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Abstract
Using the United States - Russian rivalry as a focal point, this study examines the processes of rivalry transformation and termination. Policy analysts and rivalry literature have placed the termination of the rivalry anywhere from 1986 to 1991. We argue that current rivalry theorists have ignored important domestic political changes relevant to the termination of international rivalries. During the period from 1991 to 1993, the Russian – U.S. rivalry changed from a geopolitical rivalry to a regional rivalry.  Although this period reflected a short period of cooperation, the rivalry was never terminated. The rivalry resumed after 1993 due to domestic political concerns and regional politics. Current rivalry theory suggests that a regime change or statements of cooperation are conditions that can bring about the termination of a rivalry. This paper concludes that regime change and periods of cooperation alone will not end a rivalry; one must look at the actual state of relations between states. The end of a long-standing enduring rivalry requires both agreements with domestic actors and the settlement of all outstanding disputes to achieve termination status. Despite progress, the U.S. – Russian rivalry endures. 

Introduction
Researchers have noted that a certain group of states account for a disproportionate amount of conflict in the international system (Diehl and Goertz 2000, Thompson 2001). These dyads are rivals, long-standing enemies addicted to reducing gains in the other side and apt to challenge the goals of their rival. We now know that rivals are highly dispute prone, experience frequent territorial disputes, and can disrupt the international and regional power systems with their occurrence. Despite progress, current theories regarding the termination of rivalries appear incomplete because they ignore domestic factors and the ‘principal’ rivalry concept. Our central premise in this article argues that theories of rivalry termination are underdeveloped and fail to account for the settlement of outstanding issues and sources of rivalry persistence at the domestic level of analysis. If both the issues-at-stake in a rivalry remain unsettled and elites or the domestic public continue to see the opposing state as a rival, the rivalry situation will persist.  

To argue our point, we suggest that the rivalry between the United States and Russia shifted from a geostrategic rivalry to a regional rivalry, defying termination predictions. This case is important because the persistent antagonism between the U.S. and Russia will remain a source of turbulence in the region and system for years to come. The U.S. –Russian rivalry demonstrates the enduring nature of historic animosity and that misperceptions rooted in history that can cause a rivalry to endure even if one state seeks to change the relationship.  Rivalry imposes limitations on conflict resolution and the construction of stable institutions in regions of dispute reminding researchers of the importance of this topic.

This study will examine the process of rivalry termination and specifically, the evolution of the U.S. – Russian rivalry.
  The U.S. - Russian rivalry is an important test case since it provided the motivation for many theories of rivalry dynamics, particularly termination theories in the Post-Cold War era. We suggest that the rivalry was not terminated with the end of the Cold War or the democratization reforms in Russia, these shocks did little to end decades of animosity particularly on the Russian side. A process of evolutionary learning and historical misperception has created a relationship of potential conflict between the two states within the minds of the public and elites in each country. The Russia – U.S. rivalry continues to be the “principal” rival for both states and has only changed from a geopolitical rivalry to a regional policy rivalry with the potential of escalation after disagreements.
  Conflict between Russia and Georgia highlight the importance of this analysis and provide support for the main contention of the research herein. 


This study differs from others involving rivalries in that it takes a historical–case study approach to measuring sources of rivalry termination utilizing the issue paradigm (Mansbach and Vasquez 1981) as a theoretical orientation. While there have been efforts to quantitatively account for rivalry termination, the study of interstate rivalry needs to be advanced through the application of historical and contextual analysis of a rivalry’s domestic political situation in order to understand termination dynamics prior to statistical investigations. In sum, the question we ask is twofold: did the U.S. - Russian rivalry terminate circa the 1989-1993 period, and what has been and continues to be the impact of domestic and regional forces on the status of the rivalry?  Our analysis of these questions then leads us to suggest theoretical modifications than can be applied to future empirical rivalry research. 
The Concept of Rivalry


A rivalry is long-term animosity between a set of actors with some expectation of conflict. Diehl and Goertz (2001) operationalize the term by looking for repeated conflicts with a certain degree of competitiveness and a connection of issues-at-stake. An important concept illustrative to rivalry is addiction. Rivals are addicted to conflict in that conflictual relations become the normal standard of behavior within a rivalry dyad. The relative positioning of each actor is also a key factor in rival dyads. All proposals are based on a zero-sum calculation where either side will attempt to prevent any public or private goods from falling into the hands of the rival. In this context, the phrase to ‘cut off the nose to spite the face’ becomes quite relevant. Rivals will harm their own interests so that they may deny a gain to the other side. In other words, rivals are willing to take losses if the other side loses more. 


Thompson (2000) provides the most extensive typology of rivalry to date by identifying three main types of rivals. They can be spatial (rivals disputing territory); positional (rivals contesting shares of influence in a system or subsystem) and ideological (rivals contesting the relative virtues of different belief systems). Any of these three types can be combined and Thompson (2000) also classifies secondary types as either ethnic rivals contesting the treatment of minorities; dissident rivals (one state providing refuge or supporting rebels of another state); resource rivals (threats over valuable commodities within territories); and access rivals (contesting territorial space due to strategic value). Clearly rivals can span many issues and classification attempts. 


Huth et al. (1992) develop a typological system of rivalries that can be utilized for an examination focused on great power rivals. They state, “the basis of a rivalry may be competing claims to sovereignty over territory or influence over the economic, political, or military policies of another state.”(Huth et al. 1992: 483)  Therefore, we can classify rivals as territorial or policy.
  Policy rivals can be further subdivided as either regional or geopolitical rivals. During its duration, a rivalry can shift in type. Although rivals can span many issues this typology takes note of the dominant form of relations as does other recent research on issue concerns (Senese and Vasquez 2008, Vasquez and Valeriano 2010). Most importantly, a rivalry does not require a connection of issues or types over its duration, but a continued perception of threat. Through the long life span of a rivalry, situations change and the issues under contention shift, but due to the dyad’s addiction to conflict the rivalries are difficult to resolve. 

Shifting from a geopolitical policy rivalry to a regional policy rivalry allows for the perpetuation of conflict between rivals, at a different global context, but the dyad remains in a period of contention even after drastic changes to the policy. The task that remains is to apply concepts of rivalry to cases or data. For a rivalry to be in operation, some form of persistence or addiction must be evident and notable in relations. Relative positioning should dominate strategic concerns. Finally, does the conflict reflect positional (policy) or spatial (territorial) elements in its processes?  

