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Introduction

Within the past eight years, Russian foreign policy has become increasingly more
aggressive around the world since its near-failed state status during the “Lost Decade” of the
1990s, when the country was in economic and political free-fall. In August of 2008, Russia
flexed its military muscle by responding to an attack by the Georgian military in the form of an
invasion to protect Russians and their allies in the breakaway Georgian republics of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia. Again in 2014, the outbreak of civil conflict in Ukraine over its national
interests drew Russia in to support the separatist Donbass region in the East. This ultimately led
to the annexation of the Crimean peninsula by the Russian Federation to protect Russian
speakers and minorities; the port of the Russian Black Sea Fleet; and traditional Russian
influence, which had been setback once more Ukrainians demanded a Eurocentric alignment.
Finally, in 2015, the Russian Air Force and Special Forces defended Russian ally Bashar al-
Assad, president of Syria, against militant rebels and terrorist organizations (namely ISIS and the
al-Nusra Front) in an attempt to stabilize a country where there is a Russian naval base operating.
Russia has increased its foreign policy activities with (former) membership in the G-8 economic
summit, leadership of the Eurasian Economic Union, and by brokering deals with the Iranian and
Syrian governments to end the use or production of harmful weapons of mass destruction.

Current Russian involvement in the Ukraine Conflict demonstrates how its foreign policy
in one region of the world — Eastern Europe — has a profound impact on Russian foreign policy
in another part of the world — Latin America. In March 2014, the United Nations General
Assembly voted on whether to accept a Russian-backed referendum held earlier that month in
Crimea determining if it would remain part of Ukraine or enter the Russian Federation. The

referendum showed that, “96.77 percent of the Crimean population has voted ‘for’ integration of
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the region into the Russian Federation” of the 83.1% of voter turnout — the result of which was
vehemently criticized and debated by the West and the UN ("Crimea Declares Independence,
Seeks UN Recognition™).

Interestingly, the UN vote exposed a very divided Latin America — one that did not
uniformly vote to invalidate the Crimea Referendum regarding its annexation, as would be
expected for a region of the world under US hegemony for decades. Rather, major regional
powers and core allies of Russia voted to recognize or abstain (not taking a decisive stance
against Russia) from validating the annexation of Crimea. This, when viewed together with the
past 10 years of increased trade, political support, and cultural exchanges between Russia and
Latin American countries confirms that Russia is entering a new age of renewed and expanded
collaboration with Latin America, while exposing the decline of US hegemony in the region. In
this paper, | will argue that while Russia has been involved economically, politically, or
culturally over the past 200 years with various Latin American countries, there has never been a
point like today, where the tools of power Russia have been used so effectively to influence
Latin America across multiple spheres (trade agreements, military exercises, political dialogue
on mutually-beneficial issues, etc.). Indeed, the Russian approach to Latin America has moved
into a new phase of regional development due to the implications of the history of the Ukrainian
Conflict, the UN vote, the decisions made by Latin American countries in that vote, and how all
of these factors might influence the future of Russian-Latin American relations in a way that
could significantly (and from an American perspective, negatively) undermine existing
international norms — namely US hegemonic power across Latin America.

To understand the possible future of Russian-Latin American relations in the

international system, one must understand the historical ties that serve as a foundation upon
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which Russia is building its policies. Below | will now summarize that relationship in Russian,
based off of research conducted at the Dickinson-in-Moscow program during the 2014-2015
academic years.
Juniiomatudeckasi ucropusi Poccun u Jlarunckoit Amepuxku 10 2008

Me:xnyHaponsble oTHoweHUs Mex 1y Poccueit u Jlatunckoir AMepukoi yxe
cymectByroT 200 net. [laxke koraa 3ToT peruoH Obu1 KosioHuen Mcnanckoit ummnepuu,
Poccuiickoe mpaBUTENBCTBO TOProBaJlo C 3TUMU TeppuTopusiMu B JlaTuHCKONH AMepuKe.
KoHeuHo moTOMY YTO 3TH KOJIOHHH HE OBLIIM HE3aBUCUMBIE, BCTPEYN MEXKy HUMHU ObUIH He
OYEHb CepPbE3HBIC B TUIIOMATHYECKON WM KYJIbTYpHOU cdepax (¢ 1525 mo 1828). Korna
CTpaHbl B 3TOM PETHOHE BBIUIPAJIN BOWHBI HE3aBUCUMOCTH, OTHOILLIEHUS CTAJIU CHJIbHEE. JTH
nepsble maru Mmexxay Poccueil u Jlatunckoid AMEpUKU UMEIOT MOCEICTBUS CETOAHS, KOI/1a KTO-
TO OTMEYaeT UHTEPHALMOHAJIbHBIE TEHACHLIUN MEXly HUMHU.

[lepBas crpana, koTopas OTKpblIa OTHOIIEeHUs ¢ Pycckoit nmmnepueit 6pu1a bpazunus.
DTO0 04eHb UHTEPECHO, TIOTOMY UTO Telepb bpasmins o1Ha U3 caMbIX BaXXHBIX CTpaH, ¢
KoTopbsIMU Poccust XxoueT co3/1aTh CHITbHOE MAPTHEPCTBO B MEXKTYHAPOHOM cooldmiecTBoM. 200
JIET UCTOPUU MEXY HUMU OBLIIM OYEHb BaKHBIMH, YTOOBI CO3/1aTh JOBEPUE, XOPOIIINE
OTHOIIEHUE U cUJIbHBIE CBA3U. «B 1828 bpa3unus crana nepBoii U3 HUX, ¢ keM Poccus
YCTaHOBHUJIA TUIIJIOMAaTHYECKHE OTHOLLEHUS» U 3TO BaXKHO, IOTOMY YTO OTHOILIEHUS C IPYTUMU
CTpaHaMU M pa3BUTUU MEXAY perioHaMu Moriu pacmuputs (Hassinos 138, Jlamunckas
Amepuxa — Poccusi: ucmopus u cospemennwiii sman omuowenuti). Ilocne 1825 r. Poccust Toxe
Hayaja JUMJIOMAaTHYeCKUE U SKOHOMHUYECKHE JUCKYCCUU C IPYTUMU cTpaHamu. Hampumep,

Konym6us, Benecyana, Aprentuna u T.4. bpa3unus He Obliia €TUHCTBEHHON CTPaHOii, ¢
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KOTOpo# Poccust pa3BuBaia OTHOLIEHHS, ¥ 3TO OBUIO HE TOJBKO B YCIEX IKOHOMHUYECKOTO
pa3BUTHSL.

B XIX Beke uzeit, moau u nHGpOpManuu oounHUBaIUCH Mexay Poccuelt u Jlatunckoit
Awmepuxkoii. Kunemartorpadsl, mucarenu, TUIIIOMATBL, T€OJIOTH, OOTAHUKH U XYA0XKHUKA
pa3nesiu Hay4dHbIe ¥ KyJIbTypHBIC Tpaguiuu. [103Tel u mucatenn, kak Xoce Maptu u3 KyOsr
YHUTaT PYCCKYIO JUTEPATypy, KOTOpas umena cuibHoe ero padory. X.I1. KanabGnanka (Toxe u3
KyOb1) momy4nsn HaBBIKM JJIs1 UTP HIaXMAaThl OT maxmMaTtuctoB u3 Poccun. Jlpyrue oOMeHbI
BKJIFOYAJIM SKOJOTMYECKHE IKCIIeUIMs B JIaTHHCKYI0 AMEpUKY (CTpaHbl Aajld pa3peLieHUe
JIeJIaTh AKCHEAUIINN, KOTOPbIE TPEOYIOT XOPOILNE OTHOIIEHNE MEX/Ty HUMH).

