of sovereignty itself. The aim of this research is to use the concept of
sovereignty as an analytical tool to understand why Russia and Europe clash on
Crimea. The reason for examining sovereignty to understand the clash is because the

concept of sovereignty of a state reflects its understanding of itself and other states and

29



most often serves as basis for foreign policy. The concept of sovereignty is essentially
about what a state perceives as its sphere of influence; more specifically, it is about
how much power a state thinks it may exercise over which territories and entities. In
this regard, concept of sovereignty is a fundamental element in states’ foreign policy
conduct; in this study, sovereignty serves as an analytical tool to bridge the gap

between states’ national identity and foreign policy.

3. Research Methodology

3-1. Foreign Policy Analysis

In examining relations between states’ conceptions of sovereignty and foreign policy,
the most widespread and traditional instrument for such a study is foreign policy
analysis. How one identifies oneself becomes more obviously articulated in the way of
behaving towards others (Laenen, 2008). While the study of IR is as old as the
existence of nation-states themselves, the FPA is a comparatively new field in the
study within IR (Hudson & Vore, 1995). However, the development in the FPA field
has been rather rapid and fruitful; three paradigmatic works developed in the late 1950s
and early 1960s — James Rosenau’s Pre-theories and Theories of Foreign Policy,
Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck, and Burton Sapin’s Decision-making as an approach
to the study of International Politics, and Harold and Margaret Sprout (1956)’s Man-
Milieu Relationship Hypotheses in the Context of International Polities— built
cornerstones upon which scholars in the following decades constructed more diverse

approaches. The core learning of the paradigmatic works rests in the argument that
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particularities of the human beings making national foreign policy are vitally important
in understanding foreign policy choices.

In his work, Rosenau (1966) created five levels of analysis from individual leaders to
the international system as a framework to understand foreign policy. In his view,
explanation of foreign policy needed to be multilevel and multi-causal, synthesizing
information from a variety of social science knowledge system. In this vein, his work —
where he provides idiosyncrasy, role, society, government, and system as the five
levels of analysis — intended to point out the direction in which it would be possible to
establish a testable theory to examine foreign policy.

On the other hand, Snyder and his colleagues (Snhyder, Bruck, & Sapin, 1954)
emphasized the role of the actual players involved in foreign policy below the nation-
state level. More specifically, their main focus laid in decision-making as opposed to
foreign policy outcomes. They wrote "If one wishes to probe the ‘why’ questions
underlying the events, conditions, and interaction patterns which rest upon state action,
then decision-making analysis is certainly necessary" (Snyder, Bruck, & Sapin, 1954).
Harold and Margaret Sprout (1956) tried to incorporate the concept of
‘contextualization’ in their foreign policy analysis, by emphasizing the need to refer to
foreign policy undertakings, which they associated with strategies, decisions, and
intentions. Their arguments highlighted the relationship between the international
environment and the decision-maker's perception of it. In essence, they suggested that
understanding foreign policy output — which they associated with the analysis of power

capabilities within an interstate system — without reference to foreign policy
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undertakings was misguided. They wrote: “Explanations of achievement and
estimations of capabilities for achievement invariably and necessarily presuppose
antecedent undertaking. Unless there is an undertaking, there can be no achievement -
and nothing to explain or estimate” (Sprout & Sprout, 1956). To explain this important
concept of 'undertakings', they addressed the 'psycho-milieu’ of individuals and groups
making foreign policy choices, where the psycho-milieu is the international and
operational environment or context as it is perceived and interpreted by these decision-
makers (Hudson V. M., 2005). From this insight has grown a substantial literature on
the role of perceptions in decision-making, political psychology and, in broader terms,

international relations theory.

Level of Analysis

This study adopts the Constructivist framework as an all-encompassing idea behind the
proposition and argument of the research. However, as mentioned before, this does not
imply a complete rejection of the traditional Realist approach. In fact, a state-centric
approach, central to the Realist theory, serves a useful purpose. The main question this
study attempts to answer is “Why do Russia and Europe clash on Crimea?” from a
Constructivist point of view focusing on different conceptions of sovereignty. This
means the research must consider Russia and Europe as a subject of analysis; in other
words, the systemic level of analysis is most helpful in fulfilling the objective of this
study. Therefore, the study will take a systemic (outside-in) approach as oppose to a

reductionist (inside-out) approach. Whereas the reductionist approach focuses on the
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national or subnational levels and study the attributes that consist a state — such as
financial institutions, bureaucracies, leaders, etc. — a systemic approach analyzes the
attributes of the system as a whole (Descalzi, 2011). The latter approach allows
examining of why Russia and Europe behaves in certain ways as an outcome of
internal processes. Also, a state-centric approach, according to Weldes (1996), allows
conceiving state identity and interest as a product of social interaction on the inter-state
level. Since the analysis takes Russia and Europe’s behaviors as a subject, such
approach is most appropriate for the conduct of analysis. Besides the operational aspect,
it must be acknowledged that states are still the most predominant actor and primary
sources of foreign policies. Indeed, even the most opposite-opinionated scholars in IR
— namely Kenneth Waltz and Alexander Wendt — often commonly adopted state-
centric approach in their analyses (Laenen, 2008).

While studying Russia with the state-centric approach is self-explanatory, examining
the European Union with the systemic level approach requires more clarification. The
fundamental reason why the EU can be and is examined through the state-centric
approach is driven by the nature and structure of the European Union as mentioned in
the introductory chapter of this study.

In the international level, the European Union acts as a single actor; the evolution of
the organization — from the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and
European Economic Community (EEC) to the current Union — reflects that the ultimate
goal of the EU has been establishing a supranational organization as a single political

actor. Even before the advancement to the “European Union”, the Copenhagen
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Declaration on the European Identity claimed that the Member States aim to construct
a “Union Europe” and “act as a single entity” (Office for official publications of the
European Communities , 1973).

The European Union’s policy-making structure also makes it possible to analyze the
EU as a single actor in the international level. The European Court of Justice has
established the supremacy of EU law over Member States’ national law, the European
Parliament — whose members are directed elected by the “European citizens” — has
gained in importance and influence in legislative matters, the European Commission
enjoys exceptional autonomy and legislative power on the Member States. Throughout
its institutional development, the EU’s decision-making and subsequent policies have
gained significance as the number of EU policies and legislations continuously has
been increasing in volume. Also, the Union has been aiming to cover more and more
policy areas as a singular actor, especially regarding global affairs. Although foreign
relations is still a largely intergovernmental matter, the establishment of the Union’s
diplomatic service — European External Action Service (EEAS) and Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) — equivalent to the Union’s Foreign Affairs Ministry,
demonstrates that the European Union can be seen as a single foreign policy actor.
Such structure and characteristic of the European Union have resulted in common
policies in different Member States, making it possible to use the EU as a single actor
in this state-centric approach analysis.

Another reason why Europe can be analyzed as a single entity is the fact that majority

of the Member States’ citizens view themselves as “European” citizens. According to
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the most recent Eurobarometer survey taken in Spring 2014, close to two-thirds of
Europeans “feel that they are citizens of the EU (65% replied ‘yes’)” (Ballas, Dorling,
& Hennig, 2014). With the institutional structure of a single actor and its citizens
viewing themselves as solitary “European” citizens, this research will take the
European Union as a single foreign policy actor and a representative for Europe’s

foreign policy.

3-2. History Analysis

The main task of this study is twofold: (1) to demonstrate that Russia and Europe’s
different conceptions of sovereignty contributed to the clash between the two on
Crimea; (2) to show that Russia and Europe respectively possesses different concepts
of sovereignty according to their national identities. In order to fulfill the first
challenge, pathways Russia and Europe took in the acquisition of the their identities
should be revealed first.

Key events from Russia’s history will be considered as a subject for analysis to build
an argument that Russia, throughout its history, has followed a trajectory via which it
acquired certain identity. This study will especially focus on looking at institutional
changes during the Soviet era because much of the legacy from the USSR remains in
nowadays Russia. In the same vein, in order to establish the European identity, the
study will also look at historical events, which had led Europe to develop its particular
identity. The events namely include the Second World War and the history of EU’s

institutional development.
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Through the history analysis, the research will establish that the historical events have
led Russia and Europe to arrive at their national identity conception today, which

serves as foundation for their understanding of sovereignty.

3-3. Discourse Analysis

This study devices discourse analysis as the main research methodology, given the
Constructivist theoretical assumptions and the research question this study undertakes.
Discourse analysis is chosen to be most appropriate as this particular methodology and
Constructivist theoretical framework share a common ontology as both sees reality as a
combination of “social facts, which are dependent of collective understandings and
hence on discourse and language, which in turn allow for an interpretation of physical
reality” (Lupovici, 2007). Also, discourse analysis enables to more flexibly examine
and analyze macro concepts such as national identity, which is an imperative element
in this this study.

This study mainly consists of qualitative analysis of official government documents. A
wide range of foreign policy sources present difficulty in choosing what exactly can be
and should be considered as foreign policy document. This research chooses the
official documents published by the main foreign policy bodies in Russia and Europe —
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russian Federation and European External Action
Service — as subject of analysis for number of reasons. Most importantly, since the aim
of this research is to reveal how the Russia and European Union’s conceptions of

sovereignty shaped by national identity influence foreign policy, their identification of
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‘self’ is extremely important. The official documents reflect how Russia and Europe

“wants to be perceived”, which is a critical point in examining national identity.

Scope

Given the changing and adaptable nature of the concept of national identity, this
research will focus on the period since Russia and EU have established their identity as
it is today. For Russia, this period covers from the Soviet era, whereas for Europe, the
end of World War Il denoted the development of European Union. Therefore,
historical events and documents prior to the advent of Soviet Union and European
Union are beyond the scope of this analysis. Also, it is not the intention of this study to
investigate deeply the concept of sovereignty itself. Legal documents such as the
Constitution of the Russian Federation and the Treaty of European Union, where
“sovereignty” is explicitly defined does not serve a useful purpose for this study. The
documents analyzed in this study comprise official statements and publications, which
directly or indirectly reveal Russia’s Europe’s national identity and subsequent

conception of sovereignty.

Sources

In examining the national identity and concept of sovereignty, this study will
extensively analyze official publications published by Russia and EU’s Foreign
Ministries. The documents are extracted from the websites of the relevant government
bodies — Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation and the European

External Action Service. Also, aside from the foreign policy documents, other official
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records such as presidential speeches, speeches of key policy makers such as Foreign

Affairs Minister will be considered as subject for the analysis. The complete list of

official documents that are analyzed in the study is stated in the Annex.

The major Russian foreign policy documents subject to the discourse analysis are:

Declaration of Sovereignty of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic
(1991)

Alma-Ata Declaration (1991)

Concept of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation (2000)

Declaration on Russian Identity (2014)

Official statements published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian
Federation (2014)

The key EU foreign policy documents subject to the discourse analysis include:

Manifesto di Ventotene (1941)

Declaration of Robert Schuman (1950)

Declaration on European Identity (1973)

Official statements by the European External Action Service (2014)

I11. Annexation of Crimea in 2014

1. The Annexation of Crimea in 2014

1-1. Overview

In the beginning of 2014, the Ukrainian peninsula of Crimea was the subject of

increasing tensions between Russia, Ukraine, and the Western world. The outcome of

the much-disputed Crimean crisis resulted in the annexation of Crimea to the Russian

Federation. The crisis caused more than 100 fatalities and the social, political and
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economic situation in Ukraine descended into chaos. It was also the venue of conflict
between Russia and Europe as the two diverged in their perspectives on the Ukrainian
sovereignty, which led to different logic and policies towards the event in Crimea.

The West called it an illegal infringement of Ukraine’s sovereign territory. Russia
called it the salvation of its people from an atrocious illegal regime in Ukraine. No
matter how one calls it, the incident occurred in the Republic of Crimea — a peninsula
located in the southern part of Ukraine — in 2014 was a critical event for the western
world as well as for scholars in FPA and IR fields. The annexation was an outcome of
Russia’s foreign policy, a very successful one, at least from the perspective of the
Russian Federation. At the same time, it provoked serious question on why Russia was
so persistent and adamant for acquiring this piece of land, despite considerable threats
of sanctions and international isolation. After all, Russia already had the biggest
territory in the world.

The difficulty in understanding Russia’s obsession over this relatively small piece of
land comes from the Realist approach. According to the Realists logic, this acquisition
was an irrational choice because the detrimental effects it would and did bring to
Russia outweigh the material gain. In a similar vein, Realists find it difficult to provide
a concrete reason why Russia and Europe clash on Crimea because the conflict is
difficult to see as a power struggle. However, for a more comprehensive understanding,
one must look deeper and go beyond what meets the eyes — more specifically, how

Russia sees Ukraine’s sovereignty and the meaning of Crimea and Ukraine to Russia.
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It is this different perspective on Ukraine’s sovereignty that caused failure of Europe’s
effort to de-escalate the situation and led to the clash between Europe and Russia.
Throughout history, Ukraine has been particularly important to Russia due to their
shared history. For example, Kiev, the modern capital of Ukraine, is often referred to
as “a mother of Russian Cities or a cradle of the Russian civilization” owing to the
once powerful Kievan Rus' state, a predecessor of both Russian and Ukrainian nations
(The Columbia Encyclopedia, 2007). In the 2014 Presidential Address to the Federal
Assembly, President Putin confirmed this notion when stated, “Crimea is as sacred to
Russia as Temple Mount to Islam and Judaism” (President of Russia, 2014). However,
although Ukraine has been an unalienable part of Russia’s history, their relations have
never been as those between equals. In fact, Ukraine has mostly been a ‘little brother’
to Russia, while Russia accounted for the superior position. During the Soviet years,
the USSR purposely distributed the power to other republics including Ukraine; yet,
Russia never de facto considered Ukraine or any other republics as an equal
counterpart. This convoluted history is even more extending when it comes to the
Western region of Ukraine, where a large population of Russians minorities — so-called
‘compatriots’ (sootechestvenniki) — have been residing for decades even after the
dissolution of the Soviet Union.

Such background on the relations between Russia and Ukraine had an important policy
implication with regards to Russia’s behavior towards Crimea; because Russia
perceived Ukraine’s sovereignty as “less sovereign” than its own, Russia allowed itself

to infringe the sovereign territory of Ukraine. For Russia, the Crimean crisis and the
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subsequent annexation were not about a conflict between equal sovereign entities. In
contrast, because the European Union recognize all sovereign states as equal
sovereignties, it saw the conflict as Russia’s violation of sovereignty of Ukraine, which
the EU perceives as “sovereign” as Russia. Such different conceptions of sovereignty
contributed to the deteriorated situation in the Crimean peninsula, and eventually led to
the failed European foreign policy towards both Russia and Ukraine.

This chapter will examine how the different conceptions of sovereignty in Russia and
Europe have influenced their foreign policy conducts with regards to the Crimean

crisis and the subsequent annexation of Crimea in 2014.

1-2. The 2014 Crimean Crisis

The crisis in Crimea was not a spontaneous incident. The tension in Ukraine had been
built up from the year before the actual crisis as the Ukrainian President Victor
Yanukovych abandoned a proposed Association Agreement with the EU, in favor of
developing closer economic ties with Russia in November 2013. The abandonment of
the agreement caused the civil unrest between pro-Russian and pro-European
Ukrainians; the protests in the capital city Kiev and other major cities involving
800,000 people resulted in violence and over 100 fatalities. Subsequently, Mr.
Yanukovych was forced to flee to Russia for fear of his personal safety, resulting in the
formation of a pro-European and anti-Russian government, amidst issues of the

legitimacy of the new unelected government.
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The protests continued throughout 2013 and continued in the beginning of 2014. While
the situation deteriorated in the capital city, Russian military personnel infiltrated
various parts of Crimea, outside of their agreed position inside the Black Sea naval
base in Sevastopol, sparking concern about a Russian invasion of Crimea, and
violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty. Although the Russian President stated troops only
intended to protect the Russians living in Crimea, the West had accused Russia of
transgressing international law by infringing Ukraine’s sovereignty. Nonetheless,
Russian military presence in the peninsula enabled Moscow to establish control over
Crimea.

The European Union, on the other hand, while criticizing Russia for the violation of
Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity, did not take direct measures in the
Ukrainian soil. Although some of EU’s high ranked officials visited Kiev during the
crisis, no substantial involvement in Kiev of Crimea took place. From the public
statements, it can be inferred that Europe did not want to infringe Ukraine’s
sovereignty by dispatching personnel without Ukraine’s explicit request. As equal
sovereign states, the EU understood the situation as a conflict between the two
sovereign states, and refrained from interfering. It is not to say that Ukraine is simply
not important to the European Union. Ukraine has been a priority country for the
European foreign policy, within the European Neighborhood Policy and the Eastern
Partnership. Europe’s noninvolvement in this regard is not due to its inattention, but

because of Europe’s full respect towards Ukraine’s sovereignty. Although smaller in
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size and political significance, Europe perceived Ukraine as a partnering country and
recognized its full (de facto) sovereignty.

