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Magisterské práce 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

2020        Ksenia Galtsova 
 

 



 

 

 

UNIVERZITA KARLOVA V PRAZE 

FAKULTA SOCIÁLNÍCH VĚD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mastering Space by New Means of Power 

Politics: Democratization 

 

Magisterské práce 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prague 2020



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Author: Ksenia Galtsova 

Supervisor: PhDr. Michael Romancov Ph.D. 

 



 

 

Abstrakt 
 

Demokratizace dominuje v mezinárodních vztazích od konce studené války. Demokratizační 

pomoc se navíc stala součástí zahraničních institucí států, jak je ukázáno na příkladech 

Spojených států a Evropské unie. Jelikož státy vnímají mezinárodní vztahy z neorealistické 

perspektivy, vzbuzuje to obavy ohledně jejich zdůvodnění podpory demokracie. Tato práce se 

pokouší najít korelaci mezi geopolitickými cíli států a demokratizací. Jejím cílem je prokázat, 

že demokratizované země mají sklon inklinovat k asistenční moci, a to prospívá geopolitickým 

cílům asistující moci. 

Studiem geopolitických cílů EU a USA a jejich uplatněním na demokratizaci Ukrajiny se tato 

práce pokouší zjistit, jak podpora demokracie na Ukrajině prospěla USA a EU. Pro podporu 

tvrzení, že ideologie může být použita pro sledování geopolitických cílů, vykresluje paralelu s 

komunistickým převratem v Československu a analyzuje, jak SSSR těžil z podpory 

Československé komunistické strany. 

 

Klíčová slova 

 
Demokratizace, měkká síla, inteligentní moc, studená válka, komunismus, Spojené státy 

americké, Evropská unie, SSSR, geopolitika, podpora demokracie 



 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 
Democratization has been dominating international relations since the end of the Cold War. 

Moreover, democratization assistance became embedded in states’ foreign institutions, as it is 

seen in the examples of the United States and the European Union. As states perceive 

international relations from a neo-realist perspective, it raises a concern about their reasoning 

behind democracy promotion. This thesis attempts to find a correlation between states’ 

geopolitical objectives and democratization. Its goal is to prove that democratized countries 

tend to incline towards the assisting power, and this benefits the assisting power’s geopolitical 

objectives. 

By studying EU and US geopolitical goals and applying them on the democratization of 

Ukraine, this thesis attempts to find how democracy promotion in Ukraine benefited the USA 

and the EU. To support the claim that ideology can be used to pursue geopolitical goals, it 

draws a parallel with the Communist coup d’état in Czechoslovakia in 1948 and analyzes how 

the USSR benefited from supporting the Czechoslovak Communist Party. 
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1. Introduction 
 

If we look at international relations over the past twenty to thirty years, we will see that it 

has been preoccupied with both domestic and international conflicts across various regions and 

among various state and non-state actors. Many of these conflicts aimed at changing autocratic 

or semi-democratic regimes into full-fledged democracies. One could go further and call them 

wars for freedom. Some countries are democratized peacefully with a help of reforms. In some 

cases, countries are democratized with a use of force. Means of democratization vary from one 

case to another. Sometimes peaceful democratization can be escalated into a military conflict. 

There are many scenarios for delivering democracy; however, the question is why do states 

engage into democratization abroad? 

This thesis goal is to study the reasoning behind democracy promotion. States’ reasoning 

will be studied and analyzed through the perspective of their geopolitical goals and gains from 

exporting democracy. This should allow us to make a conclusion if democratization helps an 

external power to establish control over a democratized country’s preferences.  

 This research hypothesis aims at examining relations between actor A and actor B, whereas 

A is a democratic power that assists B in building democracy, and then compare the influence 

of A on B’s preferences before and after democratization. In other words - does A have greater 

influence on B’s domestic and international affairs after the ideological change? Before we 

proceed with the research, it needs to be made clear that this work is based on the assumption 

that state and non-state actors perceive international order with neo-realist viewpoints. This 

means that they put the survival of the state and relative goals first and foremost. However, 

they still maintain close ties with other actors as long as such relations are beneficial.  