be3 comHeHus, 0JHUM U3 CaMbIX BaKHBIX 0OMEHOB ObuIa AaMUrpanus. «B nmouckax
Jydqiieil )Ku3HU, CBOOOIHBIX 3eMelb, N30aBJICHUS OT HHUIIETHI 32 OKEaH...» PyCCKUE JIIOIU
SMUTpUpPOBaIH B bpasminio u ApreHTuny, korja «B Hadane XX B. BBIXOA1bI U3 Poccun
3aHUMaJIM B APreHTHHE 10 YUCIEHHOMY COCTaBy yeTBepToe Mecto» (Jlapun 389, Hcmopus
Jlamunckou Amepuxu). ITH TBUKEHUS MEXKTY JIIOJBMHU B 3THX PETMOHAX MOKA3bIBAIOT, HA
CKOJIBKO OHM OBbLTH OJU3KH. DMHUTpaLis XOPOUINM cTaHAapT, KOTOPbIN MOKa3bIBATh CUITY
OTHOIIEHUH, IOTOMY YTO 3TO 3HAYUT, YTO Yy JItOJIeH (M CTpaH) €CTh NOJUIMHHBIE TPAAULIMU U
MHTEPEChl. DTOT CBSI3b HE CYIIECTBYET MKy JlaTHHCKOW AMEpPHUKON 1 APyrUMHU CTpaHaMU, Kak
CHIA nnu Kuraii. [1oaromy onu He OyayT O6mu3ku k Poccnn, naxe HECMOTpsI Ha TO, YTO OHU
HCIIOJIB3YIOT YKOHOMUYECKYIO ITOJIMTHKY, ITOXOKYIO HAa PYCCKYIO.

B 10 Bpems Takke Obuta mOKTpUHA «/[paro,». DTa MOKTpHWHA 3HAYWI YTO HU
aMepUKaHCKasi HU €BPOTICICKast BIIaCTh MOXKET OBITh UCITOJIb30BaHa MPOTUB JlaTHHCKOM
Amepuku 1515 cOopa 3a10JKEHHOCTU. JTa MOJIUTUKA U SKOHOMUYECKHUE JIOTOBOPHI  «IIOKa3allH,

yto y Poccun u naTuHOaMeprUKaHCKUX rOCyIapCTB UMEIUCH HE TOJIBKO OOIIMe Ui OJTU3KHe



Ciccarillo 5

MIO3ULMH 10 HEKOTOPBIM BOIIPOCAM, HO U ONPEEIICHHBIE BOZMOXHOCTH /ISl pa3BUTHS
B3alMOBBITOJHBIX JIBYCTOPOHHHUX OTHOLIEHUH B nieaom» (Jlapun 386).

B nayvane IlepBoiit MupoBoii BoiiHbl B 1914 rony mHoro ctpas B JIatuHckol AMepuke
npucoeauHuiauck kK Poccun B Aurante. Koraa npaBurensctBa B JlatuHCKOM AMepuke
nojaepkaiu Pycckyio uMmnepuio, opranu3aliui paboTHUKOB (TOXKE B 3TUX CTpaHax) ObLTH
chopmupoBansl, kak B Poccun. OHM (04€Hb CHIIBHOE) MOAIEPKaTN PEeBOIONHIO B Poccun
npotus Laps. Korna 60onbiieBUKHM yKpenwiiv KOHTpoub Haj Poccuel, ctpaHbl B peruoHe
IIOCTETIEHHO HOPMAJIM3UPOBAJIM OTHOILIEHUA. 31ech Poccus Hauana noasep:kuBar0 ApreHTuHy
o Bonpocy domnbkiana (ocTpoB 0JM3b APreHTUHBI HAXOIAIIUICS TT0 KOHTPOJIEM AHTIINHN).
Ha camom nene, koHTakT ¢ JlatTuHckumu crpaHamu ObLi Jierde, 6narogaps Jlure Hammit. «B
sTol MexayHapoaHoi oprannzauuu CCCP He TOabKO UMeN KOHTAKThI C y4acTHEe B pa3peleHun
psiia BOTIPOCOB, KACABIIMXCS 3TOTO PETHOHA, 0COOEHHO OOIMBHUHCKOTO-TIAParBaiiCKOro
koH(umkTa» (KanmmeikoB 436, UcTopus JlatuHckolt AMepuku). UHTemnurennus B JIaTHHCKO#M
Awmepuxke crana Omke u 6nmxe kK uatesuureHiuu CCCP, notoMy uTo 00€ mpoTecToBalu
npoTuB arpeccuto Mranuu B AGUCCUHUY B TOXE TIOJJIEPKUBAIN pecnyonukaHckyto Vcnanuro,
BO BpeMs rpakaaHckoi BOMHBI (¢ 1936 no 1939).

CCCP u Jlatunckast AMepuka co3zainu BMecte oomectBo «kOxamropr -

TOPrOBYIO OpraHU3aIMIO, YepPe3 KOTOPYIO OHU MOIJIM 3aHUMAaThCsl TOPTOBJIEH (3KCIIOPTUPOBATH
He(Th, JIecoMaTepHallbl, EPCTh, KOXKCHIPbE U T.11.). B 3TO BpeMs B OTHOLIEHUSAX MEXKIY
Poccueii n JlatuHCcKoN AMepuKoi «ObUTH ClIelaHbl BAKHBIC IIATd B 00JIACTH TUTIIIOMATHH,
TOPTOBIIU, KyJIbTYpbI; Ha MyTH K YTBEP>KJICHUIO U CTAHOBJICHUIO 3TUX OTHOLIEHHH Obliia
JI0Ka3aHa He TOJIbKO BO3MOXKHOCTh M PEaJIbHOCTh CYIIECTBOBAHUS, HO U JAJbHEHIIEro pa3BUTUs

B MHTepecax obeux cropon» (Kammbikos 487-488).
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Korna nayunnace Bropast MupoBasi BoliHa, JIFOM ¥ IIPaBUTEILCTBA B JIaTHHCKOM
Awmepuke nognaepxanu CCCP npotuB ¢amm3Ma —B 3TOM peruoHe, CHIIbHOE TOJIUTHYECKOE
JBUKEHHUE — OYEHb ITONYJISIPHOE, [IOTOMY YTO JJATUHOAMEPHUKAHIIBI JyMaJH, YTO OHU OBbLIN
xepTBaMu umnepuanusma (ot Amepuku). bnaronapst aromy CCCP HaunHan OTHOIIEHHUS €
OOJIBLIIMHCTBOM CTPaH B PETHOHE, YTO MPHUBEJIO K «Pa3BUTHSI TOPrOBAHO-?KOHOMHYECKOTO,
KYJIBTYPHOT'O, © HAYYHOT'O COTPYIHUYECTBA. .. JUIsl YIIPOUCHHSI IPY>KOBI MEXy MX HApOJIaMI» B
40-x (KanmeikoB 489). Ho mocie BOIHBI, OTHOIIEHUS MEX1Yy HUMU elE pa3 ObUIN MpeKpaieHbl
n3-3a BnusHus CILA, koTopsle Hauanu «XosoaHyo BoliHy» NpoTUB KOMMYHU3Ma U
Cogerckoro coro3a. Tonbko Kyba nmocie peBomtonuu B 1959 noanepxuBana OTHOIICHUS C
CCCP (Huxkaparya u Yunu Taxke moaaepxuBaiu otHouieHue ¢ Coro30M HO KPOTKOE BpeMs,
KOI'JIa y HUX ObUIM COLMATMCTUYECKNE IPABUTEILCTBA). DTOT «Pa3pbIB)» OTHOLICHUM
npoaospKainu 10 70-X, TOTOMY UTO «OHU OBLIU CBSA3aHBI C KpaiiHE HEOOIBIIIUM 00HEMOM U
AMU30AUYECKUM XaPAaKTEPOM UX B3aUMHON TOPIOBJIM, MHOTOJIETHENH HECTAOMIBHOCTHIO
BHYTpEHHEH 00CTaHOBKH B JJATHHOAMEPUKAHCKUX pecnyOIrKax, YTO OKa3bIBaJIO, B CBOIO
ouepelb HEraTUBHOE BO3/IEUCTBHE HA X MEXIyHapoaHble cBs3n» (Jlapun 382). Tonbko k
KOHIly XO0JIOAHON BOMHBI CUTYalUsl CTajla IPYTUM U HOBBIE OTHOILLIEHUSI MEXKY STUMHU
pernoHamu ObUIN YCTAHOBJICHBI.

