
BALANCE OF POWER IN THE
BLACK SEA IN THE POST-COLD
WAR ERA: RUSSIA, TURKEY, AND
UKRAINE
Duygu Bazoglu Sezer

The international system has been metamorphosed over the past few
years to accommodate two dramatic developments: (1) the demise of the
Cold War and bipolarity and (2) the disintegration of the Soviet Union.
Reflecting deep changes that took place in the world’s geostrategic balan-
ces and relationships in the late 1980s and early 19905, both deve10pments
have had direct consequences for the balance of power in the Black Sea
region for the simple reason that this area falls within the immediate
geographical parameters of the changes just described.

With the end of the Cold War, the region is no longer subject to rivalry
between two competing power blocs, terminating the Black Sea’s position
as one of the zones of global, ideological, and military confrontation.
Only four short years ago the Black Sea, surrounded by three Warsaw
Pact countries (the Soviet Union, Romania, and Bulgaria) and one NATO
country (Turkey), stood as the microcosm of the Cold War. Today, all
these countries, including the Newly Independent States (NIS) that
emerged from the Soviet Union have joined NATO’s Partnership for
Peace, enunciated in January 1994. The Black Sea Economic Cooperation
Project, established in June 1992 by eleven Black Sea neighbors, offers
another example of the changes taking shape in the regional landscape.

The demise of the Cold War has ushered in less benign developments
as well. Interstate and intrastate tensions and rivalries and secessionist
movements have resurfaced, especially in the wake of the withering away
of the Soviet Union, turning Moldova, Georgia, and Azerbaijan—and
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more recently the Republic of Chechnya, within the Russian Federation—
into theaters of armed conflict.

The disintegration of the Soviet Union was a watershed event that
has transformed the geopolitical landscape in the Black Sea region—an
event rivaling in importance the end of the Cold War. It has reversed the
direction of the political history of the Black Sea region, whose vast
northern and northeastern hinterlands had gradually but steadily come
under Russian control between the mid seventeenth and the nineteenth
centuries. The sea itself became a theater of continuous Russian power in
the late eighteenth century. For nearly three hundred years following the
conquest of Constantinople by the Ottoman Turks in 1453, the Black Sea
had remained a virtual Turkish lake. The Khanate of Crimea entered
Ottoman suzerainty in 1487. Turkish rule deep in the Balkans and the
Caucasus helped to secure the shores of the Black Sea in the east and in
the west as well. The Treaty of Kuciik Kaynarca of 1774 marked a turning
point in the Russian-Turkish military contest over the Black Sea. With this
treaty, Russia obtained for the first time a small Black Sea coastline and
the Khanate of1 Crimea was granted independence, to be annexed by
Russia in 1783.

Russia’s southward drive, which eventually also included strategic
thrusts in the direction of the Balkans and the Caucasus, was an integral
part of an overall Strategy of pushing forth to reach the warm-water ports
of the Mediterranean Sea. The disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991
was a historic event because it terminated Russian and Soviet dominance
across the entire stretch of territory and peoples along the Black Sea’s
northern shores, from the borders of Romania in the west to the borders
of Turkey in the east. A geostrategic retreat in the Black Sea region
naturally amounts to a corresponding loss of influence in the Mediter-
ranean as well.

With the Cold War and the Soviet Union simultaneously consigned
to the pages of history, the national purposes, objectives, and strategies
of countries in the region have been undergoing sea changes. Political,
military, and economic aspirations and relationships are being exten-
sively reordered. New states have been formed, which are engaged in the
formidable tasks of state building and regime change. Similarly, new and
old countries alike are redefining the missions and roles of military assets
on the basis of entirely new security considerations. Against this back-
ground of tremendous change in national and strategic priorities and
relationships in the Black Sea region, interstate interactions and relation-
ships probably will be functions primarily of national interests, purposes,
and capabilities. This change would present a decided contrast to the
Cold War era, when the nations of the region were guided by the forces
of bipolar adversity.
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Table 8.1. Indicators of power in the Black Sea region

1993 1993
Gross domestic Per capita Total armed forces

Country product (billions) income* Population Active Reserves

Armenia $1 .9* $2,300 3,421 ,000 32,700 300,000

Azerbaijan $ 4.4* $2,400 7,462,000 56,000 560,000
Bulgaria L 286.0 $5,000 8,435,000 101,900 303,000

($20.6)
Georgia $2.3* $1,700 5,682,000 Not known 250,000
Moldova $4.1 * $3,800 4,472,000 11,100 100,000
Romania L 18,8352 $2,900 23,177,000 230,500 427,000

($39.8)
Russia R 162,667.0* $7,800 148,920,000 1 ,714,000* 20,000,000

($1,160.0)
Turkey TL 1,908.705 $4,800 60,641 .200 503,800 952,300

($173.7)
Ukraine $54.2* $4,300 51,852,000 517,000 1,000,000

* Estimated.

Source: Compiled from the International Institute for Strategic Studies, The
Military Balance 1994—1995 (London: Brassey’s for the International Institute
for Strategic Studies, October 1994).

The Russian Federation, Turkey, and now Ukraine are the three major
players in the region by all important measures of power: size,
population, real and potential economic power, and military capability
(see Table 8.1). Therefore, this study focuses on the evolving configura-
tion of power among these three key players, and it also examines the
impacts of developments in the rest of the region on this uneasy trium-
virate.

The following pages present a summary review of domestic political
trends and economic indicators under which the balance of power among
three major Black Sea powers has been taking shape since 1991. This
summary is followed by a discussion of the escalation of low-intensity
conflict as a defining feature of the transition of the Black Sea region
(which falls within Russia’s ”near abroad”) to the post-Soviet phase.2
Next, this chapter focuses on the evolving military balance, taking as the
basis of analysis the situation of the naval forces and the future force
posture in conventional ground forces mandated by the Treaty on Con-
ventional Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty), to which all Black Sea countries
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are parties. I argue that Russian behavior concerning the Black Sea region
is indicative of Moscow’s intention to reinforce a position of
preponderance as the second-best option to the position of dominance
that was lost with the breakup of the USSR. That section is followed by a
discussion of Turkish-Russian relations, which should fill a gap in the
literature on one of the essential components of Black Sea ge0politics.
(Ukrainian-Russian relations per se are not included, because they
receive full treatment in Roman Solchanyk’s chapter, ”Crimea: Between
Ukraine and Russia,” elsewhere in this volume.)

Political Instability and Economic Underachievement

The post-Soviet Black Sea littoral and hinterland are home now to several
Newly Independent States (NIS)—Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia,
and Azerbaijan—that have evolved out of the Soviet Union, in addition
to the older Black Sea states, consisting of Russia, Romania, Bulgaria, and
Turkey. Among these states, Turkey occupies a unique position in the
region from historical, political, and ideological perspectives, because it
never has become socialist or come under Moscow’s control at any time
in history. Hence, it is the only Black Sea country which is not burdened
with the enormous problems of regime change and reconstruction of the
political system or with the task of state building, as in the case of
Ukraine.

An entirely new configuration of power has thus been emerging
around the Black Sea. However, its exact contours are difficult to gauge
at this time due to the deep political and economic uncertainties that have
marked the transition of the former socialist countries of the region to
democracy and market economy. A range of intra- and interstate
problems—for example, poor economic performance, political tension,
policy drift, interethnic tensions, and civil wars induced by secessionist
movements—have been sapping national energies and collectively
threatening regional peace. The following brief review of the major
political and economic trends and developments sets the broader, non-
military context against which the balance of power around the Black Sea
has been evolving.

Powerful political upheavals have been a common feature in nearly
all Black Sea countries in the post—Cold War and post-Soviet era. The
most profound constraint from the perspective of national power has
been persistent underachievement in major economic indicators of
power. Clearly, the core question behind political instability and
economic underachievement in former socialist countries is the ultimate
fate of the democratic regimes that have been installed.
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Russia

In Russia political instability peaked in October 1993 when President
Yeltsin and his hard-line parliamentary opposition were caught in an
armed contest of wills. Though President Yeltsin prevailed with the
support of the military, political stability has remained vuh‘terable to the
vicissitudes of economic reform; to the threat of an ultranationalist back-
lash, pOSsibly to be led by the extreme-R-ight politician Vladimir
Zhirinovskys', and, most recently, to the nationwide repercussions of the
decision to intervene militarily in the civil war in the secessionist
Republic of Chechnya. The war in Chechnya seems a political nightmare
not merely because it raises the specter of a military takeover, as former
prime minister Yegor T. Gaidar has warned/1 and of another Afghanis-
tan-type disaster for Moscow, but also because it brings home the mes-
sage that the Russian Federation is seriously exposed to ethnic and
possibly even regional secessionism.