Rivalry Termination Theory Modifications


The analysis of rivalry as the dependent variable allows for the termination of the relationship to be the subject of interest. Goertz and Diehl (1995) believe rivalries are stable conflict patterns that require a “shock” or explosive change to terminate the relationship. Their theories consider both exogenous shocks such as world wars or major territorial changes, and endogenous shocks such as civil wars or regime changes to be the two main causes of rivalry termination. Additional research has demonstrated that the terms of settlement of the last dispute can have a large impact on the probability of rivalry continuation and maintenance (Goertz et al. 2005).   
In opposition to Goertz and Diehl’s (1995) requirement of a political shock for rivalry termination, McGinnis and Williams (1989) suggest that a superpower rivalry differs from other types of rivalry in that it demonstrates stability despite political or technical changes. Huth, Bennett, and Gelpi (1992) also find in their examination of great power rivalries that systemic theories do not trump analysis at the domestic level. To understand the interactions of rivals, scholars should look beyond explosive exogenous and endogenous shocks and incorporate analysis of domestic variables to determine theories about rivalry duration.


Bennett (1998) integrates the previously discussed theories of Goetz and Diehl (1995) and his earlier tests of rivalry termination (Bennett 1996, 1997a, and 1997b) theories into an ‘all inclusive’ model. Bennett (1998), along with Cioffi-Revilla (1998), suggest that the probability that a rivalry will terminate increases with time. Time allows rivals to attempt dispute settlement and allows generational attitude change within the political leadership. In general, Bennett finds that rivalries with high issue salience last longer, while regime change increases the probability of termination. Bennett (1998) concludes that domestic political factors need to be studied more, as demonstrated by Colaresi (2005). 

To determine the accuracy of current hypotheses of rivalry termination and evolution, we ask the following questions: has the Russia – U.S. rivalry terminated as the existing literature claims? And how have domestic and regional concerns impacted the status of the rivalry?  The application of this case study will help stimulate solutions to general theoretical problems (Eckstein, 1975: 104) and contribute to our understanding of how rivalries terminate. The Russia – U.S. rivalry is an important case since it has not produced a direct war, a rare occurrence for enduring rivals. This case is also important since the end of the Cold War produced political shocks that were coupled with a Russian regime change in 1991; events that current rivalry literature would suggest terminate the rivalry. Yet, these exogenous and endogenous shocks did not produce the expected outcome and most scholars currently code it as enduring.
  To understand how this rivalry failed to end, it is necessary to examine how the domestic situation and foreign policy concerns of post-communist Russia facilitated the continuation of the rivalry. 


We believe that current theories of rivalry termination are incomplete in explaining why some rivalries continue to endure. Rivalries do not always end with political shocks, democratization, or war. Rivalries are ingrained in the foreign policy identity of nation-states through learning from experience which sometimes is abetted by propaganda. As Goertz et al. (2005) put it, rivalries “lock-in” and are hard to dislodge. Mendeloff (2008) introduces the idea of historic misperception and memory as a cause of tensions. False memories and ideology can lead to hostilities if they take root in a population. Even if the political system of a state changes, the elites will still have been raised and conditioned in an atmosphere of a rivalry. This often leads elites to resort to hostile relations when challenged by a historic enemy. 

The most cogent work on rivalry termination and escalation has been presented by Colaresi (2005) in his treatment of the sources of rivalry persistence. Colaresi’s (2005) theory of ‘rivalry outbidding’ suggests that a leader will have to continue a rivalry if the elites and mass public wish to continue the relationship, thus either elites or the public can overrule and outbid a leader. Structural changes can often have little impact on the course of the rivalry if the leader is not in a position to terminate a hostile relationship. Often, the leadership will use this public hostility to channel domestic power to their regime. 

Colaresi’s (2005) work points to the importance of domestic elites and the public in settling issues at stake in a rivalry. While domestic politics critically impacts a rivalry situation, what exactly is the consequence of the public and elites in terms of ending a rivalry situation?  We argue herein that without the recognition of the termination of the rivalry relationship and the settlement of the issues by the public and elites, a rivalry will not terminate. Domestic acceptance is important since leaders and regimes change and shift. When the public and elites do not agree with the goals of the leadership they will only seek to reignite the rivalry once another transition of leadership occurs. 


This paper suggests that interstate rivalries are a learned process that can only be unlearned or terminated in three ways:  1) issue resolution, 2) serious military defeat, and 3) rivalry linkages. The most common termination mechanism occurs through the resolution of the main sources of conflict between the two states (i.e. issue resolution). A rivalry will end if the leadership of both states agree, have public support, and resolve the main issue of contention in a mutually satisfactory way. While similar to Bennett’s (1997) operationalization of rivalry termination, this rule does not require a formal treaty of settlement. A treaty settling the issues of a rivalry would be helpful in coding, but treaties are not a necessary condition in that a verbal agreement will suffice if accepted by both domestic elites and the mass public, a key caveat. While settling the main issue under contention will likely settle a rivalry, this is not the case for all rivals. Some rivalry behaviors are so ingrained in the modus operandi of a state that rivalry might endure even if the main issue is settled. In light of this, linkages and changes in military power can also be important additive factors. 


The second way a rivalry might end is through serious military defeat. Examples of rivalry termination in this manner include Germany after World War II and the Ottoman Empire after World War I. The collapse of the state as an international military actor can preclude the extension of rivalry relationships. It was widely thought that Russia has ceased to exist as a great power actor after 1991. Russia’s increased economic, energy, and military prowess throughout the near aboard region after 1995 demonstrates that it remains a great power and only has lost its superpower status.  


The third and final mechanism for rivalry termination is through a process of rivalry linkages (Valeriano 2003, Chapter 7). Using Thompson’s concept of a principal rivalry, it is reasoned that a nation can only have one principal rival at a time (Thompson 1995). When a new challenger develops this challenger might develop into a principal rival. This new rival will require a new orientation of foreign policy goals, including ending or reducing the levels of crisis with other rivals. State’s can have a number of rivals at one time, but it can only afford one principal rivalry because it requires the full attention of a state to deal with said enemy. 


We argue the U.S. - Russia rivalry did not terminate after the end of the Cold War because it has not met any of these three conditions for rivalry termination. There has not been a resolution of issues. There was an attempt to settle issues at dispute between the two states, but some elites and part of the mass public (mainly in Russia) continue the rivalry over regional concerns. There has not been a direct war between the states, so the second point concerning serious military defeat has not occurred. Third, and finally, neither Russia nor the United States has developed new principal rivals.
  Logically the locus of rivalry continuation is on Russia because the changes thought to bring about the end of the rivalry mainly happened in Russia. When these changes did not have the desired effect, the rivalry endured.      