Ho ynukansubeiM pazButuem mexay CCCP u Jlatunckoit AMepuKoOl CTajlo OTKPBITHE
HOBBIX IIKOJ U yHUBepcuteT, kak PYJIH B Mockse ninu Cankr-IlerepOypre. B aTux mecrax,
CTYIEHTHI U3 CTpaH B JIaTHHCKON AMEpPUKH MOTJIM YYUTh U IPUMEHHUTH HAaBbIKU, KOTOPbIE OHU
M3y4alid B CBOUX CTpaHax, YTOObI CIOCOOCTBOBATH Pa3BUTHIO U Xopoumx oTHomeHuit ¢ CCCP B
TO K€ BpeMsi. DTa 31oxa KOHEYHO 3aKOHYIIach, koraa O0but pacnag CCCP, «B pesynbpTaTe

S3HAYUTECIBHO COKPATHUIICA 00BbEM MOJTUTUYECKHX KOHTAKTOB, TOPTrOBJIM, KYJITb. 1 Hay4. CBSI3CiT
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710 Hayasia HOBOTO 3Tara OTHOILIEHHH, KOTOPbIi OyaeT cuibHee, yeM panbiie (/laBsigos 139).
Kpome sToro, MmoxHo ckazatsb, uto 10 1991, otHomenust mexxty Poccueit u Jlarunckoit
AMEpHKOW CHIIFHOE BIUSUIA Ha OYyAYIIHE OTHOIICHHS M CO3Jja)Ii aTMOCc(epy MapTHEPCTBa,
Onarosapst aKTUBHOM UCTOPUU JBHXKEHHS JTIO/ICH, TOPTOBJIH U MOJIUTHIYECKUX -UIC0TOTMUECKIX
CBA3EH.

Hogas 3pa otHomenuu mexy Poccueit u Jlatuackoit AMepukoii Obiia Hadata B 90-X,
nocie pacnaga Coerckoro Coro3a. «OTka3 oT koH(ppoHTaMMU ¢ 3anaaoM B KoHIe 80-X u B
Havaie 1990-x rr. emé 6omnpme cokpatui naTepec Poccun k crpanam JIaTHHCKOM AMEpUKN»
(MapteiaoB 387, Ucmopust mexcoynapooHvlx omuowenuti cmparn Jlamunckoi Amepuxit).
Poccuiickas ®enepanns Hayaia TOPrOBJIO U I0TOBOPHI O cTpaHamu B JIaTuHCKoi AMmepuke,
MOTOMY 4TO SKOHOMHKa PD Hy)kHa ObLTa MOAIEPKKA U3-3a KaTacTpoda mepexo oT
KOMMYHM3Ma /10 KanuTtain3ma. Ha camom nene, pycckre SKOHOMUCTBI 3HAJIM [TOTEHLIMA Ha
peiake Jlatunckoit AMepuku, « Ee ToBapooOopoT B 1992 roay cocrasuin 208 muiuapioB
JOJIIApOB (AKCTIOPT - 99 MIIITHAPAOB T0JUTIAPOB, UMIOPT - 109 MusmmapioB), a 00HEM BaJIOBOTO
BHYTPEHHEr0 IPOAYKTa MOYTH JOCTUT TPUIUTMOHA 10J11apoB». OHU PEeKOMEH0BaIn
OM3HECMEHAM U rOCyJIapCTBaM COTPYIHUYATH C 3TUMH CTpaHaMu (Brewnsas mopeoens PD co
Ccmpanamu 1iHCHoU Amepuxu).

Korna Bragumup Ilytun ctan npesuaeatom Poccun B 1999 rony, u koraa HedTh U ra3
CO3/1aJ1 OTPOMHBIE OOraTcTBa B pyCCKON IKOHOMUKE, TPaBUTENbCTBO PD Morio cepbE3Ho
HaYWHATh IPOTPAMMBI B COIIMAJIBHBIX M MOJTUTHYECKUX cdepax B JlatuHckoit Amepuke. Korma
[IyTun nyremecTBoBas MHOTO pa3 1o JIaTHHCKOM AMEpHKE U BCTPEYAJICS ¢ Pa3HBIMU

PYKOBOJMUTEIISIMH, OH JEMOHCTPUPOBAI 0053aTEIBCTBO B YIYUIIEHUHU C OTHOIIEHUH JIaTMHCKOM
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AMepHKOﬁ. JTa MOJIUTHKA HA3BbIBAETCI «T'E€OMOJIUTHKA» U 3Ta OUE€HDb Ba)KHAS YaCTh HOJIUTUKU
Poccun B pernone, kKotopas ceryac XapakTepU3yeT HOBbIE OTHOLLICHHUS.
History of the Ukraine Conflict and the Crimea Referendum

The context and current situation of the Ukraine Conflict is pertinent to better understand
the UN vote to accept or reject the Russian-backed Crimea Referendum in 2014,. The divide
between Eastern and Western Ukraine goes back to the mid 1600s up until the final conquest of
the Crimean Khanate by the Russian Empire in 1783. Until that point, Russia, the Ottoman
Empire, the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, and Cossacks fought each other for control of the
strategic and arable land of Ukraine (including Crimea) (Conant, "How History, Geography Help
Explain Ukraine's Political Crisis™). Russia not only saw Ukraine as another addition to its
territorial empire, but also as a vast farmland to feed the growing Russian population, as well as
a buffer state between Russia proper and any European invasions from the West. By the
conclusion of hostilities, Ukraine was divided first between Poland and Russia, and then between
Russia and Austria — where each empire would split the country in two — between east and west.
In that environment, Eastern Ukraine developed with Russian immigrants, hierarchical Russian
laws and customs, a strong Orthodox Church, and the Russian language, whereas Catholic
empires developed Western Ukraine using Enlightenment-based government and a decidedly
European orientation. Crimea was a separate territory from the rest of Ukraine (since Muslim
Turkic peoples — the Tatars, inhabited it). During the reign of Catherine, “the decision was taken
in November, 1776, that Russia should begin the invasion of the Crimea” which was conquered
to gain access to the Black Sea, outlining its strategic importance for centuries (Fisher, The

Russian Annexation of the Crimea, 1772-1783, pg. 75).
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Centuries later, the ramifications of the split history of Ukraine was pushed further when
in 1954, Nikita Khrushchev allowed the Crimean territory to be ceded to the Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic as a “a gift of the ‘elder brother [Russian Communist Party]’ to the ‘younger
brother [Ukrainian Communist Party]’ on the occasion of the tricentennial of the unification of
Russia and Ukraine” ("Transfer of the Crimea to the Ukraine™). Khrushchev took the action
without popular consent of Russians, Crimeans, or Ukrainians. Khrushchev’s actions had long-
lasting consequences; as the Federation Council (the upper house of the Russian Duma) passed a
bill “declaring Crimea’s transfer...in 1954.. .to be illegal,” covertly support the pro-Russian
separatists in the region in 2014 — leading to the annexation of Crimea on March 18, 2014
("Federation Council to Pass Bill Proclaiming Crimea's Transfer to Ukraine in 1954 Illegal™).
Before this occurred, tension had been building over the course of Ukrainian history. Each
region, given its unique history, developed with differing views on political orientation,
language, religion, and ethnicity — setting the stage for a buildup of tension leading to the
Ukraine Conflict in 2014. Indeed, before the 1991 collapse of the Soviet Union, Ukraine as it
exists today had never successfully gained independence as a self-governing country. The
buildup of tension between Eastern and Western Ukraine was thus exacerbated over the two
decades in which Ukraine was independent, coming to a head in 2014.

