
Topic I:  Serbian Question 

 

Topic Overview:  

 

Ever since the end of World War II, the dark shadow of genocide still haunts the global 

community in the most gruesome ways imaginable. Although genocide is now a pivotal 

component of international law, conflicts, such as the Bosnian War, serve as reminders that there 

is still work to be done to extinguish the ideologies that encourage these heinous crimes against 

humanity.  

 

The current situation in the former Yugoslavia is a dire matter to the international 

community. Ever since the former Yugoslavia was formed after World War II, there have been 

ongoing tensions between the prominent ethnic groups in the region: Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and 

Bosnian Muslims (Bosniaks).1 During the rule of Josip Broz Tito, (1892-1980), there was a big 

emphasis on unity in Yugoslavia between the ethnic groups, therefore having zero tolerance for 

ethnic violence in the area. 2 His death in 1980 was followed by deep political decline in 

Yugoslavia, allowing it to become a breeding ground for Serbian and Croat extremism, which 

was worsened with Slobodan Milosevic’s, a Serbian nationalist, ascension to power. It was 

Milosevic who encouraged Serbian nationalism and alienated the interests of the Bosnian 

Muslims and Croats. In 1992, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Slovenia, and Croatia declared 

independence, signaling the start of the bloodshed.  

 

The Bosnian War drastically changed the current landscape of international diplomacy as 

national positions were constantly in question and new alliances were formed. This conflict put 
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an immense amount of pressure on the recently formed yet fragile Russian Federation, whose 

judgement was put into question numerous times by the international community. To curb this 

sentiment, Boris Yeltsin and his administration took a completely new road, in terms of Russian 

foreign policy by becoming more nationalistic yet cautious.3 The surge of nationalism also 

resulted in further justification for their argument over Serbian Sovereignty, which emphasized 

that the conflict was an internal matter rather than an international one and any international 

intervention would be seen as a breach of sovereignty. A prime example of this was when Russia 

blocked UN efforts to have the Bosnian arms embargo lifted, which would allow the 

inadequately armed Bosniaks to have access to arms, therefore balancing the attack against the 

Serbs, along with airstrikes against the Serbs.4  

 

In addition, Yeltsin himself and his administration were cautiously walking a fine line 

diplomatically by trying to appease the wishes of the West (e.g. United State, United Kingdom, 

France, and other NATO nations) and their Serbian allies. Throughout the conflict, Russia 

wanted to be viewed as a pivotal negotiator between the two sides.5 This led Yeltsin to support 

the deeply flawed Vance-Owen Plan of 1993, which would have split up Bosnia into ten 

federated provinces that would then be distributed amongst the ethnic groups lead by a loose 

form of central government.6 But as the violence in Bosnia raged on, it became difficult for the 

Yeltsin administration to delay Western intervention without being seen as a meddler between 
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both sides. 7 In turn, Russia eventually gave into the west and pressured Slobodan Milosevic, the 

Serbian president, to restrain Bosnian Serb allies through diplomatic initiatives.8  

 

Running parallel with the Yeltsin Administration’s struggle with appeasing Western 

interest was a constant power struggle between Russian hard-liners and the Yeltsin 

administration. These hard-liners desperately wanted to challenge Western dominance in the 

region and safeguard Russian geopolitical interests also known as their sphere of influence. 9 

They also emphasized 

the need for pan - 

Slavic solidarity, 

which calls for 

stronger ties 

ethnically, religiously, 

and historically. 10 

 

Historical Background:   

Ever since the formation of Yugoslavia, four major ethnic groups have inhabited by three 

major ethnic groups: the Croats (Roman Catholic Majority), Bosnian Serbs (Eastern Orthodox), 

and Bosniaks (Muslim Majority). 11(see image on the right)12 Throughout history there has been 
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inevitable ethnic-religious tensions between all the groups.  These tensions were temporarily 

alleviated when Josip Broz Tito and his supporters fought a bloody guerilla war from 1941 to 

1945, which led to his ascension to power as the Communist leader of the former Yugoslavia.13  

 

Although he was a communist, Tito was very tolerant of the religious and nationality 

differences between the ethnic groups because he was a fierce enemy of fascism, religious 

extremism, and monarchism. In addition, he emphasized the need for unity among the ethnic 

groups and strongly discouraged violence between groups. 14  

 

 Beyond Tito’s strong stance for tolerance, Tito was also very fearful of NATO and the 

USSR.15 The biggest reason was because he wanted to maintain Yugoslav independence from 

the USSR and wanted to maintain control over Yugoslav relationships between countries in a 

sovereign way. His fear towards both groups eventually led him to keep a massive stockpile of 

arms and munitions. 16 

 

In 1980, Tito died, which signaled 

the start of the political decline of the 

former Yugoslavia, which also became a 
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breeding ground for Serb and Croat extremism.17 To worsen matters even more, Slobodan 

Milosevic, a Serbian nationalist, became the undisputed leader of Serbia. 18 His main initiative 

was to keep Yugoslavia united, but instead he alienated the ethnic groups by altering the Serbian 

constitution and mismanaging Kosovo. These in turn lead to the declarations of independence of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Croatia in 1992.  

