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Introduction

A
s a result of the August 2008 war with Georgia, 
Russia has significantly strengthened its posi-
tion, both in the Black Sea region and interna-
tionally. Moscow successfully snubbed the 
United States and the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) by attacking and dismembering one of 
their closest declared allies, which was also an aspirant to 
NATO membership. Russia also retaliated for the recognition 
of Kosovo, and, in the process, has asserted its undisputed 
dominance of the Black Sea basin. The United States, purport-
edly the world’s only superpower, could do nothing in the face 
of Moscow’s brazen and open aggression, even when 
Washington was charged to be part of a war by Russia’s lead-
ers.1 NATO, theoretically the strongest military alliance in 
history, proved to be irrelevant, and no more influential than 
initiatives generated by a couple of individual statesmen.2  

Russia’s military doctrine, at least, since the 1920s, has 
been based upon the anticipation of future wars. Post-Soviet 

Russian military doctrine has predicted that Russia’s future 
wars will be fought at regional levels in its immediate neigh-
bourhood.3 An updated and clarified version of this doctrine 
currently under review by the Security Council further stresses 
this aspect, and accentuates the use of nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear neighbours in what Russia calls the “accelerate to 
decelerate” approach to regional wars.4 There exists a very 
good chance that one of the next ‘regional’ wars Moscow cur-
rently anticipates would be either with Ukraine or involving 
Ukraine. Russia’s record of military engagements since the 
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collapse of the Soviet Union clearly demonstrates Moscow’s 
serious attention to its regional neighbours: a trend more 
recently demonstrated by the Russo-Chechen and the Russo-
Georgian wars that commenced with Moscow’s intervention or 
participation in the Karabakh war, Tajikistan, Moldova, and 
Georgia’s Abkhazia and South Ossetia secessionist struggles. 
While advancing toward its security goals to better safeguard 
its great power status, Moscow needs to maintain its domi-
nance in the Black Sea, and for this it has to retain its naval 
base and military presence in the Ukrainian city of Sevastopol. 
Moscow sees NATO enlargement encroaching upon its inter-
national status and power, and, in the context of Kiev’s aspira-
tions to join NATO and the European Union (EU), it will do 
everything in its power to prevent that from happening. 
Further, its determination and self-confidence to act decisively 
has likely received a major boost, due to the West’s inaction 
with respect to the war with Georgia.5  

The Yushchenko government refused to extend the lease 
of Sevastopol to the Russians beyond the current deadline of 
2017, but the current Ukrainian president has extended the 
lease, and, at least for the time being, has turned away from 
NATO and EU aspirations. Ukraine’s realignment with Russia 
has completed the Putin administration’s efforts to reassemble 
the remnants of the Soviet Union as much as possible without 
lengthy military conflicts. More than anything else, this new 
assembly of Eurasian states will create a new dividing line in 
Europe, with Russia and the West having their respective 
spheres of influence.6    

As Ukraine has gone back to Russia, and the Europeans 
and the Russians move toward a re-invented 19th Century-

style international security architecture, this writer believes it 
would make a lot of sense for Canada to slowly disengage 
from Europe in terms of its defence commitments. In a multi-
polar arrangement, the Europeans and the Russians would be 
better off to settle things among themselves, either through 
diplomacy or war. Smaller nations at the fringes of the 
European-Russian engagement, such as Georgia, Ukraine, 
Moldova, Azerbaijan, and perhaps even those who have 
recently joined major European organizations, may emerge as 
losers of the new Russian-European condominium. However, 
Ottawa possesses precious little to contribute to such future 
diplomatic or violent regional disputes, especially if the 
Europeans themselves are quite content with developments. 
The Europeans have been mostly watching quietly at the pro-
cesses unfolding in the east despite the obvious problems a 
revanchist Russia poses to their security and well-being. 
Most crucially, the United States is gradually relocating its 
international focus to other regions of the world that are 
more relevant to its interests, such as the Middle East and the 
Far East. Such a shift by Washington would appear more 
acceptable and pragmatic if Moscow were to demonstrate its 
respect for free trade and financial systems, and provide for 
market-dictated access to oil and natural gas resources. The 
latter commitment, however, remains rather dubious as 
Moscow pushes ahead to its primary objective of establishing 
exclusive control over the oil and natural gas reserves and 
infrastructure within the Eurasian continent.7 In short, as 
major European powers re-prioritize policies aimed at self-
preservation and self-help, NATO will most likely become 
even more obsolescent and irrelevant, and Ottawa’s long-
standing defence commitment to Europe may become harm-
ful to Canada’s national interests. 
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The International System –  
Some Important Principles 