Since 1989, economic output has fallen by 36 percent in Russia. Some
experts cautiously expect economic recovery in 1996 if politics allows the
leadership to keep reforms on track.6 For 1994 alone, the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development predicted that Russian output
would decline by 10 percent. Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS) statistics show that the gross domestic products (GBDPS) 1n member
countries slumped sharply in the first half of 1994.8 An important
Western source reported a 17 percent fall in Russia’3 GDP 1n the first halgf
of 1994, but forecast a GDP fall of about 10 percent for 1994 as a whole.9

Ukraine

Ukraine’s domestic political woes are a reflection of a combination of
interrelated factors: a long history of Russian rule, which hampered the
development of a distinct Ukrainian identity; the ethnic makeup of the
population, and increasingly divergent regional tendencies and loyal-
ties. 10 With 11 million people of Russian extraction in a population of 52
million, Ukraine has the largest Russian minority population of all the
former Soviet republics. Growing sensitivities over ethnicity and
Ukrainian national identity and unfolding political differences among
western, eastern, and southern Ukraine have bred serious tensions and
cut deep fissures in a country which has faced the monumental tasks of
state building along with regime change.11

Ukraine’s political evolution has been pegged to the general thrust
of Ukrainian-Russian relations, which are colored by the legacy of a
shared history between ruler and ruled. The contemporary manifesta-
tions of that legacy are the conflicts over Crimea and the Black Sea Fleet,
the now resolved issue of strategic nuclear weapons, and Ukrainian
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nationalists’ fear of Russia as the major threat to Ukrainian security. The
resolution of the nuclear-weapons issue upon Ukraine’s accession to the
Trilateral Agreement of 14 January 1994 with the United States and
Russia and to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty later that year is likely
to remove a very important source of tension not only in Ukrainian-Rus-
sian relations but also in Ukrainian politics. Normalization of relations
between the two countries would be a crucial contribution to European
security. Conversely, a deterioration would be seriously detrimental.

In Ukraine, which often seemed to be on the verge of economic
collapse and where radical economic reform was virtually nonexistent
during former president Leonid Kravchuk’s tenure in office, economic
decline has been precipitous. The rate of decline of output was com-
pounded by2mismanagement and Russian demands for world prices for
gas and oil. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and3Deve10p-
ment forecast a 10 percent decline in Ukraine’3 GDP for 1994.

Turkey
Turkey has been governed by a multiparty system since the end of the
Second World War. However, three military interventions, occurring
almost every ten years, since 1960 demonstrate the underlying fragility
of Turkish democracy. The military government that took power in 1980
sanctioned the return to civilian rule through general elections held at the
end of 1983. The consolidation of democracy has been a painful process,
however, and recovery from those three years of tough military rule,
marked by gross violations of civil liberties, has been slow.

Currently, Turkish political stability is vulnerable to pressures ex-
erted by two forces: The first is the growing challenge of Islamists to the
secular nature of the state. Secularism has been the fundamental tenet of
the modern Turkish state, founded by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk in 1923.
The second force is separatist terror led by the Marxist Kurdistan
Workers’ Party (PKK). Both the Islamists and the PKK have escalated
their attacks on the system and expanded their bases of popular support,
especially as a result of some of the acts of the last military regime. Clearly
both forces pose serious challenges to Turkish democracy by threatening
to polarize the society around Turkish and Kurdish nationalisms and
Islamist-secularist divisions.

Though the economic foundation of the Turkish political system has
essentially been capitalist, Turkey turned to a free-market economy in the
true sense only in 1980, with Turgut Ozal’s reforms. Within a few years
the rate of GDP growth multiplied, and Turkey enjoyed the benefits of
successive booms.
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In 1989 and 1990, when socialism in Eurasia collapsed, Turkey
recorded a 9.4 percent annual growth rate and successfully competed in
world markets in the manufacturing and service sectors. Turkey’s com-
petitive economic posture, its consolidation of democracy, and President
Ozal’s activist foreign policy—which manifested itself most forcefully in
his unflinching support of the United States in the Gulf War—pushed
Turkey forward as a regional power when and where the colossal power
of the Soviet Union was evaporating.

Turkey’s growth has slowed since 1990. Its real gross national
product growth at constant 1987 prices was 0.4 percent in 1991, 4 percent
in 1992, and 7.6 percent in 1993. In 1994, inflation shot up to 150 percent
and the GNP fell 6 percent, recording the1highest rates of inflation and
negative growth in the nation’3 history.14 A major financial crisis in
March 1994 was followed by an agreement in April with the International
Monetary Fund on a stabilization program. Despite these negative recent
trends, Turkey recorded 7 percent growth in 1994.

Escalation of Low-Intensity Conflict

Interstate and intrastate tensions have been the hallmark of the new
geopolitical environment in the Black Sea region in the post-Soviet era
thus far. Controversies and the diplomatic tone in Ukrainian-Russian
and, to a lesser extentéin Turkish-Russian relations stand out as examples
of the first category. Interstate tensions have been managed until now
without escalation into armed conflict.

At the intrastate level, the dynamics for violent change continue to
be largely uncontained except in areas where Russian forces have im-
posed some order, for example, Moldova and Abkhazia. Parts of the
Black Sea region have been theaters of protracted interethnic armed
conflict based on a common aspiration: secession from the center. Ethnic
Russians at Trans-Dniestria in Moldova, the Abkhaz and South Ossetians
in Georgia, and the enclave of Nagomo-Karabakh in Azerbaijan have
opted to break away from the center to form their own ethnically based
independent states. The result has been civil war in Moldova and Georgia,
and a combination of civil and interstate war in Azerbaijan.

The protracted interethnic turmoil in the southern Caucasus has
given that area the distinction of being the most violent and unstable
within the boundaries of former Soviet territory, sustaining levels pos-
sibly rivaled only by the violence of the civil war in Tajikistan.

The armed conflicts in the Caucasus have disrupted normal national
growth, destroyed the economies, radicalized the adversaries, and
caused refugee influxes, thus depriving the region of the benefits of peace
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and cooperation. They have unleashed potentially destabilizing forces
on a regional scale as well, particularly by providing incentives and
excuses for external powers to attempt to influence the course of events.
Because of the long history of Russian and Soviet influence on the
countries caught in interethnic conflicts and different forms of depend-
ency ties that could not be severed immediately following inde-
pendence, Russia has been the foremost external actor to claim the role
of provider of stability and order.

The ability of both Turkey and Iran, the two other regional powers,
to influence the direction of developments over Nagorno-Karabakh~a
question of immediate and direct interest to both—has remained negli-
gible. Both have been involved in formal and informal negotiations, but
have failed to be effective. Turkey is one of eleven members of the Minsk
Group (among which are the United States, Russia, France, and Italy)
mandated by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in EurOpe
(CSCE), now the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE), to broker a peaceful resolution to the conflict. Until the Budapest
summit in early December 1994, when the CSCE decided to send a
peacekeeping force to Nagorno-Karabakh under a United Nations man-
date, it was widely acknowledged that the CSCE’s role had been over-
taken by Russia’s unilateral initiatives. There is still much ambiguity
concerning the actual implementation of the CSCE summit decision.

Moscow has responded to the proliferation of local conflicts in the
former Soviet republics, which it defines uniformly as the ”near abroad,”
principally by assuming the role of peacekeeper. In early 1993 it appealed
for a UN mandate for a peacekeeping role in the NIS, but it has continued
to engage in such operations even when international consent has not
been forthcoming. Russia essentially has wished to be the sole
peacekeeper in the N15 to the exclusion of foreign forces even under the
auspices of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe,
encouraging a C15 cover in order to increase the legitimacy of the
peacekeeping operations it has undertaken 1n the”near abroad.”116

Russian military operations in the civil war in Tajikistan have been
conducted under the CIS umbrella. Russian authorsalso claim that in
Moldova, Russia’3 movement of the 433d Regiment of Don Cossack
Motorized Rifles to the Dniester region in July 1992 to broker a1cease-fire
between Russians and Moldovans was mandated by the CIS. 7'Only 1n
Georgia did the United Nations Issue an approval 1n August 1994—and
that more than one month after a Russian peace force of three thousand
men was deployed between Georgian and Abkhazian formations. The
Russian offer to send observers to monitor the cease-fire between
Armenia and Azerbaijan and to send Russian troops to protect the ob-
servers has not been accepted by Azerbaijan, whose stated preference is
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for a multinational force mandated by the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe. 18 Unsurprisingly, Russian sources tend to view
the organization’3 involvement in peacekeeping in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict as anti-Russian and to equate possible Organization for
Security and Cooperation 1n Europe troops with NATO troops.