 

These declarations of independence, motivated Milosevic to push the “Greater Serbia” 

ideology, which describes the need for Serbians to retake land of Serbian significance and 

encourages the genocide of non - Serbs( pictured on the left in gray)19.20 The Croats, Muslims, 

and some Serbs opposed this dangerous ideology for obvious reasons and their opinions led to 

some serious consequences.  

 

In 1992 the Siege of Sarajevo began and cut off supplies such as, food, utilities, and 

forms of communications, of non-Serbs and Serbs against to “Greater Serbia”.21 This left 

thousands of people starving and the deaths of thousands. This siege 

                                                
17

 History of Bosnia. Mt. Holyoke. Mt. Holyoke College, 
18

 History of Bosnia. Mt. Holyoke. Mt. Holyoke College, 
19

 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/22/

Greater_Serbia_in_Yugoslavia.png&imgrefurl=https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greater_Serbia&h=

1163&w=1504&tbnid=7ZBKXAQb6AlK3M:&tbnh=160&tbnw=207&docid=kri5ALiKUp3Ar

M&usg=__1wLtcjBeHld_RnOOMbzPGkJmnGw=&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwj7n9j-

4v3NAhWs6oMKHd29AuIQ9QEIIDAA 
20

 Causes. Mt. Holyoke. Mt. Holyoke College,  
21

 Causes. Mt. Holyoke. Mt. Holyoke College 



also 

started the Serbian practice of ethnic cleansing in order to set up a pure Serbian society. 22 

 

Beyond the Balkans, the presidential nomination of U.S. President Bill Clinton brought 

on more stringent action in the area by member countries of  United Nations, especially Security 

Council members. The U.S. proposed the Vance -Owen Peace Plan (above right)23, which would 

have divided Bosnia into ten territories that would then be distributed between the ethnic groups 

and led by a loose federated government.24 Ultimately the Vance-Owen Plan was rejected by the 

Bosnian Serbs and to counter this rejection, the U.N. put in place a no-fly zone enforced by the  
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U.S. Air Force in Bosnia. In addition to the no-fly zone, the U.N. declared Sarajevo, Bihac, 

Tusla, Srebrenica, Zepa, and Gorzade, as “safe areas” for Muslims (see image on previous 

page)25. 26 

 

Although it seems as though ethnic - religious tensions were the main cause of the war 

there were two major international factors that played a huge role: the collapse of the Soviet 

Union and Warsaw Treaty Organization. In terms of the USSR, the decline of Soviet - style 

communism resulted in nationalism similar to Milosevic’s brand of Serbian nationalism and the 

reopening of old wounds of the ethnic-religious conflicts. 27  The collapse of the Warsaw Treaty 

Organization resulted in the reunification of Germany and the establishment of Poland and 

Hungary as nations. In addition, the European Union, formerly European Community,  on the 

suggestion of the newly formed Germany, adopts a single, common currency, the euro.28 At the 

time, social and economic conditions worsened in Yugoslavia as there was an intense economic 
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crisis along with high unemployment rates and rising debts. (See image above)29 Many EU 

nations and the United States and transnational companies did not give much thought about the 

economic conditions and some believed it might be a good time to open up the Yugoslav market.  

 

Current Situation:  

As of February 1994, the Siege of Sarajevo and the worsening conditions of the U.N. 

“safe-zones” are still an ongoing crisis as the Army of the Republika Srpska continues its 

destruction of cities and slaughtering of thousands of civilians, especially the Bosniaks 

(Muslims).30 In addition, a mortar explosion just occurred at the crowded Marakala Market in 

Sarajevo, killing 68 and wounding over 100, according to the BBC. 31 In response to the tragic 

event, Boris Yeltsin and his administration faced even more pressure from Russian Duma 

Nationalists and the Western bloc to clamp down on the Serbian atrocities. To appease them, 

Yeltsin diplomatically mediated the conflict by pressuring Milosevic to keep his Bosnian Serb 

allies under control through various initiatives. This averted  possible confrontations with the 

Bosnian Serbs.  

 

The aftermath of the Marakala Massacre also marks the beginning of NATO military 

intervention. In late February, NATO shot down four Serbian planes that were flying over the 

no-fly zone in Bosnia. Russia was opposed to these airstrikes against the Bosnian Serbs because 

Yeltsin saw airstrikes and similar military tactics as a solution once diplomatic talks have 
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surpassed their effectiveness.32 After the airstrikes there were also a series on successful Croatian 

offensives against the Serbs that made the need for peace talks even more clear. 