Of the three levels of analysis normally identified in inter-
national relations research, the systemic level explains 

the best causes of war and conditions for peace.8 The levels of 
analysis focusing upon individual decision-makers and a 
state’s domestic political structures could produce interesting 
insights into a variety of topics, but matters 
concerning war and peace are best explained 
at a systemic level, that is, at the level which 
studies distribution and balance of power 
among dominant international actors. 

The international system is complex, 
with its own structure and entities. The struc-
ture displays variation as the interacting enti-
ties engage each other with distinct patterns 
as great powers rise and fall, and the world 
order experiences change and transformation. 
A variety of international actors could have an impact upon 
any given issue, but it is the governments of sovereign states 
that are the main actors within the system, with all others 
being to some degree dependent upon them.9  

According to theory, the main units of the international 
system are the sovereign states, and the distribution of power 
among them acts as the system’s structure.10 Further, the units 
interact and thus form structure, and the units and structure 
comprise the system. The main preoccupation for the states in 
the international system is survival – this is the main value of 
the system to which all states adhere. States in the interna-
tional system do not possess different values, but they all fol-
low the same values, which, besides survival, could consist of 
power, prosperity, prestige, well-being, and so on. Conflicts 
among states arise, not because of diverse value sets, but due 
to different approaches to securing for themselves the same 
value set. As all states face a certain degree of pressure from 
international interactions, they struggle to maintain and 
improve their status within the system.11 

Kenneth Waltz of Columbia University is one of the most 
prominent scholars of International Relations (IR) alive today, 
and his explanation of international politics remains one of the 
most advanced and distinct to date.12 According to Waltz, the-
ories of international politics that emphasize age-old concepts 
of survival, power struggle, prestige, and influence inform the 
students of international relations much more than other theo-
retical constructs. Any theory that does not transcend theoreti-
cal spheres of discourse is not only useless, but also danger-
ous: it creates wrong images of the world, promulgates false 
assumptions, and leads international analysis to erroneous 
conclusions. States and state-like entities exercise power in the 
international system to serve, first of all, their own interests. 
Survival and other abstract values of the international system 
provide coherence to almost all difficult foreign and defence 
policy decisions.13  

In short, the international system could be described as a 
set of organized power centres, and the distribution of capa-
bilities among them. The international system affects the 

behaviour of states, most of which have their respective cen-
tral governments as the seats of power. States desire to pre-
serve their own territorial integrity and sovereignty, and also 
that of their allies, while state-like entities want to achieve 
sovereignty and legitimacy, often at the expense of the already-
existing sovereign states.14 Almost all conflicts of the post-
Cold War world order have been guided by this struggle 
between states and state-like entities with outside actors, 

major powers, neighbouring states, interna-
tional organizations, terror groups, and so on. 
The conflicts in Somalia, Bosnia, Croatia, 
Kosovo, Afghanistan, Sudan, Chechnya, the 
Upper Karabakh, Moldova, Pakistan, East 
Timor, and other places have provided new 
grounds for concern to those who would like 
to see their respective states survive the 
onslaught of proliferating asymmetric actors. 
In many cases; however, such actors have 
been created with the participation (often 
involuntary) of the state actors in question – 

in most cases, decisions made or forced upon previous govern-
ments come back to haunt current sovereign states, or those 
who act on their behalf.15 

