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HOMIKY JOBOJMJIOCS OTPUMYBATH 3a JOTIOMOTOIO T'€H-
HOI iHXeHepii, MITyYHO BUPOIIYBaTH SIK BiNOBiIs Ha
30BHIIIHI BUKIMKHA TaK i BHYTpilIHI MepemKoau i ra-
mpMa 3 00Ky CTapUX PEeXUMIB i aapHCTOKpaTi'i, Harine -
HUX Ha 30epeKeHHs CBOET BJ'I&L[I/Il

JocBing ycnmimHUX KpaiH MoKasye, o y BCiX BUIIA-
JIKaxX IHCTUTYLiHi1 (paKTOpH, HALIOHAJBH1 0COOIHBO C-
Ti, 11€0JIOTTYH1 MOTHBH 1HTETPOBaHI B €KOHOMIUHE Ce-
penoBuiie. B ymoBax TpamuuiiHOTO CycHmiJbCcTBa MO-
BeiHKA JIFOMUHH PEryJIIoBaliacs B OCHOBHOMY CTHXiii-
HUMH €KOHOMIYHUMHY CHJIaMH 1 TpaWIisIMU, a He TIpsi-
MHM THCKOM 3 OOKy COLIaJbHUX iHCTHTYTiB. Jocmin-
HUKH cepenuHd XX CT. OJHOCTAWHO BiA3HAYAIH, IIO
KyMYJSATHBHUH Tpollec IHAyCTpiamizamii, ypOaHizairii,
MiBUIIICHHS PiBHSA OCBITH 1 MOJITHYHOT MOOuT3AIii
BiOyBaBcs y mapi 3 jibepanizaiiero i JeMoKpaTh3alli-
€10 CYCIUILCTB. 3 TOTO Yacy CBIiT 3MIHUBCS 1 CHOTOJHI
OaHATBEHUX GopMyIT nibepanidaMy Ha KIITAIT «BIYHHUHA
MUp 4Yepe3 CBITOBY TOPTIBIIO», «PUHOK K aBTOMAaTHY-
HUH PETyaTop» HE 37aTHI 3a0€3MednTH CyCIUThHHUi
6amanc. J{o Toro x crerudigHa ocobmmBicTs nibepati-
3MYy SK CHCTEMH TOTJIIAIB Ha (yHKIIOHYBaHHS cydac-
HUX METACHCTEM MOJTa€ B HAIBHOCTI CyTTEBHX Bin-
XWICHb B TPAKTyBaHHI y4YEHHMH, MOJITHKAMH, Oi3HE-
COM, TPOMaJSIHCHKUM CYCIIUIbCTBOM CaMoOi MPUPOIH,
IHC TU Ty LIOHAJIBHOT CTPYKTYPH 1 MEX CBOOOIH.

B Vkpaini npuxunbHuKH nibepanisMy B €KOHOMId-
Hilf Teopii Ta MONITUYHINA NpaKTHIli BIIJAIOTh EpeBary
caMe 1 TIIbKM €KOHOMIYHIA cBOOOAi, IO MO-TepiIe
3BYXKY€ MOXIIMBOCTI MOIIYKY Cy4acHUX MOTUBALIHHU X
BaXkelliB eKOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY, @ OTKE 1 pocTy 100-
poOyTy, a mo-apyre Beje A0 BiIMOBH MOUIYKY LUIIXiB
peamizaiii BaXJMBOI IiJi BibHOTO JIIOEPaAIBLHOTO CYyC-
MiTBCTBA — 3a0€3MEYCHHS YMOB Ui CaMOPO3BHTKY
JIFOJTUHH, OCKIJIBKU Take 3aBIAaHHS, HA 1X JAYMKY, BUXO-
JIMTH 32 MEXI IHTepeciB eKOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY. Of-
HaK BiJIOMO, 1110 Oy /b sIKa — EKOHOMIYHA, KyJIbTypHA 9H
moyitThdHa — cdepa He MoOxe OyTH aaeKBaTHO
3’sicoBaHa 13acBO€HA caMa 3 ce0e, 1103a YHIBEpCYMHOTO
OHTOJIOTTYHOTO 1 THOCEOJIOTTYHOTO KOHTEKCTY, CyO-
CTparT AKOTO TBOPHUTH BCECBITHA iCTOPIA.
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UKRAINE-RUSSIA-NATO RELATIONS IN SECURITY CONTEXT ON POST-SOVIET
REGION (PART I. FROM THE BEGINNING OF 1990s TILL MIDDLE 2000s)