Russias increasingly more assertive claim to a sphere of vital inter-
ests in and special responsibility for the so-called ”near abroad” has given
rise to concerns among Western states and the NIS about the possibility
that ”Russian leaders might be using peacekoeeping as a guise to hide
Russian revanchism and neo-imperialism."”20 In contrast, a powerful
school of thought in Russia, identified as ”the Eurasians” or as ”the
pragmatists," seems to strongly disagree with charges of neo-im-
perialism. The proponents of Eurasianism or pragmatism bitterly
criticize what they label as the ”Euroatlanticist-moralist” Russian leader-
ship for not having pursued a foreign policy that adequately responded
to the reality that ”the territory of the [former Soviet Union] is a sphere
of vital interest for Russia, which should maintain its geographic domina-
tion of this area.”21

The Military Balance

The breakup of the Soviet Union has had an enormous impact on the
military balance 1n the Black Sea because part Of the geographic space

BIRR‘Sea More specifically, the six republics that emerged out of the
Sowef Union and in the Black Sea region are the Russian Federation,
Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan. By opting for
independence, the new non-Russian states have contributed powerfully
to the decline of Russian-Soviet power in the Black Sea where it
dominated for over a century.

However, the fractionation of power among multiple sovereign ac-
tors has worked to the disadvantage of the Russian Federation only in
the sphere of conventional military capability. In the nuclear sphere,
Russia has claimed sole successorship to the nuclear weapons arsenal of
the Soviet Union. It demanded, and was promised, the return of the
nuclear weapons inherited by Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan at the
time of independence.

The disintegration of the Soviet Union was swiftly followed by a
common impulse among the N18 to form national armed forces to sym-
bolize their newfound sovereignty and to respond to a range of new
threats in the fledgling regional interstate system. I focus below on the
broad outlines of the emerging regional balance among the three bigger
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actors—Russia, Turkey, and Ukraine—focusing on two elements: the
situation of the naval forces in the Black Sea and the maximum levels in
the holdings in major weapons categories imposed by the CFE Treaty.
Naval forces and treaty-imposed limits on conventional ground forces
are significant measures of the evolving military balance. Naval forces
are most immediately and directly relevant to power calculations, specifi-
cally in the Black Sea, and treaty-imposed limits offer a guide to the future
sizes and strengths of national armies, which are in a state of flux in all
former Soviet countries. I do not cover efforts to reconstitute national
armed forces and the doctrinal underpinnings of military force, except in
short references where relevant.

Naval Balance

Russia Transition from the Soviet Union to the Russian Federation has
cost the latter a substantial reduction in territorial waters in the Black
Sea.22 Russia’s losses were Ukraine’s and Georgia’s gain. Among the
older Black Sea states, Turkey’s coastline extends 1,320 kilometers;
Bulgaria’s, 354 kilometers; and Romania’s, 225 kilometers.

The loss of sovereignty over a large portion of its former coasts is a
strategic loss for a country which has historically prized access to warm-
water ports for a blue-water navy. In the process of transition, full control
over the entire Black Sea Fleet, one of the four fleets of the Soviet navy,
was also lost. Today, the future ownership status of the fleet constitutes
the subject of a serious controversy between Russia and Ukraine.

Russia has simultaneously lost most of its share facilities on the Black
Sea coasts to Ukraine. A few statistics put the scope of the new situation
in perspective. The Soviet Union possessed a total of twenty-six harbors
and naval bases. Of these, nineteen have come under Ukrainian
sovereignty, four under Russian sovereignty, and three under Georgian
sovereignty, representing a reduction to less than one-sixth of the
facilities that had been owned by the Soviet Union. Of the facilities in
Ukraine, the most important are on the Crimean peninsula, where Sevas-
topol has served as the main base and headquarters. With the loss of five
shipyards m Ukraine, the Russian navy hazs3essentially been deprived of
its shipbuilding and ship repair capacity. 3What accentuates the mag-
nitude of the losses suffered by Russia is the simultaneous loss of an
elaborate network of river systems that made inland navigation among
the Baltic, the Black, and Caspian Seas possible.

These losses could translate into a serious diminution of regional——
and global—influence unless they are somehow compensated. Admiral
Sergei G. Gorshkov, commander in chief of the Soviet navy in the early
19705, would certainly equate the weakening of Russian naval power
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with a weakened and vulnerable Russia, as the following quotation
suggests: ”The most important axial line of the policy of Russia in the
South was the constant endeavor to achieve a free outlet to the Mediter-
ranean. This promised not only major economic-commercial advantages
but the strengthening of its influence on the Balkan and Asia Minor
peninsulas. . . . For over a century in the fight for outlets in the Southern
seas, the relative weakness of the Russian fleet was one of the most
important causes of the failure to achieve this goal.”

Among the leading shore facilities left in Ukraine is the shipyard at
Mykolaiv (in Russian, Nikolaev), where all of the Soviet navy’s aircraft
carriers and ”aircraft carrying cruisers” had been built. Of the four
Kiev-class aircraft carrying warships built at Mykolaiv, two belong2tso the
Pacific Fleet and the remaining two belong to the Northern Fleet.25 The
Kuznetsov, which comes closest to a U.S. aircraft carrier due to its
capability to operate fixed-wing aircraft, was also built at Ukraine’s
Mykolaiv shipyard. It transited through the Turkish Straits in December
1991 to join the Northern Fleet, inviting charges by Ukraine of confisca-
tion of the ship by Russia.

Russia could certainly build similar facilities at Novorossiisk on the
Russian coast, but economic constraints seem to rule this option out for
the short to medium term. Against this background, the question of
basing rights and ownership of the shore facilities in Ukraine carries
greater strategic implications than the narrower question of the owner-
ship of the Black Sea Fleet. The fleet, which at its peak was thought to
have had a strength of some 450 ships and seventy--five thousand person-
nel, has been 2faced with obsolescence since before the breakup of the
Soviet Union. 6The curtailing of Russia’s shipbuilding and ship repair
capacities is a more serious blow because it threatens the Russian navy’3
potential for future growth in terms of size and missions.

Ukraine The development of the Ukrainian navy has been hampered by
two formidable obstacles: the Black Sea Fleet dispute and financial con-
straints.2 On the other hand, a rich assortment of shore facilities, espe-
cially those in Crimea, give Kiev a natural advantage, assuming that these
facilities remain Ukrainian.

The Decree on the Ukrainian Armed Forces, issued in December 1991,
outlined Ukraine’s decision to build up a navy on the foundation of
Ukraine’s share of the Black Sea Fleet. The navy’s mission has been
defined as the protection of Ukraine’s coasts and merchant fleet. Formal
plans envisage a naval force of some one hundred vessels capable of
operating beyond the Black Sea, navigating the Mediterranean Sea, the
oceans, and Ukrainian rivers. More realistically, however, once the force
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has been built up, the navy’s missions are expected to be confined to the
Black Sea.

The stalemate in Ukrainian-Russian negotiations over the Black Sea
Fleet has led Ukraine to initiate a program of shipbuilding from scratch.
Several ships were completed in 1993, but lack of funding has reportedly
slowed the pace of this program, placing at risk the planned target of ten
new ships by 1995.

Accordingly, the future strength of the Ukrainian navy is dependent
on the assets that it anticipates acquiring from the Black Sea Fleet.
Although the Ukrainian navy at present appears to be fit primarily for
coast guard duties, it is expected eventually to play a significant role in
combined arms plans for mobile operations.

The deadlock on the future status of the fleet is a reflection not only
of deep mutual security concerns on both sides but also of larger strategic
considerations entertained especially by Russia. Russia would be un-
likely to give up on the Black Sea Fleet in a manner that would jeopardize
its long-term goal of reestablishing itself as the predominant regional
power, a point that is discussed below, in ”Russia Presses for Regional
Preponderance.”

Since August 1992, Russia and Ukraine have been in agreement in
principle to divide the fleet between them, and to transfer a small
component to Georgia.29 The Black Sea Fleet has been controlled de
jure jointly by Russia and Ukraine since August 1992. In practice,
however, de facto Russian control has prevailed. 0

The Russian-Ukrainian conflict over the ultimate status of Crimea has
further confounded the Black Sea Fleet dispute. In fact, the struggle over
the possession of the fleet, the question of access to vital ports and
airfields in Crimea (without which the fleet cannot be sustained), and the
contest over Crimea are intimately—and in some ways inseparably—in-
terlinked. Any resolution that would involve ending Ukrainian
sovereignty over Crimea would simultaneously remove whatever de jure
sovereignty Ukraine exercises over the Black Sea Fleet and the invaluable
port of Sevastopol and other ports and shore facilities spread along the
Crimean coast. Conversely, retention of unqualified Ukrainian
sovereignty over Crimea and Moscow’s unqualified recognition of it
would facilitate an equitable and balanced division.

Turkey The Turkish navy has traditionally been structured to operate in
the Aegean and the Mediterranean Seas against the perceived Greek
threat. Throughout the Cold War years, Turkish contingency plans relied
heavily on NATO reinforcements to counter threats from the Black Sea
by Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces. In fact, Turkey’s main mission in
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NATO was to prevent the egress of the Black Sea Fleet through the
Turkish Straits down to the Mediterranean. Currently, a major portion of
the forces of the Turkish navy are assigned to NATO to take part in the
alliance’s multinational force.