By November of 2013, Viktor Yanukovich had served as president of Ukraine for three
years since being elected in 2010 in a hotly contested election between himself and his Party of
Regions against Yulia Tymoshenko and her Fatherland Party (“Election Resources on the
Internet: Presidential and Parliamentary Elections in Ukraine - Results Lookup™). Charges of
voting fraud were raised as well as Russian intervention during the election, with then-President,

Dmitri Medvedev, raised public concern with the drifting of Ukraine towards pro-European and
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Western policies — namely the Ukraine-European Union Association Agreement, which would
have facilitated economic and political discourse between the EU and Ukraine (EU-Ukraine
Association Agreement — the Complete Texts). Yanukovich’s refusal to sign the treaty widened
the divide between the European-oriented Western Ukraine, and the Russian-oriented Eastern
Ukraine.

By the end of the year in 2013, the historic “Maidan protests” began in the capital of
Kiev, with thousands of pro-Western Ukrainians demanding the signing of the treaty with the EU
and an end to “decades of poor governance characterized by systematic corruption” as well as
Russian influence over diplomatic decisions (Duvell and Lapshyna. "The EuroMaidan Protests,
Corruption, and War in Ukraine: Migration Trends and Ambitions™). Once protests became
violent between President Yanukovich’s police force and the protestors, the process of a general
conflict began in earnest. Eventually protestors overcame security forces in Kiev and forced
Yanukovich to flee to Russia, effectively toppling the democratically elected, pro-Russian
elements of the Ukrainian government, and installing a Western Ukrainian-backed government
that was pro-EU under current president Petro Poroshenko. In the eastern regions of the country,
particularly in Crimea where Russian-speakers and those who identified as Russian live, there
were counter-protest movements declaring the post-Maidan government illegitimate (Cartalucci,
"Ukraine: The Anti-Maidan Begins™). In February and March of 2014, separatist movements
began taking action against the post-Maidan government by setting up “People’s Republics”
centered on the cities of Donetsk and Luhansk in Eastern Ukraine. Seizing the opportunity of a
nationalist-driven mandate, President VVladimir Putin of Russia began sending military and
economic support to the separatists, as well as “little green men” (Russian soldiers with

unmarked uniforms not designating a country of origin) to wrest control of the Crimean
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peninsula from the Ukrainian government forces in a relatively bloodless transfer of power
(Shevchenko, “"Little Green Men" or "Russian Invaders"?"). The use of Russian troops to assist
separatist elements in Eastern Ukraine was an aggressive gesture by Russia to assert its influence
over events in the country, and violated a 1994 Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances,
where Russia (along with Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Belarus, the US and the UK) signed an
agreement not to use hostile threats or force against the territorial integrity of the other
signatories (Memorandum on Security Assurances in Connection with Ukraine's Accession to the
Treaty on the NPT). However, the bold actions taken by the Russian military following the
outbreak of serious internal strife in Ukraine remained militarily unanswered by the signatories.
Following the successful annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation, far-reaching
consequences continued to press Russia — namely Western-imposed economic sanctions and
political isolation. Beginning soon after the UN vote, the United States and European allies
condemned Russian action as a violation of international law, and began seeking support in the
freezing of Russian financial assets. Key members of the Putin Administration and Russian
oligarchy were targeted, as well as sectors of the Russian economy. For example, the natural gas
and oil Russia sold to Europe was reduced as part of sanctions, along with other imports and
exports between the EU and Russia, including foodstuffs ("EU Sanctions against Russia over
Ukraine Crisis - Newsroom - European Commission™). The West removed Russia from the G-8
summit in a symbolic gesture of disapproval. In retaliation, Russia stopped importing products
from the West and even began destroying products already inside Russia rather than sell them to
its own population. At one point, “some 9 million tons of European cheeses steamrolled and
bulldozed before being buried at a landfill.” (Chappell, "We Will Bury You: Russia Bulldozes

Tons Of European Cheese, Other Banned Food").
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Even military measures were taken by NATO forces that began exercises and an increase
in patrols and number of troops in the Baltic States and Eastern Europe, to signal “to Russia that
there are no divisions within NATO that it can exploit” and where the fear of Russian-backed
uprisings might start (McNamara, "Securing the Nordic-Baltic Region™). These combative
economic, military, and political actions taken by the West, while focused on the deterrence of
further Russian aggression, did nothing to ease the diplomatic crisis between the West and
Russia — and only created a higher resolve for the Putin Administration with which to push
Russians further into supporting policies abroad. The West mirrored the fear of encirclement
and invasion by Russia in the fear of unmet, geopolitical aggression. While Russia looked at a
history of nearly 800 years of European invasion and destruction, most recently at the hands of
Nazi Germany in World War 11, the West looked towards the Cold War and current Russian
foreign policy since 2008 — when the Putin Administration demonstrated its willingness to use
force against Western allies in pursuit of its own regional interests, such as Georgia during the
Russian-Georgian War of 2008. The heightened tension not seen since during the Cold War
existed because of the annexation of Crimea and the general conflict in Ukraine.

The implications of Russian support for the breakaway Donbass region of eastern
Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea have brought very detrimental economic consequences to
Russia. Coupled with oil prices of $44.37 per barrel, economic sanctions from Western
countries have caused Russia to suffer a “GDP growth of -2.2% in the first quarter of 2015”
("Commodities: Latest Crude Oil Price & Chart™), (Christie, "Sanctions after Crimea: Have They
Worked?"). Because Western nations have stopped exporting certain products to the Russian
market, such as cheese from the Netherlands, Russia has seen increased shortages of food, along

with the symbolic gestures of destroying Western food products rather than selling them in
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Russia (Chappell). While Western sanctions have forced Russia to become more self-sufficient
and has forced Russian citizens to create a Russian-product only cuisine, the country is unable to
meet the full needs of its people. By 2015, the ruble had dipped to the new lows since the crisis
of the late 1990s (around 70-80 rubles per US dollar) within the past decade (“XE Currency
Charts”). Instead, compensation for economic losses had to be explored; such as a new oil
pipeline stretching from Eastern Russia to China, where the demand for energy is high to meet
the needs of its large population.

However, the Asian market did not resolve the loss of food imports and general trade
(China is still an export-driven economy), which is when the UN vote on Crimea became
particularly significant. In an effort to benefit from sanctions, Latin American countries, many
of which are still heavily agricultural economically (Brazil, Argentina, Chile, etc.) “have
indicated their desire to increase exports to Russia in order to boost their own economies” S0 that
both Russia and Latin America gain mutually from the trade vacuum in the Russian economy
(Meacham, "What Does the Russian Food Import Ban Mean for Latin America?").

The United Nations and the Vote

The UN General Assembly was one of six major organs formed in 1945 as the “principal
organ” of the United Nations — the main legislative body. In this body, each member state has an
equal voice and equal vote to determine questions of global importance, related mostly to
security, budget, recommendations on international issues, etc. Resolutions, or official decisions
reached by the Assembly must be decided by a 2/3-majority vote of present countries to pass
("Chapter IV | United Nations").

On March 27, 2014, the United Nations General Assembly had come to a conclusion on

the “Territorial Integrity of Ukraine” in response to the annexation of Crimea by the Russian
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Federation, and inspired by the fear of further incursions. The non-binding resolution enacted by
the international body showed that the General Assembly was in support of the pre-2014
Referendum borders of Ukraine, and encouraged members “not to recognize any change in the
status of Crimea...and refrain from actions or dealings that might be interpreted as such” (UN
News Center, "General Assembly Adopts Resolution Calling upon States Not to Recognize
Changes in Status of Crimea Region"). This all occurred after the Security Council of the UN
was unable to reach a conclusion on its own due to continued Russian vetoes. Of the present
voting nations, 100 votes asserted the territorial integrity of Ukraine, 58 abstained from a
decision, and 11 were opposed to condemning the Russian annexation (UN News Center).

The anti-Russian votes, spearheaded by Western countries such as the US and the UK,
maintained that Russia had violated international norms and treaties (the 1994 Budapest
Agreement), by taking military action in Eastern Ukraine, while disregarding the security and
integrity of Ukrainian civilians and the Ukrainian government. Latin American countries closely
tied politically or economically to the US — such as Mexico (which is a member of NAFTA), or
Colombia, Chile, and Peru — the strongest liberal democratic allies of the US in Latin America,
fell into line with the US position offered by Samantha Powers, the US representative to the UN.