The article is devoted to main aspect of cooperation
between Russia, Ukraine and NATO in political,
humanitarian and economic sphere. Authors prove that
relations in this triangle are especially interested due to
several points: post-soviet region has special geopoliti-
cal and geoeconomical importance as for NATO and
EU members as for Russia federation; in this very re-
gion active rivalry between old (OSDE, NATO) and
new (CSTO, SCO) political, security and military re-

gional structures take place aimed to fill up security
vacuum; finally, the position and choice of Ukraine has
important and dramatic influence towards stable and
mutual dialogue between European states and Russian
federation. The article also includes brief chronology
on Ukraine-NATO relations from 1990-s through dis-
tinctive partnership and accession talks in 2005-2010.
Main aspects of Russia and NATO dialogue are exam-
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ined and its progress over the last decade is empha-
sized.

One of the main conclusions is that USA and Euro-
pean states have strong interest to broaden cooperation
with Russia and support policy of joining Ukraine to
Euro Atlantic collective system. Despite pessimistic
Russian position and deny of NATO enlargement,
Moscow officials have to predict consequences of own
pressure to any future intensification for the sake of
stable international security environment. On the other
hand, current Russian strategy assumes any Euro At-
lantic integration process as serious challenge to its
national interest on post-soviet territory. The authors
conclude such policy to be mistake and bring new
threats for regional stability in the nearest future.

Key words: security policy, post-soviet region, Eu-
ro Atlantic integration, collective security system.

Binnocunu Ykpaina-Pocis-HATO B koHTekeTi
Oe3MeKN HA MOCTpaAsHCbKOMY npocTopi (YacTuHa
1. IMouyaTok 1990-x — cepeanna 2000-x pp.). CraTta
MPUCBSIYCHA OCHOBHHM acIeKTaM CIiBpOOITHHIITBA
Mk Pociero, Ykpainoto i HATO B moxitTnyHiii, Tyma-
HiTapHIill Ta eKOHOMIUHIH chepi. ABTOPH HOBOAATH, IO
BiITHOCHHH y IIbOMY TPHKYTHHKY OCOOJIBO I[iKaBi BH-
XOM9U 3 JEKUIbKOX MYHKTIB: MOCTPAIIHCHKUIA MPOC-
Tip Mae OCOOJNMBE TEOIOIITHUYHE i T€OEKOHOMITHOTO
3HadyeHHs sk it HATO i xpain-unenie €C, Tak i gyt
Pociiicekoi ®enepanii, B IbOMY perioHi BigOyBaeTbCs
Jy’Ke aKTHBHe cynepHuutBo Mix ctapumu (OBCE,
HATO) i nosumu (OKB, IOC) noniTMuyHUMH, Biii-
CbKOBUMU PETiOHabHUMHU CTPYKTypaMH, sIKE CHpSIMO-
BaHE Ha 3allOBHEHHSI BaKyyMy Oesleku; i, HapeuITi,
MO3uIlis 1 BUOIp YKpaiHH Mae BaXJMBE 1 IpaMaTHYHE
BIUTMB Ha CTAOIMBHUHN 1 B3AEMHHUI HaJIOT MDK €BpOTIeii-
CBKUMH JepkaBaMu 1 Pociero. Y cTaTTi Takok Mic-
TUTHCS KOPOTKa XPOHOJIOTIsA BimHOCHH Y KpaiHa-HATO
3 1990-x pp. yepe3 0cobMBe MAPTHEPCTBO 1 MEPEroBO-
pu npo Beryn B 2005-2010 pp. Takoxk po3riisi1ar0 TbCst
OCHOBHI acriekTu aianory Mix Pociero i1 HATO i #ioro
PO3BHUTOK 332 OCTAHHE JCCS THJIITTS .