The Turkish navy has redefined its tasks to take account of the
evolving regional environment in the post—Cold War era. The navy’s
primary task is likely to continue to be the deterrence of Greece from acts
in the Aegean deemed unacceptable to Turkey, such as a declaration of a
twelve-mile territorial limit. Such an act by Greece would nevertheless
automatically solve the dispute concerning the continental shelves of the
islands in the eastern Aegean, some of which are within a few kilometers
off Turkish coasts.

The Turkish navy has also taken a new interest in the actual and
potential developments in and around the Black Sea. There is a new but
pronounced awareness in civilian and military circles that increased
commercial activity in and around the Black Sea might require greater
attention to the need of protecting the sea lines of communication. The
Black Sea seems to be geared for a volume of commercial shipping in the
near future that will be several times Cold War averages as the NIS press
to be integrated with the world economy. It is not only the Black Sea
littorals but also nations farther away, such as Central Asian republics,
that want to take part in world trade. The Black Sea presents itself as a
major location for the export of lar e amounts of oil from Kazakhstan
and Azerbaijan to Western markets. This point is discussed below, in
”Sources of Tension in Turkish-Russian Relations.”

Given the new politico-military environment, the Turkish navy’s
tasks have been listed as follows: to help safeguard the territorial integrity
of NATO, particularly Turkey, against any seaborne threat, to control the
seas; to protect and control the sea lines of communication leading to
Turkey; to provide naval support to land operations, and to ensure that (I
harbors remain open for national and NATO operations. 2 (/3

The Turkish navy has recently embarked on a modernization pro-
gram to replace a force consisting largely of old-vintage assets with new
ones that would give the navy increased survivability against most
regional opponents. Modernization is expected to provide strong air
defenses; over-the-horizon firing capability; reliable command, control,
and communication systems; electronic warfare capability; and long
endurance. Among major weapons slated for coproduction are four
MEKO 200-class frigates, five Dogan-class fast patrol boats with guided
missiles, four Ay-class submarines with Harpoon guided missiles and
Tigerfish torpedoes, twenty-four patrol boats, eight Knox-class frigates,
and navy helicopters.
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Against the background of a drastic contraction in Russian and Soviet
power, the Turkish navy’s declared intention to play a bigger maritime
role in the Black Sea seems to have aroused concern in some professional
circles in Russia about the long-term implications of this trend. For
example, Admiral Alexei Kalinin (retired) has cautioned in a newspaper
article that, ”Turkey now has the opportunity to be the real owner of the
Black Sea and reinstitute its old power. . . . The Turkish Navy’s strength
is being persistently increased. . . . By the end of 1994, it is expected to
reach a force level of 269 vessels. . . . The ratio in 1991 between the Black
Sea Fleet and the Turkish Navy was 2:1. In 1994 it has come down to 1: 1.
It 18 not difficult to see that 1n the future the ratio will change 1n favor of
Turkey.’

The modernization of the Turkish navy would indeed provide it with
important capabilities if it were completed, as planned, within a few
years. However, a position of rough parity would be achieved only if the
Black Sea Fleet were equitably divided among the three successor states
Russia, Ukraine, and Georgia. So long as Russia intends to remain a
preponderant power by somehow establishing control over Crimea (as I
argue below, under ”Russia Presses for Regional Preponderance”),
equitable division seems unlikely.

Conventional Force Balance:
The Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe
Radical changes in the military balance in the Black Sea region have been
set in motion not only as a result of the disintegration of the Soviet Union
but also in conformity with commitments for reductions in major
weapons systems undertaken under the CFE Treaty, which was
negotiated between NATO and the former Warsaw Pact countries in
order to achieve a stable balance at lower levels between the two military
blocs. The treaty went into force in November 1992.35

According to Article V.1 of the CFE Treaty, the Black Sea countries
belong either entirely or in part to the outer flank in the south of the
treaty’s zone of application. At the time of the signing of the treaty, the
outer flank in the south—called the southern flank in day-to-day par-
lance—included Bulgaria, Romania, the part of Turkey within the area of
application, and that part of the Soviet Union comprising the Odesa,
Transcaucasus, and North Caucasus Military Districts (MDs). Greece also
belongs to the southern flank (Figure 8.1).

At the Tashkent summit held on 15 May 1992, the CFE ceilings on
treaty--limited equipment (TLE) assigned to the former Soviet Union were
divided among Russia and the newly independent countries situated
within the Atlantic-to-the-Urals region (Table 8.2).36 Thus, the Black Sea
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Figure 8.1. Former Soviet military districts and republics in the Atlantic-to-
the-Urals zone (From SIPRI Yearbook, 1992, 464)
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Table 8.2. Treaty-limited equipment in the former Soviet republics
compared with Soviet holdings in 1988

Armored _ .
State Tanks Artillery combat vehicles Helicopters M

Armenia 220 285 220 50 100
Azerbaijan 220 285 220 50 100
Belarus 1,800 1,615 2,600 . 80 260
Georgia 220 285 220 50 100
Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0
Moldova 210 250 210 50 50
Russia 6,400 6,415 11,480 890 3,450
Ukraine 4,080 4,040 5,050 330 1 ,090
Total 13,150 13,175 20,000 1,500 5,150
Total Soviet holdings
in Dec. 1988 41,580 52,400 57,800 —a 8,395
Source: SlPRl Yearbook, 1993, 612.

Note: Allocations are those adopted at Tashkent, 15 May 1992.
a Helicopter assets not reported.

region has seen the reapportionment among Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, and the Russian Federation of the ceilings set by
the CFE Treaty for the Soviet Union. Having withdrawn from Ukraine
and the Transcaucasus, Russia has been left with only one MD—the
North Caucasus MD—in the area which falls within the southern flank
of the CFE Treaty. The Transcaucasus MD, covering the area of Georgia,
Armenia, and Azerbaijan, was disbanded in September 1992.

At summits within the CIS and at meetings of experts, Russia in-
herited an estimated 70 percent of the Soviet armed forces and7defense
establishment based on the principle of proportional quotas.37Of the
overall quotas for the European part of the former Soviet Union,
Russia has been allotted 48 percent of the tanks, 48 percent of the
artillery systems, 67 percent of the combat aircraft, and 59 percent of
the strike helicopters.38 Moreover, Russia retains a considerable stock-
pile of combat equipment to the east of the Urals. Accordingly, a Russian
parliamentary report concluded that the agreement on weapons quotas
did not create imbalances that would threaten Russian security.
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Ukraine has been allotted the second-largest TLE quota among the
former Soviet republics, receiving 27.5 percent of the CFE Treaty’s total
Soviet TLE allocations. Because of subzonal restrictions on Ukraine (as
well as on Russia) against concentrating forces in the south and southeast,
however, the capability that Ukraine is permitted to maintain cannot
legally be deployed as a deterrent against Russia.40Ukraine sits on three
MDs that formed part of the Soviet Union: the Carpathian and Kiev MDs,
which belong to subzone IV.3 in the CFE Treaty’s zonal arrangements,
and the former Odesa MD, which belongs in the southern flank, as
mentioned above. Ukraine’s entitlement to more TLEs than any other
former Warsaw Treaty Organization state except Russia and more than
the sum of entitlements for Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, and the Czech
Republic reportedly has been a source of anxiety to defense planners in
Budapest and Warsaw.41

Turkey, the only NATO member on the Black Sea and subject to
southern flank ceilings, has been allotted the following ceilings: 2,795
tanks, 3,253 artillery, 3,120 armored combat vehicles, 750 combat aircraft,
and 43 attack helicopters. Turkey maintained a surplus of 93 in its tank
holdings at the time of the signing of the treaty. In all four of the
remaining categories of TLEs Tur4key lS entitled to considerable 1ncreases
to reach the CFE Treaty ceilings. 2Even though Turkey 13 not subject to
formal restrictions on how it deploys these optimal forces within its
boundaries, the fact that it has long borders and important threat percep-
tions in all directions would make it very difficult for Turkey to maintain
a concentration of forces exclusively on its borders with Russia.