While it was clear that the 11 countries that voted in favor of Russia would do so (core
allies — Venezuela, Nicaragua, Cuba, etc.), the uniqueness of the vote was found in the 58
countries that had abstained. Several of these votes were made by prominent Latin American
countries such as Argentina and Brazil, which illustrated a unique shift in the Latin American
trend of backing Russian initiatives where only two decades ago Latin America was almost
entirely within the American sphere of influence during the Cold War. In part this shift may

have been related to the growing Latin American autonomy found in its governments — Luis
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Ignacio Lula da Silva and Dilma Rousseff were Marxist guerrillas in the 1980s in Brazil — guided
by Soviet doctrine; and the Kirchners had become more skeptical of the US sphere in Argentina.
But because several Latin American countries did not explicitly vote against Russian efforts of
annexation, and seen in the very diplomatic language used later on, one can see how an
abstention is simply an passive method of approving an action — in this case, territorial
annexation. In a way, the abstention vote is related to the international relations theory of
appeasement — or placating a country or government when it takes assertive actions. While the
Munich Conference of 1938 is usually cited as an illustration of appeasement, the case of Russia
and Ukraine should not be looked at with the same negative connotations. Appeasement in this
case, through abstention, is simply a support by lack of rejection of Russian action and the
possible reasons as to why countries such as Brazil and Argentina did so (even with large
ancestrally Ukrainian populations).

The reason for abstentions may be the successful Russian diplomatic maneuvers of the
past decade in regard to the composition of the UN Security Council (the decision-making entity
made up permanently of Russia, China, France, the UK, and the US). For example, Russia is one
of the leading Security Council countries in favor of changing the makeup of the Council.
Russian officials have specifically Brazil as a potential new, permanent member, as Brazil is the
most populous, economically potent, and regionally powerful country in a region of the world
where diplomatic and economic power will shift within the next 50 years ("Russia to Support
Brazilian Bid for Permanent Membership in UNSC"). The implications of changing the current
Security Council can be easily imagined as the decisions of the body would change dramatically
to match the interests of the new members. What is interesting about this potential shift is the

politics behind it. Brazil of course finds membership mutually beneficial, and can use the fact
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that a P-5 member supporting its own membership is a significant step towards the change of the
make-up of the Council. It has also created a working foundation that allows Russia and Brazil
to come together on other issues and improve relations in general.
Russia and Latin America Today

The current Russian policy towards Latin America is perhaps the most significant aspect
of foreign policy analysis now as it explains the UN vote, the current diplomatic situation, and
the future of Russian involvement in Latin America. Indeed, the interactions the Russian
government employs with most states within the pro-Russia camp and the abstention camp are
core elements of Russia policy in the region. These core elements can be broken into economic,
military, and political sectors, all of which overlap in certain cases. Since 2008, political
overtures have been the centerpiece of the new policy initiative for Russia — beginning with
diplomatic visits by high-level officials of the Russian government. From 2000-2015, President
Putin, President Medvedev, Foreign Minister Lavrov, and Defense Minister Shoigu have all
traveled on tours throughout Latin America to gather support for new economic and political
relationships between Russia and the region from arms and energy trade to joint military
exercises. According to Jan Burlyai, a Deputy Director of the Latin American Department of the
Russian Foreign Ministry, “Russian-Latin American ties have become much more active lately”
with visits made by President Putin to Cuba in 2000, Mexico, Brazil, and Chile in 2004; and by
foreign ministers to Venezuela, Argentina, Brazil, and Chile in 2003, Cuba in 2004, and Mexico
in 2005 (Burlyai, “Russia’s Latin American Tango” pg. 51). Several visits have been made in
2010, and 2015 focused on military and political relations regarding Crimea, mustering support

for visa-travel, which most Latin American countries have with Russia, and trade.
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This travel by the highest officials of government has not been restricted to only
diplomats, however. In fact, recently Russia and Latin American states have come to travel
agreements allowing the easier flow of people between both regions based on visa-free travel
zones, which is not only in effect in core allies of Russia such as Cuba, Venezuela, or Nicaragua,
but also in countries like Argentina, Colombia, and Brazil — countries not as aligned historically
or politically in the past (MercoPress, "Latam Divided on UN Crimea Vote; Mercosur, except
for Venezuela Abstains™). As of 2016, only Bolivia, the Dominican Republic, and Mexico (with
electronic visas), did not permit visa-free travel with Russia. A lack of travel restrictions
between countries is generally a good indicator of the level of trust and positive relations one
government has with another, suggesting that even right-wing, pro-American governments have
come to see Russia not as an ideological enemy, but as a political partner in many regards.

Another way this cooperative spirit has manifested itself is in Russian membership in
Latin American transnational organizations such as MERCOSUR and ALBA — the two largest
trade blocs in Latin America. “We intend to pursue our line for further contacts with other sub-
regional integration alliances: the Andean Community (AC), the Central American Integration
System, the Association of Caribbean States (ACS), and the Caribbean Community
(CARICOM),” Deputy Director Burlyai listed a few more organizations along with the major
trade blocs where Russia has increased its presence (Burlyai, 52). In these and many other
organizations, Russia has obtained membership as an “observer state” which allows it to give
input and participate as an almost-equal member. These often economic institutions not only
provide Russia with more outlets to expand trade opportunities — something it must do now more
than ever due to Western sanctions, but over time it has created trust and as a foundation for

political, cultural, and military exchanges on which to create stronger policies today. Therefore,
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one could observe that economic relations are the basis for deeper and broader relations in the
future, which Russia has proven. By participating in Latin American institutions and
demonstrating a care for the region that countries like the US or China have not offered, Russia
has made economic inroads in arms deals and in trade in general. “In the past decade, according
to Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), there has been a surge of Latin
American countries purchasing military equipment and arms from state-owned Russian
Technologies (Rostec) or receiving Russian military aid.” Even discussions about new military
installations and activity, possibly in response to NATO, have begun between Russian and Latin
American officials (Americas Quarterly, "Russo-Latin American Arms Sales").

A report given by the Russian government suggests, “In 2004-2012 mutual trade turnover
increased almost three-fold — from $5.8 billion to $16.4 billion” across all sectors — creating a
stronger dependency on one another (Yakovlev, "Poccus u Jlaturckas AMeprka Ha TPACKTOPHH
B3auMHoro commwkenus"). The reason countries like China, which also use economic policy to
develop future general policy in developing regions of the world, do not work is because there is
not a historical basis on which to build, and not a cooperative sense of mutual benefit in trade.
Recently, in 2015, “Argentina’s coast guard says it sank a Chinese fishing vessel that was fishing
in a restricted area off the South American country’s coast” after having repeatedly asking for
identification and demands to leave Argentine territory in Spanish and English (Laje, "Argentina
Sinks Chinese Vessel, Cites lllegal Fishing™).

The sign of the deepest trust and partnership however, is the military agreements between
Russia and Latin American countries. Other than increased arms deals, Defense Minister Shoigu
began discussions regarding the expansion of Russian naval and military bases in various parts of

the world — at the very least “for the use of Nicaraguan military bases, ports, and airports to
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refuel Russian planes” (Americas Quarterly). Like the US, which maintains military
installations across the globe, Russia has been seeking to expand its military capacities, generally
as a response to increased NATO drills and activities close to the Russian border in Eastern
Europe. Joint military exercises with Nicaragua, Cuba, Venezuela, and Costa Rica demonstrated
Russia’s military prowess, reach, and capability in the “backyard of the US” — one with multiple,
nuclear-capable Tu-160 bombers flying to Venezuela, and another with a naval flotilla
dispatched to the Caribbean for naval exercises in 2014 (Ellis, "Russian Engagement in Latin
America and the Caribbean: Return to the "Strategic Game™ in a Complex-Interdependent Post-
Cold War World?" pg. 16). Military exercises are both expensive and require a certain degree of
coordination and cooperation between two countries. The fact that Russia has successfully done
this twice in the Caribbean, which has not gained much attention from the US, exposes the lack
of attention or care of US policy in the region. That lack of attention has not gone unnoticed by
Latin American countries.