On the 6th of March, the Crimean parliament asked the Russia Government to join
Russia and set referendum for 16 March, which would allow Crimeans to vote on
whether they wished to become part of the Russian Federation, or whether they would
instead prefer to strengthen ties with the EU as part of Ukraine. “The referendum was
organized in such a way as to guarantee Crimea’s population the possibility to freely
express their will and exercise their right to self-determination,” the Kremlin’s
statement issued (Das, n.d). On the other hand, the EU claimed that the referendum
was against the Ukrainian constitution and therefore illegitimate because it excluded
the Ukrainian government and the vast majority of Ukrainian citizens.

Despite the condemnation from the outside world, the referendum was held on the 16"
of March as scheduled where the unquestionable majority (97%) of Crimeans who
voted expressed their wish to rejoin Russia. The result was agreed upon and finalized
the following day, completing the annexation of Crimea into the Russian Federation.
As a consequence of the crisis, the Western states such as U.S. and EU have imposed
sanctions on Russian officials, Russia has been excluded from the Group of 8 (G8) and
related diplomatic talks; the 2014 G7 Summit which was to be held in Russia has been
boycotted, and Western nations refused — and are still refusing — to recognize or accept
the annexation of Crimea into Russia (Walker, 2014).

Nonetheless, consequent to the finalized results of the referendum in Crimea, the

Treaty on Accession of the Republic of Crimea to Russia was signed between
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representatives of the Republic of Crimea and the Russian Federation on 18 March
2014 to lay out terms for the immediate admission of the Republic of Crimea as federal
subjects of Russia and part of the Russian Federation (President of Russia, 2014).
Subsequently, President Putin signed a decree that Russia recognizes Crimea as a
sovereign and independent state. The document reads, “According to the will of the
peoples of the Crimea on the all-Crimean referendum held on March 16, 2014, [I order]
to recognize the Republic of Crimea ... as a sovereign and independent state,” (Katz,
2014). Since then, the peninsula has been administered as the de facto Crimean Federal

District, constituting Russian federal subjects with a republican order.

2. Different Conceptions of Sovereignty in Russia and Europe

Different scholars have provided different reasons for the clash between Russia and
Europe on Crimea. These include Russia’s desire to expand its territory and acquire the
Black fleet in the Crimean Peninsula, threat of the NATO. From the European side,
scholars have argued that Europe feels threatened by Russia’s assertive foreign policy
and find the need to create and strengthen the buffer zone between the EU’s border and
former Soviet territories. However, as part of Constructivist work for reasons
mentioned in the research design chapter, this study pays particular attention at the
concept of sovereignty. More specifically, the research sees different conceptions of
sovereignty in Russia and Europe as a main trigger that provoked and intensified the

conflict between the two parties. The interpretation of this study suggests that different
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conceptions of sovereignty constructed by their national identities serve as reason for

the clash between Russia and Europe regarding the Crimean crisis.

2-1. De jure and de facto Sovereignty

Russia’s Conception of Ukraine’s Sovereignty

It is revealed that Russia’s concept of sovereignty is dualistic, where de jure and de
facto sovereignties are distinguished. Russia and Ukraine are both formally recognized
sovereign states by the international law. They are members of the United Nation and
conform to the Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States. Formally,
Russia recognizes both Russia’s and Ukraine’s legal sovereignties. As is the case with
other CIS countries, Ukraine is acknowledged as a sovereignty state, whose
sovereignty and territorial integrity requires full respect. However, a careful scrutiny of
Russia’s foreign policy conduct reveals that while Russia recognizes de jure
sovereignty of Ukraine, it differentiates Ukraine with actual, de facto sovereignty. As a
state with hegemonic identity, Russia sees Ukraine as a subordinate country, which
deprives of the de facto sovereignty.

In the beginning of the crisis in Ukraine, Russia insisted international actors to respect
for Ukraine’s sovereignty. For example, targeting United States, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs stated, “the United States, hiding behind appeals not to prevent the
Ukrainian people from making a free choice, are in fact attempting to impose a
‘western vector’ on their development, dictating to the authorities of a sovereign

country, what they should do” (MFA, 2014a). However, as the crisis intensified, the
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Russian Foreign Affairs Ministry revealed it true perspective on Ukraine’s sovereignty.
Whereas it acknowledges Ukraine as a state with legal (de jure) sovereignty, it does
not assign Ukraine the real (de facto) sovereignty, undermining Ukraine’s power to
determine and rule itself. The mere fact that Russia annexed Crimea — sovereign
Ukrainian territory — proves this point. Such tendency is also disclosed, as Russia does
not mention sovereignty of Ukraine in its foreign policy statements later in the crisis,
purposely refraining from the notion of Ukraine’s sovereignty. Rather than complying
with the logic of sovereign equality, Russia appeals to more cultural and historical
legitimacies to justify its involvement in Ukraine’s domestic affairs. Sovereignty of
Ukraine became a secondary issue for the Russian Federation as its hegemonic identity
views Ukraine’s sovereignty less “powerful” than its own.

If Russia does not see Ukraine as de facto sovereign entity, where does sovereignty of
Ukraine stand and what is the basis of Russia’s understanding of Ukraine? Driven by
the hegemonic identity, Ukraine is a legally sovereign state, whose sovereignty is less
powerful — thus compromisable without consent — than that of Russia. Its constant
reference to Ukraine as “fraternal state” or “friend” and disrespect of Ukraine’s
sovereignty suggests that Russia does not see Ukraine as an equal partner in the
international arena. In fact, some scholars (Hille, 2013) have asserted that Russia often
does not recognize Ukraine as a separate state because it has long been the “fraternal
country” to Russia. In 2013, Mr. Putin himself stated, “Let me tell you absolutely
seriously and without any irony that we often use the phrases ‘fraternal country’ or

‘fraternal nation’. If we really say that it is a fraternal nation and a fraternal country,
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then we should act the way close family members do and support the Ukrainian people
in this difficult situation.” (Hille, 2013) Referring to the danger Crimean residents were
facing against the “ultranational Banderovite”, the Russian Foreign Ministry also
claimed it had no choice but to take measures for the sake of people of Crimea though
legally, they were the citizens of Ukraine. It stated that the illegitimate authority have
denied the right of the Crimean population to free will and gives out strong tone that
Russia will not tolerate such violation of rights in Crimea. However, not only are the
life and security of Crimean residents principally Ukraine’s domestic issue, Russia
simply does not have a jurisdiction over Ukrainian people or Russian nationals who are
citizens of Ukrainian. Despite these facts, Russia disrespected Ukraine’s sovereignty,
refraining from using the notion of “sovereignty of Ukraine”.

Instead of complying with principle of equal sovereignty, Russia uses other reasons to
justify its intervention in Ukraine’s domestic affairs. Of many commonalities the two
countries share, one that stands out and was constantly “used” by Russia is their
religion, the Russian Orthodoxy. Religion, in fact, played as a key motivation for
Russia’s involvement in Crimea. The first notion of church in its statement regarding
Ukraine appeared on the 24th of February — at an early stage of the crisis — when it
denounced the national radicals in Kiev, who are “threats to Orthodox sanctities”,
which is also a threat to “sanctities of the entire Russian world.” The message it
displays here is clear: if the (Russian) Orthodoxy is threatened in Ukraine, Russia will
consider it as its own problem and threat. This notion demonstrates that Russia

perceives itself as more than an ordinary state, perhaps a country with great ambition to
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occupy a very powerful — hegemonic — position. At the same time, it shows how
Ukraine is not perceived as a completely independent sovereign state; rather, it is seen
an affiliation, or at least a part of the Russian World.

Shared religion is also used as a reference point to invigorate memories of the two
countries’ shared Soviet history. In its statement on the 27" of February, the Ministry
stated, ““...we must stop interference in church affairs, the besmearing of Orthodox
temples, memorials in honor of the heroes of the Great Patriotic War, who freed
Ukraine from fascism, and other monuments.” Three distinct features are noteworthy
in this statement: first is the usage of the Orthodox Church to criticize Ukraine’s
domestic affairs as mentioned above; second trait is its reference to the Great Patriotic
War. Better known as conflicts though in the Eastern Front during the World War 11,
the word “Great Patriotic War” is only used in Russia and other former republics of the
Soviet Union. By mentioning the event in the certain way, Russia was appealing to
their shared history, when they fought a common enemy together. More importantly, it
was referring to the time when Russian and Ukraine were a one country, when the
boundary between Ukrainians and Russians were much blurrier; third, the statement
also mentions that Ukrainians were freed from fascism; indirectly, it is implied that the
Soviet Union — which the Russian Federation is the successor of — emancipated
Ukraine. According to such perspective, where Ukraine is perceived as a part of Russia,
sovereignty of Ukraine becomes a substandard issue.

Also important is the choice of words Russia used concerning the events in Crimea in

2014. While most western countries saw the Crimean crisis as Russia’s infringement of
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Ukraine’s sovereignty, Russia used more positive and emotional vocabularies such as
“reunification” and “acceptance”. The Russian Foreign Minister vividly exhibited such
tendency in his speeches on the 20" of March 2014, where, he began his speech in the
plenary session with “I present for your consideration documents about the
reunification of the Republic of Crimea and the Russian Federation.” Here, the word
“reunification” presents a central connotation because nowhere in other foreign media
or Government publications the annexation is described as “reunification”. The way
Russia describes the situation is very different from the rest of the world. By using the
term “reunification” Russia sent a message that Crimea had only been separated
temporarily and now has united back to Russia, which necessarily undermines the
sovereignty of Ukraine.

Such attitude towards Ukraine’s sovereignty is extremely contradictory to Russia’s
stance on its own sovereignty. In fact, as explained earlier in this study, Russia has
been using “sovereignty” as synonymous to “unlimited state power”. The notion of
“sovereign democracy” has been used to deter international actors from involving
themselves to Russia’s sovereign affairs. While such dual interpretation of sovereignty
could be seen as a mere contradiction, it could also be the case — as is argued in this
study — that Russia’s concept of sovereignty is twofold, where not all de jure
sovereignties possess de facto sovereign power. The official statements of the Russian
Foreign Ministry has shown that Russia used cultural and historical reference as
justifications for the intervention in Ukraine’s domestic affairs, while formally

recognizing Ukraine’s sovereignty. This demonstrates that Russia sees Ukraine’s

49



sovereignty as de jure concept, while it lacks the recognition of de facto power
(sovereignty).

In contrast to its perception of sovereignty of Ukraine, Russia does recognize de facto
sovereignties of more “significant” states such as Western European states and United
States. It is important to note that while it is important to acknowledge a special
relations between Ukraine and Russia, brought to the international arena, Ukraine is as
equal of a state as other sovereign states such as Member States of the European Union
or United States. However, Russia’s treatment of sovereignty of these different states
significantly varied during the Crimean crisis. Most notably, Russia regarded the
western countries as “partners”. The Member States of the European Union and United
States, which were actively involved in criticizing Russia with regards to the Crimean
crisis, are referred to as “western partners”, a term entailing much respect in Russian
foreign policy documents. For example, during the interview on the situation in
Ukraine in March of 2014, the Ministry stated, “We hope that the European Union,
which is attempting to play the leading role in Ukraine, although not always
successfully, will not take any steps, which may disrupt trust in it as a strategic
partner”. Shortly after, the Russian Foreign Ministry used the word “partner” referring
to the United States when it stated, “We have reminded our Western partners, in
particular the United States, many times that such ill-considered actions are counter-
productive”. As such, Russia has demonstrated that Russia’s treatment of equally
sovereign states differ according to its understanding of what kind of sovereignty a

particular country possesses: states with only de jure sovereignty e.g. Ukraine
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perceived as inferior, and those with de facto sovereignty e.g. United States recognized

as equal actors.

European Concept of Sovereignty Applied in Ukraine

Contrary to Russia, Europe sees all sovereign states as “equally sovereignty”. Europe
does not distinguish Ukraine’s de jure and de facto sovereignties, and accept it as a
fully sovereign state, equivalent to Russia, and the Member States of the European
Union. Therefore, while Russia saw the crisis in Crimea as a conflict between
sovereign superior Russia and Ukraine with inferior sovereignty, Europe saw the event
in Crimea as a conflict between equally sovereign states. Also, because Ukraine’s
sovereignty is as authoritative as that of European Union, the EU refrained from
intervening in the matter without a request from Ukraine itself. Such understanding of
sovereignty is well demonstrated in the statements of the European External Action
Service regarding the events in Crimea.

Most important reason for the clash between Russia and Europe with regards to
Crimea is their approach towards sovereignty of Ukraine. In Europe, sovereignty of
Ukraine is treated equally as sovereignty of Russia and the Member States of the
European Union. While Russia does not mention sovereignty of Ukraine is its foreign
policy, Europe consistently appealed to the notion sovereign equality. Emphasizing
equality among sovereign states, the EEAS stated, “The (European) Council
emphasizes the right of all sovereign states to make their own foreign policy decisions

without undue external pressure”. As the conflict between Russia and Ukraine
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intensified the EEAS High Representative Catherine Ashton reasserted that the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine “must be respected at all times and by
all sides”. For Europe, Russia had no right or legitimacy to intervene in the domestic
affairs of sovereign Ukraine. In contrast to Russian Foreign Ministry’s public
statements, which used culture, history and other common features between Russia and
Ukraine to justify its intervention in Ukraine, the European counterpart’s logic is
strictly legal and impassive. Condemning Russia for the infringement of Ukraine’s
sovereignty, the EEAS listed multiple international agreements and treaties Russia had
breached upon Russia’s intervention in Crimea. The list included the UN Charter, the
OSCE Helsinki Final Act, as well as of Russia's specific commitments to respect
Ukraine's sovereignty and territorial integrity under the Budapest Memorandum of
1994 and the bilateral Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation and Partnership of 1997
between Russia and Ukraine. From the perspective of the European Union, for whom
legal sovereignty is identical with de facto sovereignty, what happened in Crimea was
“an unprovoked and unacceptable violation of Ukrainian sovereignty and its territorial
integrity”.

In addition, in many instances, the EEAS confirmed that the EU sees both Ukraine and
Russia equally and criticized Russia for not sharing the same perspective on state
sovereignty. For example, President of the European Commission Barroso insisted that
Russia needs to “accept fully the right of these countries (countries under the EU’s
Eastern Neighborhood policy) to decide their own future and the nature of relations

they chose to have with Russia” (Barroso, 2014). Also the Union stressed that bringing
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stability and prosperity to Ukraine required recognition of the sovereign right of the
Ukrainian people to make their own choices about their future, which Russia lacked
due to its view on Ukraine’s sovereignty. The EU Trade Commissioner Karel de
Gucht’s statement also revealed Europe’s viewpoint when he stated, “For us, Ukraine
is a sovereign country that can decide for itself with whom and to what extent it has
relations. For us, Russia is not an opponent - I think we better should be partners with
respect to Ukraine”. Also, although the EU highly disapproved Russia’s violation of
Ukraine’s sovereignty, because Russia’s sovereignty is also as important as that of any
other state, instead of taking direct actions, the Union mainly condemned Russia and
sought to establish dialogue between Russia and Ukraine; this way, Europe avoids
violating neither Russia’s nor Ukraine’s sovereignty. In this vein, although sanctions
were imposed later in the crisis, major effort from the European side were made with
the aim to facilitate political dialogue between Russia and Ukraine to de-escalate the
situation. In a statement published by the EEAS after the High Representative
Catherine Ashton’s visit to Ukraine, it is revealed that the EU’s effort is aimed at
establishing the dialogue between the conflicting actors, rather being directly involved
in the matters of the two sovereign states. The statements wrote, “the EU follows the
situation in Ukraine closely and calls on all sides to continue engaging in a meaningful
and inclusive dialogue leading to a lasting solution of the crisis; to protect the unity
and territorial integrity of the country;” As such, Europe’s concept of sovereignty is

unitary, where it sees one and only kind/type of sovereignty. For Europe, driven from
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its isocratic identity, sovereignty is a concept that has an equal application and

meaning to all sovereign states.