OnuH 3 TOJOBHHX BHCHOBKIB ITOJIITA€ B TOMY, IO
CIIIA i eBpOTICHCHKI JepiKaBU MAIOTh CHJIbHY 3alliKaB-
JICHICTh Y pO3MIMpeHHi cmiBmpari 3 Pociero Ta moi-
THYHOT NiATPUMKHN NpHETHAHHS Y KpaiHU N0 €BpoaTia-
HTUYHOI CHCTeMH KoJeKTHBHOT Oe3meku. Hespaxaroun
Ha mecuMicTiyHi mo3unii Pocii i 3amepedeHHs po3mu-
pennass HATO, MOCKOBChKi YMHOBHUKM TIOBHHHI Tie-
pendaunTi HACIIAKKM BJIACHOTO THCKY Ha Oy -AKHi
MaHOyTHIi BapiaHT HMOCWJICHHS iHTeTpamnii 3apamm cTa-
6impHOT MbKHapoaHO T 6e3meku. 3 HIOro 6OKy, HOTOU-
Ha cTparteris Pocii BBaxae Oymp-Kkuil mpolec eBpoat-
JMaHTHYHOI iHTeTpanii cepio3HO0 3arpo30i0 mil ii Ha-
HiOHAJPHUX IHTEPECIB Ha MOCTPAASHCHKOMY HPOCTOPI.
ABTOpH pOOJIATH BUCHOBOK, 110 TaKa MOJiTHKA IIOMUJI-
KOBa i MOX€ B HaHOMKIOMY MaiOyTHbOMY CIIPOBO-
KyBaTW HOBI 3arpo3u ISl ¢ Tad b HOCTi B PETiOH1.

Kio4oBi cj0oBa: nositika 0€3MeKu, MocTpaasHCh-
KU TPOCTIp, €BpOATIAHTHYHA IHTErpaiisi, cUcTeMa
KOJIEKTUBHOI Oe3Me Ku.

OtnHomenusi Y kpauna-Poccuss-HATO B KoH-
TeKcTe 0e30MACHOCTH HA NOCTCOBETCKOM MPOCTPAH-

crBe (Uacth, 1. Hauano 1990-x — cpeauna 2000-
XIT.). Cratbs IIOCBAIICHA OCHOBHBIM aCII€EKTaM CO-
TpymandecTBa Mexay Poccuelt, Ykpannoit u HATO B
MOJMTUYECKO, TlyMaHUTApPHOH M SKOHOMHUYECKOH ce-
pe. ABTOpBHI JI0Ka3blBalOT, YTO OTHOIIEHUS B 3TOM Tpe-
YTOJIbHUKE 0co0eHHO HUHTEPCCHBI BbIXO Is1 U3 HECKOJIb-
KX MYHKTOB: MNOCTCOBCTCKOC MPOCTPAHCTBO HUMCET
0c000€ TeOMOJMTHYECKOE U T'€OIKOHOMHUYECKOTO 3Ha-
yenue kak mist HATO u ctpan-uneHo EC, tak u nus
Poccuiickoit ®enepanuu, B 3TOM PETHOHE MPOUCKO TUT
OYC€Hb AKTHUBHOC COIICPHHYCCTBO MCEXKIAY CTapbIMHU
(OBCE, HATO) u nHoBeiMu (OJJKB, IIOC) nmo mituy e-
CKMMH, BOCHHBIMH PpCETUOHAJIBHBIMH CTPYKTypaMH,
KOTOpOC€ HaIIpaBJICHO Ha 3aIl0JJHCHHUC BaKyyMa 6e30-
IIaCHOCTHU, M, HAKOHCI, IIO3WI WA H BLI60p YKpaI/IHLI
HUMCECT BAXXHOC U JpaMaTUYCCKOC BJIMAHUC HA CTaOWIb -
HBIN U B3aUMHBIA THAJIOT MEX Iy €BpOIEHCKUMU rocy-
mapctBamMu M Poccueil. B ctathe Takxke coaepxuTCs
KpaTkasg XpoHojorus otHoumeHuil YkpauHa-HATO c
1990-x 1T. yepe3 0cob0e MapTHEPCTBO U MEPETOBOPHI O
BerymuieHnn B 2005-2010 rr. Taroke paccMatpuBaro 1Cs
OCHOBHBIE acleKTl auanora Mexay Poccueit u HATO
M eT0 Pa3sBUTHC 3a MMOCIICIHEE CCATUIICTHE.