Over the course of the near 300-year history of Latin American-US relations, an anti-
American sentiment has been building due to perceived (often real) injustices seen by Latin
America. Unilateral interventions in places like Mexico, Colombia, the Dominican Republic,
and more from the early 1900s to the installation and backing of right-wing dictators like
Fulgencio Batista in Cuba, Augusto Pinochet in Chile, Rafael Trujillo in the Dominican
Republic, the Somoza family in Nicaragua and more have made the US seem like an imperialist
power determined to extract as much benefit — political or economic from Latin America since
the Monroe Doctrine of 1823. Latin Americans have generally felt themselves treated as a lesser
partner in a hegemonic relationship with the US, which in the 1990s and 2000s caused

revisionist, populist leaders like Hugo Chavez, Rafael Correa, Evo Morales, and Daniel Ortega
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to come to power across Latin America, often on platforms of anti-Americanism. Interestingly, a
Pew Research Center poll conducted in 2014 across Latin America saw Argentina as the country
most opposed to current US foreign policy, with a 36% favorability rating in 2014, down from
41% in 2013 ("Chapter 1: The American Brand™). This is noteworthy because the country was
Argentina rather than a “usual enemy” of the US like Cuba or Venezuela.

The vote demonstrated that there was a rising potential in another area of the world where
Russia had had an historical relationship — Latin America. In that region, core allies of Russia —
Venezuela, Cuba, Bolivia, and Nicaragua voted against invalidating the Crimea Referendum.
Even more interesting were the abstentions — made by Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, El
Salvador, Ecuador, Guyana, and Suriname. Many of these countries, which had been during the
Cold War opposed to Soviet policy and expansion, indirectly voiced support for Russian actions
taken in Eastern Europe, seemingly validating them due to the lack of rancor against the
aggressive actions which traditional Western allies in the region took (Mexico, Colombia, Chile,
Peru, etc.).

The Pro-Russian Vote

There was no surprise when the core allies of Russia voted in favor of the annexation of
Crimea by Russia, and who offered their positions on the situation. It did however reaffirm the
strongest allies of Russia in the region and the successful work Russia had already completed —
the models to which the Russian government was attempting to move more Latin American
countries. Their views are nonetheless an important aspect to put into perspective the extent
Russia has already solidified inroads made in the region based off of the aforementioned

historical and ideological ties that united Russia with these core allies.
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Relations between the governments in Havana and Moscow have been strong ever since
the Cuban Revolution in 1959. This is due to the ideological alliance in the Marxist-inspired
revolutions in both countries, as well as the development of educational exchanges in Latin
American schools in Moscow (PY/IH), support during the Cuban Missile Crisis, and economic
funding throughout the Cold War. For approximately 50 years (save for the “Lost Decade” of
the 90s in Russia), a relationship was built between the two countries, “providing not only
billions of dollars in arms, loans, and aid...but also hosting tens of thousands of Cubans to tavel
to Russia for education in universities (Ellis, 38). As perhaps Russia’s oldest and staunchest ally
in Latin America, Cuba has been the ideal model for what Russia seeks to accomplish across the
entire region — an alliance founded on trust with ties across all facets of life: economic, cultural,
political, etc. Therefore, during the statements and explanations process in the UN, the
representative from Cuba, Rodolfo Reyes Rodriguez voiced the Cuba’s support of the annexation
of Crimea. In his statement, Rodriguez cited the “hypocrisy, the double standards, and the
aggression” shown by Washington and NATO in matters of self-determination, territorial
integrity, and international law (UN News Center). He went on to state that the expansion of
NATO further east would destabilize a previously peaceful region and that the current Ukrainian
government did not reflect the rights of Crimea given the fact it violently overthrew the
democratically elected Yanukovich government.

Bolivia

The second and newer ally of Russia in the region is Bolivia — where the populist,
socialist-inspired rhetoric of Evo Morales has won him the presidency in that country, with a
great deal of support from and for the Russian government. That mutual support was evident

when Representative Sacha Sergio Llorentty Soliz offered a similar statement to his Cuban
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counterpart, mentioning that Bolivia was a pacifist country not intent on picking a side regarding
the referendum, but voting against it to voice its discontent with the hypocrisy and double
standards of the West and the Security Council, which he believed needs to be reformed to
reflect the current international environment (UN News Center). The Morales Administration
embodies the anti-American sentiment and revolutionary change in leaders in Latin America that
see an alliance with Russia as the alternative to traditional US hegemony. He has solidified this
alliance through increased arms deals and energy-based economic negotiations between the two
countries (Ellis, 64-67).
Nicaragua

One of the more active allies of Russia in Latin America — Nicaragua, led by Daniel
Ortega (a former left-wing revolutionary), offered its support for Russian policy in Crimea on
March 22, 2014, and later that week on March 27, believing the annexation was just and valid
(UN News Center). Interestingly, Russian assistance brought Ortega to power during the Cold
War, and aided the government in combating the contra rebellion. To solidify the alliance,
“Ortega’s government became the first in Latin America to recognize diplomatically the pro-
Russian breakaway republics of South Ossetia and Abkhazia” (Ellis, 25). Like Bolivia,
Nicaragua has become a strong ally of Russia by increasing joint military exercises, hosting
Russian officials, and increasing arms deals to revitalize the Nicaraguan Armed Forces while
also constructing a new counternarcotic training center in Managua (Ellis 27). With such
significant military and strategic actions initiated by both governments, it is clear that the

alliance between the two is a strong one.
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Venezuela

Finally, and also unsurprisingly, the Venezuelan government under Nicolas Maduro
voiced its strong support for the referendum held in Crimea. Represented by Samuel Moncada
during the deliberation in the General Assembly, the Venezuelan statement was opposed to the
undemocratic changes to the Ukrainian government preceding the conflict in Eastern Ukraine
(UN News Center). Reflecting popular Russian sentiment propagated by state media, President
Maduro and his officials stated that they believed terrorist organizations and extremist groups
backed by Western powers had, since World War 11 been disrupting a stable world order and
replacing popular governments with “Nazi-fascist” elements — something representative of how
many Latin Americans might view US foreign policy after a history where such a statement
could be validated. He not only cited these beliefs, but also events in Kosovo during the 90s
where the situation was virtually flipped. At the time, the Russian government, with its
traditional ally Serbia was fighting against what the West called a democratic self-determination
movement by ethnic Albanians in the Kosovo province of Serbia after ethnic tensions caused
violence. In the end, the West, backed by NATO quickly supported the Kosovars and the
legitimacy of their movement and government for the same reasons the Russian government was
supporting Crimean and Eastern Ukrainian separatist tendencies. Venezuela has long been an
ally of Russia since Hugo Chavez —arguably the first revisionist leader of Latin America, came to
power and immediately fostered positive relations with Russia against the United States. Even
past his death, his efforts have continued, as the Venezuelan embassy in Moscow operates a
cultural education program with other Latin American embassies to educated and disseminate
Latin American news, culture, information, and more to establish strong ties with Russian

citizens — an effective use of soft power ("Objetivos Especificos y Actividades™).
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As mentioned before, the support for Russia and the Crimea Referendum from these core
allies was not an issue Russia had to deal with in finding international support for its assertive
policies in Eastern Europe. What was truly significant was the less expected support from major
players in Latin America, demonstrating the effectiveness of Russian relation building in the
region to this point.