2-2. Absoluteness of Sovereignty

Different Absoluteness of Different Sovereignties in Russia

The dual conception of sovereignty had an important policy implication regarding the
Crimean crisis in 2014. There is no agreement between Russia and Ukraine on
Ukraine’s delegation of its sovereignty to Russia. However, because Russia’s concept
of sovereignty separates de jure and de facto sovereignties, Ukraine’s sovereignty is
different from that of Russia’s in terms of absoluteness. While Russia’s sovereignty is
an absolute concept, which cannot be interfered and require full respect at all times,
Ukraine’s sovereignty is subject to compromise and contravention.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation ceased using or referring to
the sovereignty of Ukraine as Russia started directly engaging in Crimea. In fact,
during the analyzed period, Ukraine’s sovereignty was only mentioned once by the
MFA in its first public statements. When the events intensified in Crimea and the
Federation Council of Russia authorized the use of the armed forces on the territory of
Ukraine, Russia stopped bringing up sovereignty of Ukraine, neither affirming nor
denying of its existence. The fact that Russia, where sovereignty lies at the core of its
political ideology — “sovereign democracy” — and is characterized as absolute concept,
infringed Ukraine’s sovereignty demonstrates that the power and limitation of de jure

and de facto sovereignty considerably vary.
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Whereas Russia’s determination for the absolute sovereignty has been repetitively
asserted, “another” sovereignty (exclusively de jure) entails extremely different degree
of absoluteness. In a public statement by the MFA regarding the Declaration of
Independence of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Russia announced that it
recognized Crimea as a “an independent and sovereign state with a republican order”;
had Russia a unitary understanding of the concept of sovereignty, it would have been
extremely unlikely for Russia to assign “sovereignty” to the territory of Crimea. In this
vein, Russia’s dual concept of sovereignty, which allows them to incorporate
sovereignty of subordinate entity in the grand concept of Russia’s sovereignty, the
Russian Government was able annex another sovereign state’s territory and claim it a

“sovereign” territory while claiming it as part of Russia.

Unitary Concept of Sovereignty in Europe

For the European Union, sovereignties of Russia, Ukraine, and the European Union are
identical. There is no distinction between their power, limitation and absoluteness; all
sovereign states’ sovereignty are absolute concepts that oblige nonintervention and
require full respect. In this vein, in contrast to Russia, which assigns absoluteness in its
sovereignty and sees Ukraine’s sovereignty as subject for imposed compromise, the
European Union perceives sovereignty of Russia and Ukraine as equally absolute
concepts. Therefore, the Crimean crisis from the European perspective is an intolerable

infringement of Ukraine’s sovereignty by the Russian Federation. Full respect of

55



involved states’ sovereignties is revealed in the public statements, where Europe
provides options to Ukraine, rather than impose measures.

From the beginning of the crisis in Ukraine, the European Union repetitively claimed
that the Union is ready to provide assistance to Ukraine if requested by Ukrainian
authorities. It requested Ukraine to proactively “invite” the European authority for
support i.e. give Europe the legitimacy to be involve instead of infringing Ukraine’s
sovereignty. By stating that the Union “invites Ukraine to reach out for international
mechanisms for crisis resolution” in the first Council conclusion on Ukraine, the EU
made it clear that it would only intervene if Ukraine itself requests the Union for
assistance. It also insisted Ukraine to retain the ownership of the situation and asserted
that only Ukraine should and can manage the circumstances. For instance, in the public
statements titled “Only a Ukrainian plan can work”, the Commissioner for
Enlargement and European Neighborhood Policy asserted that the only plan that could
work is a “Ukrainian plan agreed by Ukrainians” (File, 2014).

Also, instead of imposing measures to either Ukraine or Russia, Europe volunteered to
be the bridging gap and a venue for constructive dialogues between the conflicting
states. Such attitude can be seen as an outcome of Europe’s reluctance to infringe
Ukraine’s sovereign matter. During the crisis and even after the annexation of Crimea,
Europe consistently did not take direct measures and insisted that the involved parties

hold a dialogue for a peaceful solution. These claims demonstrate that Europe’s

unitary concept of sovereignty — which fully respects absoluteness of all sovereign

states’ sovereignties — influences Europe’s foreign policy conduct. Simply put, one of
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the reasons for Europe’s noninvolvement could be due to the fact that Europe does not
wish to infringe Ukraine’s sovereignty by intervening in the domestic affairs of
Ukraine as Crimea is recognized as part of sovereign Ukraine’s territory.

The different actions as well as tone and contents of public statements in Russia and
Europe verify that the two have very different conceptions of sovereignty. The case of
the annexation of Crimea in 2014 demonstrated that this difference serves as an
important element in their understanding of foreign policy circumstance and ultimately

influences their foreign policy conduct.

IV. National Identity and Concept of Sovereignty

1. Different Conceptions of Sovereignty

Different conceptions of sovereignty served as a reason for the clash between Russia
and Europe regarding Crimea in 2014. Then, how and why are the conceptions of
sovereignty different in Russia and Europe? This study finds that the concept is largely
shaped by countries’ national identity. In essence, different identities shape different
conceptions that are basis of foreign policy, which may lead to a clash in the
international arena. Such was the case of the clash between Russia and Europe, where
the spoke of a same concept with different meanings.

If Russia and Europe clash on Crimea due to their different conceptions of sovereignty,
and such concept is based on their national identity, one must trace the origin by

investigating national identity of the two entities. However, as mentioned above,
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identifying national identity is not a simple task. It is a constantly changing and
constructed concept, comprised of various traits. Therefore, this chapter will focus on
the well-established characteristics of Russia and Europe’s identity, which are deeply

rooted from its history.

2. Russian National Identity

2-1. National Identity in Russia

Different scholars have suggested diverse views on what comprises Russian national
identity. In general, many authors have indicated an ambiguity in defining Russian
national identity. In his book published in 1902 All the Russians: Travels and Studies
in Contemporary European Russia, Finland, Siberia, the Caucuses, and Central Asia,
Henry Norman (1914) — a member of British Parliament who specialized in Russia-
related Affairs for fifteen years — wrote “It would be easier to say what is not Russia”
to the question of “What is Russia?” (Franklin & Widdis, 2004). Former Russian
Ambassador to the United States, Vladimir Lukin, in giving his definition of Russian
identity, provided an equally confusing response by stating that Russia is “less a choice
than a fate” (Allensworth, 1998). Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn (1996), in his essay The
Russian Question at the End of the 20th Century, wrote that national identity in the
case of Russia is not determined by blood or geographical boundaries, but rather by
spirit or consciousness, and whoever belongs to such spirit and culture by
consciousness is Russians. In the same vein, Andrei Tsygankov (2010), in his

manuscript Honor in International Relations: Russia and the West from Alexander to
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Putin, wrote that the key to understanding the Russian identity lies in the sense of
national honor that determines Russia’s behavior as international actor.

Even Russia itself recognizes the complexity in Russia’s national identity conception.
For example, the Declaration of Russian Identity (2014) states that it is impossible to
describe belongingness to a Russia, and acknowledges that Russian identity genetically
entails complexity. The Declaration states, “Citizens of Russia may be Russians,
Karels, Tartars, Avars or Buryats, meanwhile Russians may be citizens of Russia, the
U.S., Australia, Romania or Kazakhstan” (Russian Orthodox Church, 2014) admitting
that the national and civil overlaps exist in various phenomenological planes.

However, although Russia’s identity may be confusing and complex, there are
components one could investigate in order to find out what the identity entails. In fact,
the Declaration of Russian ldentity recognizes some key component in Russia’s
national identity. It states, “belonging to the Russian nation is determined by a
complex of relationships: general and marital, linguistic and cultural, religious history”
(Russian Orthodox Church, 2014). In fact, religion and history has played an important
role in Russia’s identity construction. More specifically, the Declaration (2014)
confirms that the orthodoxy fate played a key role in forming Russian identity, and,
referring to the Victory in 1945, states that historic events have created a deep
emotional bond amid the Russian people. These elements serve as a useful starting
point to examine what and how Russia’s sees its national identity construction.

An examination of Russia’s history provides a useful insight in understanding Russia’s

national identity concept. Most notably, one that stands out is its history as an empire
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and the subsequent ‘imperial identity’ as Russia had become an empire before it
became a state (Prizel, 1998). The history of the Russian Federation suggests that it
had been called an “empire” for centuries until the end of Romanov dynasty. In fact,
many events in its history bolstered Russia’s imperial identity such as the annexation
of Ukraine in 1654 and Vilnius in 1795. Later on, the Napoleonic wars made Russia
even more imperial than it had been in the eighteenth century (Suny R. G., 2001).

Some scholars have investigated such impartial identity in Russia. Pipes (1996), for
example, focused on Russia’s imperial identity, and led an intellectual school that
outlines significant chronological continuities that run through Russian history from
the Middle Ages through the Tsarist Empire and the Soviet Union to post-Soviet times.
Suny (2007) also investigated whether Russia has detached itself from imperial past.
Rejecting the idea that foreign policy is historically predetermined, he argued that it is
formed by ‘national interests’ that are made up of perceptions, ideas and identities.
Applying the Constructivist approach, he argues that between 1700 and 1991, Russia
identified itself as some kind of empire, and that such identification been fundamental
to the construction of its interests. Though no longer imperial, Russia post-1991 had to
deal with the crises that fractured many of the new republics. Suny called these crises
the ‘legacies of empire that present both problems and opportunities for Russia’ (Suny
R. G., 2007). Bugajski (2004), in the similar vein, argued that Russian domestic and
foreign policy remains infused with imperialism and the ‘greatness syndrome’

(Bugajski, 2004). Russia’s post-imperialist identity is tied to self-proclaimed spheres of
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influence; the ambiguity of what constitutes as ‘Russian’ means that these spheres can

also expand.

2-2. Imperial Legacy and Hegemonic Identity

Imperial identity and Hegemonic Identity

In relation to Russian national identity, it is imperative to distinguish two similar, yet
different conceptions: concepts of imperial and hegemonic identities (see Table 1). In
essence, both are driven from the idea of a powerful and influential state — an empire
and a hegemon; however, there are noteworthy differences between the two. In order to
examine whether Russia possesses the former or latter will clarify Russia’s national
identity today and provide a basis for understanding its concept of sovereignty.
Therefore, in order to understand these different identities, one must first recognize the
different characteristics of an Empire and a Hegemon. Examining these two contested
concepts will help to understand how Russia has arrived to the current identity
conception and what this particular identity entails.

Many scholars (Doyle, 1986; Take, 2005) have continually emphasized the
controversial nature of the term “empire” in international relations. While it is a
contentious term, it is generally accepted that the word “empire” connotes a large-scale
dominance by one state based on the use or threat of military intervention. More
specifically, Doyle (1986) provided a widely cited definition of empire as “a system of
interaction between two political entities, one of which, the dominant metropole, exerts

political control over the internal and external policy — the effective sovereignty — of
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the other, the subordinate periphery.” Under this formal-legal definition, the
subordinate periphery states lack in international legal personality and nominally
independent government, therefore, unable to set own policies or represent themselves
in the international arena (Take, 2005).

On the other hand, a “hegemon” is a state that has the capacity and the will to lead and
overpower other states without depriving them of nominal sovereignty or absorbing
them into the hegemon’s territory (Shyam, 2014). The word was first used to describe
the relationship of Athens to the other Greek city-states when they leagued together to
defend themselves against the Persian Empire; Athens led, but did not rule over the
others (Johansson, 2002). In the contemporary IR setting, a hegemon implies more
than a mere leadership as demonstrated in the case of Athens. The hegemon would use
both hard, military power and soft, diplomatic, economic and cultural power to
establish and maintain itself as a dominant actor in the region. Some authors
(Wallerstein, 2002; Lake, 1993) have defined it as “hegemony is necessarily coercive
and based on the exercise of power; the hegemon must effectively change the policies
of other states to satisfy its own goals” (Wallerstein, 2002; Lake, 1993), which results
in the confusion between the concept of the hegemon and empire. However, there are
still fundamental difference between an empire and a hegemon.

While the center-periphery dichotomy of empire and hegemon presents resemblance
between the two concepts, the core difference lies in the fact that while surrounding
states at least have nominal sovereignty under a hegemon, empire dispossesses them of

over-all sovereignty. Also, in contrast with a hegemon, an empire would actively seek
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to form a territorially large polity by absorbing other territories. While an empire acts
upon the goal of dominating the region, a hegemon bases its behavior on pursuit of its
interest, often times the goal being establishing itself as an influential actor in the

region.

Table 1. Main Features of Empire and Hegemony

Features Empire Hegemon

System of domination Establishment of an order for the

Goal o
realization of the hegemon’s goals

Military intervention, Sanctions, threats, political pressure;

Means . . Material benefits/inducements;
Threat of intervention i . L
Normative persuasion, socialization;
Self- _ Aggress_lve, threate_nln_g, Cooperative
representation | compelling subordination
Subordinate’s

No sovereignty Nominal (legal) sovereignty

Sovereignty

Source: own completion based on Destradi (2008)

Hegemonic ldentity in Russia

Scholars as well as practitioners (Prizel, 1998; Reagan, 1983) have persisted on the
idea of Russia as an empire for decades, even after the formal cessation of the Russian
Empire in 1917. However, it is important to acknowledge that Russia’s concept of
national identity is subject to constant changes; though it may have possessed the
‘imperial identity’ in the past, a careful scrutiny reveals that Russia’s current national

identity conception more resembles that of a hegemon (see Table 2).
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Russia’s identity has evolved during the past several centuries; from the sixteenth
century Tsarist Russia to a Soviet Republic, and the post-Soviet democratic Russia, it
has gone through different stages of transformation and such state transformation has
constructed and molded Russia’s national identity conception. In order to understand
the evolution of Russia’s conception of national identity, one must understand the
pathway through which it arrived to the current conception.

The Russian Empire — also known as the All-Russian Empire — was established in
1721 and was the one of the largest empires in world history, stretching over three
continents on the globe. Having conquered the biggest territory, it lasted until
execution of the Romanov family by the short-lived liberal February Revolution in
1917. As an Empire, Russia during this period consequently had acquired the identity
of an empire. With the imperial national identity conception, Russia’s external policies
had been largely characterized as expansionist and hostile towards other states. While
it is clear that the Russian Empire behaved consistent with the imperial identity,
national identity conception during the Soviet period is more complicated in both its
construction and content.

After the collapse of the Russian Empire, Russia vigorously strived to establish a new
system, a new path, and accordingly, a new identity to differentiate itself from the
Russian Empire. However, during the Soviet Union era, while the Russian Soviet
Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR) strived to institutionalize Communist ideology

grounded on the idea of equality with no superior entity, the analysis of the Soviet
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policy demonstrates that the Soviet institutionalization, in fact, had resulted in the
development and strengthening of the hegemonic identity in Russia.

The USSR was a socialist state on the Eurasian continent, comprised of multiple
subnational Soviet republics. Although it was a union of states, it had a one-party
system with highly centralized government and economy, governed by the Communist
Party with the capital of RSFSR — Moscow — as its center. After the overthrow of the
Romanov dynasty, the Soviet Union searched to construct its new identity based on the
Communist ideology and ethno-territorial principle of Soviet federalism. As Brubaker
noted “no other state has gone so far with sponsoring codifying, institutionalizing, even
(in some cases) inventing nationhood and nationality on the sub-state level, while at
the same time doing nothing to institutionalize them on the level of state as a whole.”
(Brubaker, 1994)

However, as much as Lenin and Stalin wanted to separate the Soviet Union from the
Russian Empire, as a successor of an Empire that lasted for over a century, the USSR
failed to completely alienate itself from the hegemonic elements in its identity
conception. On the contrary, Soviet institutionalization process and policies had led to
the development and enforcement of a hegemonic identity, with the main source being
Soviet nationality policy (Korenizatsiya). Soviet nationality policy was aimed at
blurring Russian and Soviet identity in order to construct a ‘Soviet identity’. The
problem with this policy, however, was that it resulted in assigning the ethnic Russians
the role of what might be called the imperial glue of the Soviet state (Suny, 1993),

resulting in the construction of hegemonic identity for Russia.
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When it comes to nationality policies in Russia it is important to make a distinction
between the Russian (Rossiskiy) and ethnic Russian (Russkiy). The Soviet nationality
policy was subjected towards the ethnic Russians with the purpose to discriminate
against the RSFSR. The reason was that the Russians were by far the largest ethnic
group, constituting approximately 82 percent of the republican population; the Soviet
Union as a whole was fearful of the possible unbalance between the RSFSR and other
Union republics, which could have compromised the Communist ideology. In this vein,
the RSFSR did not have its national anthem, communist party, ministry of foreign
affairs or a television channel; it was also not permitted to establish national library or
academy of science. However, while such institutional structure was designed to
discriminate against the Russians, the outcome was quite the opposite. Contrary to all
other union republics, the RSFSR was not the republic ‘of” and ‘for’ Russians (Brudny
& Finkel, 2011) and this has resulted in ethnic Russians perceiving the entire Soviet
Union as their own. In other words, by blurring the Russian and Soviet identities for
ethnic Russians, it reinforced Russian national identity that essentially blended Russian
and Soviet into one, resulting in the continuation and reinforcement of the hegemonic
nature of identity as far as the ethnic Russians were concerned. In short, the
institutional structure of the Soviet Union resulted in the construction of Russian
national identity conception, which made Russians perceive themselves as a center —

hegemon — of the Soviet Union.
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Table 2. Main Features of Empire and Hegemony

Features Hegemon Y Russia ?
Establishment of an order . .
o Establishment of the Russian World
Goal for the realization of the . ) o
, ("Russian Civilization™)
hegemon’s goals
Sanctions, threats, political Appeal to the common history of the
pressure; Material Soviet Union; Political and
Means benefits/inducements; Economic pressure; Use of
Normative persuasion, threatening language; Military
socialization Intervention;
Self- Cooperative towards the peripheries;

representation

Cooperative

Hostile towards other great powers;

Subordinate’s
Sovereignty

Nominal sovereignty

Nominal sovereignty (de jure
sovereignty granted to the former
Soviet republics, but de facto
unrecognized)

Source: 1) own completion based on Destradi (2008)
2) own completion

The evolution of the imperial identity to hegemonic identity in Russia demonstrates

that while Russia’s concept of national identity has changed throughout its history, the

core of hegemonic self-perception has remained unaffected on the whole. Even after

the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia has been endeavoring to maintain close ties with

the former Union member states in reflection of its hegemonic identity. As the bipolar

Cold War world ended, Russia lost its status as one of two hegemonic powers and duly

the international bargaining power that came along with such position. The widespread
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sense of loss of great power status encountered by policymakers opened many
guestions regarding how Russian foreign policy could be most effective in establishing
the country’s new role as a competing international force (Descalzi, 2011). So far, no
institutional or structural changes have been made in Russia to reverse the Soviet
legacy with regards to Russia’s national identity; Russia today still sees itself as a
hegemonial entity in the territory of former Soviet Union, and such tendency is largely
evident in Russia’s foreign policy today. Vladimir Putin’s speech ascertained point,
when he stated that Russia needs a strong state power and must have it (Putin, 1999).