Convergence of preferences between the public and elites may be a necessary condition for the termination of rivalries.  Where is there a divergence in the relationship?  Currently, Russia considers the U.S. as a rival due to the latter’s influence in the former-Soviet states and satellites. Equally, the U.S. considers Russia as a potential problem in the stabilization of democracy within Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Washington’s other concern is over regional stability as Moscow actively supports separatist enclaves in Georgia and Moldova. Russia views the democratic governments of color revolutions as a direct threat to its territory and consequently, uses energy supplies as a form of pressure. This in turn made the U.S. concerned with the extent of Russia’s monopoly over energy supplies to Europe. The split over Kosovo is arguably most illustrative of the policy differences between these two states:  Washington aligns with Pristina while Belgrade enjoys support from Moscow. Rogov (1999) even goes as far as to suggest that cooperation between the states cannot fully develop until they develop a mutual common enemy. Until the United States and Russia resolve all these issues and change their strategic culture of rivalry focused foreign policy, the rivalry will continue. This leads to two hypotheses. 
H1: The Russia – U.S. rivalry continues past 1991.

H2:  Concern for regional issues and public/elite attitudes have led the rivalry to shift to a regional-policy rivalry.

The U.S.- Russian rivalry will serve as a crucial case (George and Bennett 2005) in that it provides a relevant historical and contemporary example that many theorists are familiar with and also generated many theories of rivalry relations in the first place. We will now shift to an examination of the sources of rivalry persistence to investigate our hypotheses. An examination of the issue of the ‘near abroad,’ international issues of contention, and domestic sources of rivalry persistence will demonstrate that the rivalry endures to the present day. 

The Evolution of the United States - Russia Rivalry
Depending on the starting point, the Russia – U.S. rivalry has continued for about 55 years. The initial conflict was over the distribution of influence throughout Europe after the fall of Germany. The rivalry began as a regional policy rivalry and became a global policy dispute. The rise of Gorbachev in 1985 signified a new phase in the relationship between the two nations. By 1990, an agreement was reached over the reunification of Germany. The period’s apogee of cooperation was in July of 1991 when the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty was signed. This treaty reduced the nuclear arsenals of both nations and committed each state to external measures of verification (Mayers 1991). However, this period of cooperation did not last long. During the mid-1990s, the Russia – U.S. relationship again grew cold as the two states began to compete and clash over regional rather than global issues.


Hensel et al. (2000) find enduring rivalries rarely include two democracies. In their study, democracy has a lagged effect where the rivalry decreases over time as the pair settles into a relationship characterized by democratic norms. It seems clear that Russia has not yet reached the point where democratic norms are ingrained in the foreign policy bargaining strategy of the state. Most troubling, however is the Russian shift under Putin toward authoritarianism and away from liberal democratic values (Lucas 2008). Before democratic norms can be instilled within a country’s foreign policy, they at the very least have to be allowed to take root.

While democracy may be critical for the termination of a rivalry, the settlement of outstanding issues and alignment popular perceptions seem to be more pressing concerns. A close examination of the Russia – U.S. relationship indicates that the rivalry has not been terminated. Formal attempts to end all disagreements have not resulted in a cooperative relationship required to terminate a rivalry. Official reforms were made from the years 1991 until 1993 but since 1993, the relationship has grown more conflictual and rivalrous. The sources of this development can be located in the realms of domestic politics and regional issues.

Cooperation and Post-Cold War Relations


The absence of war between Russia and the U.S. throughout their rivalry shows that some form of cooperation existed. Midlarsky et al. (1994: x) write, “[interactions] gave rise to a set of beliefs as to what could or could not be done without risking war. Second, these tacit understandings, sometimes worked out through trial and error, led to a mutual realization immediately after the Cuban missile crisis that certain forms of behavior and competition were too risky and that efforts should be made to mitigate potentially dangerous interactions.”  Levy’s (1994) analysis of foreign policy learning shows that for lessons to be learned, they have to be experienced. In 1991, new leaders came into power that had not experienced Cold War cooperation first hand. While some ‘old hands’ remained; the vast majority of those who came into leadership positions never had experienced relations during the height of tensions (1960’s) between the rivals. A polity change may have actually increased the chances for rivalry continuation because past experience and learning was nullified by new leaders. The lack of first-hand experience by elites in the new Russia, coupled with domestic politics, explains why the rivalry was not immediately terminated in 1991. 


In the early post-Cold War period, Russia abandoned its commitments to an empire, gave up hopes of military parity with the U.S., and expressed desire in either joining NATO or creating a new institution like it (Adomeit 1998). The first step toward a new cooperation between the rivals required a reworking of the alliance structures that defined the Cold War. Alliance systems such as NATO and the Warsaw Pact were no longer valid because of the opening of Europe and disintegration of the USSR. In July of 1990, a NATO summit restructured the organization’s strategy from a position of forward defense against Russia and the use of nuclear weapons as deterrence to an overall posture of defense. Arguably, the highest point of cooperation came with the signing of the Washington Charter in the spring of 1992. The document stated that neither state regarded the other as an adversary and was committed to developing a relationship of partnership and friendship. 


Cooperation also extended to other aspects such as economic and military cooperation. Russia was allowed to join the IMF and received significant loans in the 1990s. By 2006, Russia cleared its USSR inherited debt to the Paris Club creditors ahead of schedule. Military cooperation extended to all levels. In January 1993, START II was signed, eliminating two-thirds of the nuclear arsenals for both countries. The two states cooperated in providing incentives to Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine to transfer their strategic nuclear weapons for safekeeping in Russia in return for economic incentives and the territorial security guarantees. The latest manifestation in this sphere was the creation of a NATO-Russia Council in 2002 (superseded by the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council) as framework for consultation and cooperation on common interests.

Although each vital interest critically impacts Russia, the post-Soviet area is the most important and salient after the Cold War (Rogov 1999). Kubicek concludes “since 1991, its general pattern has swung from one of cooperation with the West to one of direct confrontation over issues such as Bosnia, NATO expansion, and Russia’s assertion of a sphere of influence in other post-Soviet states” (1999: 547). This continuous shift, from cooperation to confrontation, follows closely to Vasquez’s (1994) dictum: actual behavior, not just proclamations will establish norms of peaceful cooperation. In this sense, Russian policy and behavior negate the hope for rivalry termination, even during period of cooperation because they may be ‘just proclamations.’  