It also needs to be stated that during the course of research, research questions that were 

initially submitted in the thesis proposal were narrowed to two research questions, as they were 

deemed irrelevant to the thesis scope. The research questions are the following: does an 

ideological shift help to achieve an external power’s geopolitical objectives? Is democracy 

promotion similar to the Soviet strategy of communism promotion?  

To answer the posed research questions, qualitative analysis will be conducted. Chapter 2 

provides a theoretical framework for the research, which will help to explain actors’ interests 

and behavior through Ideological geopolitics, Nye’s concept of power, Security Complex and 

Democratic Peace theories. In addition, democratization will be studied from a historical 

perspective to help proving or disproving the stated hypothesis. 
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Democracy can be interpreted and applied differently. This varies from one country to 

another and depends on its background, history, development level and many other variables. 

To analyze means of democratization, Chapter 3 will examine approaches to democracy 

promotion and instruments states use for democratization. Selection of democratization tools 

has a direct correlation with a type of democracy, since each case is unique and requires a 

different strategy based on the democracy type. 

Chapter 4 aims at studying the United States and the European Union geopolitical 

objectives and their ways of achieving them through democratization. These two states were 

chosen because they are the biggest advocates of democracy on an international level.  More 

importantly, the U.S. and EU influence on the world order is tremendous, as they are strong 

enough that they are capable of setting the pace for all other international actors. 

To support the hypothesis, this work will draw a parallel between modern US, EU 

democratization policy and Soviet strategy of communism promotion, which helped it to create 

satellite states in Eastern Europe and spread its influence around the world. As it is claimed 

states pick countries of geopolitical importance for an ideological change; therefore, we will 

also need to cover the USSR geopolitical objectives. This will be done in Chapter 5. 

In Chapter 6, the U.S. and EU democratization strategies will be studied on Ukraine’s 

revolutions- the Orange Revolution of 2004 and the Euromaidan of 2013-2014. Ukraine is an 

interesting case study for several reasons. First, it provides greater research scope as it 

experienced two revolutions in its recent history, which were supported by the EU and the 

USA. Both revolutions were inspired by the people’s desire to align Ukraine with the West by 

joining the EU and reducing Russia’s influence over the Ukrainian policy. The Orange 

Revolution ended peacefully but had little impact on Ukraine’s preference shift towards the 

EU and the USA. While the Euromaidan got escalated into a military conflict between Ukraine 

and Russia, thus significantly changing Ukrainian policy. Post-Euromaidan Ukraine’s 

preferences can be seen as beneficial to the EU and U.S. geopolitical objectives. 

Since this research aims to find similarities between democracy and communism 

promotion, a case of communism enforcement will be studied on the example of 

Czechoslovakia in Chapter 6. The main reason why Czechoslovakia was picked among other 

Eastern European countries that also fell under communist rule is its democratic governance 

before the Second World War while the neighboring Eastern European countries were far from 

being democracies in the pre-war years. It would be fair to mention that some of them, for 

example Lithuania or Estonia, established democratic governance but it did not last long. The 

First Czechoslovak Republic was the only example of a full-fledge democracy in the region; 
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moreover, it had aspiration of restoring the democratic order after WW2. This is important 

because it helps to back up a statement that an ideological change was forced by the USSR that 

was pursuing its geopolitical objectives. 

Before pursuing the research, it is crucial to explain the difference between two concepts 

being used - Eastern Europe and Central Europe when referring to Czechoslovakia, Czech 

Republic and Ukraine. Since this work deals with European actors in different political times, 

it is necessary to discuss it in order to avoid misconceptions. 

The end of the Second World War drew a border through European countries thus, creating 

two geopolitical dimensions known as Eastern Europe and Western Europe.  The 45-yearlong 

division was fuelled by socio-political systems but not by geographical or cultural differences. 