Russia’s hegemonic identity conception is best shown in its foreign policy towards the
Commonwealth of Independent States, which it evidently perceives as a group of
subordinate states. In early 2000s, Russia had relaxed its ties with the CIS to a certain
extent, while loosely maintaining the “special ties”. In an official statement after the
informal meeting of CIS heads of state in 2000, President Putin stated, “...expanded
multi-lateral and bilateral cooperation between CIS countries matched global trends at
the turn of the 21st century, as well as CIS national interests. The CIS, which is an
inalienable part of the international community, is open for large-scale constructive
cooperation with all countries in the search for an adequate response to modern
challenges” (Putin, 2000). From this statement, it seems Russia is acknowledging the
CIS countries as equal parts and strives for cooperation. Also, in the next Summit in
2006, Mr. Putin, commenting on bilateral energy sector relations with Belarus, stated,
“Russia’s Gazprom and Belarusian company ‘Beltransgaz’ would create a joint venture

on a parity basis” (President of Russia, 2006). Nonetheless, by Putin’s second term,
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Russia exhibited different attitude towards the CIS. For example, in the 2006 CIS
Summit, Russia proposed some significant changes to the organization, which during
the following several years resulted in assigning Russia a pivotal actor in the
Commonwealth; they proposals range from agreements on economic cooperation,
especially in the energy sector, which inevitably gave Russia much leverage over the
other CIS countries. In addition, an introduction of chairmanship presented an
opportunity for Russia to systematically influence other CIS members, a behavior
typical to a hegemon in pursuit of establishing an environment to achieve its interest. It
is explicitly indicated that adopting the Statute on the Chairmanship in the CIS is
“designed to strengthen the political and practical role of this institution and (it is)
about introducing an institution of national coordinators for the CIS in member states”
(MFA, 2009). Consequently, this chairmanship position along with other economic
agreements placed Russia in the proportionate influential position over other members.
In fact, as Mr. Putin’s presidency continued, Russia’s display of hegemonial identity
intensified.

In order to maintain its influence over the neighboring countries, the Russian
government adopted a new Foreign Policy Concept in 2008 that reaffirmed the
“fundamental importance” of the CIS and characterized “the development of bilateral
and multilateral cooperation with CIS member-states” as “the major thrust of Russia’s
foreign policy” (MFA, 2008). Constantly emphasizing the importance of the CIS, in
the Summit with the leaders of the 12 member countries of the CIS in 2014, Mr. Putin

urged “Whatever the length and tediousness of the search for new forms of work
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within the CIS, we mustn’t put up obstacles to work in the areas where tangible
achievements have already been reached” (Xinhua, 2014). The above quotes
demonstrate Russia’s ambition to strengthen the CIS as an institution and a tool to
impose influence in the region as well as its desire to establish a more superior position
within this institution. It is evident that Russia sees the CIS as a useful instrument to
maintain connections with and influence over its former peripheries. However,
Russia’s policy towards CIS countries has not been very fruitful. In fact, the CIS Free
Trade Zone, which was established in 2011 failed to further develop into a total
multilateral free trade agreement. Without the ratification of some signatories of the
CIS, Russia’s ultimate goal of establishing a Common Economic Space naturally could
not be materialized. Given these difficulties, Russia in recent years has been
diversifying its efforts to maintain its position amongst the former Soviet states.

As part of such effort, more recently, Russia has been expanding on the idea of CIS
cooperation, pushing forward with the establishment of Eurasian Economic Union
(EurAsEc), that is “capable of becoming on the of the poles in a future multi-polar
world” (Putin, 2011) Some (Krickovic, 2004) argue that such push for Eurasian
integration is a direct response of the Russian government reacting to the rapidly
changing global political environment. In fact, Russia had acknowledged “There are
tectonic shifts in the geopolitical balance of forces, which are related to the formation

of a new polycentric system of international relations” (MFA, 2014a).
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2-3. Hegemonic Identity and Concept of Sovereignty

De jure and de facto Sovereignties

Russia’s hegemonic identity results in a particular understanding of state sovereignty
that considerably influence Russia’s foreign policy. Sovereignty as a legal terminology
is an absolute concept. There is no variation in the degree of “sovereignty”. All
sovereign states have equal sovereignty; there are no superior and interior sovereignties.
However, sovereignty as a political concept may entail variations; such is the concept
of sovereignty in the Russian Federation. While Russia recognizes legal sovereignties
of nation-states, this does not automatically assign them de facto sovereignty. In other
words, Russia sees different kinds of sovereignties and states: equal states with de
facto sovereignty, and subordinate states with only nominal (de jure) sovereignty. The
former include countries in the Western Europe and the United States, while previous
Soviet republics e.g. the CIS countries fall under the latter category. Russia’s
Declaration on Sovereignty of the RSFSR, first Foreign Policy Concept adopted in
2000, and the Alma-Ata Declaration exhibit such characteristic in Russia’s
understanding of sovereignty.

First evidence that shows Russia’s dual understanding of sovereignty can be found in
the Declaration of Sovereignty of the RSFSR issued in 1991. The Declaration claimed
that the sovereignty of the RSFSR prevails that of the Soviet Union, where it
established priority of the constitution and laws of the RSFSR over legislation of the

Soviet Union. The USSR, excluding the RSFSR, merely represents 14 other Soviet
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Republics including Ukraine, Belarus, Uzbekistan, Georgia and such. By claiming its
superiority over the USSR, Russia in effect had declared supremacy of Russia’s
sovereignty over the rest of Soviet Republics.

The evidence that Russia does not perceive sovereignties of the former Soviet
Republics is also found in the Alma-Ata Declaration, which established the
Commonwealth of Independent States in 1991. On one hand, the preamble of the
Declaration states that it seeks to establish relations between the CIS states on the basis
of mutual recognition and respect for state sovereignty. It is implied that the signatories’
(de jure) sovereignties are recognized in the Declaration. On the other hand, the
content of the Declaration contains provisions that deprive the CIS of de facto
sovereignty. It also claimed that the aim of this regional organization is to construct
“relations of friendship, good neighborliness and mutually advantageous co-operation,
which has deep historic roots, meets the basic interest of nationals and promotes the
cause of peace and security” (Council of Heads of State and Council of CIS Heads of
State, 1991), appealing to the CIS states’ common history and culture as a foundation
for the inter-state relations. With Russia having the most influence in the drafting of
the document, rather than using terminologies with equal connotation it uses towards
the Western countries e.g. ‘partners’, more emotional words such as ‘cooperation’ and
“friendship’ are frequently used to describe desired relations between Russia and the
members of the Commonwealth. Also, the Declaration requires the participating states
to guarantee to fulfill obligations “stemming from the treaties and agreements of the

former USSR” (Council of Heads of State and Council of CIS Heads of State, 1991),
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which necessarily positions Russia in a superior position compared to other signatories
of the Declaration because Russia had been the central actor and de facto policy-maker
in the Soviet Union. Aside from the key components of the Declaration, it also
enforces the usage of the Russian language as the official working language and the
Russian alphabetical order is used to decide the order of the meetings of the Council.
Article IV of the Agreement on Strategic Forces in the Alma-Ata Declaration also
demonstrates that sovereignties of the former Soviet Republics are not recognized as
de facto conception. Significant authority and autonomy is given to the Russian
Federation in managing matters of the sovereign member states neighboring the
Russian Federation. For example, the Agreement conditions that until the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons, the president of the Russian Federation takes the
decision on the need for their use. (Council of Heads of State and Council of CIS
Heads of State, 1991). Furthermore, the process of destruction of nuclear weapons
located on the territory of the Republic of Belarus and the Republic of Ukraine is
instructed to take place with the participation of the Russian Federation (Council of
Heads of State and Council of CIS Heads of State, 1991). Although the Republic of
Belarus and Ukraine assume de jure sovereignty by the Declaration’s Preamble, in
practice, the two lack de facto sovereignty since they are unable to manage matters in
their own territory and require Russia’s approval.

In defining regional priorities in the Alma-Ata Declaration, the Russian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs uses terminologies such as ‘cooperation’ and ‘good neighborly

relations’ rather than ‘partners’ with equivalent connotation. While it states, “Practical
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relations with them (CIS) should be structured with due regards for reciprocal
openness to cooperation and readiness to take into account in a due manner the interest
of the Russian Federation” asserting principle of reciprocity, it adds, “...including in
terms of guarantee of rights of Russian compatriots” (MFA, 2000). This excerpt
provides the Russian Federation with legitimacy to get involved in domestic affairs of
the CIS member states. In the same vein, the Declaration of sovereignty supports this
view by stating that citizens of the RSFSR outside the Republic remain under
protection and patronage of the RSFSR (Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the
RSFSR, 1990). While Russia repetitively emphasizes the importance of “respect for
sovereignty” with regards Russia’s own sovereignty, the CIS states are not guaranteed
equivalent autonomy or authority, e.g. lacking the de facto sovereignty.

On the other hand, Russia’s attitude towards Western European states’ sovereignty
significantly differs from that of CIS; these states are perceived as equal actors and
given both de jure and de facto sovereignty. The constant reference to the EU as
‘partners’ demonstrates this point. For example, in the same article 1V. Regional
Priorities of the Agreement on Strategic Forces, the language used in describing the
relations and aim with the European countries considerably vary from that used for the
CIS. The Article states, “The Russian Federation views the EU as one of its main
political and economic partners and will strive to develop with it an intensive, stable,
and long-term cooperation devoid of expediency fluctuation” (italicize emphasis added;
MFA, 2000). While large countries in Asia such as India and China are also dealt with

the same line of language as the European Union Member States, notions on Central
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and Eastern Europe and the Balkan resemble that used for the CIS states present a

different line of language and attitude under the notion of “cooperation”.

Absoluteness of the Concept of Sovereignty

Another important element in Russia’s hegemonic conception of sovereignty concerns
absoluteness of the concept. Russia’s distinction between de jure and de facto
sovereign states results in different understanding of absoluteness of sovereignty as
well: whereas de facto sovereignty is an absolute concept, states granted only de jure
sovereignty is subject to compromise. Here, absoluteness or absolute concept of
sovereignty is related to the notion that sovereignty entails ultimate supremacy. In
accordance with this logic, Russia’s absolute sovereignty requires full respect and
cannot be infringed, whereas its subordinate states’ sovereignty is inferior, and thus, is
a subject for compromise (“compromisable”). In its foreign policy documents, Russia
reaffirms that sovereignty of the Russian Federation and other equivalent sovereign
states’ sovereignty are absolute concepts and should be respected at all times.

Notably, the Declaration of Sovereignty of the RSFSR states, “The State sovereignty
of the RSFSR is a natural and essential condition for the existence of the statehood of
Russia” (Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic, 1991). From the very beginning
of Russia’s existence as a sovereign entity, it saw the sovereignty as an absolute and
essential element for the Russian state’s existence. It has been over two decades since
Russia declared it sovereignty; such understanding of sovereignty still persists at the

core of political philosophy of the Russian Federation. In fact, Russia has been using
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‘sovereignty’ synonymous to ‘unlimited state power’. The development and usage of
“sovereign democracy” to deter international actors from involving themselves to
Russia’s sovereign affairs evidences Russia’s conception of its own sovereignty is an
absolute conception.

According to the general principle of the 2000 Foreign Policy Concept, the first main
objective of Russia’s foreign policy efforts included, “to preserve and strengthen its
sovereignty and territorial integrity, to achieve firm an prestigious position in worlds
community...” (MFA, 2000) It also stated that attempts to belittle the role of a
sovereign state as the fundamental element of international relations generate a threat
of arbitrary interference in internal affairs (MFA, 2000). Emphasizing the importance
of sovereignty, the Foreign Affairs Ministry claimed it would conduct “independent
and constructive” foreign policy.

It is important to note that Russia participates in international organizations and
follows international law. This may appear as Russia’s willingness to compromise its
sovereignty. However, although Russia complies with the rules of international
organizations such as the United Nations and World Trade Organization, it has never
given up or delegated its sovereignty to the 10s. In fact, the Foreign Policy Concept
states, “Attempts to introduce into the international parlance such concepts as
‘humanitarian intervention’ and ‘limited sovereignty’ in order to justify unilateral
power actions bypassing the U.N. Security Council are not acceptable” (MFA, 2000),
clearly demonstrating that Russia’s concept of its own sovereignty is never a subject

for negotiation or infringement.
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On the other hand, Russia exhibits different attitude towards sovereignties of states it
perceives as subordinates. In many instances, Russia has acted aggressively towards
the periphery states, intervening their sovereign rights. Russia’s foreign policy towards
the former Soviet Republics as demonstrated previous evidences that Russia has not
only infringed in the CIS’ sovereign affairs, but also constructed a system via which
their sovereignty may be disregarded. More specifically, the 2008 Georgian War and
the recent annexation of Crimea, where Russia violated sovereignties of Georgia and
Ukraine, clearly displays that Russia’s understanding of sovereignty’s absoluteness is
two dimensional: there are sovereign states with absolute sovereignty, and there are

also other “less” sovereign states.

3. The European Identity

3-1. Identity of Europe

The Member States of the European Union share common history, which enables them
to form a common identity; the common history includes a combination of Ancient
Greece and Ancient Rome, the feudalism of the Middle Ages, the Hanseatic League,
the Renaissance, the Age of Enlightenment, 19th century liberalism, Christianity,
secularism, colonialism and the experience of the two World Wars. During the course
of development, Europe has fostered a sense of belongingness to the idea of “Europe”.
Akin to Russia, Europe has both experienced similar political evolutions throughout
history. Both European and Russian identities are products of historical construction.

From the imperial era and ideological turmoil to today’s modern liberal democracies,
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both have gone through an extensive transformation in their political system and
ideology. However, whereas Russia never alienated itself from the legacy of an empire,
Europe took a completely different path. Europe, having experienced atrocities of the
two World Wars, has purposely abandoned imperial elements from nation-states for
they saw the WWII as a side effect of the imperial legacy. Throughout the 20th century,
Europe’s estrangement of imperial components with its determination to establish
stable peace has shaped Europe’s identity, which this study views as ‘isocratic’.

In relation to foreign policy and concept of sovereignty, the most influential event in
the contemporary European history was the Second World War. In fact, the European
Union itself claims that the EU was created in the aftermath of the Second World War
(European Union, n.db).

After the Second World War, most parts of Europe were completely destroyed. Not
only damaged were the cities and buildings in Europe, but also the perception of the
world and where Europe stood in the international arena. Subsequent to the World War
I1, Europe searched for a new identity, which would ensure peace and stability in the
region. In this process, Europe attempted to identify the causes of the War in order to
establish an environment where such event would never occur again. This pursuit and
determinism to prevent such violence and destruction became the historical root for the
development of the European Union. In this vein, the formation of the European
identity goes parallel with the development of the European Union. The efforts to
establish Europe as a peaceful and stable region, eventually translated into the

formation of the European Coal and Steel Community, the first predecessor of what
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has now become the European Union. With the underlying idea that countries that
trade with one another would become economically interdependent and so more likely
to avoid conflict, as of 1950, the regional organization began to unite European
countries economically and politically in order to secure lasting peace. This intention is
clearly pronounced in the Declaration Robert Schuman presented by French Foreign
Minister Robert Schuman, who proposed the establishment of the ECSC.