The international system is an open system, since it needs 
close interaction with and support by other systems, most 
importantly, by the natural environment. To sustain or increase 
states’ wealth and power, societies need to extract necessary 
resources from the natural environment, and subsequently, to 
dump by-products and refuse from the economic production 
cycle into the same environmental system.16 This close and 
necessary interaction of the international system with the nat-
ural environment furthers depletion of resources, damages the 
environment, and fosters competition for diminishing natural 
resources among governments. The existing structural arrange-
ments in the international system currently manifested in glo-
balizing trends both assume the possibility of and encourage 
unlimited economic growth, while natural energy reserves 
cannot possibly provide unlimited supplies. The contest for 
limited and diminishing resources, coupled with unlimited 
growth goals, also attracts attention to such seemingly remote 
and insignificant areas as the Black Sea basin.17   

The Black Sea Sub-system –  
A Starting Point for the New Old Europe  

The Black Sea region is a sub-system consisting of a 
dominant power, Russia, and other regional powers, 

Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Turkey, and Ukraine. The United 
States, a global great power, has interests in this sub-system, 
just as it does in most other regions of the world. International 
organizations, such as the OSCE, NATO, and others, more or 
less represent the interests of European powers, such as the 
United Kingdom, France, and Germany in the Black Sea 
region. The self-proclaimed republics of Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia, and the de facto under Russian control city of 
Sevastopol in Ukraine, also add to power rivalry in the area. 
Above all, however, Moscow and Washington hold the keys 
for future occurrences in the Black Sea sub-system, and much 
will depend upon their decisive or indecisive policies toward 
other smaller actors.  

“The Black Sea sub-
system carries inter-
national significance 
for all surrounding 

states, as well as for 
the international sys-

tem in general…”
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The Black Sea sub-system carries international signifi-
cance for all surrounding states, as well as for the interna-
tional system in general, due to two factors: the strategic 
importance of Georgia’s and Ukraine’s coastline, and the oil 
resources of the Caucasus and Central Asia.18 These two 
closely linked issues dwarf all others in the region, as both 
the Russian Federation and the United States have primarily 
focused upon oil and Black Sea access since the collapse of 
the Soviet Union.19 The retrenching Russian state did enough 
in the 1990s to maintain its dominant role in the sub-system, 
and under Vladimir Putin’s leadership, it has assumed a 
more aggressive and uncompromising approach to it. Some 
of the most significant disagreements between Moscow and 
Washington have developed over issues in the Black Sea 
basin: the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline, Tbilisi’s current 
and Kiev’s retracted aspirations to join NATO, the August 
2008 war between Russia and Georgia, and Moscow’s rec-
ognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent 
sovereign states. 

Of the two factors, coastline and oil, the first, the stra-
tegic importance of the sea’s north-north-east and east coast-
line, holds a vital meaning at the systemic level for the 
Russian Federation – besides, of course, the states of 
Ukraine and Georgia, which legally own that portion of the 
Black Sea coastline. The United States and other great pow-
ers do not depend for their survival upon the control of the 
Black Sea coastline. However, to lose strategic access to the 
Black Sea for Russia would equate to losing its great power 
status and prestige. The Black Sea represents the only warm 
sea access for the Russian Federation, and its key impor-
tance lays in Sevastopol.  

Even during the Cold War, Russia/the USSR managed to 
maintain an almost exclusive control over the Black Sea. 
Georgia and Ukraine belonged to the Soviet Union, and 
Bulgaria and Romania were members of the Soviet/Russian 
dominated Warsaw Pact. In fact, during the Cold War, the 

Black Sea was regarded as its internal sea by Moscow, espe-
cially since its dominance there was not challenged by the 
West, because the US and other NATO members respected 
both the 1938 Montreux Convention,20 and Turkey’s desire 
not to pursue confrontation with Russia in the region.21 More 
recently, with Bulgaria and Romania joining NATO, and 
Georgia and Ukraine becoming aspirants for joining, Moscow 
has witnessed its ‘internal’ sea gradually turning into an 
internal lake of its perceived main rival, NATO. Naturally, the 
Russian leadership displays anxiety regarding such a pros-
pect, and adamantly resists Russian influence being squeezed 
out of the region.   