O,Z[I/IH W3 TJIaBHBIX BBIBOJIOB 3aKJIHOYACTCA B TOM,
yto CIIIA u eBpomnelickue rocynapcrsa UMeEKT CHUIb-
HYI0 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTh B PACIIUPEHUU COTPYIHH-
yectBa ¢ Poccueil ¥ MonuMTHUECKOU MOAJCPIKKE IIpHU-
COCIMHEHUS Y KpauHbl K €BPOATIAaHTUYECKON CUCTEME
KOJUIEKTUBHOU Oe3omacHocTi. HecMOTps Ha meccum -
CTUYECKHe Mmo3uuuu Poccun n oTpunianue pacimmpeHus
HATO, MockoBCcKrEe YHHOBHM KM JI0 JDKHBI IpeIyTraiaTh
MOCNEACTBUSL COOCTBEHHOTO JaBlieHUs Ha Joboe Oy-
Jyllee YCUICHHE WHTETPalluy pajid CTAOUJILHOW MEX-
nyHapoaHoi OezomacHoctd. C Apyroid CTOpPOHBI, Te-
Kymasi ctpaterusi Poccum cumrtaeT mo0OH mporecc
€BpOATIAHTUYECKON WHTETpPAllUM CEPHE3HOU YIpo30u
1A €€ HallMOHAJIbHBIX MHTEPECOB Ha IMOCTCOBETCKOM
OPpOCTPAHCTBE. ABTOpBI JCJA0T BbIBOJ, YTO TakKas I10-
JIMTHKa ONIMOOYHAsI U MOXKET B OJkaimem Oy ayiem
CIIPpOBOHUPOBATL HOBBIC YI'PO3bI JIA CTaOUILHOCTH B
peruoHe.

KnroueBble cjioBa: MoJMTHKA 6G3OHaCHOCT[/I, IIOCTCO-
BCTCKOC IMPOCTPAHCTBO, CBPOATIAHTAYCCKAI HWHTCIPALMA,
CHCTEMA KOJUIEKTHUBHO I O€30 TTACHOCTHL

Current international relations are characterized by
increase of human, civil and national security threats
not only in one region, but worldwide on the whole.
Such tendencies recognize the willingness of majority
of states for creating mechanisms of counteract of ex-
isting and possible threats by the unification of old se-
curity structures or inventing new ones. Considering
this, the importance of scientific and expert researches
concerning security discourse sphere in euroathlantic
and as well as postsoviet region becomes top actual.
Among such scientific researches special attention
should be paid to background of relations in the
Ukraine-Russia-NATO triangle thorough security
sphere on a post-soviet territory.

The actualization of such issue is due to several fac-
tors. First of all, post-soviet region has special geopo-
litical and geoeconomical importance as for NATO and
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EU members as for Russia federation. Secondly, in this
very region active rivalry between old (OSDE, NATO)
and new (CSTO, SCO) political, security and military
regional structures take place aimed to fill up security
vacuum. Finally, the position and choice of Ukraine
may have important and dramatic influence towards
stable and mutual dialogue between NATO and Rus-
sian federation. But as a matter of fact, the way out
from current situation in Ukraine may be found in the
triangle of Ukraine — Russia— NATO.

March 2014 annexation of Crimea Autonomous re-
public by Russian Federation with further concentra-
tion of troops on the peninsula marked the new ex-
tremely difficult period in international relations. Since
that time the Ukrainian authorities supposed to make
reforms at the same moment caring about the protec-
tion of the sovereignty of Ukraine and rebuild de-
stroyed east of the state. This problem is accompanied
by the weak Ukrainian economy, reformed units
Armed Forces who are serving in the east, and, unfor-
tunately, the unwillingness of some political forces to
show political will, support and serve ideas of
Euromaidan.