We will next move on to a discussion of the specific issues at stake which increase the probability that rivalry remains ongoing. In this analysis we follow the Issue Based Approach (Mansbach and Vasquez 1981) in our case study examination. We will discuss each outstanding issue or situation in turn to demonstrate that the rivalry did not terminate after the end of the Cold War. 
Regional Issues of Rivalry

Post-Soviet space


Over the past decade, the post-Soviet space, called by the Russians blizhnee zarubezhe or near abroad, has continued to be a domain where the U.S. and Russian interests clashed either over policy (e.g. human-rights, democratization, energy) or the territorial integrity of third-party states (e.g. Moldova, Georgia). The near abroad encompasses former Soviet republics and satellites that gained independence as the USSR disintegrated. Russians believe they have a special role in this region for at least three reasons: the previous Soviet relationship, national security interests, and a Russian speaking population resettled there during the Soviet era. Russian policy still claims the right to intervene in the affairs of these states, subsequently taking any intervention attempts by the West as encroachments on its own sovereignty.


The importance of the region cannot be understated as it provides buffer zones for Russia. A buffer zone is a territory that separates two potential adversaries from direct conflict and establishes a zone of defense in the case of invasion. During the Cold War, the Soviet Union established the Warsaw Treaty Organization as a counter measure to NATO; it also controlled Eastern European governments to bolster the effectiveness of the buffer zones against the so-called “capitalist encirclement.”  Russian understanding of conflict vis-à-vis European countries was shaped by its historical experience, from battles with the Livonian order in the 13th century and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and Sweden in 17th century to Napoleonic campaigns in the 19th century and the Axis powers in both World War I and World War II in the 20th century. Therefore, it has always been imperative to Russian foreign policy to maintain defense and diplomatic relations with its neighboring states in order to establish zones of control. However, Russia’s intent to keep the Soviet border framework alive - and indirectly the buffer zones – was hampered when NATO admitted new members in 1999 and 2004. In effect, this brought Cold War foes border to border.


Russia’s desire for control of former Soviet republics increases the probability of conflict with the U.S. because both states wish to influence the region. Russia desires to control the region for defense and prestige purposes, while the U.S. seeks economic liberalization, political pluralism, and, more recently, an intensified security relationship based around the Missile Shield project and energy issues. In the 1990s, Moscow lacked real capabilities to support the aggressive posturing of its foreign policy. However, the petrodollar boom under Putin has filled the Kremlin’s coffers with funds, confidence, and consequently the ability to assert its interests. U.S. policy of promoting democracy and Russia’s policy on buffer zones come into direct conflict in the post-Soviet space and the rivalry was revived during its dying breath because of these issue conflicts particularly in the Caucasus region. 


The Caucasus region holds an important place in Russian foreign policy primarily due to security and economic implications. Chechnya, located in the Caucasus, is an example of a domestic security concern. Russia and the Chechen people have engaged in two wars and terrorist acts often spill over into nearby Russian regions and large urban centers. The Russian government also supports the breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Both are de jure parts of Georgia, but de facto autonomous republics. As of December 2009, the international status of the two territories remains unclear in the aftermath of the Georgian-Russian War. Russia has recognized Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states, while the rest of the international community has been unwilling to support this position including its allies in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Nagorno-Karabakh is yet another self-declared republic while officially part of Azerbaijan. Accompanying these ethno-nationalist territory based conflicts is the economic conflict in Caucasus region. The region is valuable to the West because its oil wealth, which allows for diversification of energy supplies. The Baku–Tbilisi–Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline carries oil from the Caspian to the Mediterranean Seas and runs through the territories of Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Turkey.   


After becoming Prime Minister in the summer of 1999, Vladimir Putin’s immediate priorities were the stabilization of the security situation in the North Caucasus and restoration of Russian military confidence following the disastrous 1994 war in Chechnya. Learning from Yeltsin’s loss of support after the first war, Putin restarted the military campaign against Chechnya in 1999, taking Grozny by early 2000. This happened just in time for Putin to win the presidential election in March. The military success in Chechnya made Putin very popular with both the military and Russian public. 


The initial military failure in Chechnya and the perception of “flabby” armed forces helped to bolster Russian willingness to use force in their current and former territories in spite of negative international opinion so that the state could demonstrate military capacity in the face of criticism. Kubicek (1999) writes “[since 1993] new interest groups and political forces emerged advocating more assertive action to maintain a Russian sphere of influence, especially in former Soviet states. Public opinion also favors a stronger, more assertive Russian role in the near abroad” (1999:564). Continued loss of face and prestige can only mean a renewed effort to reassert its domain in the areas that are critical to the national interest. 

As the Russian economy bounced back from the 1998 financial crisis, this willingness to assert itself has continued to increase not only within the post-Soviet area but also gradually on a larger scale (e.g. the joint French-German-Russian opposition to the 2003 Iraq War). By 2005, the BTC pipeline became operational and an alternative energy route to Europe. After the war between Georgia and Russia in August, 2008, the U.S. unambiguously sided on the Georgian side prompting a further increase in tensions with Russia. Russian leaders then accused its rival of abetting Georgia and indeed of encouraging Mikheil Saakashvili to attack the break-away regions. The partnership between the U.S. and Georgia has meant that Americans were providing anti-terrorist training to Georgian forces; in return Tbilisi sent 2000 of its soldiers as part of the U.S. mission in Iraq. Needless to say, the U.S. found itself in an awkward situation of having to airlift Georgian troops from Iraq to their home country in order to counter an attack from Russian forces. As the War on Terror developed and color revolutions took place, the Caucasus area increased in its importance to both sides. 

Central Asia has also moved up on the foreign policy priority list of the United States and Russia since the invasion of Afghanistan in 2001. The region includes Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbeki​stan – all former Soviet states. Central Asia is important for its energy potential, transit role, and military infrastructure. The Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimates that the western part of Central Asia, adjacent to the Caspian Sea, has proven oil reserves in the range between 17 to 49 billion barrels. 

Russia dominates the region through Gazprom. This supply monopoly has allowed Moscow to bully governments in Kyiv and Minsk under the cover of market economics. The Trans-Afghan Pipeline (TAPI) and the Baku–Tbilisi–Erzerum (BTE) pipeline are two future gas transit projects intended to break the Russian monopoly. The U.S. predictably supports these projects because they begin to chip away from Russian dominance and also have the added benefit of reducing prices. 