Russia and Ukraine are subject to subzonal limits within their ter-
ritories that prohibit the movement of TLEs from outside the subzones,
which in practical terms coincide with the former Soviet MDs. Such limits
were especially important to allay the fears of Norway and Turkey that
Soviet TLEs moved from Central Europe would end up in Soviet MDs on
their borders. 54’Turkey and Norway continue to maintain similar ap-
prehensions about the potential of the Russian Federation to reinforce its
military capabilities in the North Caucasus and Leningrad MDs. Defense
minister Pavel Grachev has on different occasions suggested that while
Russia would not exceed its national ceilings for TLEs and manpower as
stipulated in the CFE Treaty and the CFE-IA Agreement, he could not
guarantee that Russia would not exceed some of the subzonal limits in
the Transcaucasus and Moldova regions as long as Russian peacekeeping
forces were required there44 In October 1993, Russia formally asked
NATO and the Eastern European CFE Treaty signatories to concede to its
request for the revision of the treaty’s provisions on flank limits. Turkey,
the one country most directly threatened by the Russian forces in the
Caucasus, strongly opposes any revision.
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Table 8.3. Russian treaty-limited equipment holdings in the flanks

Treaty-limited equipment 1 Jan. 1994 CFE Treaty limits

Tanks 2,158 1,300
Armored combat vehicles 4,550 1,380
Artillery 2,444 1 ,680

Source: The International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 1994-1995, 108.

Russia’s dissatisfaction with its subzonal limits in the flanks and its
attempts to have its treaty quota raised on the grounds that pervasive
instability in the northern and southern Caucasus had been undermining
Russian security have already delayed timely implementation by Rus-
sia.4‘6 Reportedly, while large numbers of TLEs were eliminated by Russia
in the CFE Treaty flanks in 1993, there were still many more TLEs as of
January 1994 than were allowed once the treaty was fully implemented.47

Ukraine, like Russia, has been dissatisfied with the CFE Treaty’s ban
against concentrating forces in the southern flank, namely in the former
Odesa MD (renamed the Odesa Operational Control). Raising the issue
formally in September 1993, Ukraine complained that the treaty’s sub-
zonal ceilings were forcing the country to move tanks and other armored
vehicles away from its eastern and Black Sea regions and closer to its
Central European neighbors, which, according to Ukraine, did not reflect
current conditions.48

Reductions to the maximum levels for holdings of TLEs mandated
by the CFE Treaty must be completed by 15 November 1995. Full and
timely compliance with the phased reductions set out by the treaty will
be the final test of the new conventional balance that the CFE Treaty has
aimed to bring about in the Atlantic-to-the-Urals region. The three-month
intensive inspection period between 15 November 1995 and 15 March
1996 will be the real test to validate whether the mandated reductions
have actually taken place.

The Black Sea countries are also under obligation—but this time a
”political” one—to honor the manpower limitations to which they agreed
when they signed the CFE-IA Agreement at the CSCE Helsinki Summit
in July 1992 (Table 8.4). The limitations must be met by 15 November
1995, when the CFE Treaty reductions are scheduled for completion.

Different sources quote different numbers for the current manpower
size of the Russian armed forces. Defense Minister Grachev announced
in October 1994 that the numerical strength of the Russian armed forces
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would be 1,914,000 by 1
January 1995, and WOUId be Table 8.4. CFE-IA manpower limitations
reduced to 117001090 by the State Ceilings Holdings
en}? ‘t’fhfl‘esyéi’gr' 13121321193311? Russia 1,450,000 1,298,299
W a e a . ,W . 9 Ukraine 450,000 509,531Western medla s estlmates
of Russian armed forces at Turkey 530'000 5751045
4,800,000 men, he drew a Romania 230,000 244,807

distinction between armed Bulgaria 104.000 99.404
forces and border, engineer-
ing, interior, and other Source:SlPRlYearbook1993,614
troops.49 Russian sources
note that all the announced
figures pertain to the
”authorized,” not the actual, strength of the armed forces, because the
army strength level 13 classified. They suggest that the actual strength 15
somewhat below 1700 000.501n the text of the CFE-IA Agreement pub-
lished on 10 July 1992, four states currently at war—Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Georgia, and Moldova—had not yet agreed to any limits on personnel.

Beyond Numbers
The CFE Treaty’s ceilings on five major categories of conventional
weapons systems certainly provide a picture of the balance of conven-
tional forces among Black Sea countries that is expected to emerge by 15
November 1995 at least as a legal obligation. However, it is crucial that
other variables—the military doctrine; the missions of the forces; the
extent of modernization, especially with the incorporation of state-of-the-
art and high-precision weapons; the deployment patterns; the degrees of
mobility and readiness; and morale and discipline—be factored into any
comprehensive assessment of the military balance. Fiscal constraints may
operate as the single most important influence on the current level of
readiness and the future growth potential of the military both in Russia
and in Ukraine.

In Russia the share in constant 1991 prices of the military in the
gross5national product fell from 8 .5 percent in 1989 to 5.2 percent in
1992.51 The social needs of Russian army personnel and the costs of
withdrawing and resettling the overextended former Soviet5army back
to Russia are estimated at R 130 billion a year in 1992 prices.52The state
budget for 1994 of R 194.453trillion, passed in June 1994, allocated R 40
trillion to national defense. 3The draft state budget for 1995 submitted to
the State Duma envisages a defense budget of R 45.3 trillion.54

Draft dodging and low morale are also known to have seriously
undermined the Russian Defense Ministry’s personnel targets. In the
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North Caucasus MD alone, eight thousand draftees failed to show up at
recruitment offices 111 spring 1994, forcing the Defense Ministry to launch
a major campaign against draft dodgers. The war in Chechnya has
exposed many of the weaknesses, including a lack of training and motiva-
tion to fight, that seem to have gripped the Russian military.

Ukraine’3 powerful conventional armed forces have been formed by
nationalizing all troops and equipment that were stationed on its territory
when the Soviet Union collapsed.56The plight of the economy has forced
the Ukrainian leadership to set more realistic force targets, including a
gradual reduction of forces to four to five hundred thousand by 1995 and
to one to two hundred thousand by the year 2000.57The defense budget
was set at 9.7 percent of the total budget 1n 1993. However, then defense
minister Kostiantyn Morozov predicted in 1992 that defense outlays
would record a deep decline in 1994.

The slowdown in economic growth in Turkey, especially in 1994, has
probably adversely affected the Turkish armed forces’ ambitious mod-
ernization plans for the 19905.59The restructuring of the land forces for a
smaller professional army proceeds according to plan, but bottlenecks
have developed in fulfilling procurement targets on time. Unofficial
estimates of the modernization bill for the 19905 have ranged from $10
billion to $20 billion. The armaments burden comes at a time when the
United States, the major source of military assistance to Turkey
throughout the Cold War years, has been cutting and restructuring
foreign aid and military assistance. Beginning in 1993, the United States
ceased to grant military assistance to Turkey, replacing it with conces-
sional loans.

Russia Presses for Regional Preponderance

The great territorial losses, naval contraction, arms control restrictions,
and the enormously difficult strains of transition notwithstanding, the
Russian Federation seems poised to seek and retain a position of
preponderance in the Black Sea region. Drawing on the major themes
discussed above, in this section I argue that three components support a
strategy designed to reinforce Russian preponderance in the region: the
policy of reintegrating the southern Caucasus into the Russian sphere of
influence, the policy of not fully and irreversibly ceding Crimea to
Ukraine, and the policy of upgrading the role of nuclear weapons as
instruments of intimidation in regional politics.
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The Caucasus

Russia has sought to prevent the diminution of its political influence and
military presence in the Caucasus by a two-pronged, mutually reinforc-
ing strategy.

First, multilaterally, it has sought to increase, or eliminate altogether,
the CFE Treaty’s subzonal limits that apply to Russia’s northern
Caucasus, as discussed above. Russia’s move is prompted by its wish to
exclude its units assigned to peacekeeping from the count levels of the
TLEs.60 Internationally, it has made concerted efforts to get an unequivo-
cal mandate, whether from the United Nations or the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe, for Russian-dominated peacekeep-
ing missions. It so happens that the greatest need for peacekeeping forces
is in the southern Caucasus. Apparently Russia plans to maintain a
grouping of twenty-three thousand servicemen there. 1

Second, Russia has sought to enter into a series of bilateral agree-
ments to secure basing rights for the Russian military. The Russian-Geor-
gian agreement of fall 1993 allows for three bases—at Tbilisi,
Akhalkzalaki, and Batumi—where motor rifle divisions are currently
based.62The Russian-Georgian agreement also provides for Russian bor-
der servicemen to be deployed as border guards on Georgia’3 frontier
with Turkey.63 Russia has also reached agreement with Armenia, but
not yet with Azerbaijan, for two bases, at Yerevan and Gyumri, which
are currently the bases for one motor rifle division. In late October
1994, Russia began to station a squadron of antiaircraft fighter-
interceptors in Armenia.“

Russia’s embrace of the policy of forward basing in the former Soviet
republics in the southern Caucasus is also a manifestation of the impor-
tance that it attaches to the continuation of a strong presence in the Black
Sea, as the following statement by Defense Minister Grachev suggests:
”The Black Sea coast of the Caucasus and the area where our troops are
stationed is a strategically important area for the Russian army. . . .
[Russia] must take every measure to ensure that our troops remain there,
otherwise we will lose the Black Sea.”65

The military bases in Georgia—especially the secondary bases to be
located in Sukhumi, Poti, and Gudauta under the command of the Batumi
base—will enable Russia to control the whole of Georgia’s Black Sea
coast

Needless to say, bilateral agreements with the countries in the ”near
abroad” form part of a larger strategy of securing the ”external borders”
of the CIS, as outlined by a high-ranking Russian diplomat: ”[They are]
laying the groundwork for future military and political cooperation
between the Russian Federation and its nearest partners. Such
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cooperation takes into account Russia’s common strategic interests and
international obligations in the military sphere, whether individual or
collective. Establishing the status of border guards, for example, is
designed to ensure stable external borders of the commonwealth (espe-
cially its southern flank) which meet the vital interest of all parties. ”67
Russia has been particularly concerned about the security of its ”southern
borders” in the northern Caucasus, arguing, as the quotation above
implies, that it is the most unstable part of the federation.