It should be stressed, the Russia-NATO relations,
as well as Ukraine-Russia dialogue has got complex,
discordant evaluation, which is determined as by dif-
ferent attitude to many international and regional pro-
cedures, as by special Russian foreign policy discourse.

The formation of new Russian foreign policy has
been proclaimed at the beginning of 1990-s, in particu-
lar, some key aspects of security policy have been
transformed. Highly expressed were positions of «the
international institutionalists», who were supporting
mutual security, the realists, who were agitating for the
balance of power, and revolutionary expansionists,
who were implying security through expansion, for
instance, on post-soviet territory*.

Political parties which got legislative power in
1990-1991 ad mitted Soviet Union according to interior
totalitarian system, as a state, which belonged to group
of states with totalitarian foreign policy. New Russia as
a democratic state should have been guided by demo-
cratic foreign policy. Its institutialization had to be as
an extension of «rebuilding (perestroika) policy». Main
aspects of such policy existed due to General
M. Gorbachov’s «new thinking» policy and included
points of integration to European institutions and multi-
purpose and ambitious plan of return to world econom-
ic system?. The understanding of security basis this
time has been formed by institutionalists. According to
its world outlook, which has been formed under
«common values for the whole mankind», «global
tendencies», «interconnection» a new basis and con-
ceptualization of national security have been issued,
which made a priority to international cooperation.
Security, in terms of Gorbachov’s meaning, has had to
be common, especially concerning American-Russian
relations®.

Additional attention should be paid to the position
of Russian authority towards NATO enlargement to
East. In January 1991, Minister of Foreign Affairs

A.Kozyrev outlined Russian foreign policy contours
declaring its acceptance of the principle of the priority
of the individual over society, free market and all those
values that unite the West. Thus he identified NATO
countries their allies. In June 1994, Russia signed the
«Partnership for Peace». During this period, called
«romantic» phase of Russian foreign policy, President
B. Yeltsin made a famous statement in Warsaw that
Eastern European countries may join any organization,
membership of which consider indispensable®.

However, political, economic and social problems
faced by «Democrats» in domestic politics have creat-
ed conditions for entering the political arena supporters
of the so-called realist school. It was a great group of
politicians (representatives of national-patriotic forces,
including the Communist Party leader G. Zyuganov
and leader of the «Memory» movement D. Vasiliev)
and  scientists (N. Narochnitskaya,  S. Rogov,
S. Karaganov), who saw the policy in geopolitical di-
mension instead narrow political interests®. They advo-
cated the preservation of status of great Russia, disa-
greed with the recognition by Russia status of third
world country. They stressed that although priority
number one identifies the new independent states that
emerged from the former Soviet Union, in practice
such a priority remained relations with the United
States; focus on equal partnership with USA in solving
international problems. The government did not have
proven strategy for CIS. This firstly led to stagnation in
relations with Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, Armenia,
Kazakhstan and Russia involvement in protracted con-
flicts in Georgia and Tajikistan, and secondly, to the
collapse of hopes to cooperate with the West and the
transition to tighter policy in the former Soviet space.

The above factors accelerated the return of Russian
foreign policy strategy to the theory of realpolitik and
determination of its geo-strategic priorities. For exam-
ple, political scientist O. Pushkov noted that «Moscow
in 1988-1992 rejected the logic of geopolitics», alt-
hough the West continued to pursue its policy in ac-
cordance with it. In his view, disregard for the geopoli-
tics caused the crash of A. Kozyrev course, who «actu-
ally played up to the U. S. aspirations to solidify its
geopolitical situation by weakening the influence of
Moscow»®.