However, until the present day both terms are widely used to refer to these past events and the 

impact that they have had on the current world political order. Czechoslovakia will be referred 

to as part of Eastern Europe prior to 1989. After the Velvet Revolution of 1989, Czechoslovakia 

and later Czech Republic will be considered Central Europe. As for Ukraine, it will be referred 

to as Eastern Europe since its independence in 1991. 

1.1. End of the Cold War? 

 

This thesis was inspired by the current international order and the worrying number of 

revolutions and civil wars happening around the world that most often lead to chaos rather than 

stability and prosperity. All these events had one common pattern – the struggle for freedom 

and a change of political system into democracy. If transitions were smooth and effective, the 

world would most likely be more stable.  Unfortunately, most of the recent revolutions and 

civil unrest have led to civil war and unstable governments. Uprisings and revolutions require 

financial and international support, which is generally provided by interested third parties. The 

question here if this is pure altruism or are there strings attached? 

Until a few years ago, not many political scientists would speak about a new Cold War as 

this turn of events was not as obvious as it is now. However, now discussions about the revival 

of the Cold War no longer sound like conspiracy theories. One may say that this was publicly 

admitted when Antonio Gutteres stated that “the Cold War is back with a vengeance, but with 

a difference” at the opening of the UN Security Council meeting in April 2018.1 This section 

will briefly cover what are the New Cold War features and if there are some aspects of it 

inherited from the 20th century confrontation. Along with that, this sub-chapter aims at 

                                                
1 "Syria Crisis: UN Chief Says Cold War Is Back," BBC News, April 13, 2018, accessed February 12, 2019, 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-43759873. 
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introducing an explanation as to why democratization is a mean of spreading a state’s influence 

abroad. 

The dividing line of the New Cold War remains almost identical compared to the original 

one. This is still a confrontation between East and West, in which some actors switched sides 

or were in the position to choose a side. For instance, Czech Republic is now strong enough to 

ally with Western democratic countries and Ukraine and Georgia gave preference to the West 

over their long-term alliance with Russia. Other consistent patterns such as proxy wars, 

economic wars, arms races and so on could be found in the current conflicts. For example, 

Syrian or Ukrainian conflicts are good examples of a proxy war. The US-China are engaged in 

a trade war, while Russia and the USA are going through another arms race. 

However, the main Cold War pattern of ideological conflict has undergone changes. 

Before, both sides openly called out to either support democratic or communist order, 

nowadays promoting communism will not be beneficial and has been abandoned. There is only 

one widely accepted political order - democracy. This leads to various interpretations of 

democracy because it is very unlikely, if not impossible, to acquire international support and 

recognition promoting any regime where citizens do not have a voice. The various 

interpretations of democracy are a product of democracy adoption in countries with different 

backgrounds, histories and culture, as each country finds its most suitable model of democracy. 

In 1989 with the fall of the Berlin Wall and end of the Cold War, democracy was 

proclaimed a universal ideology by Francis Fukuyama in his famous article The End of 

History?. In this article, he stated that the end of the Cold War is “…the end of history as such: 

that is, the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western 

liberal democracy as the final form of human government.”2 It is hard to object to this 

statement, as the end of the 20th century experienced a democratic boom as a large number of 

newly created states adopted democratic order. It is important to point out that the United States 

along with the European Union supported the transition, and, in some cases, provided financial 

aid as long as it benefited their political objectives.  

Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the largest communism supporter and promoter, 

only five communist countries are left in the world whose politics are often criticized by the 

international community including China, North Korea, Cuba, Laos and Vietnam. The Cold 

War was a rivalry between two ideologies, which ended in the triumph of liberal democracy. 

                                                
2 Francis Fukuyama, "The End of History?" The National Interest, 1989, 
https://www.embl.de/aboutus/science_society/discussion/discussion_2006/ref1-22june06.pdf, 1. 

https://www.embl.de/aboutus/science_society/discussion/discussion_2006/ref1-22june06.pdf
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This resulted in a skyrocketing number of democratic countries, which continues to grow. 