The U.S. depends on Central Asian states to host its military and play a support role for missions against Taliban and elsewhere. The Pentagon has an Air Force base near Bishkek, the capital of Kyrgyzstan. Prior to the invasion of Afghanistan, Russia consented to the U.S. establishing military presence in Central Asia, but only on a temporary basis. Tensions have risen as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) (of which Russia is a member) called on the U.S. to set a time table for a complete withdrawal from the region. The rivalry for influence in Central Asia between the U.S. and Russia will continue, fueled by strategic ambitions for access to new energy sources and territory for military bases.   

International Issues of Rivalry

Bosnia and Kosovo

Issues in the Slavic region during the post-Cold War era had the highest potential for conflict between Russia and the United States. Kubicek (1999) asserts that the Bosnian conflict showed that a pro-Western foreign policy would be contested within Russia and would provide a favorable environment for emergence of nationalist leaders. Starting in 1992, Russian leaders actively worked with the UN to solve the Bosnian problem. As the war dragged on, Western allies came to support the Croatian-Muslim population. This policy was detested by Russian nationalists who “complained that Russia had kowtowed to the West and abandoned its brother Orthodox Serbs” (Kubicek 1999:551). When the Serbs shelled a Sarajevo marketplace in 1994, Russian leaders succeeded in bringing an end to the attack and convinced Western forces not to retaliate. After Serbian attacks on UN administered territory, Srebrenica and Žepa, NATO bombed Serbian forces. The Dayton Accords, which brought an end to the Bosnian War, were negotiated with minimal Russian consultation. From the war, the Kremlin learned that the West was not willing to directly fight Russia over Serbia. From NATO’s point of view, the initial policy of conceding to the Russians failed when the Serbs continued to attack UN controlled territory. Therefore, NATO decided that a more assertive bargaining stance would have to be undertaken with the Serbs and Russia to prevent future attacks.


On March 24, 1999, NATO began Operation Allied Force with the objective to protect the Albanian population in Kosovo from Serbian attack and genocide (Solana 1999). Russian leaders viewed this event as both an aggressive maneuver against a sovereign state, and an action unsanctioned by the UN Security Council. Arguably, the highest potential for conflict between NATO and Russian forces was at the airport in Pristina when the latter’s airborne troops took hold of the facility. The tension was defused by convincing Hungary and Romania to revoke fly-over rights for Russian transport planes with reinforcements.
  

At the time, Putin stated that it was “inadmissible, under the slogan of so-called humanitarian intervention, to cancel out such basic principles of international law as sovereignty and territorial integrity of states.”
  Undoubtedly, the idea of a greater Slavic brotherhood motivated Russian action in this case (Mendeloff 2008). The assumption of Western guilt during the Kosovo affair and trust in Serbian actions could only have been facilitated by historical learning where Russia felt the need to come to the aid of its allies when attacked by the West. Mendeloff (2008: 32) notes “Western claims of Serb ‘ethnic cleansing’ against Kosovar Albanians were dismissed out of hand, while the West was labeled as an unprincipled ‘aggressor’ bent on the destruction of Yugoslavia, and even Russia itself.”  In the context of a continued rivalry, the events during the Kosovo conflict only reinforced these views and exacerbated tensions between the two states.

Ironically, this war left the final status of Kosovo unresolved for nine years. Backed by the U.S. and the EU, Kosovo declared independence in 2008. A few months later this event was used as an excuse by Russia to recognize the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia.

NATO Enlargement


The ongoing NATO enlargement policy troubles Russia for a number of reasons. The Alliance was originally created in 1949 to counter the Soviet threat. With the end of the Cold War, the organization had to redefine its mission if it were to avoid replicating the UN and its peacekeeping operations. The U.S. envisioned NATO as an instrument to stabilize former-Soviet territories during their transition to democracy while Russia envisioned a new NATO as either cooperating equally with its armed forces or disintegrating completely. The fact that Russia’s vision never materialized remains one reason NATO became troubling to Russian leaders. Simultaneous to mission reformulation, NATO continued to expand. Russett and Stam (1998:362) write “whatever Westerners may say, that kind of expansion is directed against at least a hypothetical danger from Russia.”  In 1999, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland entered the Alliance. The inclusion of these countries proved troubling for Russia, especially since they had received assurances during the reunification of Germany that NATO expansion would stand idle. The failure of the U.S. to keep its promise on this fact only reinforced the idea in Russia that the U.S. could not be trusted and really was out to encircle Russia.   

The NATO’s role in the world increased following the attacks on the United States in September 2001. NATO invoked article 5 which directed that “an armed attack against one or more [members] in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all.”
  By summer of 2003, NATO took command of an International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan. The largest expansion took place in 2004 as seven new members from the Baltic region and Eastern Europe joined NATO. Russian territory now shared a border with three NATO states:  Poland, Latvia, and Estonia. Moscow leaders vocally opposed these enlargements. Sergei Lavrov, Russian Foreign Minister, told the Council of Europe that “NATO's steady enlargement perpetuated an old ‘bloc’ approach to resolving international problems” and called on the West not to erect new dividing lines.
  Lavrov’s criticism is consistent with the Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation which states:  “Russia maintains a negative view towards NATO enlargement” (part IV, paragraph 14). Faced with an enlarged North Atlantic Alliance, Russian leaders had two possible courses of action. It could either form a counter alliance or build up its own military capabilities. Both of these are traditional strategies among realpolitik practitioners (Vasquez 1993). 

The United States’ policy supporting NATO enlargement and democratic movements in post-communist states (color revolutions) are examples of denying potential influence to a rival. In addition, support for Kosovo’s independence, despite Russian assurances that such action would result in their own push for independence of contested territories, demonstrates that the United States will do what is in its own interests regardless of Moscow’s wishes. Ignoring Russia’s views is dangerous due to its hold on energy resources, veto power in the UN Security Council, and influence on Iran and North Korea. Yet, the United States continued to act in a way that Russia perceives as threatening which hinders cooperation on important strategic issues. Both sides continue to ‘cut their nose to spite their face’ demonstrating that the rivalry remains alive and well.  

Arms Transfers, Buildups, and Races


Russia’s sale of arms and dual use technologies to countries the U.S. considers unfriendly or outright hostile is another area of conflict in the dyad. Russia continues to supply arms to states like Venezuela, Syria, Iran, India, and China. The Russian military industry also signed contracts with Malaysia and Indonesia in 2003, with Venezuela in 2006, and it delivered anti-aircraft missiles to Iran in early 2007.
  Prior to the American invasion of Iraq, Saddam’s regime was also a customer of the Russian military industrial complex. Control of dangerous arms transfers is a vital interest of the United States, and remains another facet of rivalry with Russia.