According to leading Russian  researcher
A. Tsygankov, particularly popular in Russia has be-
come the theory of «political realism», proposed in the
middle of the twentieth century by H. Morgenthau and
R. Aron, because this trend was traditionally the
strongest foreign school since pre-Soviet times’. In
wide terms, Russian realists highlighted the importance
of power in forming control, domination and conflict.
Safety, for them, was based rather on the personal
power of the state than on collective efforts, so the
main objective is to maintain the existing balance of
power and geopolitical stability. Russian realists can be
divided into two groups. The first preferred aggressive
methods to combat threats and the second alleged that
state security is achieved through a strong defense.
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The failure of the European policy of new Russia
has led to changing attitudes to NATO plans. Some
Russian politicians  (including Foreign  Minister
E. Primakov) claimed that NATO will not transformed
into an instrument of collective security in a new polit-
ical climate, as it is the military-political organization.

Here are a few reasons for the negative attitude of
Russia to NATO enlargement to the East during the
1990-s. Firstly, this expansion deepened the gap be-
tween the Russian Federation and Western states, be-
cause Russia was left out of the block. Similarly, the
West has lost the opportunity to get close to Moscow,
which was the only way to solve the historical case in
Europe — to transform Moscow from opponent to ally.
Second, Russia was convinced that this challenge from
the Alliance created a new dividing line in Europe be-
cause some countries have received security guaran-
tees, while others were devoid of them. Russia finds
oneself beyond this line®. Thirdly, NATO enlargement
has established indirect U.S. domination over a large
part of the Euro-Atlantic space, allowing Washington
to control Eastern European region. In addition, the
U.S. gained considerable leverage on the new inde-
pendent states.

Therefore a factor of external threat as expansion of
area of NATO’s responsibility to the borders of the
CIS, and also nationalistic change in the Russian for-
eign policy presented itself, to a great extent, in an at-
tempt to spread influence of Russia on near abroad,
especially, in security sphere. All post-soviet countries
and adjoining regions formed the area of Russian stra-
tegic interests, without regard to that Russian influence
there could be weak or vice versa strong. It was con-
firmed the actions of president B. Yeltsin which re-
quired, that relationships with the state-members of the
CIS must were remain leading direction of Russian
foreign-policy strategy. Because of priority of Com-
monwealth among other foreign-policy aims, Russian
government also made an attempt to spread the influ-
ence within the framework of this organization by way
of carrying out the clear economic policy.

In October 1995 was published a document entitled
«Conceptual principles of prevention strategies for
major external threats to the national security of the
Russian Federation», compiled by the Institute for Re-
search in the area of defense. The document is based on
the views of President B. Yeltsin and Defense Minister
P. Grachev. It highlighted the major threats to the na-
tional security of the Russian Federation, including the
most dangerous — the NATO enlargement to the East’.
This strategy recognized that Russia does not have the
military capabilities to counter NATO expansion, that’s
why a using the mechanism of the Commonwealth to
create a military alliance of former Soviet republics
was an alternative way to secure Russian interests. The
stepping-stones consisted of provoking dialogue on
multilateral level without the use of force or threat of
force. The main objective was to counter the further
expansion of NATO, to promote the national interests
in the region and to return to the balance of power in
Europe.

As J. Glinski-Vassiliev says, «in Russia NATO’s
advancement beyond its territory was defined as «ex-
pansion». «However, after Yugoslavia in Western sci-
entific publications is increasingly concerned expan-
sion in the broadest sense. In this context, quantitative
expansion is one of many elements, along with some
other terms — «expansion of mission» and «expansion
of NATO responsibility». Thus, the change tone in the
use of terminology has no geographical principle, but
rather indicates the attitude to the air military operation
of NATO’s forces in Yugoslavia in 1999 as a whole.
The scientist concludes that «NATO enlargement — is
essentially a military-political aspect of Americaniza-
tion of the Europe, which is largely neutralizes the pro-
cess of the EU as an independent actor on the interna-
tional scenex™®.