The principal idea of the ECSC was that the atrocities of the WWII were results of
individual states’ attempt to seek selfish national interest. In order to prevent possible
future conflict Schuman proposed establishing an institution where individual states in
Europe would become a ‘united Europe’. As of 1950, Europe’s construction of
common European identity started taking place, and in the following several decades

successfully became a supranational institution with a shared value and identity.

3-2. Legacy of the WWII and Isocratic Identity

Democracy, Isocracy, and Isocratic Identity

The European Union’s fundamental ideology is liberal democracy. The founding
principles of the European Union as stated in its Treaties include respect for human
dignity, liberty, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights
(European Union, n.dc); EU has been working on nurturing the democratic elements in
its institutions given the supranational characteristic of the institution. Most recently,
the Lisbon Treaty — which serves as a basic rulebook for the Union — included explicit

provisions on democratic principles, which shows these efforts. However, rather than
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seeing European identity as “democratic”, this study focuses on one particular element
that comprises democracy: isocracy.

The first reason why this study choses to use the term ‘isocracy’ over ‘democracy’ is
because the latter is most often used as a term within a national level. By definition,
democracy is “a system of government in which all the people of a state or polity ... are
involved in making decisions about its affairs” (Oxford English Dictionary). Although
the concept of democracy has been defined various ways, etymologically, democracy
means rule by the people, where “6fjpog” means ‘people’ and “kpatelv”’ means ‘rule’
or ‘power’. At its core, most scholars agree that democracy refers to a political practice
in which individuals govern themselves through some form of equitable decision-
making process. The issue that arises from the etymology is that the term requires
notion of “people”. This research intends to be a work of International Relations with a
state-centric approach; the subject of this study’s analysis is ‘states’ and not ‘people’.
The term “democracy” with its necessity to explicitly address “people” in application
is thus a less appropriate terminology to be used for this system-level analysis.

The “isocratic identity” this study uses to describe Europe’s identity is not a
conventional terminology; it is, in fact, this study’s own invention. In its purest form,
‘isocracy’ is a form of government — a political thought — within a more
comprehensive ideology of democracy. In this research, however, isocracy is treated as
an independent element that has its own significance. While the term is most often
used to describe national level governance, in this study, it is brought to the

international level with its main elements applied to relations between different states
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and foreign policy. Rather than seeing individuals as subject where the idea of isocracy
applies, this study will bring the idea to the international level and apply the concept to
inter-state interactions. Hence, isocracy, which is a form of government where all
citizens have equal power, here means, seeing states as equal powers, having equal
sovereignty. In order to make this adjustment, the term “isocratic” must be clarified
first; the following section will explain the meaning of “isocracy” by providing a
contextual background, and clarify what this study denotes by “isocratic identity”.

An isocracy is derived from ancient Greek word “{cog” meaning ‘equal’ and “xpoteiv”
meaning “to have power/rule”. As one of the three i’s of democracy — isokratia,
isigoria, and isonomia — isocracy is responsible for “equality to rule” in the dominant
political ideology. It expands from the legal right of isonomia to political and
economic systems, from equality of law, to equality in governance. To achieve this, an
isocracy both combines and expands features of liberal rights and those in democratic
rule. As a political term, isocracy claims to avoid the common criticisms of democracy
(e.g., Tyranny of the Majority and Demagogy) by limiting public governance to the
public sphere and private governance to the private sphere. With protections embodied
through constitutions, thus not being subject to the vagaries of popular opinion, an
isocracy is secular, republican, and does not discriminate on the basis of race, sex etc.
(isocracy.org, 2013) The core propositions of isocracy include self ownership,
informed consent, a common wealth of resource values, decentralized government,
civil participation. As is for all the elements of democracy, peace and stability is

considered as a virtue in isocracy.
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Another reason why this study does not label the European identity as “democratic” is
because calling it “democratic” would necessarily assume that all three elements of the
term isokratia (equality to rule), isigoria (equal right to speak) and isonomia (equality
under the law) are clearly present in the institution. Attesting all three elements in the
European identity, however, is beyond the scope of this analysis. While the Treaties
which the EU is based upon explicitly state that the Member States are guaranteed
equality in power, whether their voice is represented equality in the EU institution is
subject for debate; for example, in the European Parliament and the European Council,
where the representatives from the Member States are given the right to speak, the
number of representatives and the policy area they may express their opinion
significantly vary. In this regard, some may argue that not all Member States in the EU
interpret the concept of isigoria — equal right to speak — in the same way; thus, whether
isigoria is part of the European identity cannot be confirmed. With regards to the
isonomia — equality under the rule — although the Member States usually have
obligations to transpose the EU law to the national level, the degree of obligation and
scope may differ from Member State to Member State according to the nature of EU
law and the policy area. Therefore, isonomia cannot be granted as an element of
identity in the European level. Therefore, the study only uses a particular element of
democracy, which has lead to the construction of the European identity encompassing
all the Member States in the European Union, and assigns such quality in Europe’s

identity.
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Isocratic Identity in the European Union

While Russia’s hegemonic identity was largely developed as a result of the Soviet
nationality policy, Europe’s isocratic identity is an outcome of the Second World War
and strands of policies implemented to establish peace and stability in Europe. In fact,
the construct of Europe’s isocratic identity goes parallel with the development of the
“united” Europe, which has now become the European Union.

The isocratic identity entails recognizing states as equal actors with equal right to rule
in pursuit of peace. It is important to note that isocracy is not innate to Europe and thus
neither is isocratic identity; on the contrary, the region had long been a major
battlefield of small and large-scale conflicts for centuries, where states suppressed and
oppressed other states based on different power. It was only after the World War Il that
Europe ceased its longstanding conflicts and established stable peace in the region.
There are namely two texts, which laid a cornerstone for the construction of the
European Union: The Manifesto of Ventotene and the Declaration of Robert Schuman.
Although different authors from different countries, with varying ideologies wrote the
two documents, there are some key elements shared between the two. The most
important foundation stated in both documents is the idea of “United Europe” based on
equality between states.

In the Manifesto, Spinelli and Rossi (1941) refer to Nazi Germany to criticize how the
unbalanced power the country had acquired would lead to a totalitarian civilization.
The authors assert that even if Germany “concedes ... generosity towards other

European people” the reality would still be “a new division of humanity into Spartans
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and Athenians” (Spinelli & Rossi, 1941). The Manifesto also exhibits a negative view
towards the accumulated power of allies against the Nazi Germany, as it is also a
product of unequal state power. Having established that such asymmetry between
states brings disruption on peace and stability, Spinelli and Rossi (1941) argue for the
“Movement for a free and united Europe”, where the European states enjoy equal right
to power. The document’s key idea is in other words the establishment and guarantee
of isocracy in Europe with the aim to bring peace and stability. This idea was well
recognized by the European community upon its publication and was further developed
by the founding fathers of the European Union.

The Schuman Declaration, which laid the foundation of the first supranational
European institutions that would ultimately become today’s “European Union”, shared
the same substance with the Manifesto di Ventotene. The declaration suggested
formation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), the first predecessor of
what has now become the European Union, with the underlying idea that countries that
trade with one another would become economically interdependent and so more likely
to avoid conflict. The Declaration presented by French Foreign Minister Robert
Schuman, asserted that creating “a more united Europe” by merging economic
interests would make wars between historic rivals France and Germany “not merely
unthinkable, but materially impossible” (Schuman, 1950). The ECSC aimed to offer
raise in living standards and promote peaceful achievements “as a whole without
distinction of exception” (Schuman, 1950). Recognizing the different starting point for

Germany and France as the aftermath of the WWII, the Declaration offered
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“transitional measures” in order to achieve “equalization”. In addition, the Declaration
explicitly insists the representation of the member states be established based on
equality; it stated, “the common High Authority... composed on independent persons
appointed by the governments (will be given)... equal representation” (Schuman,
1950). Although one Member State is given a chairmanship position, the chairman is
chosen by a common agreement with all participating states. All these elements lead up
to and demonstrate that even before the European Union became a supranational
organization with twenty-eight Member States as it is now, the basic principle guiding
the institution has always been the idea of equal right to power, i.e., isocracy.

After the establishment of the ECSC, subsequent treaties and amendments have
strengthened and advanced the European supranational institution. In 1993 it officially
became the “European Union” with the adoption of Maastricht Treaty on European
Union. The treaty created what is commonly referred to as the “three pillar” structure
of the European Union, which expanded the scope of EU policies to include areas of
foreign policy, military, criminal justice, and judicial cooperation. The institutions
created within the Union — the European Commission, the European Parliament, and
the European Court of Justice — were guided by the principle of equality amongst the
Member States. For example, article IV of the Treaty on European Union (TEU)
explicitly states, “The Union shall respect the equality of Member States before the
Treaties as well as their national identities, inherent in their fundamental structures,
political and constitutional, inclusive of regional and local self-government. It shall

respect their essential State functions, including ensuring the territorial integrity of the
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State, maintaining law and order and safeguarding national security” (European Union,
2012). With more and deeper cooperation between the Member States, acknowledging
equality to rule amongst the states had become more and more imperative in order to
sustain the system of such supranational governance. It can be inferred that the
advancement of the EU as a supranational institution has resulted in strengthening of
the isocratic identity.

Along with the development of the European Union, the institutional structure of the
Union has laid a foundation where isocracy established itself as a fundamental value in
the Europe identity. As a result of the policies to foster equality amongst sovereign
member states, the Europe acquired the isocratic identity, and the isocratic elements
can be witnessed it Europe’s declaration on its identity. The Declaration on the
European ldentity claims that European identity values harmony among states, and
specifically asserts, “unity is a basic European necessity to ensure the survival of the
civilization” (European Political Cooperation, 1988). The declaration also
demonstrates that respecting the principle of equality in power is not only limited to
the Member States of the European Union, but also goes beyond to other states. In
other words, the European isocratic identity encompasses key values such as peace and
stability, ensuring equality to power to states, establishing unity and harmony.

The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) — the EU’s organized and agreed
foreign policy — exhibit the isocratic identity of the Union. Recognizing that there are
significant disparities amongst countries outside of the EU, it aims to “encourage the

integration of all countries into the world economy; assist populations, countries and
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regions confronting natural or man-made disasters; and promote an international
system based on stronger multilateral cooperation and good global governance”
(European Union, 1993). In stating its aims, the European Union does not draw
distinctions between less and more developed countries and acknowledges equality in
their statehood.

According to the principle of equality in power, the CFSP missions have been
implemented in different parts of the world with the same guidelines and standards.
Ranging from missions in Europe itself and Eurasia to Africa and Middle East, the
CFSP missions acknowledged all involved sovereign states as equal partners. These
missions include the European Union Rule of Law Mission in Kosovo, the civilian
police-training mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina, a rule-of-law-mission in Georgia in
Eurasia, a military training operation in Mali, a maritime antipiracy mission off the
coast of Somalia in Africa, and a civilian monitoring mission to Aceh-Indonesia in
Asia (Mix, 2013). Although the countries involved in the EU’s policy significantly
differed from political, economic status and position in the world politics, the EU

Member States treated them as equal actors.

3-3. Isocratic Identity and Concept of Sovereignty

Undiscriminating concept of Sovereignty
The European Union was created in the aftermath of the Second World War (European
Union, n.db), and has acquired the isocratic identity, where all states are recognized to

have equality in power. In the process of Europe’s efforts to build peace and stability
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in the region, the European states collectively found the need to establish an
environment that would deter the atrocities experienced during the World War II.
Having experienced the brutalities triggered by the states absolute sovereignty, Europe
developed the institutional framework, which gradually nurtured isocratic identity.
This identity has since the end of Second World War consequently molded concept of
sovereignty in Europe.

In line with the isocratic identity, the concept of sovereignty also embraced elements of
equality and there is no distinction between de jure and de facto sovereignties. The
European concept of sovereignty is undiscriminating in dealing with different states.
Unlike Russia, which sees different countries with two different kinds of sovereignties
— those with real (de facto) sovereignty and those with only nominal (de jure) — the
European Union assumes that all sovereign states inherently have equally real (de facto)

sovereignties. For Europe, all de jure sovereignties assume de facto sovereignty.

Delegated Sovereignty

A second difference in the concept of sovereignty between Europe and Russia rests in
their approach towards the absoluteness of the concept of sovereignty. On one hand,
Russia’s concept of sovereignty in terms of absoluteness is twofold corresponding to
its dualistic concept of sovereignty; whereas de facto sovereignty is an absolute
concept, sovereignty entailing only a legal aspect is more negligible. On the other hand,
because Europe’s sovereignty conception is an undiscriminating concept, the EU sees

all sovereignties as equally absolute concepts. There is no “less” sovereign state,
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whose sovereignty is subject to infringement. All state sovereignty, regardless of their
status, political or economic power assumes equal absoluteness.

However, one may assume that the European Union itself infringes sovereignties of the
Member States because EU legislations, as explained above, often have supremacy
over the Member States’ national law. Nonetheless, the dynamic between Member
States’ sovereignty and the European Union’s institution is very different. Although
the Member States are sovereign actors, they have explicitly agreed to delegate partial
sovereignty to the EU through the membership agreement. Therefore, comparing
Russia’s infringement of state sovereignty of other sovereign state with EU’s
involvement in Member States’ sovereign issues would be a mistake. In the same vein,
asserting that EU does not have sovereignty as an absolute concept because it allows
infringement of Member States’ sovereignty would also be an invalid argument.
Europe, while acknowledging all states’ sovereignties as equal and absolute, after the
Second World War found the need to limit state sovereignty in order to bring peace
and stability in the region. In fact, the idea of “delegating” sovereignties to the
supranational institution was the foundation of the European Union.

The concept of limiting sovereignty served as a cornerstone for the development of the
supranational sovereign institution. Even before the advent of the ECSC, the idea of
giving up partial state sovereignty had been suggested by the Spinelli and Rossi (1941),
where they argued the compromise was essential for bringing peace in the European
region. In the Manifesto, the authors stated, “The absolute sovereignty of national

states has given each other desire to dominate... As a consequence ... the state was
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transformed into the master of vassals bound into servitude, and it held within its
power all the faculties needed to achieve the maximum war-efficiency” (Spinelli &
Rossi, 1941). Criticizing the principle of non-intervention based on the doctrine of
absolute sovereignty, the forefathers of the EU claimed that the guarantee of absolute
sovereignty causes “multiple problems which poison international life on the continent”
(Spinelli & Rossi, 1941). As a solution to eliminate such problems, they suggest
European states to construct a “united Europe” based on equality and compromise of
sovereignty.

The idea was further developed and materialized by Robert Schuman when he
proposed that Franco-German production of coal and steel as a whole be placed under
a common High Authority. The pooling of Franco-German production of coal and steel
as a whole necessitated compromise from the participating countries regarding the
authority on the economic affairs. In the same vein, three largest founding states of the
European Communities (France, Italy and Germany) had inserted provisions in their
national legislation that allowed for limitations of sovereignty or transfer of powers to
international organizations by means of a treaty. During the following years, all the
other Member States, apart from the United Kingdom and Finland, have enacted
similar constitutional clauses prior to their accession to the European Union (Lehmann,
2010).

The idea of delegated sovereignty should not be mistaken for “compromisable”
sovereignty. The fundamental difference between Russia’s concept of sovereignty and

that of Europe is that while both agree that sovereignty is subject to compromise, the
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behind logic and conditions are very different. Russia’s interference of other states’
sovereign issues is an infringement of state sovereignty due to its distinction between
legal and real sovereignties; Europe’s intervention in the Member States’ sovereign
affairs is based on the mutually agreed delegation of the states’ sovereignties based on
the need to establish peace. Only through an official delegation, Europe would see state

sovereignty — while still an absolute concept — as subject for intervention.

V. Conclusion

1. Different Conceptions of Sovereignty in Russia and Europe

The main objective of this research was to identify why Russia and Europe clash on
Crimea from the Constructivist point of view by using the concept of sovereignty. The
motivation to undertake such research aside from the need to understand such
international conflict was the need to identify foreign policy impetus that is outside of
traditional materialist reasoning. With the main research question laid out — Why do
Russia and Europe clash on Crimea — the study considered different national identities
and concepts of sovereignty in Russia and Europe as a basis of their foreign policy,
thus, the reason for their conflict on the Crimean Peninsula.

The principal argument and propositions of the research was shown through the
analysis of official foreign policy documents in Russia and Europe on the Crimean
Crisis in 2014. Russia and Europe exhibited distinct approach and understanding on

the situation in Ukraine and Crimea because of their varying understandings of the
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concept of sovereignty. Whereas Russia did not see the incident either as a non-
recognition of or infringement of Ukraine’s sovereignty, the EU condemned Russia for
a clear violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty.

The study has revealed that the conception of sovereignty in Russia and Europe differ
from one another at core due to their unique national identities. Whereas the Russian
concept, driven by its hegemonic identity, distinguishes legal (de jure) and real (de
facto) sovereignties, the European construct of sovereignty conception, driven by the
shared sense on establishing peace and equality among states, is a unitary and
undiscriminating conception (Table 3).