A scenario which would see Georgia’s and Ukraine’s 
coastline ending up under NATO control would have devastat-
ing consequences for Russia’s great power status. This would 
mean the loss of the Black Sea naval presence, as well as 
freedom of access to the Mediterranean Sea and Atlantic 
Ocean via the Turkish straits. Moscow would end up with only 
a narrow stretch of Black Sea coastline, which is neither suit-
able nor nearly enough space for maintaining a dominant 
military presence in the region. Turning the Black Sea into 
NATO’s internal waters would also trigger the abrogation of 
the Montreux Convention, and, potentially, the international 
waterway status with respect to the Turkish Straits would also 
be voided. Even if Russia managed to maintain a Black Sea 
naval presence in such circumstances, its freedom of move-
ment and manoeuvre would be left at the mercy of a superior 
NATO navy. Moscow’s sensitivity toward the Black Sea is also 
heightened by historical developments in the 18th Century that 
saw Russia emerging as a great European power. Only after 
the imperial government managed to ‘cut windows’ into the 

Baltic and Black Seas did such growth 
become possible.22   

By annexing Abkhazia from Georgia, 
Russia has secured part of the north-east 
and east coastline, and has assumed own-
ership and attained control of the old 
Soviet diesel submarine base in 
Ochamchiré. Moscow has also authorized 
an expensive project to make the 
Novorosiisk harbour suitable for its Black 
Sea fleet vessels.23 However, Sevastopol 
will remain a crucial strategic point for 
the Russian fleet for at least a couple of 
decades, since even the combined 
Novorosiisk-Ochamchiré bases would not 
be able to fully accommodate the fleet 
needs for maintaining its dominant status 
in the region. Sevastopol is blessed with a 
remarkable strategic position in the ‘mid-
dle’ of the Black Sea, which allows a 
naval force stationed there to monitor, 

control, and address potential threats 
emerging from any direction.24 Moreover, 

if Ukraine were to join NATO, it would be naive to expect 
Moscow to give up Sevastopol without a fight. 

Unlike the Russian Federation, the United States does not 
have vital interests in the Black Sea region. Washington may 

A US Marine scans the Georgian Black Sea port of Poti from aboard the USS Mount Whitney, 
5 September 2008.
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well rejoice if its priorities with respect to this region prevail, 
but if they do not, potential negative outcomes would not 
likely amount to critical threats to the American people. Since 
the 1940s, US administrations have continuously and persis-
tently pushed for a more interdependent world in both interna-
tional economic and security relations, and if Russia was per-
ceived by the US to meet such conditions, Washington would 
not likely risk a direct confrontation with Russia in a manner 
resembling the 20th Century Cold War. However, if the temp-
tations of returning to its roots as a mercantilist and an autar-
kic (self-sufficient) empire were to prevail in Moscow, a clash 
of interests between Russia and its Western global neighbours 
might well arise. If and when they did, smaller countries at the 
fringe of Russian and 
Western influence would 
most likely pay the price. 
Such developments could 
well occur if Moscow were 
to attain full control of the 
Black Sea, and thereby 
establish exclusive access to 
the oil and natural gas 
reserves of the Caucasus and 
Central Asia.  