 

In the spring of 1994, the U.S., U.K., France, Germany, and Russia, form and lead a five 

nation Contact Group. Their main goal was to end the war in the Balkans and reach a peace 

settlement between all parties involved.33 “All five nations based their proposed policies on three 

tenets: 1) Bosnia would become a single state, 2) Said state would be composed of the 

Federation and a Bosnian Serb entity, and 3) Both entities would be mutually connected through 

agreed constitutional principles”, according to the Brookings Institute.34 In addition to the tenets, 

the contact group also posited a 51/49% territorial compromise in which Bosnia - Herzegovina 

controls 51% of the land, while the Muslim/Croats control the remaining 49%. 35 

 

Bloc Positions: 

NATO Member Nations; United States (leader), United Kingdom, France36, and allies - 

Nations wanting to establish and maintain peace during the Bosnian War and its aftermath. In 

addition to ending“ethnic-cleansing” by the Serbs and defend the Bosnian Muslims, in order to 

preserve the multiculturalism in the area.  

 

The United States and allies initially saw the crisis in the Balkans as a “European 

Problem”. This meant that it should be dealt with by the European Union and intervening in it 
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militarily would be an infringement on Yugoslav sovereignty. 37  In the beginning many of these 

countries proposed diplomatic plans, such as the Vance-Owen Plan, and implemented arms 

embargos, safe - zones , and no - fly zones through the United Nations, to try and ease tensions. 

Unfortunately all of these plans failed miserably because of the Siege of Sarajevo and the 

rejection of the Vance-Owen Plan by the Serbians.  

 

The final solution was Western involvement, which was brought on by the election of 

U.S. President Bill Clinton and his advocation of the ‘lift and strike” policy, which lifted the UN 

arms embargo in support of their Bosnian Croat and Muslim allies.38 

 

Other countries in the bloc: Canada39, Germany, Holy See (Vatican), Spain, Hungary, Poland, 

Italy, and allies 

 

“Pro - Serbs” Nations; Russia (currently playing both sides), Federal Republic of 

Yugoslavia and eventually Serbia and Montenegro40, Greece, and Romania - Nations who 

were predominantly Orthodox Christian and were driven to work together for Pan-Slavic 

solidarity, which calls for the preservation of ethnic, religious (Orthodox Christian), and 

historical ties. 
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 In the case of Serbia and Russia, both nations were looking to restore former geopolitical 

dominance that faded because of the collapse of the Soviet Union (Russia) and the ethnic - 

territorial divisions of the former Yugoslavia. 41 

 

 

Discussion Questions: 

● How should Russian Federation maintain its alliance with Serbia, while collaborating 

with the West in ending the crisis in the former Yugoslavia? 

● To what extent should Russia support Serbia without infringing on national sovereignty?  

● What would the diplomatic and political repercussions of a Russian intervention in 

support of Serbia? 

● What type of action should Russia take in mediating this crisis? 

● Should Russia adhere to ideals of the fallen Soviet Union or break tradition and set out on 

a new diplomatic course? 

Key Terms:  

● Josip Broz Tito - Communist leader of Yugoslavia from 1943 to 1980, who believed it 

was essential for the major ethnic groups of Yugoslavia to unify in order to maintain 

peace in the region. Prohibited hostilities between the ethnic groups by eradicating 

nationalism and fascism. 

● Slobodan Milosevic - Serbian leader who promoted extreme Serbian nationalism in 

Yugoslavia, resulting in the Serbian opposition to the independence of many former 

Yugoslavian states, such as Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo.  
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● Vance-Owen Plan (VOPP)  (1991) - A deeply flawed peace plan proposed by the U.S. 

that would divide Bosnia into 10 federated provinces. These provinces were to be 

distributed to the main ethnic groups of the area: Serbs, Croat, Muslims, and mixed, and 

would be led loosely by a central government.  

● Dayton Accords (1995) - A peace settlement signed by the leaders of Bosnia, Croatia, 

and Serbia, which ends the Bosnian War and draws the national borders between the 

countries.   

● Greater Serbia - Serbian nationalist ideology that described the need to create one big 

Serbian state composed of regions of Serbian significance. It also encouraged  ethnic-

cleansing (the killing of non - Serbs).  

● U.N. Protective Force (UNPROFOR) - Peacekeeping force sent out by the United 

Nations to stabilize the conflict in Bosnia.  

● Lift and Strike Strategy - U.S. proposed strategy in the UN that would lift the arms 

embargo and arm Bosniaks with imported weapons, resulting in a balance in the conflict, 

in addition to the threat of NATO air strikes against Bosnian Serbs.  

● Army of Republika Srpska - Bosnian Serb Army and military of the sovereign territory 

of Bosnia and Herzegovina.  

● Markale Massacre - An attack carried out by the Bosnian Serb Army in Sarajevo during 

the Siege of Sarajevo. Killed 68 people and wounded more than 100, according to the 

BBC.  

● Operation Deny Flight - A U.N. authorized no-fly zone in Bosnia enforced by the U.S. 

air force. This event marks the first armed involvement from the U.S. in former 

Yugoslavia.   



● U.N. Safe Areas - Areas in Bosnia (Sarajevo, Zepa, and Gorzade) that held thousands of 

refugees, mostly Bosnian Muslims, to live and receive humanitarian assistance.  