Davel Felgengover, a noted Russian specialist, explains the Russian
reasoning behind the emphasis on the southern borders: ”Last June the
Western Sector was still the priority sector . . . but now the increasing
instability in the Caucasus region has resulted in the North Caucasus
Military District (NCMD) becoming ’one of the principal districts’ in the
Russian Federation Armed Forces. . . . Russia will now have a very
important strategic defense line following the main Caucasus mountain
range, along the new state border, but the Transcaucasus remains Russia’s
main strategicforward defense area [emphasis added], directly affecting the
military situation in the NCMD. Many Russian forces still remain in the
Transcaucasus, deployed on the old strategic frontier—on the border
with Turkey [emphasis added], a NATO member.”6

Three interrelated considerations have given rise to this deeply felt
security concern.

The first is the complexity of the ethnic makeup in the region, with
non-Russians and Muslims enjoying sizable majorities in the ethnically
defined republics situated between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea, as
well as pressures for more autonomy or independence.

The second source of concern has been the instability that has gripped
the southern Caucasus since independence, primarily as a result of the
separatist civil war in Georgia and the Armenian-Azerbaijani war over
secessionist Nagorno-Karabakh. Moscow has feared that the repercus-
sions of these regional conflicts would have grave destabilizing effects on
political developments in the republics in the neighboring northern
Caucasus, some of which, like Chechnya, have already raised the banner
of independence.

The third concern is the apprehension that instability in the Caucasus
might offer Turkey and Iran opportunities to exploit the situation to their
respective advantages. It has provided an equally powerful motive be-
hind Russia’s demonstrated sensitivity to the question of the security of
the southern borders. Turkey, both because it is a NATO country and
because it is the only Turkish state that could act as a potential pole of
attraction to the Turkic peoples inside and outside Russia, has been
the target of deeper suspicions.
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However legitimate these concerns might seem from the perspective
of Moscow, the policy responses have effectively led to the reestablish-
ment of Russian military bases and troops to the east of the Black Sea in
Georgia, Abkhazia, and Armenia and to attempts to reinforce Russian
military capabilities in the northern Caucasus beyond the limits man-
dated by the CFE Treaty. The strains that these developments have
injected into Russian-Turkish relations are discussed below, under
”Sources of Tension in Turkish-Russian Relations.”

Crimea

Possession of Crimea, with its extensively developed harbors and
facilities, would be of critical importance to any nation wishing to main-
tain a position of preponderance in the Black Sea. That importance would
be heightened if alternative harbors and facilities did not exist. This is
exactly the situation that Russia finds itself in today. Even if it were to
obtain the bulk of the Black Sea Fleet with Ukraine’s consent in exchange
for canceling Ukraine’s debts to Russia, it would still be deprived of the
excellent harbors and facilities in Crimea necessary for docking, repair
and maintenance, logistical support, and training.

Russia’s only remaining port in the Black Sea is at Novorossiisk. Due
to adverse weather conditions, it is usually closed to shipping for nearly
two months out of the year.

One option for Russia to resolve the critical question of access to
appropriate ports and shore facilities might be to lease them from
Ukraine. However, such a trade-off would be intrinsically pregnant with
the immense complications of a dependency relationship. Leasing could
be an interim agreement at best.

The more rational alternative for maintaining Russian preponderance
would be to search for ways that would ensure the return of Crimea to
Russian influence or, better still, to Russia itself. Briefly, the post-1991
Russian approach to the Crimean question has been driven by a simple
strategic calculation: the desire to reestablish unfettered control over
Crimea’s ports and facilities in order to recapture a margin of superiority
over the rest of the regional powers.

Why should Russia seek preponderance in the Black Sea when signs
pointing to similar aspirations in the Baltic Sea are absent?

Russian outlooks toward the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea seem to
diverge. In the Baltic, Russia lost 90 percent of the coastline of the former
Soviet Union. Baltiisk in Kaliningrad is the only remaining Russian port.
Moscow has had to take the huge loss in the Baltic in stride, because it
represents only one fragment of its total defeat in the larger struggle in
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Europe. On the whole, Russian foreign policy’s western dimension to
date has been the expression of this accommodation.

In the former Soviet space to the south of Russia, in contrast, where
ambivalence and complacency have surrounded Western attitudes, the
motive behind Russian foreign policy has not been guided by a psycho]-
ogy of acquiescence to the post-Soviet status quo. To the contrary, it has
been guided by a revisionist spirit to 'reassert the primacy of Russian
interests—and of Russian power to safeguard those interests. For all
practical purposes the term ”near abroad” denotes more precisely the
former Soviet space in the south—that is, Central Asia and the southern
Caucasus—rather than the Baltic states. Russia’s attitude toward Ukraine
in the scheme of the ”near abroad” continues to be highly ambivalent.

Russia claims that the area to its south is vital for its interests not only
because it forms a geopolitical strip directly along Russia’s southem
borders but also because parts of the south are endowed with some of the
world’s richest oil and natural gas reserves. The Caspian Sea region is one
such area. The reassertion of Russian influence—or, better still, control—
over the rich energy resources of this portion of the ”near abroad” would
help make Russia a truly great power once again. Such influence or
control would simultaneously include control over the pipelines that
would transport, for example, Kazakh and Azerbaijani oil to world
markets. The Black Sea provides an alternative route for the transport of
this oil. Hence, Russian influence and control in the Caucasus and Central
Asia on the one hand and in the Black Sea on the other are mutually
interdependent and reinforcing for the securing of Russian interests.
Accordingly, for Russia to keep its hold in the Black Sea, the status of
Crimea would be decisive.

Nuclear Weapons
Ukraine’s adherence to the Trilateral Agreement of 14 January 1994,
among the United States, Russia, and Ukraine, pledging Ukraine to
return the strategic nuclear weapons it inherited from the Soviet Union
to Russia and to join the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, and its formal
accession to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty at the CSCE Summit in
Budapest on 6 and 7 December 1994 have left Russia the only nuclear-
weapon state on the territory of the former Soviet Union. Russia’s unique
position as the sole nuclear-weapon state in the Black Sea region will
undoubtedly have important repercussions on the security perceptions
of policymakers in national capitals in the region.

Furthermore, the Russian military doctrine adopted on 2 November
1993 in the wake of the armed contest of wills between Boris Yeltsin and
the parliamentary opposition is evidence of Russia’s apparent reap-
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preciation of the role of nuclear weapons in its security policy.70 This
doctrine explicitly withdraws the pledge of no first use of nuclear
weapons that the Soviet Union made during the later decades of the Cold
War. According to one expert opinion, the shift in the conventional
balance has pushed Russia toward a more overtly nuclear stance.71

The shift in the Russian position contradicts the trend toward the
marginalization of nuclear weapons in relations among great powers in
the post—Cold War era.72Several concrete developments spurred by the
phasing out of the Cold War can indeed be cited in support of the View
that the place of nuclear weapons has been devalued in the conduct of
interstate relations among nuclear superpowers: commitments to deep
cuts in START I and II, mutual agreement between the United States and
Russia to stop targeting their nuclear weapons against each other, the
progress made at the UN Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on a
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty against a history of more than three
decades of foot-dragging by all nuclear-weapon states, and the firm U.S.
stand against nuclear proliferation, as demonstrated in the United
States’s uncompromising policies toward Ukraine’s real and North
Korea’s potential nuclearizations.

None of the developments cited above provides sufficient assurance,
however, against the dangerous possibility of a shift toward a tougher
position in Moscow on the uses of nuclear weapons, given the deep
political uncertainties in the country that are likely to prevail well into
the future. The vicissitudes of Russia’s uncertain political future present
potential threats to international and regional security. This raises con-
cerns especially because not only is the existing nuclear arsenal of Russia
large (as is that of the United States, of course), but, as some experts argue,
”there are unresolved dangers that arise from the incomplete nature of
the current U.S.-Russian arms control regime.”73

The Russian military doctrine’s preoccupation with regional conflicts
is the most important reason that allows one to think that countries in the
neighboring southern Caucasus as well as near other ”hotbeds” of con-
flict are possible targets of at least the political uses of nuclear weapons.
If an ultranationalist or military regime were to come to power in Russia,
its decision makers might not regard military use for the resolution of
regional conflicts as an inconceivable specter.