The Abstention Vote

The sign of success for new Russian regional policy can be based on the fact that during
the 2014 UN vote on Crimea, countries that were traditionally aligned with the US government
during American hegemonic period (1823-2008), and particularly during the Cold War against
communist revolutions, had broken from this order by abstaining rather than outright rejection of
Russian actions in Ukraine. Recently, Russia has made serious attempts to work closer with
right-wing governments — namely Colombia, Chile, Mexico, and Peru — which are generally
considered to be the closest allies of the US in Latin America. Russia has started its economic-
based interactions with these countries, hoping to build relationships it has or is currently
building now in places like Argentina and Brazil. These two countries, “which have suffered
massive protests, some of them spontaneous” may have seen a vote supporting the Western-
backed Ukrainian government, as a validation of anti-government movements back home,
causing cautious voting in the form of abstentions (MercoPress). As mentioned before, the
action not to reject Russia’s claims outright — a form of appeasement, signifies recognition and
possibly even support for Russian foreign policy. The consequences of ending a thus far
beneficial relationship with Russia does not seem to be the goal of developing Latin American

countries. And while not direct support, rhetoric between countries like Argentina and Russia,
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and increasing economic dependency between Russia and Brazil (for food and military products)
has nearly solidified a larger pro-Russian camp in Latin America.

Paraguay and Uruguay

Paraguay and Uruguay have both experienced increased and improved relations with
Russia, being included in the vise-free travel, as well as increased trade. Due to both having
access to agricultural and livestock resources such as beef, imports from these countries to
Russia after Western sanctions has increased. In statements from both the Uruguayan and
Paraguayan governments (made by Christina Carrion and Marcelo Eliseo Scappini Ricciardi
respectively) voiced their belief in open and direct dialogue as the only appropriate way to end
the conflict in question (UN News Center). Carrion went further citing the Uruguayan
government’s commitment to international law and democratic principles. She reminded her
colleagues that Uruguay for the same reason was opposed to the unilateral referendums in
Kosovo or the Malvinas (Falkland Islands), which undermined UN Charter principles, and which
Uruguay would remain consistently opposed to. However, the fact that the governments did not
immediately condemn the Russian government strongly implies that they do appreciate the
position of the Crimeans and Russia on some level causing the lack of confidence to vote in
favor of invalidating the referendum.

Argentina

One of the newest and most significant allies for Russia in Latin America is Argentina.
After having made the connection that Crimea was the same as the Malvinas — where Argentine
claims to the land caused a war between that country and England in the 1980s, resonated
strongly with Argentines in how they viewed Russia’s position in relation to Crimea. “Many of

the major powers, which have secured the Falklands’ people right to self-determination, do not
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want to do the same in relation to Crimea now... There is zero logic in that.” (Sudarev, "Russia
and Latin America in the Context of the Ukrainian Crisis"). Past that, the left-leaning, populist
Peronist Party of the Kirchner family created common ground on which Russia could build an
economic relationship with Argentina. For arms and energy products to develop the country,
Argentina could send back food needed to maintain the Russian economy. These relations have
continued to develop over history — with Argentina having the largest Russian community in the
Western Hemisphere outside of Brazil and the United States. Maria Cristina Perceval, the
Argentine representative to the UN stated that the government would not support a resolution
with a “lack of coherence” and with room for interpretation of the UN Charter regarding
territorial integrity on which the UN vote was being based (UN News Center). In separate
statements, the President at the time Cristina Kirchner and the Argentine embassy stated that
they could not support a resolution where double standards would exist due to the international
community recognizing the right of Britain to maintain its claims on the Malvinas, while Russia
was not allowed to do the same with Crimea. Here, the success of Russian policy in the region is
demonstrated by the Foreign Ministry’s ability to find and latch onto a popular image or
sentiment and to build an anti-Western relationship off of that sentiment for future, consolidated
positions.
Brazil

However the investment in Argentina for its claims on the Malvinas was not the only
policy success of Russia. Perhaps even greater was its success in keeping Brazil outside of
support for the Western condemnation of the Crimea vote; in part due to the support Russia had
given Brazil in becoming a permanent member of the UN, amongst other mutually beneficial

developments. As the preeminent regional power in Latin America, Brazil has historically been
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the country courted by foreign powers. Brazil is so significant due to its membership in BRICS,
and because it posses the largest population in South America (and the second largest Russian
population), the largest economy and geographic area (which requires an up-to-date military and
a strong, export-based economy — both of which Russia provides outlets for). In October of
2005, both countries signed the Strategic Alliance Agreement outlining cooperation and the
desire to improve relations further — which joint membership in BRICS has accomplished (Ellis,
60). Outlining the significance of Brazil to Russian strategy in the region, trips by Medvedev
and Putin have stopped in Brazil — with a focus on military and general economic agreements.
Brazil not only provides Russia with the largest buyer of arms, but also makes up $5.9 billion in
bilateral trade as of 2013 — 94% of Brazilian exports are agricultural products (Ellis, 62). That
Russia has been successful in creating a place for itself as a partner among Latin American
countries is clear and since the 2014 vote, has begun to pay off.
The Future of Russian in Latin America

In Moscow, the relationship between Russia and Latin America seems to reflect the trend
in which both regions of the world are moving — that increased cultural exposure and exchanges
between people show a mutual appreciation and interest between the two peoples. The relatively
large Latin American community there encounters an open Russian population with a genuine
interest to travel, learn dance or language, and understand the culture of Latin American
countries (based on interviews). When one goes abroad, representing the general principles of a
host country becomes more evident, and in this case, Latin Americans in Russia often reflected
the views of Russia that their governments had. From February to May of 2015, | successfully
conducted 20-30 formal interviews of a diverse group of Latin Americans (mainly students and

embassy employees from the ages of 20-60), with questions regarding their perceptions of Russia
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and Russians, vice-versa, and the state of relations between their countries of origin and Russia,
the reason why they lived there, the position the Latino community occupied in Russian society,
and the possible implications.

Based off of these interviews in Spanish, Russian, and English, | found that many Latin
Americans currently traveling to Russia do so for work opportunities, higher education, and the
relative ease at which Latin Americans may travel to Russia. “I came because in Colombia and
other countries, receiving an education in Moscow is prestigious and a good opportunity” said
Mary Rivera, a Colombian graduate student studying at PY/IH. The older interviewees, such as
JesUs Oliva or Gilberto Marquez from Honduras and El Salvador respectively, agreed that Latin
Americans they knew, as well as in their home countries, generally supported the Russian claim
to Crimea. While these residents of Russia may be more prone to support the government
position, their conversations with other members of the community and their connections home
suggest a real recognition and approval of Russian action, possibly borne out of a feeling of
increased autonomy from US influence.

The conclusion of the research suggested that increased numbers of Russians (since early
1990s) also traveled to Latin America, with an increased level of national interest in the region —
brought on by heightened levels of exposure from diplomatic programs such as the integration
and educational centers in the Venezuelan embassy and vice-versa in Buenos Aires, Argentina,
where there is a “Russia House” ("Casa De Rusia En Buenos Aires"). Based on the individual
and cultural exchanges brought by increased travel and education, the research demonstrated
what is occurring at the international level — that Russia’s influence in Latin America has grown
over the past several years, that Latin Americans themselves find common ground on issues such

as the Crimea referendum, and that the future of relations between these regions — be they
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economic, political, or social, all point towards a new path of cooperation and the drawing in of
Latin American countries to a revisionist, Russian-oriented sphere of influence.