 

 

Resources:  

● "Bosnia-Herzegovina Profile - Timeline." BBC News. BBC News, 25 Mar. 2016. Web. 

14 July 2016. <http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-17212376>. 

 

● Causes. Mt. Holyoke. Mt. Holyoke College, n.d. Web. 14 July 2016. 

<https://www.mtholyoke.edu/~bonne20s/causes.html>. 

 

● History of Bosnia. Mt. Holyoke. Mt. Holyoke College, n.d. Web. 14 July 2016. 

<https://www.mtholyoke.edu/~bonne20s/historyofbosnia.html>. 

 

● Bureau of Public Affairs. "95/11/01 Bosnia: The Road to Dayton."95/11/01 Bosnia: The 

Road to Dayton. U.S. Department of State, Nov. 1995. Web. 14 July 2016. 

<http://dosfan.lib.uic.edu/ERC/bureaus/eur/releases/951101BosniaRoad.html>. 

 

● "The Canadian Armed Forces in the Balkans." Veterans Affairs Canada. Veterans Affairs 

Canada, n.d. Web. 14 July 2016. 

<http://www.veterans.gc.ca/eng/remembrance/history/canadian-armed-forces/balkans>. 

 



● Clinton, Bill. "Dayton Accords." Encyclopedia Britannica Online. Encyclopedia 

Britannica, n.d. Web. 14 July 2016. <https://www.britannica.com/event/Dayton-

Accords>. 

 

● Daalder, Ivoo H. "Decision to Intervene: How the War in Bosnia Ended." The Brookings 

Institution. Brookings Institute, 01 Dec. 1998. Web. 18 July 2016. 

<http://www.brookings.edu/research/articles/1998/12/balkans-daalder>. 

 

● Donaldson, Robert H. "BORIS YELTSIN'S FOREIGN POLICY LEGACY."Boris 

Yeltsin's Legacy. University of Tulsa, n.d. Web. 14 July 2016. 

<http://www.personal.utulsa.edu/~robert-donaldson/yeltsin.htm>. 

 

● Fish, Jim. "BBC NEWS | Europe | Sarajevo Massacre Remembered."BBC News. BBC, 

05 Feb. 2004. Web. 14 July 2016. <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/3459965.stm>. 

 

● Fitchett, Joseph. "For France and the West, Decision Time on Bosnia Is Near."New York 

Times. New York Times, 5 July 1995. Web. 17 July 2016. 

<http://www.nytimes.com/1995/07/05/news/05iht-bosnia.html>. 

 

● Gaffney, Frank. Thanks-but-no-thanks-clinton-should-back-bosnia-in-rejecting-vance-

owen-peace-in-our-time-2/." Center for Security Policy. Center for Security Policy, 4 

Feb. 1993. Web. 14 July 2016. 



<http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/1993/02/04/thanks-but-no-thanks-clinton-

should-back-bosnia-in-rejecting-vance-owen-peace-in-our-time-2/>. 

 

● Laurent, J. Cushman, and Thomas Melady. "The Seven States of the Former Yugoslavia: 

An Evaluation."   The Institute of World Politics. The Institute of World Politics, Fall 

2011. Web. 14 July 2016. <http://www.iwp.edu/news_publications/detail/the-seven-

states-of-the-former-yugoslavia-an-evaluation>. 

 

● "Russia - Russia's Role in the Former Yugoslavia." Russia - Russia's Role in the Former 

Yugoslavia. Country Data, July 1996. Web. 15 July 2016. <http://www.country-

data.com/cgi-bin/query/r-11503.html>. 

 

● Whealey, Robert H. "Bosnia-Herzegovina: Civil War." History Behind the Headlines: 

The Origins of Conflicts Worldwide. Ed. Sonia G. Benson, Nancy Matuszak, and Meghan 

Appel O'Meara. Vol. 1. Detroit: Gale, 2001. Student Resources in Context. Web. 14 July 

2016. 

<http://ic.galegroup.com/ic/suic/ReferenceDetailsPage/DocumentToolsPortletWindow?di

splayGroupName=Reference&action=2&catId=&documentId=GALE%7CEJ230900100

3&zid=37330f8ffd06bf4b4abbbcd5bc1033b2&source=Bookmark&u=cps1540&jsid=4e9

0459808404fe5cfd09a1849d8d1cf> 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE WAS INTENTIONALLY 

LEFT BLANK 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Topic II: Combatting NATO/Western Aggression 

 

Topic Overview 

 Just three years ago, the Soviet Union fell and was replaced by the Russian Federation. 

Following this dramatic about face, Russia has struggled to uphold its unique national identity  as 

its political status and economy fell to pieces around this once feared leader of the Soviet Bloc. 

This struggle has been made all the more difficult by Russia’s conflicting relations with the west. 

Necessity dictates that Russia look to the US and other NATO countries for economic aid to 

support the crumbling economy, but longstanding anti-west sentiment still persists throughout 

the nation.  