Russia is the only great 
power in the world with an 
autarkic defence infrastruc-
ture – this Moscow has 
inherited from the Soviet 
regime. No other major 
power in the world manufac-
tures and produces every-
thing necessary for home-
land defence domestically, 
including energy resources, 
fuel, and research and devel-
opment associated with its military industrial needs. In com-
parison, the United States depends upon oil (and natural gas) 
imports for proper generation and expression of its military 
capabilities. Dependence upon defence-related imports appears 
even more pronounced for major powers like the United 
Kingdom and France. These two nations, as well as others of 
similar stature in Europe and the Far East cannot possibly 
defend themselves unilaterally against such potential adversar-
ies as Russia or China, the latter being a highly hypothetical 
adversary, without being members of military alliances, such 
as NATO, or through treaties, such as with the United States. 
Moscow, however, needs no alliance/treaty membership to 
defend itself against any potential aggressor. Its broad, self-
sustaining defence capabilities boost Russia’s international 
position, at least for the coming decade, and buttress its unilat-
eral foreign and defence policies. 

Russia’s/the USSR’s unilateral great power policies, 
which often ran counter to preferences of most of the world 
during the second half of the 20th Century, were only possible 
due to the country’s vast oil and natural gas reserves.25 Moscow 
can sustain regional campaigns at its borders for a number of 
years in the face of global opposition, criticism, and even par-
tial sanctions. That said, the latter are most unlikely, given that 

Russia exports large quantities of oil and natural gas,26 not to 
mention its membership in the United Nations’ Security 
Council. Such logic guided Russia’s war with Georgia in 
August 2008, and its heavy-handed policies against Ukraine. 
Without ready access to cheap oil and natural gas, Russia’s 
independent-unilateral defence and foreign policies would end 
– for the first time since the rise of the Russian Empire in the 
18th Century. Moscow’s access to oil and gas resources 
located outside the former Soviet Union largely depends upon 
Washington’s good will, while the question of priority access 
to oil and gas fields within the former Soviet sphere of influ-
ence, but outside the Russian Federation, continues to be con-
tested with the United States and its allies.      

A Pointless NATO –  
From Defence Commitments to Peace Operations 

In an attempt to reinvent itself since the end of the Cold War, 
NATO may well have dug itself a grave – it appears to be 

acting more as a peacekeeping entity rather than a credible 
defence organization. Initially, it was NATO’s misguided 
approach to the Kosovo crisis that helped to propel Vladimir 
Putin to leadership in Russia, and to initiate a new trend of 
secessionism in Eastern Europe. In the first half of this decade, 
NATO failed to make a meaningful contribution to the ISAF 
forces in Afghanistan, and this has helped the Taliban to stage 
a comeback. In 2007, the Russian cyber attacks against tiny 
Estonia went without a response.27 NATO’s irresponsible and 
indecisive courtship with Tbilisi in the Caucasus, in this writ-
er’s opinion, provoked the August 2008 war between Russia 
and Georgia. Currently, NATO’s lack of a common policy or 
viewpoint with respect to Ukraine risks further destabilization 
and war in the Black Sea basin.28  

NATO started to enlarge in the late 1990s despite vocal 
protests from Moscow. Again, in this writer’s opinion, it was 
Russia’s perceived weakness that gave the Western allies a 
sense of self-confidence and righteousness. Moscow has 

Red Square during the Victory Day military parade in Moscow, 9 May 2008.
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insisted repeatedly that the process of NATO’s eastward 
expansion was against its vital interests, especially if the cru-
cial states of Ukraine and Georgia joined the alliance. In 
response to an expanding NATO, Russia has tried to re-estab-
lish its exclusive control over the Eurasian land mass, and the 
Putin administration has largely accomplished this goal. 

To assuage Moscow’s fears, the 1997 NATO-Russia 
Founding Act envisioned the establishment of the Russia-
NATO Council, which the Russians thought would give them 
a veto power inside the Alliance.29 Although NATO has never 
seriously entertained such an idea, Moscow skillfully used 
political and economic circumstances which occurred in 2008 
to effectively block Membership Action Plans (MAPs) for 
Tbilisi and Kiev. Russia has made it eminently clear that it 
will be ready to use force if left without a choice, while NATO 
has neither the political will nor the capabilities to intervene in 
the Black Sea region. 