On the other hand, school of revolutionary expan-
sionism considered that external interventions were the
best way to ensure Russia’s security. Representatives
of this direction were influenced by radical doctrines of
foreign expansion. They drew their inspiration from the
geopolitical theories of both Western and Russian, be-
lieving that Russia’s interests will be ensured only by
its expansion to the West and East of the Russian bor-
ders. The requirement for expansion is explained by
geopolitical vacuum created by the Cold War. The in-
fluence of this school was not significant for making
foreign policy decisions or their formation. Exception
may be political platform of V. Zhirinovsky, who dur-
ing the 1990s proved himself an adherent of territorial
expansion, especially in the CIS countries. Noteworthy,
Eurasian (neoeurasian) world-view became such that
the Russian establishment and much of the intellectual
elite sought to rehabilitate their failure not only on the
European and Euro-Atlantic direction, but also in
space, which turned the area of Russia’s strategic inter-
ests.

In general, we can assume that recourse to classical
Russian geopolitics was an attempt to compensate for
the strategic defeat of modern Russia, which has stimu-
lated the geopolitical imagination during the 1990s that
inhibited complex of loss and predicted the possibility
of rebirth in the new social and cultural forms. Describ-
ing a special place of Russia as part of a separate Eura-
sian civilization, the new right-wingers drew up a spe-
cific geopolitical theory, which reveals the vision of the
place of Russian Federation in the new world order.

Outlined processes conditioned to the Russian lead-
ership the necessity for revivification security institu-
tions in the post-soviet space, besides in the end of the
1990s, was the problem of the extension of the Collec-
tive Security Treaty. However, the expansion of Euro-
Atlantic structures in the East began to acquire a more
compelling nature than the system of post-soviet col-
lective security. Under such conditions, the Protocol on
the extension of the Collective Security Treaty for the
next five years from April 2, 1999 only six states —
Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Armenia and
Tajikistan signed by'!. Thus, the official Moscow, una-
ble to form a strong system of collective security with-
in the CIS, uniting all member states, proposed another
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project so-called defensive alliance, but within the
«Shanghai Five» (including Uzbekistan — equals «six»)
— the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. This organi-
zation, founded in 1996 by Russia, China, Kazakhstan,
Turkmenistan and Tajikistan, became collective securi-
ty structure in the Central Asian region2.

Violent external attack in September 2001 in the
USA and the beginning of a large-scale campaign
against international terrorism gave rise to a change in
foreign policy orientations identified by a new presi-
dent V. Putin. In the first days after the terrorist attack
the Russian government did not hurry with the deci-
sion, because «President Putin had to make the most
difficult choice per stay in office — he had to decide
how far Russia can carry in supporting America’s war
against terrorismy» *3. Moscow, though not without hesi-
tation, «gave the green light» to the American military
presence in the post-Soviet territory. That is why, ac-
cording to A. Pikaev, Putin’s Russia was much easier
partner for the West than Yeltsin’s Russia'®. Moreover,
it was the evidence, firstly, that the national interests of
the U.S.A in this area, focusing on Islamic fundamen-
talism, largely coincided with the vision of threats from
Moscow. Secondly, not having adequate resources,
Russia could not alone solve a tangle of contradictions
and problems that formed along the perimeter of its
southern borders. The only solution was to give up
their ambitions on the admissibility of other states
spreading influence in CIS countries, and to agree on a
location of American military bases in the Central
Asian republics.

However, the understanding that the U.S.A and
NATO countries seeking to finally consolidate its posi-
tion in the post-soviet space affected forcing a policy
according states of this region by Moscow. In the mili-
tary-political sphere was taken a course to strengthen
the Collective Security Treaty, which was reformed
into the OCST (Organization of the Collective Security
Treaty). More attention from the Kremlin had to be
paid to non-military methods of restoring political in-
fluence. The rapid growth of the Russian economy, the
consolidation of the domestic business gave to Russian
government an opportunity to use the economic lever-
age. For example, the Russian capital is actively used
in privatization in Ukraine.

In general, «Putin’s merit was that the new leader
has forced the political elite of Russia abandon crusted
self-rating and realize the true scale of the national in-
terests of the country»'>. The concept of Putin and his
team was that the subject of foreign policy had become
not the whole world, but especially Russia itself, its
specific interests in the economy, providing security
and stability development. Their implementation could
provide active economic and security policy (pragma-
tism) in the post-soviet space. Not coincidentally, the
awareness of the full range of foreign policy goals of
Russian authorities in the early twenty-first century
coincided with the widespread enlargement of NATO
and the EU, and the declaration of the desire of some
post-soviet countries (Ukraine, Georgia) to integrate
into European and Euro -Atlantic structures.