 Adding to the troubles of President Boris Yeltsin is the difficulty the Russian people are 

having with this first real experiment of democracy in Russian history. The government is still 

wildly untrusted and many of the people—who are unused to having any voice in governmental 

affairs—are voicing what are, in the opinion of Yeltsin and his supporters, unwanted 

sentiments42. Such sentiments are most typically exemplified as support towards the conservative 

communist and Liberal Democratic Parties who harken back to the familiar conditions of the 

Soviet Era while life in this new Russia steadily declines. 
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Still, visionary liberals work to increase relations with the West in hope that the United 

States and its allies will be able to provide substantial and valuable aid to the floundering 

Russian economy. Thus far, aid has not come and NATO has offended the Russian government 

and the people it represents more often than they’ve helped them and relations are growing 

increasingly tense. 

Still, many liberals, including Yeltsin, believe that cooperation with the West is the only way to 

return Russia to the world power status it had lost since the fall of the Soviet Union and are 

willing to work with their former enemies to bring democracy to Russia, just so long as it looks 

and acts the way they like.  

Historical Background 

 On December 25th, 1991, Mikhail Gorbachev announced his resignation as the leader of 

the USSR. Six days later, the Soviet Union dissolved. In its place was left a weak coalition of 

independent states led by the newly created Russian Federation and its untested president, Boris 

Yeltsin. His dream was clear: establish democracy for the first time in Russian history, maintain 

When the USSR fell, 

many independent 

nations were left in 

its place. Hungary, 

Poland and the 

Czech Republic 

were the first 

nations to be 

recruited by NATO 

following the cold 

war, but many other 

Central European 

nations were also 

eager to join, 

including the Baltic 

States.   

 



Yeltsin began implementing reforms in 1991 

and from there, the economy only worsened.  

Russian influence in the political arena and guide a stronger, smarter Russia into the twenty first 

century. Together with his staff and counterparts in surrounding nations, Yeltsin struggled to 

achieve this dream, all the while watching as his country fell deeper into a death spiral.  

 The first step to achieve Yeltsin’s dream was to bring capitalism, the booming economic 

system of the west, to the formerly communist Russia. Other formerly communist countries had 

survived the transition successfully, the 

question was if the former flagship of the USSR 

could do the same. Yeltsin’s advisors, among 

them Western economists, pushed for shock 

therapy: a system that would move Russia away 

from communism as definitively and as quickly 

as possible. In Poland, shock therapy had been 

relatively successful, so many believed there 

was nothing to fear, Anatoly Chubais 

introduced a shock system in Russia in the 

summer of 1992 which gave the people 

vouchers they could sell for cash or use to 

invest in formerly state-run enterprises.  

The premise was sound; each citizen was given about 10,000 rubles to invest in the newly 

privatized countries. Some took advantage of this opportunity, using what once would have been 

a handsome four years’ salary to invest, more sold them to speculators for what had become a 

mere few dollars because of the rate of inflation. As many Russians fell into poverty, factory 

managers, who were allocated up to half their enterprise’s shares, and speculators grew rich 



virtually overnight, and given the average citizen's large distrust of Russia’s banks and 

enterprises, more money stayed tucked under mattresses or invested in foreign businesses than 

returned to the national economy and banks. The economy collapsed. Chubais was one of the 

two men held responsible for the trouble by the Russian people and quickly became one of the 

most despised political figures in the Russian government. As the situation grew ever worse, 

Russian people harked back to the only life they had ever known: communism.  

The shift came most notably as tensions rose between Yeltsin and the Russian 

Parliament’s lower house, the Duma in 1993. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia had been 

functioning with the constitution created in 1978 under the RSFSR. Since the creation of the 

Russian Federation, many had recognized a need for a new constitution that would reflect the 

ideals and values of this new Russia. In the summer of 1993, four different constitutions were 

being argued in the Parliament. Yeltsin and his supporters back a version that allowed for close 

cooperation with the west and a strong president with centralized power over the fragmented 

Russian republics and regions. These innovators believed that market reform that matched the 

Russian system closer to those of the prosperous western countries was the surest way to achieve 

their goals.  

But the collapse of the Soviet Union hadn’t seen the fall of the communist party, and 

they, along with the small farmers, the workers who looked to keep their jobs even as the 

economy fell to ruin by their preservation and conservatives who valued the glorious days of 

Russia’s past, called for an end to the reforms that had cost them so much. They pointed out 

Yeltsin’s failures and opposed much of what his advocates presented. The Speaker, Ruslan 

Khasbulatov, who had once supported Yeltsin in his 1991 August Coup, had quickly become 

disillusioned with Yeltsin’s goals. He pressed legislation that limited Yeltsin’s power. Yeltsin 



ignored these acts and governed by decrees that were in turn ignored by the Parliament and the 

people of Russia.  

In response to the opposition and in hope that he could garner some new support with a 

new round of elections, Yeltsin dissolved the Parliament in September of 1993 and called for 

elections in December. The conservative bloc, refusing to yield to what they saw to be yet 

another example of Yeltsin overstepping his power, locked themselves in the White House, the 

Russian Parliament building, waving a soviet flag. They urged the people the turn back to 

communism and rise against Yeltsin's reforms, which they called and “anti-constitutional coup”. 