Individual major members of NATO have clearly started 
to pursue policies that may be detrimental to the Alliance. The 
French government has held talks with the Russians regarding 
potential sale of the French-made amphibious assault ship 
Mistral. Russia’s chief of maritime operations and other high 
ranking officials have openly discussed the advantages of such 
a vessel in the wars Moscow may conduct in the Black Sea,30 
and some others close to the Russian navy have interpreted 
this purchase as boosting Moscow’s naval capabilities against 
those of Washington.31 Germany, along with France and some 
other members of NATO, have been firmly opposed to poten-
tial NATO membership for Ukraine and Georgia, and they 
made their opposition rather explicitly public at the April 2008 
Bucharest NATO summit, and have not altered their position 
since.32 Many European states are beholden to the energy sup-
plies from Russia, and their opposition to extending formal 
defence commitments to Ukraine and Russia appear to have 
been made to please Moscow. Turkey has refrained from criti-
cal evaluation of Russia’s aggressive policies in the Caucasus, 
and has been taking a common stance with Russia against US 
policies in the Black Sea region.33   

NATO may have already become a pointless entity. It 
definitely risks transforming itself into a faceless and redun-
dant organization in great power politics that promise to dom-
inate the future European security architecture. Except for a 
brief period in the 1990s, which ended with the Kosovo war, 
Russia has never seen European politics in any other way but 
as a power struggle among dominant great powers.34 Now, 
Moscow holds the upper hand with respect to NATO, and its 
leaders are quite willing to demonstrate unilateralism in 
Russian foreign policy and defence initiative by ignoring all 
the complaining and ‘hot air’ being issued in Western European 
capitals. It is quite possible that many in Europe really believe 
that all the rhetoric about cooperation, security, and democra-
tization would be enough to sustain credibility of a defence 
alliance.  

NATO’s inability to do anything effective during and after 
the August 2008 Russia-Georgia war could be interpreted as a 
boost to Moscow’s self-confidence. The Alliance could have 
responded by significantly increasing its permanent naval 
presence in the Black Sea, tying military deployment there 
with Russia’s permanent deployment of troops south of the 
Caucasus Mountains.35 In the absence of a credible deterrence, 
nothing prevents Moscow from increasing its military control 
over the Black Sea. The Russians could cite anything, from 
security to the 2014 Sochi Olympic Games,36 to a hypothetical 
threat emanating from Georgia or Ukraine, to justify any 
future military actions in the region. 

After the events of August 2008, a logical move to help 
deter any further aggressive policies from Moscow would have 
been an offer of NATO membership to Ukraine. In other 
words, an effective action by NATO would have been to create 
a strategically advantageous position by getting access to the 
controlling locations in the Black Sea region, and then hold on 
to them. This window of opportunity existed from August 
2008 to January 2010, and it was lost after Ukraine’s new 
leadership reshaped the Black Sea basin geopolitical land-
scape with Moscow.37 The Kremlin needs to maintain pro-
Moscow people in charge of Ukraine to effectively secure its 

long-term and perhaps even 
indefinite  presence in 
Sevastopol. Kiev’s turning 
toward Russia and away 
from NATO will further 
boost Russia’s newly recov-
ered greater power status.  

Under  Put in,  the 
Russian Federation has 
managed to reassemble all 
the former Soviet republics 
under its control, except for 
the Baltic States. Georgia 
and Ukraine had been the 
most resistant to Moscow’s 
advances, and Georgia has 
paid the price by losing 
parts of its territory to the 
Russians, while Ukraine 
‘surrendered’ through a The French ship Mistral.
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democratic process. And the pro-Russian 
forces in Ukraine are very likely to domi-
nate Ukraine’s political scene for the fore-
seeable future.  