One of the more unique shifts in 21 century Russian-Latin American relations, which
differs from historical interactions, is the extent and activism of Russian involvement across the
whole region of Latin America, regardless of ideological tendencies. At no other point has
Russian soft power (defined as persuasive tools of power used to achieve national policy goals —
such as trade, cultural exchanges, media-sharing, etc.), or hard power (coercive military force)
been present in such a territorially broad section of Latin America. What is potentially more
surprising is the reciprocation and willingness to cooperate that Latin American countries in
general show towards Russia. As mentioned before, the Crimea Referendum vote held by the
UN signaled a change in attitude across Latin America — particularly in countries that have
generally been apathetic to previous Russian attempts to advance foreign policy interests during
the Soviet era or before. The significance only increased when one observes that Brazil and
Argentina — the two economic and political powerhouses of Latin America, are amongst those
countries that, rather than follow aggressive, anti-Russian, Western policies, have instead opened
themselves up to take advantage of a mutually beneficial period of prosperity by increasing the
rate of trade between Latin America and Russia, military access, and cultural development and
understanding. This increased exchange is reflected in the movement of peoples between Russia
and Latin America over the past decade as indicated by the Moscow Research Project. For
example, | found that the younger Latin Americans (mainly from Peru, Colombia, and Bolivia)
saw education in Russia as cost-effective and prestigious in their home countries; while elder
Latin Americans remarked on their personal (and their home governments) support for the

annexation of Crimea as a natural and understandable response (See Appendix D).
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As for Russia, the time is opportune to fill the power-vacuum left by the lack of
significant American presence in the region, which the Russian government is all too prepared to
take advantage of. As has already been demonstrated, Russia has made economic, political, and
military overtures to all Latin American countries — even those within the “American camp” with
traditionally conservative, pro-American governments. This lack of media coverage or academic
work in the United States following these trends exposes the lack of interest or activity of
American policymakers in the region, which can only be explained by a perceived notion that the
“backyard of the United States” is still safe from foreign intervention. This, however, is not the
case. The foreign policy implications for the US depend upon future action taken to meet
Russian inroads into Latin America. Assuming relations with the US remain stagnant or worsen,
Russia has no incentive to either reduce activism in Latin America, or use that activism and
relationship to create stability and a positive relationship between Latin America and its northern
neighbor. Instead, Latin America will continue to act as a diplomatic and economic battleground
where NATO activity in Eastern Europe causes Russian-Latin American joint military exercises
in the Caribbean, and where Western-imposed sanctions result in Russian-led arms deals and
increased trade programs. The anti-American sentiment that has been building in Latin America
over the past history of 200 years will continue the trend seen today.

While the success of Russian policy in different Latin American countries varies
depending on the level of trade, political identity, and cultural exchange, the overall perception
of Latin American states towards Russia following the UN Crimea Referendum vote moved the
region closer to the top of Russian diplomatic priorities. Latin America is now seen as a new and

viable partner entering a period in the international system where interdependent and
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interconnected regions of the world can create a cohesive movement of change and power —

something both Russia and Latin America seem to be striving for at the present moment.
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Appendix A

UN Crimea vote: How Latin America voted

@ Approved Honduras
@ Rejected Cuba
Abstained Haiti

Dominican Republic
Colombia

Mexico
Venezuela

Guatemala
El Salvador

Nicaragua Brazil

Costa Rica

Panama

Ecuador Paraguay
Uruguay

Argentina

Source: UN voting record
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Table 1. Trade turnover between Russia and Latin American countries, mn USD.

A country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Latin America 157 103 121 171 163
02 81 64 69 51
including:
Brazil 671 459 587 650 565
1 3 4 4 9
Venezuela 958 113 131 170 194
6 5
Mexico 123 623 769 141 158
1 5 7
Argentina 197 136 112 187 157
6 0 5 3 1
Ecuador 936 834 952 129 130
9 4
Paraguay 356 359 451 483 863
Uruguay 404 473 374 398 629
Chile 365 270 357 455 525
Colombia 213 174 253 313 463
Peru 328 181 326 726 462
Cuba 265 354 276 221 220

Source: Federal Customs Service of Russia for various years.

Table 2. Structure of the Russian exports to the Latin American

share of individual commodity groups,%)

countries (the

Trading group 2010 2011 2012
Total 100 100 100

including:
fertilizers 37.6 48.1 36.5
Mineral fuels 22.7 22.9 10.3
Black metals 12.2 4.7 8.0
Rubber and articles thereof 3.1 3.2 2.8
VEHICLES 0.7 1.1 2.5
Aluminium and articles thereof 1.3 2.1 2.4
Reactors, boilers, parts thereof 1.0 0.9 2.1
Electrical machinery and 2.6 1.0 2.0
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equipment
Copper and articles thereof 1.3 2.5 2.0
Aircraft and parts thereof 2.4 0.7 1.1
Tools and machines 0.3 0.2 0.9
Paper and paperboard 1.2 0.7 0.7
Inorganic Chemistry 1.2 0.9 0.7
Plastics and articles thereof 0.3 0.3 0.5
Organic Chemistry Products 0.7 0.6 0.5
Metals and metal products 0.8 0.3 0.3

Source: Federal Customs Service of Russia for various years.

Table 3. Structure of Russian imports from Latin American countries (the share

of individual commodity groups,%)

Trading group 2010 2011 2012
Total 100 100 100
including:

Meat and meat by-products 39.2 33.1 37.2
Fruits, nuts 12.6 13.1 12.9
Sugar products from sugar 25.0 25.7 10.4
VEHICLES 2.7 3.7 4.6
Trees and plants 2.8 2.0 3.6
Tobacco and tobacco substitutes 1.9 2.8 3.5
Oil seeds and fruits 3.0 2.8 3.0
pharmaceutical products 0.2 0.2 2.5
Reactors, boilers and parts 0.5 1.4 2.1
Fish, shellfish, etc. 1.6 1.8 2.1
Waste of food industry, animal 0.5 1.0 2.1

feed
Food products are different 1.6 1.8 2.1
Coffee, tea, mate, spices 1.3 2.2 1.8
Inorganic Chemistry 0.7 0.3 1.7
Cereals 0.1 0.2 1.6
Milk products 1.1 1.2 1.6
Alcoholic and nonalcoholic 0.9 1.0 1.5

beverages

Source: Federal Customs Service of Russia for various years.
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Appendix C

Blue — visa-free travel

Green — e-visas or electronic registration
Light Blue — visa granted on arrival
Grey — visa required
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Appendix D

Bomnpocsi
1. [Touemy BbI 311ech B Poccun? Kakue npuamHbi?
2. Y10 BHI nemaere B Mockse?
3. Ectb 11 60bI1I0€ pyccKoe cooOIecTBO B Bamieil ctpane? I'1e OHO HAXOUTCS U MOYeMY
CyILECTBYET?
4. Yro BBl JyMaeTe O )KU3HU 3[1€Ch B CPABHEHUU C KU3HBIO B Balllel cTpaHe?
5. Kak Be1 nymaere, cymectByer jiu Mexxay Poccueit u Jlatnackoii AMepukoii 6oJbiie
KYJIbTYPHBIX (MJIM OOIIUX) CXOJICTB WJIN Pa3TUIHiA?
6. Bl coxpansieTe Baly JaTHHOAMEPUKAHCKUE TPAAULIMU U 00bIuau (e11a, peurus, si3bIK 1 T.1.)
WK BoCIIpuHUMaeTe oObruau Poccun?
7. Y MOCKBBI €CTh OOJIBIIIOE WM AKTHBHOE JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOE OOIIeCTBO (OH MpUKIiItoueH?)?
8. UTo AyMarT pycCKHe O JJaTHHOAMEPUKAHIAX U UX KyJIbType?
9. KakoB 00pa3 pyccKHX M PyCCKOM KyJIbTYpHI B Balleil crpane?
10. Kak Bbl nymaere, HacCKOJIbKO T€CHBIE CBsI3U Mex 1y Poccueit u Bamieit ctpanoi? [louemy?
11. Yo Bel mymaete (uiiv 1014 B Balllel CTpaHe AyMarOT) O KPU3KUCE B YKpauHe, U
OTHOLIEHUAX Mexay Poccuelt u 3ananom ceityac?
12. Kak aTa cuTyanus BIusieT Ha oTHoleHus Mexxay Poccueii u Jlatunckoit Amepukoi?
13. Iymaere nu Bbl, uTO cX0/ICTBA B KYJIbTYpE/SKOHOMHUKE/UCTOPUU U T.J. €CTECTBEHHBIM
oOpa3om cBsi3piBatOT Poccuto u Jlatunckyo Amepuky?

HNuTepBblo (He BCé)

e ['unbepro Mapke3
e Xecyc OnuBa

e @panko [Tauec

e Xecyc [Tapuce

e Jleiinu Pana

e Keysun Pamupec
e FEimca Peiiec

e Mepu Pusepa

e Hunupa XepHanaec
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VII.

VIII.
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