After a power struggle that lasted a few weeks, Yeltsin ended the conflict by bombing the rebels 

into submission. One hundred and forty eight people died.  

The reaction of the West, more specifically the United States, was as it had been through 

everything: radio silence. There were, of course, quiet grumblings, but for the most part, the US 

and its allies elected to remain uninvolved. There had been no economic aid to the Russian 

people as their country fall apart around them; nothing like the Marshall Plan that had been 

provided to the countries of Europe following the Second World War as the US and the West 

had worked to prevent communism from spreading and growing. A little was given here and 

there to the Russian government, by the US and others, but it nothing substantial and some of it 

never arrived at all. It was fitting then, that the west would continue to quietly cheer on Yeltsin, 

who they believed was their only hope for any semblance of democracy in Russia, from the 

sidelines, overlooking the violent action he had just taken against his people.  

 

Current Situation 



When Yeltsin assumed office, he pushed for better relations with the West. He met and 

befriended US President Bill Clinton. He included Americans and other Westerners as advisors 

to his cabinet. Yeltsin has become the figure that the Western states hang all their hopes and 

dreams for Russia on. There was promise in Gorbachev, but Yeltsin is someone the West feels 

they can work with to bring true democracy to Russia, and Yeltsin has tried to use that to his 

advantage, calling for aid and support as his country crumbles to dust around him43.  

As much as the West seemed willing to support and approve Yeltsin in rhetoric, their 

actions suggested a far deeper—and stronger—sense of distrust. In a 1993 summit in Brussels, 

NATO suggested expansion and at first, Russia agreed. It appeared, more than anything else, 

hypothetical, more words to put the Central European countries at ease and contingent upon a 

viable threat to European security44. Recently, however, NATO has begun actively courting 

Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic for membership and western leaders have changed 

their stance to express their willingness to support this offence, regardless of Russian sentiments.  

For many in the Russian government, still reeling from the sudden loss of Russian 

prestige in the political arena, these recent actions are an affront to Russian pride. These potential 

recruits are former members of the Warsaw Pact, and more within the Russian sphere of 

influence than NATO’s. More than that, it appears as a way to hem the Russian people in, to 

surround them with enemies, to weaken them even further. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, the 

Russian government has been hoping to maintain the status of a major political power it had held 

since the formation of the USSR and now it seems as if NATO is looking to destroy the last, 

fractured remains of that status in a single blow45.  
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44 Martin A. Smith and Graham Timmins “Russia, NATO and the EU in an Era of Enlargement: Vulnerability or 

Opportunity 
45 Julianne Smith “The NATO-Russia Relationship: Defining Moment or Deja Vu” 



As an attempt to create amiable relations between NATO and 

many former Soviet Nations, NATO implemented the Partnership 

for Peace program.  

Still, Yeltsin and his supporters are continuing to push for strong relations with the west 

despite the qualms of their 

opposition. Emboldened by 

recent success despite low 

voter turnout with their version 

of the new constitution of the 

Russian Federation, they’ve 

agreed to join NATO’s newly 

minted “Partnership for 

Peace” program that looks to 

include former Warsaw Pact members and other nations in diplomatic relations with NATO 

members and in alliance with NATO itself46.  

But even Yeltsin and his reformers aren’t without their fears, and there is still the need to 

appeal to constituents. Acceptance of NATO’s offer to join the Partnership is dependent on 

NATO agreeing to terms set by the Russian government, essential a veiled demand that Russia 

be recognized as a unique power in Central and Eastern Europe. Although NATO has expressed 

reluctance to agree to these terms, it is the only way to restore some power and dignity to Russia 

in the political arena so that they may better defend their interests against the growing influence 

of Western countries from where many Russians felt they didn’t belong.  

This cooperation from the west with Russia’s demands is crucial for continued peace; 

recently, NATO has stepped on Russia’s toes by utilizing force against Serbs in what was 

formerly Yugoslavia to protect Bosnian Muslims and Kosovar Albanians. This misstep by 

                                                
46 William E. Schmidt “Russia Tells NATO It Is Ready to Join Peace Partnership” The New York Times, May 25, 

1994 



NATIO provided for the Russian government and people yet another concrete example of the 

willingness of western forces to interfere in the internal matters of a sovereign state. Further 

offenses include START II, a treaty proposed by the United States that reduced both nations’ 

nuclear stockpiles to 3,000 warheads each. Although Military officials have assured the 

government and the general public that this is provides no advantage to Russia’s former enemy, 

many still believe they have been left vulnerable to the United States in terms of conventional 

weaponry.  

 In spite of trials at home and abroad, Yeltsin is determined to achieve the goals he set out 

for himself and his new government when he first began his search for power and a dream of a 

new Russia. Going forward, Yetsin hopes that he can uphold Russian superiority and national 

identity in the face of compromise and changes coming in this brave new era of Russian history. 