In its turn, the U.S. contributed to the perpetuation of the rivalry by insisting on continuing with the missile shield project in Eastern Europe up until Obama canceled most of the program in late 2009. The American side argued that the purpose of the shield was to counter an emerging threat from rogue states (Iran). It further claims that unarmed missile interceptors that use the kinetic force to destroy their target present no danger to Russia’s nuclear deterrent. Despite this, Russia was vociferously opposed. Russia opposed increased U.S. involvement in Eastern Europe so close to its borders, and suspected that the radar base in the Czech Republic could be used for spying on Russia. Canceling the program likely has improved relations but the prior damage had already been done and it is feared the missile defense debate has not concluded and only awaits new technological advancements for a new phase in conflictual posturing.   
Foreign Policy Doctrines 


As a state, Russia seeks to assert its power regionally and globally and achieve multipolarity in the system.
   Akin to arguments of “status inconsistency” in explaining sources of war (see Midlarsky 1975), Russia is especially willing to confront the United States despite its lack of power projection capabilities. This is due to the fact that Moscow perceives its place in the international system to be unequal to its capabilities and status. Since the end of the Soviet Union, every Russian leader has asserted that Russia is a great power and the state’s policy must reflect its proper role in the world. In order to best position itself against Washington, the current Russian foreign policy doctrine has embraced a multipolar view of international relations while its principal rival shifted to unilateralism.


The first formal change in national security doctrine was pushed through parliament and approved in October 1992 by hard-line and nationalist elements.
  They were increasingly critical of Russia’s handling of the near abroad issue. This initiative led to a formal reworking of security doctrines by the Russian Security Council in 1993. The document drafted was the Basic Principles of a Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation (see Adomeit, 1998). It declared relations with the former-Soviet territories to be of the utmost importance. The doctrine articulated policies for creating a collective security institution in the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and the strengthening of external borders. It also asserted the right of intervention in the internal affairs of CIS countries.

The next formal change began by a revision of the Basic Principals document in the Security Council after Putin was appointed Prime Minister. Lynch writes, “on 5 October, Putin revealed that the Russian Security Council had approved a revised National Security Concept which took into account shifts in international relations since 1997 – especially events in the Balkans and international terrorism” (1999: 3). The most important point is that Russia abandoned its no-first-use pledge on nuclear weapons (Lynch 1999). The first doctrine, in 1993, also abandoned the no-first-use pledge, but only in the instance where Russia’s sovereignty and borders were threatened. The current doctrine allows nuclear response to be used in cases of “a large-scale aggression with the use of conventional arms in critical situations that endanger the security of the Russian Federation and its allies.”
  Russian leaders realize they can no longer participate in large scale conventional conflicts. The current doctrine represents an attempt to revive hope that nuclear deterrence can prevent any enemy, internal or abroad, from challenging Russia.


Russia is continually in the process of revising its military doctrine. On January 11, 2006, Ivanov, Russian Minister of Defense, published an article in The Wall Street Journal which may provide insight into what the revised doctrine might be. The article, titled “Russia Must Be Strong,” articulates that the principal security threat to Russian national interests is “the challenge to the political status quo in the former Soviet lands” (Torbakov 2006). Ivanov goes so far as to assert that Russia should be ready to foil a “process that has a potential to pose a direct threat to Russia’s security or to change the geopolitical reality in a region of Russia’s strategic interest.”  In March, 2007, the President of Russian Security Council confirmed Ivanov’s adumbration.
  Russian foreign policy doctrine recognizes that there are “serious principal differences” between Russia and the United States. It seems evident by an analysis of the foreign policy of Russia and the U.S. shows that the rivalry continues; fulfilling Vasquez’s (1993) condition that foreign policy objectives are made in relation to the other rival.

Domestic Sources of Rivalry - the Bottom Level

Elite and Public Opinion 


The Almond-Lippmann consensus previously held that public opinion was volatile, lacked coherence and structure, and had little impact on foreign policy (Holsti 1992). Holsti’s survey of foreign policy public opinion research shows that “even though the general public may be rather poorly informed, attitudes about foreign affairs are in fact structured in at least moderately coherent ways” (Holsti, 1992: 448). We must then ask if there is an emerging consensus among the people of the U.S. and Russia as to the state of post Cold War relations. In this section we detail the continuing hostility directed at each state by both the public and elites.   

There have been a number of public opinion studies regarding foreign policy viewpoints of average Russian voters. A 1996 survey of the Russian public mood showed that security interests are important, while seeking ties with the West (7%) is the least important policy stance the public wished the future President to take.
  In a 2002 opinion survey, when asked “do you think the Cold War is over or do you think it is still going on?,”  60% of Russians said that the Cold War still continues. When asked why during a focus group, the response was blunt – “Russia and the U.S. still have no confidence in each other” (Yakusheva 2002). This attitude seems to have strengthened over the next four years. In 2006, 69% of respondents thought that Russia had hostile states who could unleash a war against it. Asked to name these, 31% said Georgia and 29% named the U.S.; Ukraine and China each received 5% with Baltic States named by 4% of respondents (Vovk 2006). 


In a more formal examination of Russian opinion, Kullberg and Zimmerman (1999) conclude that the mass public has sufficient knowledge about leaders and their policy orientations to play a role as the informed electorate. Surveying public and elite attitudes, Zimmerman (1997) finds that NATO expansion is a salient issue for elites, but has not generally penetrated the mass public. Recent data from Russian nation-wide polls indicates that by 2004 the issue of NATO had penetrated the mass public. In that year, 51% thought that NATO posed a threat to Russia’s security and 54% thought that NATO’s international influence has grown (POF, April 2004). In 2006, 50% still held the opinion that the NATO was a threat (POF, June 2006).