On one hand, Russia appealed to the shared history and culture to justify its
involvement in Ukraine’s domestic affair. On the other hand, the European Union
spoke strictly in legal terms. Russia did recognize Ukraine’s legal sovereignty, yet
failed to recognize it as an equal de facto sovereign state. This caused Europe’s
confusion because the EU understands the concept of sovereignty as a unitary and
undiscriminating, where legal sovereignty and real sovereignty are inseparable. Unless
explicitly delegated like is the case of the European Union, sovereignty — as Europe
cognizes it — cannot be compromised by a foreign state. In other words, all recognized
sovereign states possess absolute sovereignty that should not be violated by another
sovereign state because their power and limitations are identical. From Europe’s
perspective, Russia had no supremacy or legitimacy to infringe Ukraine’s sovereignty.
In the same vein, the EU itself also refrained from the intervention without an explicit

request from Ukraine.
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Table 3. Different Conceptions of Sovereignty in Russia and Europe

Features Russia Europe
Hegemonic Identity (distinction Isocrqtlc-ldentlty (recognition of
Source L equality in power/to rule for all
between equal and inferior states)
states)
Twofold, discriminating Unitary, undiscriminating (de
Dimension (distinction between de facto and jure sovereignty is de facto

de jure sovereignties)

sovereignty)

Absoluteness

De facto sovereignty is an absolute
concept

Non de facto sovereignty is
compromisable

Sovereignty is an absolute
concept
Sovereignty can be delegated

Intervention

De facto sovereignty cannot be
intervened

Non de facto sovereignty can be
intervened

Sovereignty cannot be
intervened

Source: own completion

While Russia recognizes legal sovereignty of sovereign states in accordance with

international law, the real, de facto sovereignty is not granted to those countries that

are perceived as periphery or subordinate. In the same vein, Russia’s dualistic

conception of sovereignty influences its perspective on the absoluteness of sovereignty;

only de facto sovereignty is an absolute concept with unlimited authority, and de jure

sovereignty is subject to compromise. The former is given to the Russian Federation,

and counties it perceives as equally powerful such as the United States, and Member

States of the European Union; the latter is assigned to the former Soviet Republics,

most of which are members of the CIS.
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The study also conducted equivalent analysis on Europe’s identity and its conception
of sovereignty. The development of the EU has served as a foundation for the
European identity, which this study characterized as “isocratic”. The isocratic identity
entails recognizing different states as equal actors with equal right to rule in pursuit of
peace. The idea the Union is built upon has encouraged the nations to create equality
among states and delegate part of their sovereignty in order to avoid violence and
establish stable peace in Europe. The Manifesto di Ventotene and Declaration of
Robert Schuman, which served as a foundation for the European Union, have
demonstrated that the European leaders believed that peace and stability in Europe was
only possible with the elimination of imbalance between state power and delegation of
sovereignty to a supranational entity. Consequently, the concept of sovereignty also
embraced elements of isocracy. According to the European concept of sovereignty,
there is no distinction between de jure and de facto sovereignties. Unlike Russia,
which sees different countries with two kinds of sovereignties — those with real (de
facto) sovereignty and those with only nominal (de jure) — the European Union
assumes that all sovereign states inherently have equally real de facto sovereignties.
The European concept of sovereignty was identified as an undiscriminating and
resolutely absolute conception throughout this research.

In search for the reasons for such discrepancy between Russia’s conception of
sovereignty and that of Europe, the study focused on the influence of national identity
in states’ formation of key foreign policy concepts. The underlying reason for different

conceptions of sovereignty in Russia and Europe, which led to their clash on Crimea,
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was their different national identities. The analytical part of this research (Chapter 1V)
has established that Russia’s outstanding identity conception is its hegemonic identity.
The analysis of Soviet history and its nationality policy confirmed that the Soviet
period had resulted in assigning the RSFSR the role of what might be called the
imperial glue of the Soviet state (Suny, 1993), resulting in the construction of the
hegemonic identity in Russia. With such national identity, Russia’s conception of
sovereignty also retained similar elements; namely, its distinction between equal and
subordinate states came parallel with the division between de jure and de facto
sovereignties. The foreign policy documents such as Russia’s Declaration on
Sovereignty of the RSFSR, first Foreign Policy Concept adopted in 2000, and the
Alma-Ata Declaration was analyzed to reveal that Russia does not view sovereignty of
the CIS states equally with that of Russia.

The study has shown that different concepts of sovereignty caused discrepancy
between Russia and Europe with regards to their foreign policy towards another
sovereign state, which is identified as the main cause for their clash regarding the
annexation of Crimea. The study has also shown that national identity does have a
significant influence over state’s foreign policy, supporting the assertions of
Constructivist school of IR, insisting that ideas should be taken more seriously.
However, the ambitious purpose and complexity of this study presented numerous
limitations and convinced further study should be conducted to further validate the key

assertions of this thesis.
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2. Limitations of the Study and Further Research

This research contains several limitations due to the nature of the theoretical
framework, methodology, and subject of analysis. The first limitation concerns the
choice of Constructivist framework this study has adopted. Constructivism is a less
explored theory in the International Relations academia. Compared to the Realist
school, the Constructivist theory has many loopholes and limitations that needs to be

addressed; yet, because this research’s approach to Constructivism is an attempt to use

a less conventional theoretical framework that would assign importance to the role of
ideas, it did not sufficiently address these issues in justifying why Constructivism was
a better tool for the conduct of this study.

A second limitation of this study stems from the twofold construction of the research.
The core task of this study’s analysis was to combine two scholarly fields: (1) the
historical legacy of Russia and Europe as a foundation of their identity, and the relation
between the national identity and concept of sovereignty, and (2) the link between the
concept of sovereignty and foreign policy. As the research contains several contending
conceptions and propositions, more elaboration and thorough clarifications of the
components of the research would have facilitated to a more constructive
understanding of the topic.

Given the intangible nature of many elements in this study, e.g. ‘identity’, and
‘sovereignty’, using these concepts with insufficient explanation is one of the key
weaknesses of this research. There is an abundant volume of literature on these

concepts such as national identity and sovereignty available, which could be used to
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elaborate. While exploring these concepts deserves a concentrated study of its own,
because that was not the purpose of this particular research, a relatively brief overview
and explanation of the concepts is shortcoming of this thesis. A more thorough scrutiny
of the key conceptions and propositions could establish a firmer foundation for studies
of similar aim and objective. In the same vein, a more extensive analysis of the key
linkages such as the connection between national identity and concept of sovereignty,
and between sovereignty and foreign policy in relation to national interest formation
could provide a clearer logic behind the argument presented in this study.

In addition, more specific to the case of Russia, several terms have been used without a
sufficient explanation they require. These include the regional organizations such as
the CIS, EurAsEC, and CSTO, and important terminologies used in Russian political
philosophy such as “Russian World”. The limitation of this study is that it only
provided just enough clarification needed for comprehending this study. Exploring
these terms and history of the regional organization could further present supports for
this study’s main argument, as well as possibility to better understand Russia’s foreign
policy. Furthermore, elements that are particularly important to Russia’s political
dimension — such as role of political elite, power of the president — could further
elaborate the construction of Russia’s hegemonic identity conception. In a similar vein,
comparison of behaviors of states with imperial identity with those of hegemonic
identity could further buttress the claim that Russia’s identity conception more

resembles the latter. More specifically, comparing behaviors of Russian Empire, the
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RSFSR during the Soviet era, and the Russian Federation could illustrate how diverse
identities have differently influenced the foreign policy in Russia.

Lastly, comparing one nation-state (Russia) with a group of states (the European Union)
should have been further justified. While there are numerous reasons and previous
studies justifying the EU as a single foreign policy actor, the study did not fully
elaborate on different aspects that makes its possible to have a systemic level analysis
with the European Union. In the same vein, similarities and differences between Russia
and Europe could have been stated to explain such comparison. For example, the
imperial history both in Russia and EU Member States could have been used for this
purpose.

This study also brings some further research suggestions. First, the study proposes that
it is not only the case of Russia and European Union, where national identity
influences states’ foreign policy. In recent years, China, for example, has been
exhibiting similar logic as that of Russia’s “sovereign democracy”. Given its
longstanding hegemonic history in Asia, its presents and interesting subject for a
similar study. Although today’s global environment is relatively stable and peaceful, it
is also changeable and uncertain. Exploring China’s national identify and its potential
influence on foreign policy may serve as a useful empirical foundation for foreign
policy scholars as well as practitioners.

Second, the issue of sovereignty has resurfaced in recent years with the development of
some key conceptions such as “humanitarian intervention” and “responsibility to

protect”. Despite the centuries-old history of the concept, sovereignty is still one of the
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most contested ideas in the international relations. There is a need to re-establish or re-
define the idea of state sovereignty in order to nurture these new guidelines for

different actors in the international society.

3. Concluding Remark

This study aimed to search for the reasons why Russia and Europe clash on Crimea,
focusing on conceptions of sovereignty as an effort to provide a Constructivist
interpretation to their clash. The motivation to undertake this research was the need to
better understand Russia’s foreign policy in order to prepare for its future actions and
plan more appropriate policies, while contributing to the less traditional school of
thoughts in Foreign Policy Analysis and International Relations.

This study has provided supports that different concepts of sovereignty between Russia
and Europe serves as one of the reasons for the clash between the Russian Federation
and the European Union on the issue regarding Crimea. The different concepts of
sovereignty, induced by varying national identities led to the clash, which verifies the
claim that understanding national identity serves a useful purpose in comprehending
states’ foreign policy and dynamic of international relations. If states can understand
what lies underneath the state actions, they can perhaps formulate better policies
towards each other as well. In this research, the concept of sovereignty was examined
as a critical element in states’ foreign policy conduct.

The annexation of Crimea in 2014 was a mere example of a case, where distinctive

national identities and conceptions of sovereignty in Russian and Europe influenced
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and shaped their different foreign policies and led to the clash. It can be inferred that in
today’s evermore changing global environment, understanding different states’
conception of sovereignty serves as a useful purpose in understanding state foreign
policy and international relations.

All the contestation and debate around the concept of sovereignty makes the topic
extremely interesting and challenging for foreign policy studies. In this study,
understanding the concept of sovereignty has contributed to the finding out why Russia
and Europe clash on Crimea. Further exploration of the concept of sovereignty may
bring additional value to academia as well as foreign policy practices in a similar vein.

Neil MacCormick (1999) famously wrote, “Is sovereignty like property, which can be
given up only when another person gains it? Or should we think of it more like
virginity, something which can be lost by one without another gaining it and whose
loss in apt circumstances can even be a matter for celebration?” In search of a profound

understanding of what sovereignty is, the quest for answers must continue.
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Annex |. Declaration of Sovereignty of the RSFSR (1991) (Original Russian text)

AEKITAPALIHA O 2ocyoapcmeennom cysepenumeme Poccuiickonu Cogemckoii

Deodepamusnoit Coyuanucmuueckoii Pecnyonuxu

ITepssiit Che3n HapoaHbIX faenyTtatoB PCOCP,

— CO3HaBas UCTOPHYECKYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a CyIs0y Poccun,
—  CBHJETENBCTBYS YBAXECHHE K CyBEPEHHBIM IIpaBaM BCEX HAPOJIOB, BXOISAIINX B
Coro3 Coserckux CoruanucTauecknx PeciryOiuk,

—  BbIpaxas BoJito Hapo10B PCOCP,

TOPKECTBEHHO  MPOBO3TJAIIAET TOCYJApPCTBEHHBIM  CyBepeHUTET Poccuiickoit
Coserckoit @eneparnBHOl ConpamucTHIeckoi PecyOuiky Ha Beell ee TEppUTOPUN U
3asBIIIET O PEMIMMOCTU CO3AATh JEMOKpPATHYECKOe MPaBOBOE TOCYAapCTBO B COCTaBE

obuosiernoro Corosza CCP.

1. Poccuiickas Coerckas deneparuBHas Couumanuctuueckas Pecry0Oinka ectsb
CYBEpEeHHOE TOCYJapCTBO, CO3JaHHOE HCTOPHYECKH OOBEANHUBILUMHUCS B HEM
HapoAaMH.

2. Cysepenuter PCOCP — ecrectBeHHOe H©  HE00XOAWMOE  YCIIOBHE
CYIIECTBOBAHUS T'OCYJApCTBEHHOCTH Poccumn, HMEOUEH MHOTOBEKOBYIO
HCTOPHIO, KYJIBTYPY U CIOXKHUBIINECS TPaIULINU.

3. Hocurenem cyBepeHuTeTa ¥ UICTOUHHKOM TrocyJapcTBeHHOH Biactu B PCOCP
SIBIIIETCS €€  MHOTOHAIlMOHANbHBIM  Hapona. Hapoxg — ocymiectsisieT
rOCy/IapCTBEHHYIO BJAacTh HEINOCPEICTBEHHO U 4Yepe3 TIpeicTaBUTENbHBIE
opransl Ha ocHOBe Konctutyrmuun PCOCP.

4. TocynapctBenusiii cyBeperutreT PCOCP mpoBo3riamaercs BO UMs BBICHIINX
nesneil — oOecmeyeHHss KaXZOMY 4eEJIOBEKYy HEOTheMJIEMOTO IIpaBa Ha

HOCTOﬁHym KNU3Hb, CBO6OZ[HOC Pa3BUTUC U IIOJIB30OBAHUE POAHBIM A3BIKOM, a
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KaKIOMYy Hapoay — Ha  CcaMOOIlpeleleHne B  W30paHHBIX WM

HaAI[MOHATBHO-TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX W HAIIMOHAIFHO-KYJIBTYPHBIX (hopMax.

Jia obecrieueHus] MOMUTHYECKUX, 3KOHOMHUYECKHX W TPABOBBIX TapaHTHIMA

cyBepeantera PCOCP ycranaBimBaeTcs:

nonHoTa Bnactu PCOCP mpu perieHnn Bcex BOMPOCOB TOCYAAPCTBEHHON H

OOIIECTBEHHON JKU3HM, 32 HCKIIOYEHHEM TeX, KOTOpble €10 JOOpPOBOJIEHO

nepenatotcs B BeaeHue Coroza CCP;

BepxoBeHCTBO KoHcturyuu PCOCP u 3akonoB PCOCP na Bceit Teppuropuun

PCOCP;

neiicteue aktoB Coroza CCP, BcTynaronux B MpOTUBOPEUNE C CYyBEPEHHBIMH

npaBamu PCOCP, npuocranasnuBaercsi Pecry6Ginkoil Ha cBoel TeppuTOpHU.

Pasznornacust mexny PecnyOnmukoir m Coro3oMm paspemarorcsi B HOpPSIKE,

ycTaHaBiarBaeMoM COIO3HBIM JOTOBOPOM;

HCKIIIOUUTEIBHOE MPaBO HapoJAa Ha BIIAJCHUE, NTOJIb30BAHUE U PACIOPSIKEHNE

HaIlMOHAJBHBIM OoratcTBoM Poccuu;

nosiHoMo4Hoe TpeacTaBuTenbcTBO PCOCP B 1pyrux Coro3HBIX pecryOaukax

1 3apyOeXHBIX CTpaHax;

mpaBo PecmyOGmukyn — y4acTBOBaTb B OCYILECTBICHHH  TOJIHOMOYHMM,

nepenanubix et Corozy CCP.

Poccmiickast Coserckass ®enepatuBHas Coumanmuctuueckas PecmyOmmka

o0benuHseTCsT ¢ ApyruMu pecnyomukamu B Coro3 Ha ocHoBe Jloropopa.

PCOCP mpusHaer W yBakaeT CyBEpEHHBIE IpaBa COIO3HBIX PECIyONIHK U

Coro3a CCP.

PCOCP coxpansier 3a co6oii mpaBo cBobomHoro Berxona n3 CCCP B mopske,

yctaHaBnmuBacMOM  COMO3HBIM  JOTOBOPOM M OCHOBAaHHBIM Ha HEM
yctaHaBnuBacMOM COIO3HBIM  JOTOBOPOM MW OCHOBAaHHBIM Ha HEM

3aKOHOJATEIIbCTBOM.