He has firm belief that the West can and will cooperate and that with recent political success, he 

can attain victory on the home front as well, even as conservatives continue to struggle with him 

for a piece of his power.    

 

Bloc Positions  

 Conservatives remain defiantly anti-west in all political dealings, and, as a result of the 

failings of many of the changes that have come about as Yeltsin pushes the Russian economy 

towards capitalism many are calling for a return to the country’s longstanding and familiar 

communist roots. Conservatives, even more than most government representatives and officials, 

distrust any action by NATO and other western countries and believe that most recent actions are 

examples of how NATO has yet again overstepped their bounds. They fear that the United States 

remains their enemy and is only looking to undermine Russia politically despite recent friendly 



relations. Conservatives cling to nationalist sentiments and Soviet values to rally Russians to 

their cause. This is mainly effective because of the constant displays of flashy wealth shown by 

the ultra-rich Oligarchs against a public entrenched in poverty.  

 Liberals include Yeltsin, his advisors and many of his cabinet and staff that supported the 

change from the RSFSR to the Russian Federation. Liberals support limited interaction with the 

West to uphold Russia’s place as a political arena. They also hope that cooperation with Western 

powers will bring the monetary aid the Russian people are in desperate need of in light of the 

current economic decline.  

 Yeltsin has pushed the country towards his goals by becoming increasingly friendly with 

American President Clinton and has continued to stress diplomatic relations with the West on all 

fronts. Still, even Yeltsin and his liberals have feelings of unease when it comes to the promises 

of the West and their recent actions. Although they are the among the most willing to work with 

NATO of all Russians, they understand that NATO must first and foremost recognize Russian 

sovereignty and supremacy in the east in order to continue amiable relations.  

 

Key Terms 

• Shock Therapy 

• RSFSR 

• The 1991 August Coup 

• Duma 

• Partnership for Peace Program 

• START II 

 



Discussion Questions  

● What are some advantages of Western relations? What are disadvantages? 

● What is the true “Russian Identity” in face of the collapse of the Soviet Union? 

● Are aid and actions from and by the West causing more bad than good? 

● How can Russia maintain its power status against Western action as turmoil weakens the 

government at home? 

 

Sources and Further Reading 

● The History of Russia by Charles E. Ziegler 

● The Limits of Partnership by Angela E. Stent 

●  “Russia Tells NATO It Is Ready to Join Peace Partnership” by William E. Schmidt for 

The New York Times.  

● “Russia’s Top Five Myths About NATO”, NATO Fact Sheet 

● “The NATO-Russia Relationship: Defining Moment or Deja Vu” by Julianne Smith 

● “Russia, NATO and the EU in an Era of Enlargement: Vulnerability or Opportunity?” by 

Martin A. Smith and Graham Timmins 

● russiavotes.org 
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Topic III: Domestic Issues 

 

Topic Overview 

 After the fall of the Soviet Union, the Russian Federation is struggling. The Russian 

economy has fallen and the people of Russia are struggling with food shortages and high prices. 

Additionally, former officials of the Soviet Union are seeking to regain their lost power within 

the new democratic government. Russian president Boris Yelstin is faced with the difficulty of 

transitioning Russia from a communist state to a democratic one. 

Historical Background 

 

The 1993 Constitutional Crisis 

 In November 1992, Boris Yelstin lost the emergency powers he gained as a result of the 

collapse of the Soviet Union. He had to begin facing a democratically elected legislature that was 

displeased with the progress the president has made in transitioning the country. Additionally, 

the legislature consisted of many former Soviet officials who seek power in the new government. 

This results in a power struggle between Yelstin and the legislature. 

 Yelstin soon announced work on a new constitution, one that would reestablish order and 

seek to balance the power held by the presidency and the legislature. However, internal strife 

within the legislature prevented significant progress on the drafting of a new constitution. By 

March 1993, work on the new constitution stopped completely, greatly displeasing the president. 



 Soon thereafter, a displeased Yelstin announced to the nation a reestablishment of 

emergency powers, citing the lack of progress on a new constitution. This act angered the 

legislature. They argued that Yelstin was overstepping his powers and that his actions were 

unconstitutional. Impeachment proceedings against Yelstin soon began, but were unsuccessful. 

 Months of uncertainty soon followed as the power struggle between Yelstin and the 

legislature intensified. The country’s economy continued to fall, as neither party was able to 

enact reform. Then in September 1993, in a surprise move, Yelstin dissolved the current 

legislature. This led to days of fighting on the streets of Moscow between supporters of Yelstin 

and supporters of the legislature. 

 The fighting ended in October, and Yelstin emerged as the clear victor. By December, 

Yelstin and his allies finished drafting a new constitution that greatly increased the powers of 

president. Two new houses of the legislature were also established and elections took place the 

same month.  

 The Constitutional Crisis of 1993 can be attributed to several reasons: the end and later 

reestablishment of the president’s emergency powers, the challenge and failed impeachment by 

the legislature, the lack of a new constitution, and the struggling economy. 