Sources of Tension in Turkish-Russian Relations

The trilateral interaction among Russia, Ukraine, and Turkey in the
post—Cold War era is heavily burdened by two sets of dyadic tensions—
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Ukrainian-Russian and Turkish-Russian—which have surfaced among
the ruins of the old order.

By and large, Ukrainian-Turkish relations have been friendly and free
of major disagreements. In fact, it is possible that leadership in both
countries have occasionally perceived the need to draw closer as their
shared apprehensions about Moscow’s regional intentions have in-
creased. When former President Kravchuk visited Turkey in 1992, he
gave enthusiastic support to the idea of intensified cooperation. A draft
friendship treaty was also drawn up. Eventually however, president
Leonid Kuchma’s conciliatory policy toward Russia might dampen
Ukraine’s interest in closer relations. The Turkish view attaches great
importance to Ukraine’s political independence and territorial integrity
as a vital element of regional and European security.

Below I present an analysis of the main sources of tension in Turkish-
Russian relations in the post-Soviet period, a subject which has been
somewhat neglected in studies on the Black Sea.

Crimea
The Turks maintained indirect rule over Crimea for three centuries (1487
to 1774), until their loss in the Russian-Turkish war of 1774. Common
ethnic and cultural traits reinforced the sense of affinity between Turks
and Crimean Tatars long after political unity was lost.

On the question of Crimea, the Turkish position is based on the
principle of international law against the forcible change of borders:
Turkey views the preservation of the territorial integrity of existing states
as of the utmost value for regional peace and security and, accordingly,
supports the status quo that defines Ukraine’3 borders as including
Crimea. President Siileyman Demirel of Turkey reiterated the4Turkish
position during an official visit to Kiev at the end of May 1994.74

Crimea evokes emotions 1n Turkey not only for historical reasons but
also because an estimated five million Crimean Tatars, descendants of
émigré Tatars forced to leave Crimea during Russian colonization, con-
stitute an important lobby. They have powerful cultural organizations
which, among other activities, put out publications devoted to the
analysis of developments in Crimea. Emel (The Ideal), a bimonthly pub-
lication in Turkish, is a leading organ of the Crimean Tatar community.
Its May—June 1994 issue was devoted to articles on the fiftieth anniversary
of Stalin’s exile of the Crimean Tatars from their homeland. The orderly
return and resettlement of those Crimean Tatars who had been exiled en
masse is, therefore, perceived as vital to the redressing of a great injustice.

Interest notwithstanding, however, Turkey has been careful not to be
perceived as extending support to Crimean Tatars that might be
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construed as provocative by Kiev, Moscow, and the Russian-dominated
Crimean government. During his visit to Kiev, for example, President
Demirel cautioned Mustafa Cemiloglu (in Russian, Dzhemilev), the
speaker of the Crimean Tatar Supreme Assembly (Mejlis), to exercise
restraint at a time when tension was escalating in and over Crimea.75 The
Turkish leader pledged assistance to Ukraine for the construction of one
thousand housing units for the returning Crimean Tatars.

Turkey and Russia
Turkish-Russian relations have deteriorated in the post-Soviet era
primarily because the new geopolitical environment in Eurasia has un-
leashed a thoroughly new dynamic that has fostered the emergence of
new or renewed perceptions and conceptions of national interests. Some
of these interests have rivaled each other quite seriously and broadly,
threatening to vivify under contemporary conditions the historical ri-
valry between the Russian and Ottoman Empires. As I have implied at
the beginning of this chapter, Turkey and Russia (and Iran) have shared
a complex slice of history in the Caucasus. The Turkish-Russian confron-
tation in history spanned the northern Black Sea and the Balkans as well.

Today, Turkish-Russian relations are under great strain mainly be-
cause Russia sees its national interests in the ”near abroad” and the
Turkish policy aimed at promoting what Turkey defines as Turkish
interests in the Caucasus and Central Asia as mutually exclusive. The
most controversial issue, marked by mutual suspicions, are treated in the
following paragraphs.

Turkish Fears Turkey fears a Slav-Russian-Orthodox impulse to resus-
citate the old Russia in areas which either directly border on Turkey or
are close, and some of which are inhabited by Turkic and Muslim peoples.
More specifically, Turkey is concerned about the scope of Russian mo-
tives and policies in the southern Caucasus and Central Asia, where
Turkey perceives itself to have important political, economic, and cul-
tural interests. The Turkish political elite believes that Russian policies in
these parts of the ”near abroad” have been evolving in highly exclusion-
ary terms, claiming supreme interests and prerogatives for Russia while
refusing any consideration of Turkish interests.

From Turkey’s perspective, there is a fundamental world order issue
at stake: the question of whether Russia concedes that the new political
entities to its south are legitimately formed, independent entities or
whether their sovereignty is inherently qualified because they have been
traditionally interlocked into the system of Russian interests. Put dif-
ferently, the core question is the nature of the role that Russia seeks to
establish for itself in the geopolitical space inhabited by the ”near abroad”
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and for the CIS. Is that role likely to be one of domination, leading to an
expansion of Russia’s current borders to correspond technically, if not
legally, to the so-called external borders of the CIS? Does Russia envisage
the CIS as ultimately evolving into a military alliance, on the pattern of
the Warsaw Pact, minus Eastern and Central European and Baltic
countries?

These questions have plagued Turkish politicians as Russian forces
have formally assumed guard duty at Georgian and Armenian borders
with Turkey, as Russia has negotiated arrangements for an elaborate
network of bases with Georgia and Armenia, and as the Russian concept
and practice of peacekeeping in the ”near abroad" has remained by and
large closed to non-CIS forces.

Russian Fears Russia fears separatist and pan-Turkist movements in the
N15 and suspects Turkey of harboring intentions to encourage or lead
such tendencies and movements, especially in the Caucasus and Central
Asia. As evidence of Turkish intentions, Russia points to Turkish foreign-
policy activism in its relations with the Turkic republics in Central Asia
and Azerbaijan in the post-Soviet era. Tsarist Russia in the early twentieth
century and the Soviet Union had looked on nascent Turkish-Turkic
nationalism aspotentially capable of encouraging separatist tendencies
and eventually threatening the empire. Today, Russia views Turkish
interest in the southern NIS as broadly challenging the whole spectrum
of Russian interests and influence in areas over which Russia believes it
has exclusive rights and privileges, as clearly implied in the ”near-
abroad” doctrine.

The Turkic peoples within the Russian Federation are numerous: the
Altai, Bashkir, Balkar, Chuvash, Karachay, Khakassians, Tatar,
Tuvinians, and Yakut. The Caucasian peoples also show a great variety:
the Adbygei, Chechen, Circassians, Dagestani, Ingush, and Kabar-
dians.7 Like the Turkic peoples, the Caucasians are also mostly Muslim.
Both Turkic and Caucasian peoples sent waves of emigration to Turkey
beginning in the second half of the nineteenth century to flee tsarist
Russia. Today an estimated ten million descendants in Turkey of early
settlers of Turkic and Caucasian origin from Russia form an important
pressure group lobbying the government for support of the national
causes of their brethren inside Russia.

Turkish-Russian tension over the developments in Chechnya is a
recent example of how defiance of Moscow by some non-Russian
peoples—especially if they are Muslim or Turkic, which the Chechens are
not—in the federation can have a damaging impact on bilateral relations.
The official Turkish position has called for the resolution of the dispute
by peaceful means within the principle of respect for the territorial
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integrity of the Russian Federation. All the same, however, Moscow has
been irritated and has interpreted the Turkish interest in the question of
Chechnya, and initiatives to send humanitarian assistance, as inter-
ference in the domestic affairs of Russia, subtly reminding Turkey that it,
too, has been threatened by ethnic secessionism.78 (The reference was to
the PKK’s separatist war in southeastern Turkey.) On the other hand, a
pro-Chechen popular sentiment has clearly prevailed in Turkey, where
Turkish Chechens and others of Caucasian origin have managed to
mobilize public sympathy and relief support to Grozny.

Clearly, the Russian Federation is suffering from the strains of
centrifugal forces of various hues and intensities, including ethnic
separatism and regionalism. However, the determining force behind
separatist tendencies among Turkic and Muslim peoples emanates from
within the people concerned rather than from a country like Turkey,
whose power to shape events remains marginal at best. There are
ultranationalist groups in Turkey that do hope to be able to exploit the
collapse of the Soviet Union to advance their pan-Turkist claims. How-
ever, pan-Turkism is not even a political force in the Turkish polity
compared with the increasing force of radical Islam.