Zimmerman (2002, 2005, 2009) has completed a series of surveys of both elites and the general public based on the thesis that those with a western orientated market economy view are less likely to push the aggressive use of force abroad. Zimmerman (2009, Table 1) summarizes the prior findings and notes that since 1993 a great majority of elites envision a Russia national interest that is broader than simply Russia territory and Russia should be able to use force against former Soviet states and throughout the globe. The ‘broad’ conception of the national interest starts at a level of 77% of those surveyed in 1993, reaches a high point of 83% in 1999, and decreases to 64% in 2008. Those who follow the Western model of market economies tend to not encourage broad conceptions of the Russian national interest (Zimmerman 2002, 2009). Overall, a slim majority of the mass public (Zimmerman 2002, 2005) want to follow a non-western economic path and also encourage broader views of global and regional force projection for the Russian military. Of those that follow this non-western, Slavic path, 76% (in 1995) and 82% (in 1999) agree that the United States is a threat to Russian security (Zimmerman 2005). ‘Slavophiles’ view of the United States as a threat declined to 53% in 2004 but those ‘Westernizers’ who viewed the United States as a threat increased to 43% (in 2004) from 39% in 1999 (Zimmerman 2005, Table 7). Overall, a slim majority of the Russia public and a strong majority of Russia elites view the United States as a threat and rival.


The average American view of Russia has fluctuated over the past 15 years. A March, 2000 Gallup Poll showed that a total of 51 percent of the sample viewed Russia as unfavorable while 40 percent had a favorable view of the state. While this may not be strong evidence of rivalry in the minds of the American public, these numbers do demonstrate that a majority of Americans do not view Russia as its friend. The 2001 terrorist attacks and the subsequent focus on the rogue states and terrorism has sidelined concerns over a Russian threat. By 2004, A Roper Center found that only 4% of Americans viewed Russia as an enemy and the rest classified it either as neutral or an ally of the United States. Although the war in Iraq clearly has diverted the attention of the American public away from the Russian threat, this was due to change in 2007. 

By March 2007, 46% of Americans viewed Russia as having a “mainly negative” influence in the world, while 32% answered “mainly positive” (Roper Center 2004, 2007). Undoubtedly, any poll after 2009 will continue to demonstrate a negative trend toward Russia but no one yet has asked the question of ‘enemies’ since the 2004 poll mentioned above. No elite survey results regarding Russia have been produced in the last few years but the Council on Foreign Relations. The Edwards-Kemp 2006 Council on Foreign Relations report titled Russia’s Wrong Direction supports the attitude that America’s allies should be protected against the Russian threat because of changes within Russia since Putin’s presidency. One of the report’s conclusions makes a definite claim that it is an American foreign policy goal to actively engage post-Soviet space and hence necessarily come in direct conflict with Moscow. While cooperation in general is advocated, that cooperation should be selective “because Russia is headed in the wrong direction” (Edwards and Kemp 2006, xii) 

Russian Nationalism


Nationalism is one of the most important reasons the Russia – U.S. rivalry continues. Vasquez predicts that, “because nationalism had been tied to territory, the resurrection of such issues in the post-Cold War era provides the greatest threat to peace” (1994: 215). Nationalist leaders typically advocate aggressive foreign policies not consistent with the termination of the Russia – U.S. rivalry. After 1993, nationalist viewpoints gained a greater role in the formation of Russia’s foreign policy; this was especially so in time of crises, be it from terrorism or war. As Medvedev writes, “even liberal groups have drifted toward the nationalist side of the political spectrum” (1999: 42).

Various forms of nationalism have been adopted by political actors within Russia. Tuminez (1996) defines nationalism as an elite-generated political ideology that includes a definition of self-image and a statement of a national mission. Nationalism in the Russian context advocates a strong Russian state. With the ascendancy of Vladimir Putin, Russian nationalism was fully and openly embraced. To win the hearts of the Russian people, Putin first won the war in Chechnya. A successful campaign in Chechnya in 1999-2000 brought a sense of pride and revenge for the 1994 failure. As any nation in time of war, Russians embraced nationalism if only as a medication from everyday problems. The new administration in the Kremlin acted quickly to tap the nationalist capital. One move was to restore the red flag as the flag of the Russian armed forces.
  Another very popular action by Putin was the increased centralization of power during both the first and second terms of his presidency. Public surveys have continuously relayed the same story:  Russians prefer law and order over chaos and instability associated with democratic reforms. What has emerged after 1993 and especially under Putin is an increased call for the revival of Russian power and dominance in the post-Soviet space.

The post 1993 shift towards an antagonism for U.S. – Russian relations was motivated by both the rise in Nationalists challenging Yelstin and later Putin, but also because of the failure of market based reforms in many sectors of the economy. The rejection of Western economic ideas leads to the conclusion in domestic actors that the United States is a threat to Russia (Zimmerman 2002). The blame for the failed market and political reforms had to be placed somewhere. What better source of blame than the prominent rival, the United States?  The continuation of the rivalry seemingly was a natural choice for the leadership of both states and the public. The political right in both states pushes the rivalry along. In Russia the political right seeks greater Russian power and influence regionally and globally. In the United States the political right seeks to punish appeasement and infiltrations of Communist ideology. One need only watch Fox News in the United States for evidence that the Cold War endures with frequent attacks against communism, socialism, planned economies, and weakening U.S. influence aboard.         

Conclusion: “Russia has no friends except for its army and navy.”


Russia views itself as a great power (Mankoff 2009). Whereas in the 1990s it was relatively weak, Russia has since rebounded and restored the traditional saying, “Russia has no friends except for its army and navy.”
  In response to a world order not consistent with the hopes for the post-Cold War era, Russia has reverted back to the old doctrines of nationalism and military power. The country has also embraced the newfound economic leverage and the multilateralism through which to contain the ambitions of the United States in Post-Soviet regions. These developments revive the rivalry pronounced dead in 1991. 

The United States has seemed to wake up to the threat of Russia after 1994 and has pushed democratic reforms, expansion of alliances, and arms transfers and training in the Russian near abroad. Yet, the rivalry mainly persists on the Russia side. Few rivalry scholars maintain that rivals need to be equal, only that each side engage in frequent conflict in which outcomes are seen as zero-sum. As the saying goes, it takes two to tango, but once entrenched a rivalry can persist without both sides participating in the dance as long as music is playing. 

It is clear that the U.S. – Russia rivalry endured at least until 2010. Its persistence despite regime change and the end of the Cold War demonstrates the condition of addiction necessary for evidence of rivalry. Further, the relative positioning arguments regarding the Post-Soviet space provide evidence the rivalry dominates strategic concerns and also that it has shifted into a policy rivalry focused. Yet, neither side remains blameless for the continuation of the rivalry. While the rivalry went on a backburner in the period immediately following the Cold War, it has continued to survive throughout the 1990s (e.g. Bosnia, Kosovo) only to be reignited again due to developments in Russia’s blizhnee zarubezhe (e.g. NATO enlargement, color revolutions). The latter coupled with the domestic factors elevated the intensity of the rivalry to a new level. It may not be the level witnessed during the Cold War, but the current period is nonetheless dangerous to the international world. 