 

The Central Press 

 Under communist rule, the Soviet Union ran a controlled, organized media system. The 

national government controlled a central press which disseminated information down a 

hierarchy of media outlets that communicated to the masses. A similar process was adopted by 



the individual Soviet republics and regional governments. This allowed the Communist Party to 

exercise great control over the media. For example, from 1986 to 1988, Mikhail Gorbachev 

appointed people loyal to his policies as editors of popular newspapers and magazines in order to 

promote his reforms.  

 When the Communist Party was outlawed in Russia in August 1991, all central control of 

the press collapsed. Without an organized structure, many nationwide and regional media outlets 

struggled. People began to rely on local outlets, as it was the only stable source of news. This 

began a loss of interest in national affairs and a distrust in the national media. Political and 

political instability compounded the problems faced by the larger media sources. 

 

The KGB After the Fall of the Soviet Union 

 Before the fall of the Soviet Union, the KGB was a massive intelligence organization. It 

had over half a million uniformed officers and a global network of millions of informants. The 

KGB was especially notable for its high discipline and loyalty to the Communist Party. This 

allowed the KGB to grow and prosper, and the organization eventually began to control what 

seemed to be every aspect of the Soviet Union. This created a general public distrust in the KGB 

and its goals. 

 After the fall of the Soviet Union, the KGB and its resources were divided into many 

smaller organizations. The Federal Security Service (FSB), was widely regarded as the closest 

successor to the KGB. Many former KGB officials carried over their roles to the new Russian 

organizations. Some also went into the newly formed private sector, forming a massive private 



intelligence and security industry. Many of these private firms formed important connections to 

the national government.  

Situation Today 

 

Aftermath of the 1993 Constitutional Crisis 

 The Constitutional Crisis is over and Yelstin has emerged as the victor. However, 

transitioning to the new constitution has proven difficult. Open elections have led many former 

Soviet officials to lose their positions within the government. They are eager to regain the power 

they have lost, and are vocal about their dissatisfaction with the president.  

 Additionally, while some changes have been made since the fall of the Soviet Union, 

many government bodies continue to have an organization and leadership similar to communist 

times. This has made Yelstin’s goal of transitioning to a democracy extremely difficult.  

 

Adapting to a Free Press 

 Many Russian politicians still view the press as a useful political instrument. And with 

people’s distrust in the government growing, some are seeking to add reestablish power over the 

media. State subsidies of regional media outlets have continued from the Soviet era, making it 

the little influence over regional news the national government has left. Local media outlets have 

mostly all been taken over by the private sector, over which the government has little control. 



 Rospechat, a part of the Ministry of Communications, still exerts control over the 

distribution of nationwide newspapers and magazines. However, corruption has led to spike in 

the prices charged by the agency, raising the prices of national news. This has added to problems 

already faced by these national sources. 

 

Russian Intelligence Today 

 The intelligence organizations of the Russian Federation have largely maintained the 

organization and personnel of the KGB. Additionally, many officers continue to play the roles 

they formerly had in the Soviet Union. 

 As Russia transitions to a democratic system of government, the intelligence agencies 

will have to adapt to better fit the country’s goals for intelligence and control. The private sector 

for intelligence and security has grown dramatically and employs many former KGB personnel. 

These companies have established close ties to politicians in all forms of government, closely 

tying the private sector with the government.  

 The Russian people have largely maintained the distrust in intelligence agencies from the 

KGB-era, and many seek significant reforms in how Russian intelligence works and what it aims 

to accomplish. However, the current leadership does not desire the change the public seeks, 

reminiscing on the KGB era of Russian intelligence. 

 Political and economic instability after the fall of the Soviet Union has allowed for 

organized crime to flourish, creating a significant problem that the public would like to see 



solved soon. This has already proven to be a great test for the newly formed Russian intelligence 

network. 

Discussion Questions 

1. How can the government transition the country from the old to new constitution? 

2. What can the cabinet do to help the struggling economy? 

3. What can the government do about those who desire to regain the power they lost over 

the last few years?   

4. What can be done to facilitate the transition government agencies to the new democratic 

form of government? 

5. Should state subsidies of certain regional news outlets continue? 

6. How can the national government accommodate a free press? 

7. What should the government do to reignite an interest in national news? 

8. How can a newly democratic Russia adapt its intelligence agencies to fit its current 

structure? 

9. How can intelligence agencies regain the trust of Russian citizens?  

10. How can Russia adapt to privatized security and intelligence? 

11. What can be done about the rise of organized crime? 

Key Terms 

 

• Boris Yelstin 

• Central Press 



• Rospechat 

• KGB 

• FSB 

• Private Sector 

Resources 

 

• http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/treisman/Papers/normjepoct06.pdf 

• http://russiapedia.rt.com/russian-history/new-russia-emerges/ 

• https://www.rt.com/politics/october-crisis-russia-politics-671/ 
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tm 
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• https://fas.org/irp/world/russia/com24e.htm 
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