Compared to 1989, a number of democracies increased by 100%, as per 2018.3   

Undoubtedly, so far democracy is an optimum form of government but what if we look at 

it from a different angle? The collapse of the USSR did not guarantee supremacy and safety to 

the U.S. and acting from a neo-realist perspective, the U.S. should still strive to maintain her 

position. Thus, U.S. led active democratization can be seen as a continuation of the Cold War 

strategy - to convert as many states as possible into full-fledge democracies. This could 

guarantee alliances, support, and economic benefits. Despite the absence of a rivalry ideology, 

democratization remains a vital component of U.S. foreign policy, as democratized pro-West 

countries do not pose a threat to the U.S. and allow the White House to maintain hegemony. 

The European Union is also involved in democratization of its closest neighbors. It is 

embedded in the European enlargement and neighborhood policies that allow to maintain 

security and stability around the EU borders and also gain more power. 

From a neo-realist perspective, this would be considered as a soft power tool to achieve a 

state’s goal. As the USA and the EU were and remain the most active actors among others in 

spreading democratic values and assisting in establishing democratic governments, one may 

notice that this is similar to the Cold War strategy. Therefore, one of the research assumptions 

would be that democratization assistance is used in states’ own interests as this is a source of 

influence over various parts of the world. This idea will be developed throughout the thesis. 

To summarize, one may argue that ideology was and still is a power tool that is widely used 

in international politics to pursue state’s goals. The Joseph Nye’s work on the concept of power 

will assist in categorizing democratization. The following chapters will analyze the case studies 

of the Orange Revolution and Euromaidan in Ukraine that happened in the past 15 years. 

 

 

1.2. The changing concept of power 

 

“The world is no longer as unconstrained 

as in nineteenth-century Europe when 

historians could define a great power as 

one capable of prevailing in war.”4 

Joseph Nye 

                                                
3 Max Roser, “Democracy,” Our World in Data, March 15, 2013, https://ourworldindata.org/democracy). 
4 Joseph S. Nye, The Future of Power, 1st ed. (New York: Public Affairs, 2012), 4. 
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     It is necessary to discuss the evolving means of power as this will help to test the hypothesis, 

which states that great powers see democratization as an opportunity to spread their influence 

and change a recipient country’s preferences to achieve their political objectives. In the modern 

world it is no longer accepted to use hard power, although the stakes remain the same, and a 

state’s goal is to survive by pursuing power.5 Democracy promotion strategy allows one to gain 

more influence in international affairs without being punished (sanctions, economic wars, 

political isolation, etc.) at a relatively low cost since military intervention is not always 

necessary. However, it is hardly correct to say that democratization is always a soft power tool 

as means vary from soft to hard depending on each case. Therefore, it is better to categorize it 

as a smart power tool. Smart power as a concept will be introduced further in the chapter. 

     Throughout history, the means of power have been constantly changing and evolving. This 

has been strongly bound up with the Industrial Revolutions, scientific developments, the rule 

of international law and the close ties among countries and globalization. Centuries ago, power 

was a simple concept, which was defined only by means of manpower and each armies’ ability 

to fight.6 Slowly, it has evolved and become more and more associated with weapons that one 

state could use against another. Therefore, each state’s strategy was built following hard power 

principles. 

     The Second World War showed how destructive technologies and innovations could be and 

stressed the importance of mutual agreements and close economic ties. As a result, it made 

international relations more interdependent. This led to a rise of soft power use among states. 