Analyzing the enlargement of NATO in 2004, a
Russian expert on European politics L. Shyshelina
stressed that «NATO for the first time in the history of
East - West relations and the entire postwar history has
carried out territorial expansion in the borders of his-
torical Russia, announcing intentions to take three for-
mer Soviet republics to the NATO member-ship»*®.
This term does not accidentally used in the scientific
literature; because the term «e xpansion» has a negative
meaning, as opposed to «expand» or «enlargementy.
Under the scientific term «expansion» should be under-
stood intervention of one state or group of states in the
policies of other countries impose their alien political
stereotypes and diplomatic pressure or direct use of
force (armed forces) to capture the territory of other
states. Thus, in case of a correct application of this
term, it deals with the Alliance’s intervention in the
internal affairs of the Russian Federation and the Baltic
countries as full members.

Instead, H.Shpanher, the employee of Hessen
Peace and Conflict Foundation notes that «Russia has
been and remains a principal opponent of NATO en-
largement. Since the expansion is not negotiable, in the
interests of the Alliance capability to it should not re-
turn, Russia should be provided with adequate com-
pensation»'’. Thus, the author in uncompromising form
does not allow for dialogue concerning the accession of
new countries to NATO and thus rejects any coopera-
tion, particularly in the field of nuclear non-
proliferation and the fight against crises that may pose
a substantial interest for Russia.

However, the events in the Caucasus in 2008, per-
manent interstate disputes over gas supplies to Ukraine,
Russian official’s statements of the Crimea and Sevas-
topol not further conducive and constructive dialogue
in a triangle of NATO-Russia-Ukraine. Next year’s
2008-2014 added fears of Russian officials to avoid
any autonomous dialogue Ukraine with NATO. In par-
ticular, such integration can do, in their opinion, the
territory of European Russia most vulnerable to mili-
tary intervention, because the distance from the border
of Ukraine (which can be integrated into the Alliance)
to Moscow is 420 km. Besides, the Russian leadership
has repeatedly emphasized that NATO’s eastward ex-
pansion has no reasonable motivation, especially owing
to the CIS countries. Russia’s position is motivated not
only issues of defense and security, but also the eco-
nomic issues. As an example, the head of the Defense
Committee of the State Duma of the Russian Federa-
tion V. Vasyljev says about highly industrial coopera-
tion between the two countries. Russian politician said
that «more than 80 % of only one large Zaporozhian
Plant «Motor-Sich» goes to the Russian market. In case
of joining NATO Russian market closes and western
will not open ever. Without Russian investments
Ukrainian engineering is in critical condition». The
same position professes one of the leaders of the
Communist Party of Ukraine G. Kryuchkov, who notes
that the implementation of Euro-Atlantic integration
will be accompanied by a deterioration of Ukraine-
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Russia relations, which becomes more and more obvi-
ous.

The beginning of new decade showed that Europe-
an countries and the U.S.A. attach importance to the
involvement of Ukraine into Euro-Atlantic security
structures. However, it is the Russian factor, in many
ways holding back the success and timing of Euro-
Atlantic aspirations of Ukraine. Although, as noted
Zb. Brzezinski if Europe loses Ukraine, it will lose
both Russia and Ukraine, as a result — without Ukraine
and Russia its security will be weaker*®. Therefore, the
Russian authorities should carefully examine the possi-
bility of combining efforts to create a common Europe-
an security system, which would be beneficial to Euro-
pean countries, Ukraine and Russia. While still in Rus-
sia’s foreign policy strategy a tendency to change atti-
tudes enlargement is not observed, Moscow still con-
siders this process only as a challenge to its national
interests in the post-soviet space.

However we should admit that the research of
Ukraine-Russia mutual relations through NATO agen-
da after 2010 has many important issues for stability
and prosperity of post soviet region and territorial in-
tegrity and political independence of Ukraine in partic-
ular so it should be done additionally in another scien-
tific article.
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