How can this rivalry end?  Vasquez (1994) points to four paths for peace in the post-Cold War era. Both Russia and the U.S. need to establish the rules of the game (of global politics), end reliance on power politics (i.e. arms races and alliance systems), learn how to deal with territorial disputes better, and embrace new practices to settle disputes. This analysis shows that the Vasquez criteria for peace in a rivalry have not been met. First, the rules of the game have fluctuated widely since the end of the initial cooperation period in 1993. Second, the two systems still use power politics. The United States continues to rely on NATO and other forms of threats to change Russian behavior. Conversely, Russia has cultivated a closer relationship with China and the East broadly conceived through its involvement in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Russia has also increased its military budget steadily after initial economic setbacks.
  Third, Russia continues to assert territorial claims in the former Soviet republics. For example, Moscow provides active support to separatists (through money, training, and even passports) in Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Transnistria. Fourth, there have been no new practices for the settlement of disputes. Although the U.S. and Russia cooperate on economic issues, the two countries often differ on security topics and how to settle these disputes. Perhaps the most obvious example is the 2003 Iraq invasion. Washington and Moscow took diametrically opposed positions on the war. In the end, the disagreement was “settled” due to fait accompli rather than negotiations between the two powers. In 1991, the end of rivalry looked likely and indeed many still view and code the U.S. and Russia rivalry as terminated. However, domestic political variables have prevented the establishment of new norms that Vasquez calls for to maintain peace and end of the rivalry.

In this study, we answer two questions:  has Russia – U.S. rivalry terminated according to the existing literature? And what has been the nature of Russia – U.S. relationship since 1991?  Through the examination of domestic conditions and foreign policy concerns, we argue that the rivalry has continued into the post-Cold War world in regional theaters over territorial and policy issues. People change slowly. So do rivals. As the rivalry continues, it remains dangerous. The initial stage of the rivalry, from 1947 to 1991 produced no direct confrontation. It still gave rise to conflicts on the periphery and raised the possibility of a nuclear confrontation throughout its duration. The recent stage of the rivalry which began in 1993 has also produced no direct confrontation to date. Yet, the main danger is that it will prevent democratization in Eastern Europe and continue to facilitate ethnic conflicts as the U.S. and Russia compete for influence in the post-Soviet space. This last point became only too clear with the Russian intervention into Georgia over the South Ossetia region. The continued rivalry decreases the chances for conflict resolution in these areas and only makes the resumption of conflict over the ‘frozen conflicts’ all the more likely.


Current rivalry termination theories do not sufficiently account for the termination of some of the most important international rivalries. Negotiated settlements require analysis of domestic political variables to determine if there is a sufficient ‘win set’ within the state to accept the termination of the rivalry. Other external threats and rivalry linkages are also important in diverting the attention of rivalry participants and bringing about termination. Rivalry linkages and the concept of principal rivalries need to be explored to develop a typology of types of rivalry terminations to include all possible options. While we show how these domestic and external threat requirements apply to the Russia – U.S. rivalry, what remains is to apply these theories across all rivals empirically. 
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� We generally refer to the rivalry between the Soviet Union (later Russia) and the United States as the U.S. – Russian rivalry. During the Soviet period, the Soviet Union is identified if necessary.    


� It is clear though that there was a period of de-escalation in the early 1990’s that did not endure. Tensions in the Balkans and subsequent NATO enlargement eastward however contributed to the increase in tensions and reawakening of the rivalry. Following the Iraq War and more specifically Russia’s perception of the loss of influence in the aftermath of the ‘color revolutions’ around its periphery complete the shift from a geopolitical rivalry to the one at the regional level.


� Using the Thompson coding, territorial rivals would be spatial and policy rivals would be both ideological and positional. 


� An opposing view by Colaresi (2001) finds that great power rivalries are likely to terminate during periods of de-concentration after capability shifts due to some great powers inability to compete. Rivals are also likely to initiate during this period as new states are better able to compete globally.


� Bennett (1998) codes the rivalry as existing from 1946 to 1991 and is censored due to the end of data. Diehl and Goertz (2000) code the duration from 1946-1986 and Thompson (1998, 2001) from 1945-1991.


� Russia did not see the United States as a principal rival from 1991 to 1998 due to their own internal problems and the United States did not see Russia as a principal rival from 1999 to 2003 due to its ongoing War on Terror and its concerns in Iraq. Pursuit of the ‘Star Wars’ system prior to 1999 and after the Iraq War demonstrates that Russia remains a principle threat. While the stated concern of the missile defense shield is from ‘rogue threats’ such as North Korea and Iraq, these threats have not adequate ballistic missile technology to truly threaten any NATO actor. There can be no mistake that the intention of the shield is to protect the West from a resurgent Russia. The placement of the shield only proves this point.    


� BBC News. “Confrontation over Pristina airport.” 9 March 2000.< http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/671495.stm>


� Nezavisimaya Gazeta. 2 February 2000 pg 1


� North Atlantic Treaty <http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/treaty.htm>


� Russia objects to NATO expansion. <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/5407106.stm>


� “Russia sells 24 Sukhoi fighter jets to Venezuela.” <http://english.people.com.cn/200607/28/eng20060728_287499.html


“Russia sells weapons to Malaysia.”  <http://english.pravda.ru/russia/economics/19-05-2003/2835-weapons-0>


Feifer, Gregory. “Russia Finds an Eager Weapons Buyer in Iran.” <http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=6906839>


� Multipolarity in this case really just means bipolarity.


� It should be noted, as Kaufman (1994) points out, the term doctrine as referred by Russia means issues of grand strategy. In the United States, the term is used to denote strategic or tactical operations and plans. 


� As quoted from the doctrine in Nezavisimaya Gazeta, March 16, 2000. pg. 3.


� “Kremlin:  Russia to revise military doctrine to respond to growing role of force in world”  5 March 2007. AP


� Poll conducted by All-Russian Central Institute for Public Opinion in January, February, and March 1996. Taken from a reproduction in Adomeit (1998).


� Duma approves Soviet anthem. 8 December 2000. <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/1060975.stm>


� Quote attributed to Czar Alexander III in Washington Post National Weekly edition. December 20-27, 1999.


� The military’s share of the budget, after falling off from 1991 until 1995, increased to 17 percent of the total budget in 1996 and 19 percent in 1997 (see Bluth 1998). The budget has continued to increase in the 21st century as Russia upgrades its armed forces. 
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