As a ‘bottom line,’ the Europeans may 
well be left facing the Russians on their own, 
and they may well seek individual arrange-
ments with Moscow, while Moscow may try 
to play them against each other for its own 
advantage. After all, the most crucial matters 
of European security will not be defined by 
steadfast anti-Russian Ukrainians and 
Georgians. If absolutely necessary, Tbilisi will manage to find 
a common language with the Russians, as they have done in 
the past, and as Kiev has done recently. And when they do, 
Europeans will have to contend with 19th Century-style 
European multi-polar power politics with Moscow as a full 
participant, now without a militant ideology, but nonetheless 
well-armed and dangerous, brandishing plenty of oil and natu-
ral gas reserves, along with the pipelines to deliver them. 

Conclusion 

Developments in the Black Sea basin, and in most of the 
former Soviet Union, are now largely out of NATO’s 

control. Although Western leaders have consistently rejected 
the idea of ‘new dividing lines’ in Europe ever since NATO 
enlargement became a reality, what the Europeans will likely 
get in the end will be a continent divided between NATO and 
Russian spheres of influence. Moscow could, and most likely 
will acquire a stronger voice in European politics without 
being a member of either the European Union or NATO. This 
would not only contribute to the extension of Russia’s defence 
autarky, but would also add more frictions to transatlantic 
relations within the Alliance. The Americans will be unlikely 
to argue with the Russians over issues of European policy 
independence about which the Europeans themselves express 

no unity. The Obama administration’s disen-
gagement from missile defence obligations in 
Eastern Europe in the face of fierce Russian 
opposition, as well as Western European 
indifference, could be a good indicator of the 
future US attitude to issues of European secu-
rity.38 This does not exclude future frictions 
between the United States and Russia. 
However, future conflicts between them are 
likely to remain largely benign and marginal. 

Similarly, as a future oil giant, Canada 
will more likely look elsewhere for more 

promising trade and policy engagements. European indiffer-
ence toward their own defence and security issues will not 
help to address either Afghanistan or Ukraine-related ques-
tions, both of which somewhat concern Ottawa. There is noth-
ing to be gained from future close European defence commit-
ments if great power politics were to re-emerge in Europe 
along the lines of 19th Century European power politics. 
Transatlantic defence and security relations would be changed 

as the world moves closer to 
multi-polarity. However, this 
will not affect Canada’s ‘soft 
power’ sentiments. Even with 
Kiev allied with Russian for-
eign and defence policy priori-
ties, Canadian disengagement 
from Ukrainian social, eco-
nomic, and cultural links 
seems highly unlikely. The 
Russians will not try to build a 
new ideological iron curtain 
around their area of influence 
unless their defence priorities 
are affected. In the end, Kiev 
might benefit from finding a 
common language with 
Moscow, as it would help to 
avoid war with Russia, the 
potential loss of Sevastopol, or 
a break-up of Ukraine. 

The new Russian military 
doctrine makes a ‘preemptive’ 

nuclear strike against non-nuclear weapon nations an explicit 
policy of the Russian state.39 Soviet/Russian military doctrines 
have always allowed for preemptive nuclear strikes, but only 
in cases of an imminent nuclear attack by the enemy or a con-
ventional attack by an enemy aimed at crippling Russia’s 
strategic forces.40 This new strategy of preemptive nuclear 
strike has been emphasized by top Russian officials to give 
additional weight to Moscow’s threats to defend the interests 
of Russian nationals with military means both inside and out-
side Russia. Although such threats are chiefly directed at for-
mer members of the Soviet Union, especially Ukraine and 
Georgia, the Russian Security Council in the new document 
refers to the West as a potential military threat. Alongside 
NATO enlargement, Russia’s security chief has named “… 
[the]struggle for fuel, energy, and other resources with mili-
tary means,” specifically mentioning the Arctic.41            

“The new Russian 
military doctrine 

makes a ‘pre-emp-
tive’ nuclear strike 

against non-nuclear 
weapon nations an 

explicit policy of the 
Russian state.”

The Russian invasion of Georgia, 18 August 2008.
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