Teppuropus PCOCP He Moxer ObITh U3MEHEeHa 0e3 BOJICU3bsBICHHS HApOAa,

BBIPaXXCHHOT'O IyTeM pedepeHIyMa.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Coe3n  Hapomabix gemyratoB PCOCP  moaTrBepkmaeT HEOOXOAMMOCTH
CYIIECTBEHHOTO PACIIMPEHUS MpaBa aBTOHOMHBIX PECIYOJIMK, aBTOHOMHBIX
oOsiacTel, aBTOHOMHBIX OKPYI'OB, PaBHO Kak kpaeB u oOnacreit PCDCP.
KoHKpeTHBIE BOIPOCH OCYIIECTBICHUS JTHX TMPaB JODKHBI ONPEACTATHCS
3akoHonmatenbctBoM  PCOCP 0  HaNmMOHANBHO-TOCYJAPCTBEHHOM U
aIMUHHUCTPATUBHO-TEPPUTOPUATILHOM yCTpoiicTBe Deepaliuu.
Bceem rpaxkmanam u muram 0e3 TpayKAaHCTBA, MTPOXKHUBAIOIIAM Ha TEPPUTOPHUA
PCOCP, rapaHTHpYIOTCS TpaBa W  CBOOOIBI,  TIPEIyCMOTPEHHBIC
Koncturymueit PC®DCP, Koncturynmer CCCP wu  oOmenpu3HaHHBIMH
HOpMaMH MeXIyHapojaHoro npasa. [IpencraButensm Haluii U HapOJHOCTEH,
MPOKUBAIOLIUM B PCOCP 3a npeaenaMu CBOHUX
HAI[MOHAIBHOTOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX 00pa30BaHHWil WM HE HWMEIONINM WX Ha
tepputopun  PCOCP, obecneunBaroTcsi WX 3aKOHHBIE MOJUTHYECKHUE,
SKOHOMHUYECKHE, ITHHYECKHIE U KyJIbTypHBIC TIPaBa.
Ha Bceit Tepputopun PCOCP ycranaBimBaeTcs  pecmyOIHKaHCKOE
rpaxkganctBo PCOCP. 3a xaxasiM rpaxnanuHoM PCOCP coxpansercs
rpaxganctBo CCCP. TI'paxgane PCOCP 3a mnpemenamu PecrmyOmuku
HaxOJATCA MO/ 3aIlUTON U MOKpOBUTEIHCTBOM PCDCP.
PCOCP rapantupyeT BceM TpakIaHaM, MOJUTHYCCKAM  MapTHIM,
OOIIECTBEHHBIM OPTaHMU3AIUSIM, MAaCCOBBIM JBHKCHUSM U PEITUTHO3HBIM
opraHuzanusaM, nerictByromuM B pamkax Koncturynmmu PCOCP, pasnble
MIPaBOBBIC BO3MOXXHOCTH y4YacTBOBAaTh B YIIPABJICHHUH T'OCYIApCTBEHHBIMH H
00IIEeCTBEHHBIMH JICTIaMHU.
Paznenenne 3akoHOmATENbHOHN, WCIONHHUTENBHOH W CyAeOHOW BIACTEMH
SIBIIIETCS. BaXKHEHIMM TpuHIUNOM QyHKnuoHupoBanus PCDOCP kak
MIPaBOBOTO TOCYAAPCTBA.
PCOCP 3asgBiser 0 cBOCH NPHUBEPKEHHOCTH OOIICTTPU3HAHHBIM IPHHIIAIIAM
MEXIYHApOJHOIO MpaBa U TOTOBHOCTH >KUTh CO BCEMHU CTpaHaMH U HApOJaMHU

B MHpPEC U COIrlaCuu, MpUHUMATh BCC MEPhI K HEAOMMYIICHUTIO KOH(prHTaI_[I/II/I B
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MCKAYHApPOIHBIX, Me)erCHy6JII/IKaHCKI/IX 1 MCKHAIMOHAJIbHBIX OTHOIIICHHUAX,
OTCTamBas IPH 3TOM MHTEPECH HapoaoB Poccun.

15. Hacrosimas /[lexmaparust sBisieTcss OCHOBOM Ui pa3paOOTKM  HOBOM
Koncrurynun PCOCP, 3aKIH0YEHUS CorozHOTO JIOTOBOpA u

COBCPIICHCTBOBAHUA peCHYGHI/IKaHCKOI‘O 3aKOHOOaTCIILCTBA.

Hpencenareas Bepxosnoro Cosera PCOCP b. H. EJIBIIUH

Mocksa, Kpemiib. 12 utonst 1990 ropa.
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Annex Il. Declaration of Sovereignty of the RSFSR (1991) (English translation)

DECLARATION Of State Sovereignty of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist
Republic
The First Congress of People’s Deputies of the RSFSR,

Aware of its historical responsibility for the fate of Russia,

Bearing witness to respect for the sovereign rights of all peoples within the Un

ion of Soviet Socialist Republics,

Expressing the will of the peoples of the RSFSR,

Vows and declares the State sovereignty of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist

Republic throughout all of its territory and announces its resolve to create a democratic

rule-of-law State within a renewed USSR.

1.

The Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic is a sovereign State, buit hist

orically by the peoples combined therein.

The State sovereignty of the RSFSR is a natural and essential condition for the
existence of the statehood of Russia, which has centuries-old history, culture

and traditions.

The carrier of the sovereignty and the source of State power in the RSFSR are
its multinational people. The people shall effectuate State power directly and t

hrough representative bodies on the basis of the Constitution of the RSFSR.

The State sovereignty of the RSFSR is proclaimed in the name of the highest a
ims — to ensure every person his inalienable right to a decent life, to free devel
opment and use of his native tongue, and to each people, self-determination wi

thin national-state and national-cultural forms which it has chosen.

For the purpose of the establishment of political, economic and legal guarante

es for the sovereignty of the FSFSR, it states:
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10.

Full authority of the RSFSR in determining all matters relating State and
public life except for matters voluntarily placed under the responsibility of the
Union of SSR;

The Supremacy of the Constitution of the RSFSR and Acts of the RSFSR
throughout its territory; Acts of the Union of SSR conflicting with sovereign
rights of the RSFSR are suspended by the Republic in its territory.
Disagreements between the Republic and the Union are settled according to
the Treaty of Alliance;

Exclusive right of the nation to own, use and dispose Russian national wealth;
Plenipotentiary representative office of the RSFSR in other Union Republics
and other foreign countries;

The right of the Republic to participate in exercising power on matters, placed
under the responsibility of the Union of SSR.

The RSFSR is unified with other Republics in Union based on the Treaty. The
RSFSR recognizes and respects sovereign rights of Union Republics and the
Union of SSR.

The RSFSR preserves its right to freely withdraw from the Union according to

the Treaty of Alliance and legislation based on it.

The territory of the RSFSR cannot be changed without the will of the people,

expressed through referendum.

The Congress of People’s Deputies of the RSFSR confirms the necessity to ex
pand the rights of autonomous republics, autonomous oblasts, autonomous okr
ugs as well as krays and oblasts of RSFSR. Specific issues on realization of su
ch rights should be determined by legislation of the RSFSR on national-state a

nd administrative-territorial structure of the Federation.

The rights and freedoms of all citizens and stateless persons residing within th

e territory of the RSFSR are guaranteed according to the Constitution of the R
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SFSR, Constitution of the USSR and generally accepted norms of internationa
I law. Political, economic, ethnic and cultural rights of representatives of natio
ns and nationalities, residing in the RSFSR outside of its national-state entity o

r who do not have such entity in the territory of the RSFSR, are guaranteed.

11. Republican citizenship of the RSFSR is established throughout the RSFSR.Eac
h citizen of the RSFSR preserves the citizenship of the USSR. Citizens of the
RSFSR outside the Republic remain under protection and patronage of the RS
FSR.

12. The RSFSR guarantees equal legal opportunities to participate in administratio
n of state and public affairs for all citizens, political parties, public organizatio
ns, mass movements and religious organizations operating under the Constituti
on of the RSFSR.

13. The separation of powers between the legislature, executive and judiciary pow

ers is the essential principle of the RSFSR’s operation as the rule-of-law State.

14. The RSFSR proclaims its commitment to generally accepted norms of internat
ional law and its willingness to live in peace and harmony with all countries a
nd nations, to take all actions to prevent confrontations in international, inter-r
epublican, interethnic relations, while preserving the interests of Russian peop

le.

15. Current Declaration is the basis for the development of the New Constitution o
f the RSFSR, conclusion of the Treaty of Alliance and improvement of the rep

ublican legislation.

Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the RSFSR B.N.Yeltsin
Moscow, Kremlin. June 12, 1990
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Annex I11. Declaration on Russian Identity (2014) (Original Russian text)

Kaxnmas nHauuss — CIIOKHOE JMHAMU4YHOE siBiIeHue. IlpuHamnexHoCcTh K Hel
HEBO3MOXKHO OIHCATh C MOMOIIBIO Y3KOro Habopa kKputepueB. UeM KpyIHee Hapos,
4yeMm 0OoJiee NeATENbHYI0 POJb B UCTOPUU OH UTPAET, TEM IIUPE €ro TeHETUYEeCKOe U
COLIMABHOE pa3HOOOpasue.

CambIM OYEBHIHBIM KPUTEPHEM HAILIMOHAJIBHOCTHU SABJSIETCSl camMoco3HaHue. Hanbonee
TOYHO COOTBETCTBYET PYCCKOMY HapOJy COBOKYITHOCTb TeX JIFOJCH, KTO Ha3bIBacT ceOsl
PYCCKMMH BO BpeMsl IIepeCcH HacelIeHus!.

OueBH/IHO, YTO O0IEe POCCUICKOE TPaKJaHCTBO, OOBEAMHSIONICE HAa TPOTHKCHUU
JONTUX BEKOB TIPEACTaBUTENEH CcaMbIX pas3HbIX HaApoJOB, HE YIpa3aHUIO
MHOTOHAIIMOHANBHBIA COCTaB Hallero rocygapcrea. ['paxkaane Poccum MoryT OBITH
PYCCKMMH, KapeiaMu, TaTapamH, aBaplamy WiIn OypsTaMH, B TO BpeMs KaK pyCCKHE
MoryT ObITh rpaxmanamu Poccum, CIUA, ABcrpamuu, Pymemnun nimm Kaszaxcrana.
HammonanpHble W rpaxkaaHckue — OONIHOCTH — CYIIECTBYIOT B PasHBIX
(heHOMEHOJIOTHYECKUX TUIOCKOCTSIX.

Pycckuit Hapoq MCKOHHO WMeN CIIOKHBIM TEHETHYECKHHA COCTaB, BKIOYas B ceOs
MTOTOMKOB CJIaBSIHCKUX, (DHHHO-YTOPCKHUX, CKAaHAMHABCKHUX, OANTCKUX, WPAHCKUX W
TIOPKCKHX IUIEMEH. JTO TeHeTHYecKoe OOTaTCTBO HU pa3y HE CTajo yrpo3oil is
HallMOHAJIBHOIO €IMHCTBAa PYCCKOTO Hapoja. PokIeHue OT pycCKUX poauTtenceil B
OOJBIIMHCTBE CIIy4aeB SBJSIETCS OTIPAaBHON TOUYKOW ISt (DOPMUPOBAHUS PYCCKOTO
CaMOCO3HaHMsI, YTO, OIHAKO, HUKOT/Ia HE UCKIII0YaJI0 BO3MOYKHOCTH MIPUCOETNHEHUS K
PYCCKOMY HapoAdy BBIXOILEB M3 Ipyroll HAlIMOHAJBHOW CPeIbl, MPUHABIINX PYCCKYIO
UIEHTUIHOCTb, A3BIK, KyJbTYpy U PETUTHO3HBIE TPAIULIHH.

YHUKaNbHOCTh 3THOTEHE3a PYCCKOr0 Hapoa 3aKI0YaeTcs B TOM, YTO Ha MPOTSKEHUN
BEKOB MOJ00HOE MPUHITHE PYCCKOW MAEHTUYHOCTH YPOXKAECHHBIMU IPEACTaBUTEIIMHU
JIpYTUX HAMOHAIBHOCTEH OBLIO HE pe3yJIbTaTOM MPHHYIUTEIBHON aCCUMIIISIIAN TEX
WA MHBIX STHHYECKUX TPYIN («pyCHU(HUKALUKY), & CIEACTBUEM CBOOOIHOTO JIMYHOTO

BBIOOpAa KOHKPETHBIX JIOJIe, CBA3BIBaBIIMX € Poccuell cBOIO XuU3HB U CyHObOy.
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MIMeHHO Tak B COCTaB PyCCKOrO HApOJa 4acTO BXOJIWJIM TaTapbl, JUTOBLBI, €BpEH,
MOJISIKA, HEeMIbI, (paHIly3bl, IPEICTaBUTEIN APYTHUX HaAIMOHANbHOCTEH. [IpumepoB
0JJOOHOT0 POJia — BEJIMKOE MHOXKECTBO B PYCCKOM UCTOPHUH.

B pycckoil Tpamuuuu  BaKHEMIIMM  KPUTEPUEM  HAILMOHAJIBHOCTH  CUUTAJICA
HAI[MOHANBHBIN f3BIK (CaMO CJOBO «S3bIK» — JIPEBHUH CHHOHWUM CJIOBA
«HALMOHAJIBHOCTHY). BiiazieHne pycckuM si3IKOM 0053aTENIBHO AJIST BCSIKOTO PYCCKOTO.
BMmecte ¢ Tem, oOpaTHOe yTBepXkI€HHE — NPHHAIICKHOCTh K PYCCKOMY Hapoay
o0s13aTenbHA JUISL BCSIKOTO PYCCKOTOBOPALIETO — HEBEPHO. Tak Kak pyccKUi Hapox
BBICTYNIWJI TOCYJAapcTBOOOpasyromuM HapoioM Poccum u  HapomoMm-cTpouTeseM
Poccuiickoli nuBHMIM3alMM, PYCCKMM SI3BIK MOMYYWJ IIUPOKOE PACIHPOCTpaHEHHE.
CymecTByeT HeEMajo JIIOJEH, CUHUTAIOMMX PYCCKMH S3bIK POJHBIM, HO IPH 3TOM
accolMupyromux ce0s ¢ APyruMy HAIMOHAIBHBIMU TPYIIIAMH.

B ¢dopmupoBanun pycckoil WAEHTHYHOCTH OTPOMHYIO POJIb ChIrpajia MpaBOCiIaBHAS
Bepa. C npyroit croponsl, coObITHsI XX BeKa MOKa3ald, YTO 3HAYUTEIBHOE YHCIIO
PYCCKHUX CTal0 HEBEPYIOIIUMH, HE YyTPATUB IIPU HTOM HAIMOHAIBHOI'O CAMOCO3HAHUS.
N Bce xe yTBEpXKACHHE O TOM, 4YTO KaXAbI PYCCKMM JOJDKEH IIPU3HABaTh
[IPaBOCJIABHOE XPUCTUAHCTBO OCHOBOM CBOEH HALMOHAIBHOW KyJBTYpPBI, SIBISETCS
OIIpPaBJaHHBIM U crpaBeIUBbIM. OTpHIIaHue 3TOro (akTa, a TeM 0oyee TOUCK MHOM
PENUTHO3HON OCHOBBI HAIIMOHAJIBFHOW KYyJBTYPHI, CBHIIETEILCTBYIOT 00 OCIIaOiieHun
PYCCKOM MIEHTUYHOCTH, BIUIOTh JO ITOJIHOM €€ YTPaThl.

Takum o00pazoMm, TPHUHAAIEKHOCTh K PYCCKOW HAIMK OMPEIENAETCS CIOXKHBIM
KOMIUIEKCOM CBSI3€H: T€HETHYECKUMH W OpadHBIMH, S3bIKOBBIMH W KYJIBTYPHBIMH,
PEIUTHO3HBIMU U UCTOpUYECKUMU. HU OIMH U3 yIOMSHYTBIX KPUTEPUEB HE MOXKET
cuutateesl pemaromuM. Ho s dopmupoBaHHST pPYycCKOro  HAIMOHAJIBHOTO
CaMOCO3HaHMA 0053aTeNIbHO, YTOOBI COBOKYITHOCTh 3THUX CBSI3€H C PYCCKHUM HapOAOM
(He3aBUCHMO OT MX HPHUPOBI) OblIa CHUJIBbHEE, YeM COBOKYIHOCTH CBsi3eil ¢ mr000ii
WHOHN 3THUYECKON OOLIHOCTHIO TUIAHETHI.

OmyTUTh 3TO, B KOHEYHOM HTOT€, MOXET TOJIBKO CaM HOCHUTEIb HAI[MOHAIBHOMN

HUICHTUYHOCTH, COBCpIIasa CBOM  JIMYHBIN BLI60p. HpI/I 9TOM HAaIlMOHAJIBbHOC
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CaMOCO3HaHWE HEW30eXHO O03Ha4aeT COMUAAPHOCTH C CyAbOOHW CBOEro Hapoza.
Kaxnaprit pycckuii 4yBCTBYeT TNIyOMHHYIO SMOIMOHAIBHYIO CBSI3p C TJIABHBIMHU
coObITHAMU cBoel uctopuu: Kpemennem Pycu, KynmkoBckoii OUTBOI M 0Jj0J€eHUEM
CwmyTsl, mobenamu Hajg Hamoneonom u I'mtiepom. Oco00 OTMETHM, YTO TOPAOCTh 3a
[MoGemy 1945 roma siBnsieTcss OJHUM W3 BaKHEWIIMX WHTETPUPYIOMMX (PaKTOpOB
COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM HAIlUH.