Economic Rivalry The opening up of the rich oil reserves of Kazakhstan
and Azerbaijan to world markets has introduced an entirely new strain
to the agenda of Turkish-Russian relations: competition over the pipeline
routes that would transport the oil to port terminals for distribution to
world markets. Oil companies and consortia seeking to develop and
export Central Asian and Azerbaijani oil need to get it to the world’s
oceans for worldwide distribution. At the heart of the controversy that
has divided Turkey and Russia has been the question of whose territory
the pipelines should pass through in order to reach the oceans—a ques-
tion which, to date, has not been resolved. Obviously, its resolution
would determine which of the two neighbors would win a position of
influence on the emerging oil markets in Central Asia and Azerbaijan as
well as on the oil markets worldwide.

Russia has suggested that the pipelines run through its territory, to
end at the port of Novorossiisk on the Black Sea, whence it would be
shipped to the rest of the world. If this proposal were accepted, it would
turn Novorossiisk into a world-class spot market for oil. Large tankers
would then transport the oil from Novorossiisk through the Black Sea
and the Turkish Straits down to the Mediterranean. The Russian plan is
known as the Black Sea option.

As an alternative route, Turkey has offered its territory as home to
the pipeline for Azerbaijani oil, suggesting that it enter Turkey at some
point along its borders with Georgia, Armenia, and Nakhichevan on the
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east, run through eastern Turkey, and finally link up with the terminal of
the Iraqi-Turkish oil pipeline at Ceyhan on the Mediterranean. The ap-
proval of the Turkish proposal could transform Ceyhan, too, into a
world-class spot market for oil. One immediate advantage of the Turkish
plan, generally known as the Mediterranean option, is the superiority of
the port facilities and infrastructure in place. Ceyhan handled the recep-
tion and export of Iraqi oil pumped through Turkish territory for nearly
two decades until the summer of 1991, when the UN embargo on Iraq
forced Turkey to halt the operations of the pipeline. The port of Novoros-
siisk, in contrast, would have to be substantially modernized at great cost
to be able to serve the needs of a potential world-class spot market. The
Mediterranean option would at the same time help alleviate the safety
risks to the Turkish Straits, which would increase if the Black Sea option
were taken.79

The Sfraifs Regime Passage of ships through the Turkish Straits is regu-
lated by the Montreux Convention of 1936. Freedom of passage and
navigation is the guiding principle, subject to limiting conditions only in
the case of vessels of war. The limitations on warships and the recognition
of Turkey’s right to close the Straits to warships if it felt threatened
allowed NATO strategists during the Cold War to plan to contain Soviet
power within the Black Sea in peacetime and to bottle it up in wartime.

In the post-Soviet era, the Black Sea has gained greater commercial
stature in response to the rush among Black Sea riparians, the Danubian
states, and the fossil-fuel-rich but landlocked N15 to integrate with the
world economy.

The opening of the N15 and Eastern Europe to world trade has
presented the Turkish Straits with the possibility of a much increased
volume of passage and navigation by foreign merchant vessels in the
future. A huge increase would pose grave dangers to the human, physi-
cal, and environmental security of Istanbul, a sprawling metropolis with
a population of over ten million people. Istanbul came to the brink of
disaster several times in recent history. In March 1994, two huge oil
tankers collided while in transit and exploded in the Straits.

Against this background, Turkey passed legislation, which became
effective on 1 July 1994, essentially requiring vessels passing through the
Straits to honor a new traffic separation scheme and requesting them to
employ the services of Turkish pilots for the sole purpose of avoiding
accidents at sea. 1The question of the safety of the Straits and the
Marmara region 18 inherently difficult because of the very small dimen-
sions, especially of the Bosporus. The Bosporus is only seven hundred
meters at its narrowest point, and its average width varies between one
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and a half to seven and a half kilometers. It is thirty-one kilometers in
length, ”resembling a river more than a maritime strait.”82

Russia, other riparians, and Greece have protested the Turkish move,
charging that it imposes limitations on the freedom of passage and
navigation enshrined in the Montreux Convention.83 Turkey maintains
that the move merely aims to regulate the maritime traffic 1n order to save
the population of Istanbul and its marine environment from the risks that
would flow from collision of large oil tankers and other vessels carrying
hazardous cargo. In a decision on 1 June 1994, the International Maritime
Organization requested member governments to bring the new rules and
regulations to the attention of all interested parties and to ensure that they
are available on board the ships for information and compliance.

Turkish official statistics show that in 1992, a total of 22,530 merchant
vessels (with a total tonnage of 114,294,604 metric tons) passed through
the Straits. Transit by 7,924 vessels made Russia the biggest user of the
Straits, followed by Malta, Greece, Greek Cyprus, and Bulgaria.85

Conclusions

If one derives one conclusion only from this study it should be that the
Black Sea region has been undergoing a highly painful and dangerous
process of transition to the post-Soviet era, especially in the north and the
east

The north and the east of the Black Sea fall in that part of Russia’s
”near abroad” where protracted regional tensions and conflicts have
been most disconcerting to Russia, prompting it to give top priority to
these regions in its security thinking. All the evidence of Russian behavior
to date, especially in the southern Caucasus, suggests that the Russian
conception of security has finally resolved the earlier ambivalence about
where Russia’s borders start and end. Today, in the Caucasus, at least,
they are seen to correspond to the external borders of the C15.

The second conclusion is that the military balance has been drasti-
cally transformed. Russia has almost lost a navy and its whole infrastruc-
ture, and Ukraine has almost gained one—both subject to the final
resolution of the question over the ownership of the Black Sea Fleet. At
the same time, Turkey has reoriented its maritime interest toward the
Black Sea and taken important steps for the modernization of its navy,
thus emerging as a potential new force to be reckoned with in the Black
Sea.

Russia’s dramatic loss of maritime power in the Black Sea could be
compensated economically by a resolution of the Crimean question that
would allow Russia to enjoy unhindered access to the invaluable ports
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and facilities of the Crimean peninsula. What the format of that settle-
ment might be is most uncertain and a cause of much regional instability
at this point.

The armed forces in the region are in a state of flux, especially in
Russia and Ukraine, where military reform has been subject to the con-
straints imposed by underperformjng economies. The demonstrated in-
ability of the Russian forces to inflict a quick defeat on Chechnya is strong
evidence that the Russian military is suffering from serious deficiencies
both in material terms and in terms of intangibles, such as training and

forces made p031t1ve contrlbutlons to Turkey’5 relative power positiOn 1n
the region until Turkey’5 internal problems—namely, the decline in
economic growth and the protracted war with the PKK—slowed the
program in 1994.

Taken together, Russian behavior in the southern Caucasus and
Russian ambivalence concerning the division of the Black Sea and the
status of Crimea suggest that the Black Sea region is one where Russia
does not intend to settle for anything less than a position of
preponderance in the evolving balance of power.

Moreover, Russia still is a nuclear superpower. It has oriented the
emphasis of its military doctrine more to regional conflicts than to the
possibility of general war and has intimated that it sees the deterrent
value of nuclear weapons more specifically in a regional context. In other
words, Russia may already be engaged in the threat of the use of nuclear
weapons to intimidate and thus deter regional adversaries or com-
petitors, such as Turkey. Hence, the military doctrine, or that which has
been publicized, is clearly the statement of a claim to regional
preponderance, if not superiority. Second, if this possibility is true, it
means that the Black Sea region has been caught in deep crisis and
insecurity.

The worst-case scenario in the region is the failure of Russian
democracy. Any extremist regime would be dangerous because of the
nuclear weapons.

While turbulence is so prevalent in the region, especially in and
around Russia and with direct Russian participation, it is of the utmost
importance for European security that both Ukraine and Turkey remain
untouched by the repercussions of the regional conflicts and by Russian
claims to exclusive rights.

There might be a glimmer of hope in all of this. The/Black Sea
Economic Cooperation Project, formally initiated by Turkey 1n 1992, has
drawn sufficient interest from among eleven countries that have joined
to have almost completed its institutionalization by 1994. It provides an
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important venue for regional cooperation in economic matters, but with
a‘nfterm prospect for positive spillover effects on regional peace and
stability. Given the plethora of political and economic odds under which
it has been struggling to take root, its record to date has not been highly
impressive. Nevertheless, it offers a window of opportunity, especially
for private enterprise in the member countries that wish to begin to
operate beyond respective national borders and in regional ventures, and
thus to exert a moderating influence on hardened official positions that
seek unilateral advantages.

A move away from confrontation to cooperation among Russia,
Ukraine, and Turkey is essential, and not purely for regional peace and
security; it is called for by the individual interests of each actor, as well.
Each of these countries is faced with roughly analogous, severe domestic
economic and political challenges.
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