Ha ocHOBe nporpaMMHBIX T€3UCOB HACTOSILIETO JOKYMEHTA, IpeagaraeTcs ciaeayromee
OTIPEIICIICHHE PYCCKOH HMICHTUYHOCTH: PYCCKUH — O3TO YEJIOBEK, CUHUTAIONIUH ceOs
PYCCKUM; HE UMEIOIIMNA UHBIX ATHUYECKUX MPEANOYTEHUN; TOBOPSIINI U AyMaromui
Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIK€; MPU3HAIOLUIUMN MPaBOCIABHOE XPUCTHAHCTBO  OCHOBOM
HAI[MOHAIBHON JyXOBHOW KYyJBTYpBI, OIIYIIAIONIMA CONUAAPHOCTh C CyAbOOH

PYCCKOTro Hapoza.
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Annex 1V. Declaration on Russian Identity (2014) (English translation)

Every nation is a complex dynamic occurrence. It is impossible to describe belonging
to a certain nation with the help of a narrow list of criteria. The bigger the nation, the
more influential it is in history, the broader its genetic and social diversity.

The most obvious criterion of nationality is self-consciousness. The group of people
who correspond the most with the Russian nation are those who call themselves
Russian during the population census.

Obviously, the general Russian citizenship that has united representatives of the most
varied nations throughout centuries did not eliminate the multinational nature of our
state. Citizens of Russia may be Russian, Karels, Tatars, Avars or Buryats, meanwhile
Russians may be citizens of Russia, the U.S., Australia, Romania or Kazakhstan.
National and civil overlaps exist in various phenomenological planes.

The Russian people has a complex genetic composition, as it includes offspring of
Slavic, Finnish- Hungarian, Scandinavian, Baltic, Iranian and Turkish tribes. This
genetic variety never threatened national unity of the Russian people. Birth from
Russian parents in most cases is the starting point for the formation of Russian
consciousness, which, however, never excluded the possibility of people who come
from another national environment joining the Russian nation by accepting Russian
identity, language, culture and religious traditions.

The unique nature of the ethnogenesis of the Russian nation lies in the fact that
throughout centuries such acceptance of Russian identity by representatives of other
nationalities was never the result of forceful assimilation of certain ethnic groups
(“russification”), but the result of free personal choice of certain individuals, who tied
their lives and fates to Russia. This is how the Russian nation frequently included
Tatars, Lithuanians, Jews, Poles, Germans, French, representatives of other
nationalities. There is a great number of such examples in Russian history.

In Russian tradition an important criterion of nationalities is the national language (the

very word “language” is an ancient synonym of the word “nationality”). Every Russian
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has to master the Russian language. However, the contrary, that the belonging to the
Russian nation is compulsory for every Russian speaker, is erroneous. As the Russian
people stood as the state-forming nation of Russia and the nation which constructed
Russian civilization, the Russian language has become widespread. There are many
people who consider Russian their first language but associate themselves with other
national groups.

The orthodox fate played a key role in forming Russian identity. On the other hand, the events
of the XX century showed that a big number of Russian became non-believers, having not lost
their national consciousness at the same time. And the claim that every Russian person should
accept Orthodox Christianity as the basis of their national culture is justified and fair. Denying
this fact, and what is more, seeking another religious basis for national culture, is evidence to
the weakening of Russian identity to the extent of its complete loss.

As such, belonging to the Russian nation is determined by a complex of relationships:
genetic and marital, linguistic and cultural, religious and historic. None of the
aforementioned criteria can be decisive. But for the formation of the Russian national
self-consciousness, it is necessary for the complex of these relations with the Russian
nation (regardless of their nature) is stronger than the complex of relations with any
other ethnic community on the planet.

In the end, this can only be felt by the person who adopt national identity by making their
personal choice. National self-consciousness inevitably means solidarity with the fate of
one’s people. Every Russian feels a deep emotional bond to the main events in their history:
the Christening of Rus, the Battle of Kulikovo and the defeat of the Time of Troubles,
victories over Napoleon and Hitler. We especially note that pride for the Victory in 1945 is
one of the most important integrating factors of the modern Russian nation.

Based on the program theses of this document, we propose the following definition of
Russian identity: a Russian is someone who considers themselves Russian; who has no
other ethnic preferences; who speaks and thinks in the Russian language; who
acknowledges Orthodox Christianity as the basis of the national spiritual culture; who

feels solidarity with the fate of the Russian people.
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Annex V. Official statements published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the Russian Federation (2014)

Date

Title

21.03.

2014

Speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and his answers to
questions from deputies during the 349th extraordinary session of the
Federation Council of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation,

2003.

2014

Speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and his answers to
questions from deputies during the plenary session of the State Duma of the
Russian Federation, Moscow, 20 March 2014

203.

2014

Reply by the official representative of the Russian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Alexander Lukashevich, regarding the decisions of the European
Council on the situation in Ukraine

1803.

2014

Vladimir Putin addressed State Duma deputies, Federation Council
members, heads of Russian regions and civil society representatives in the
Kremlin

203.

2014

Comment by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the decision '
about the deployment of the OSCE’s monitoring mission in Ukraine

21.03.

2014

Answers to questions from the mass media by the Russian Foreign Minister
Sergey Lavrov summarizing the results of his participation in the
extraordinary session of the Federation Council of the Federal Assembly of

14.03.

2014

Introductory speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and his
answers to questions from the mass media during the press conference
summarising the results of negotiations with the US Secretary of Sta

2003.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the threat by the Ukraine to seize Russian
property in Crimea

2003.

2014

Phone conversation between the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov,
and the US Secretary of State, John Kerry

10

2003.

2014

List of officials and members of the US Congress, who are banned from
entering the Russian Federation on a reciprocal basis due to US sanctions
against Ukraine and Crimea

11

2003.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the refusal of Ukraine to chair the
Commonwealth of Independent States in 2014

12

2003.

2014

Negotiations between the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and the
UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon

13

1003.

2014

Working meeting of the Russian President, Vladimir Putin, with the Russian
Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, Moscow, 10 March 2014

14

2003.

2014

Statement by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs about the position of
the National Security and Defence Council of Ukraine regarding the transfer

113



of relations between Russia and Ukraine to the visa regime

15

2003.

2014

Introductory speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, at the
meeting with representatives of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in
the constituent entities of the Federation, 20 March 2014

16

1903.

2014

Comment by the official representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Russia, Alexander Lukashevich, regarding the statement of the
representative of the Ukrainian Ministry of Foreign Affairs about Russians

17

1903.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the Budapest Memorandum of 1994

1803.

2014

Comment by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the situation
in Ukraine

19.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the visit of the President of the European
Council, Herman Van Rompuy, to Russia, which did not take place

1803.

2014

Phone conversation between the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov,
and the US Secretary of State, John Kerry

1503.

2014

Statement by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the events in
Ukraine

14.03.

2014

Comments from the Information and Press Department of the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the air traffic situation between the
Russian Federation and Ukraine

14.03.

2014

Comments from the Information and Press Department of the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the resolution of the European
Parliament dated 13th March 2014 focussing on the situation in Ukraine

24

14.03.

2014

Comments from the Information and Press Department of the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the statements of the President of the
European Commission, José Manuel Barroso, in the European Parliament

25

14.03.

2014

Comments from the Information and Press Department of the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the temporary suspension of the events
within the framework of the negotiation process regarding Russia’s joi

26

2003.

2014

Joint Statement on the Contributions of the Global Initiative to Combat
Nuclear Terrorism (GICNT) to Enhancing Nuclear Security

1803.

2014

Comments from the Information and Press Department of the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the EU’s Foreign Affairs Council’s
decision on Ukraine

1703.

2014

Comment by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs on the foreign debt and
assets of the USSR in the context of Russian-Ukrainian relations

1703.

2014

Meeting of Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, with ambassadors and '
authorised representatives of CSTO Member States

08.03.

2014

Speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and his answers to
questions from the mass media during the press conference summarising the
results of the negotiations with the Minister of Foreign Affairs
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06.03.

2014

Comment for the mass media by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey
Lavrov, summarising the results of his meeting with the US Secretary of
State, John Kerry, Rome, 6 March 2014

1703.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry '
of Foreign Affairs regarding the statements of the UN Assistant Secretary-
General, Ivan Simonovi¢, during his visit to Ukraine

16.03.

2014

Phone conversation between the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov,
and the US Secretary of State, John Kerry

16.03.

2014

Phone conversation between the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov,
and the US Secretary of State, John Kerry

35

15.03.

2014

Comments from the Information and Press Department of the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the voting on the draft resolution
concerning the situation in Ukraine in the UN Security Council

36

14.03.

2014

Comment by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, at the beginning
of his meeting with the US Secretary of State, John Kerry, devoted to the
situation in Ukraine, London, 14 March 2014

37

14.03.

2014

Comment by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the tragic
events in Donetsk

38

14.03.

2014

Comment by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding statements
by the OSCE Chair-in-Office about the Referendum in Crimea on the 16
March 2014

39

14.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the deployment of the OSCE’s special
monitoring mission in Ukraine

13.03.

2014

Statement by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the plot in
the context of the CIS

12.03.

2014

About the meeting of Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, with heads
of diplomatic missions of Latin American and Caribbean States, which are
accredited in Moscow

42

13.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the statement by the French Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Laurent Fabius, regarding the All-Ukrainian Union “Svob

43

11.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding Viktor Yanukovych’s statements about the
intent to provide financial assistance to Kiev

11.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairson the situation with the mass media in Ukraine

06.03.

2014

Answer by the official representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Russia, Alexander Lukashevich, to the questions from the RBC news agency
about the prospects of the visa dialogue between Russia and the

06.03.

2014

Comment by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, summarising the
results of his meeting with the US Secretary of State, John Kerry, Paris, 5
March 2013
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10.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the statement of the US Representative,Daniel
B. Baer,to the OSCE

10.03.

2014

Statement by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the events in '
Ukraine

08.03.

2014

Meeting between the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and the
Tajik Foreign Minister, Sirodjidin Aslov

08.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry '
of Foreign Affairs regarding the ban on entry to the territory of Ukraine
forRussian journalists

08.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the address of
Dmytro Yarosh

52

07.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the situation in Ukraine

3

05.03.

2014

Speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and his answers to
questions from the mass media during the press conference summarising the
results of the negotiations with the Spanish Minister of Foreign

03.03.

2014

Speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, and his answers to
questions from the mass media during the press conference summarising the
results of the negotiations with the Tunisian Minister of Foreign

55

07.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the results of the extraordinary session of the
European Council on Ukraine

07.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the consultation session of the UN Security
Council on the events in Ukraine

07.03.

2014

Reply by the official representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Russia, Alexander Lukashevich, to the question by the mass media regarding
the decision of NATO to suspend cooperation with Russia because

03.03.

2014

Speech by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, during the high-
level segment of the 25th session of the United Nations Human Rights
Council, Geneva, 3 March 2014

59

01.03.

2014

Answer by Maria Zakharova, Deputy Director of the Information and Press
Department of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to the question from
RIA Novosti about the statement of Arseniy Yatsenyuk

03.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the question put by the mass media about the
statement of the NATO Council on the situation in Ukraine

61

04.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the statement by Ukraine’s UN Envoy

62

04.03.

2014

Comment by the official representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Russia, Alexander Lukashevich, regarding the statements by the United
States officials about sanctions against Russia
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05.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the participation of the Russian Foreign
Minister, Sergey Lavrov, in the second session of the International Sup

05.03.

2014

Work-related visit by the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, to Spain

06.03.

2014

Comment by the official representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Russia, Alexander Lukashevich, regarding the “statements of facts” by the
U.S. Department of State about the situation in Ukraine

04.03.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the visit of the Russian Foreign Minister,
Sergey Lavrov, to Spain

03.03.

2014

Comment by the official representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of '
Russia, Alexander Lukashevich, regarding work in the G8

03.03.

2014

Statement by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the
statements by the US Secretary of State about the situation in Ukraine

2702.

2014

Statement by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the events in '
Ukraine

70

27.02.

2014

Comment by the Information and Press Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs regarding the situation in Ukraine

Source: Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation (MFA, 2014c)
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Annex VI. Official statements by the European External Action Service (2014)

# | Date Title
1 05.02.| Remarks by EU High Representative Catherine Ashton at the end of her visit
________________ 2014 |to Kyiv, Ukraine
2 ;8103 Catherine Ashton on arrival at the Foreign Affairs Council
10.02. . . .
3 2014 Council conclusions on Ukraine
1002. . . . .
4 2014 Main results of the Foreign Affairs Council
5 é(l)l()j EU deeply engaged in helping the people of Ukraine through political crisis
6 ;(3;103 EU-Ukraine: "Only a Ukrainian plan can work"
7 1602. | Statement by High Representative Catherine Ashton on the evacuation by
2014 [protesters of the Kiev City administration
8 ;(9)103 Statement by President Barroso on Ukraine
1902.| Phone call between President Barroso and President Yanukovych on the
9 o .
2014 |situation in Ukraine
10 19.02.| The Spokesperson of EU High Representative Catherine Ashton on the
2014 [deterioration of the situation in Ukraine
11 5(9)105 Statement on behalf of the European Council on the situation in Ukraine
12 ;8103 Statement by President Barroso on the situation in Ukraine
3 20.02. [ Remarks by High Representative Catherine Ashton upon arrival to the
2014 [extraordinary Foreign Affairs Council on Ukraine
2002. [ Catherine Ashton following extraordinary Foreign Affairs Council on
14 .
2014 [Ukraine
21.02. . .
15 2014 Statement by President Barroso on Ukraine
21.02.| Catherine Ashton on agreement reached between President and 3 opposition
16 . .
2014 [leaders in Ukraine
2100 Remarks by EU High Representative Catherine Ashton in reaction to the
17 20'1 4' agreement signed between President of Ukraine Yanukovych and the
opposition leaders
18 22.02. [ Statement by EU High Representative Catherine Ashton on the latest
________________ 2014 [developments in Ukraine
19 ;3103 Catherine Ashton to travel to Ukraine
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20

2502.

2014

Catherine Ashton at the end of her visit to Ukraine

21

2602.

2014

Speech: EU response to events in Ukraine

2602.

2014

Catherine Ashton holds a high level meeting on Ukraine

23

2802.

2014

"The EU is ready when Ukraine is ready": Statement by EU Trade
Commissioner Karel De Gucht on Ukraine

24

2802.

2014

President Barroso's phone call with the Prime-Minister of Ukraine Arseniy
Yatseniuk

01.03.

2014

Catherine Ashton on the developments in Ukraine's Crimea

26

03.03.

2014

Doorstep by Catherine Ashton ahead of extraordinary Foreign Affairs
Council on Ukraine

27

03.03.

2014

Council conclusions on Ukraine

28

03.03.

2014

Catherine Ashton following the extraordinary Foreign Affairs Council on
Ukraine

29

03.03.

2014

President Herman Van Rompuy calls an extraordinary meeting of EU Heads
of State or Government on Ukraine

30

05.03.

2014

Remarks by President Barroso on Ukraine

31

05.03.

2014

European Commission's support to Ukraine

32

05.03.

2014

European Commission's support to Ukraine

33

05.03.

2014

EU and NATO committees meet jointly to discuss Ukraine

06.03.

2014

Statement of the Heads of State or Government on Ukraine

35

06.03.

2014

Speech: Remarks by President Barroso following the extraordinary meeting
of EU Heads of State and Government on Ukraine

36

07.03.

2014

UKRAINE UPDATE - Extraordinary meeting of EU Heads of State or
Government on Ukraine

37

12.03.

2014

Speech: Introductory statement by President Barroso on Ukraine

38

1703.

2014

Catherine Ashton upon arrival at the Foreign Affairs Council

39

17.03.

2014

Catherine Ashton following the Foreign Affairs Council

1903.

2014

EU/Ukraine: Commission proposes a further €1 billion in macro-financial
assistance
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41 ;8103 European Council Conclusions on Ukraine

2103 Statement by President Herman Van Rompuy at the signing ceremony of the
42 20'1 4' political provisions of the Association Agreement between the EU and
Ukraine

21.03.| EU strengthens sanctions against actions undermining Ukraine's territorial
2014 |integrity

44 ;gfj Ukraine: Decentralisation and support for regions important part of EU help

45 3(6){): Speech: EU-Ukraine: emergency situations require emergency measures

46 3(6)10: EU-Ukraine: practical support for urgently needed reforms

47 %?j ENP Country Progress Report 2013 — Ukraine

48 ;gloj Catherine Ashton on recent events around the Parliament of Ukraine

49 S(Q)l(f Speech: Strengthening and empowering Ukraine through decentralisation

Source: European External Action Service online archive (EEAS, 2014)
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