The soft power concept implies that powers are more successful in pursuing their goals when 

they are able to influence other states through means other than coercion. This is well-

demonstrated with examples like the Marshall Plan and the special relationship between the 

United States and United Kingdom, when financial aid paved the way to close ties and shared 

goals.7 

     During the same time frame, the invention of nuclear weapons introduced new means of 

hard power and defined power based on nuclear missiles acquisition and numbers.  It is 

important to point out that during the Cold War financial ties and nuclear weapons were not 

                                                
5 Jonathan Critstol, “Morgenthau vs. Morgenthau? ‘The Six Principles of Political Realism’ in Context,” 

American Foreign Policy Interests,2019, 

https://www.academia.edu/5712683/Morgenthau_vs._Morgenthau_The_Six_Principles_of_Political_Realism_i

n_Context), 240. 
6 Ibid 
7 Francis Raska, class on “U.S.-U.K. Special Relationship,” (2017).  

https://www.academia.edu/5712683/Morgenthau_vs._Morgenthau_The_Six_Principles_of_Political_Realism_in_Context
https://www.academia.edu/5712683/Morgenthau_vs._Morgenthau_The_Six_Principles_of_Political_Realism_in_Context
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the only means that were widely utilized by the two blocs.  In the “battle for hearts and minds”, 

ideology was and still remains today among soft power tools. Ideology is a great soft power 

tool because it is built on its attractiveness to people and can rally support among masses. As 

Nye said, “if its culture and ideology are attractive, others will more willingly follow”.8 

Another advantage of ideology as a soft power tool is its inclusivity. It includes all political 

aspects such as day-to-day order, values, economic model, military strategy and many more. 

Therefore, when using ideology, one can align with another on many levels, instead of focusing 

only on particular aspects such as market relations or any possible alliance benefits. 

      Currently, it is crucial to combine hard power, such as military strength, and soft power 

including, but not limited to, financial power. As it was mentioned above, military power is no 

longer a determining factor in inter-state relations; however, actors still accumulate and 

develop weapons. Armament plays a crucial role in the policy of deterrence. Nevertheless, a 

state’s military could be up to date, but it will not make an actor powerful or influential because 

financial power prevails in the modern world. North Korea, for instance, possesses nuclear 

weapons, while being very far from a dominating power in world politics. The United States 

vs Russia is another example of an imbalance between military power and financial power. 

Both states are well-armed, but Washington is more successful at pulling the strings of power 

than Moscow. At the same time, both the USA and Russia are deterred from attacking each 

other, due to the possession of not only nuclear weapons but also strong conventional forces. 

Therefore, both opt for proxy conflicts over a direct one.  One of the reasons for the United 

States’ strength is the economic ties and institutions such as World Bank and International 

Monetary Fund (IMF) where the USA has strong voting power.  As Steven Lukes, political 

and social theorist said: “a nation cannot be a great power without at least having a significant 

voice as the UN, IMF and World Bank.” Therefore, the United States will continue to dominate 

world politics.9  This combination of hard and soft power makes the US stronger than Russia 

in the international arena.  On the contrary, the European Union is more preoccupied with 

economic and political interdependency than armament; thus, mostly calling for soft power.  

Nevertheless, considering joint EU military capabilities, one must acknowledge the presence 

of hard power in the EU foreign policy as well. 

     Last, but not least, an important tool of-soft power is ideology. The Cold War divided the 

world into two political ideologies - capitalism and communism. Often referred to as a battle 

                                                
8 Eric X. Li, “The Rise and Fall of Soft Power,” Foreign Policy, August 20, 2018, 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/08/20/the-rise-and-fall-of-soft-power/). 
9 Nye, The Future, 217. 
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for hearts and minds between the Soviet Union and the United States, each state was able to 

influence segments of their population and can be considered successful as many people truly 

supported one side or another. The main actors used this public support for building alliances 

and strengthening influence on both a domestic and global level. 

    The two superpowers were not the first to use soft power to unite nations. All world empires 

relied either on religion, like the Spanish Empire, or a bureaucratic apparatus and a feeling of 

cultural superiority - like the Chinese Empire’s Mandate of Heaven. People in the Roman 

Empire widely used a phrase: Civis Romanus Sum to emphasize one’s belonging.10 Every 

empire that existed had a societal glue that bonded people together despite different cultures, 

languages or religions that helped preserve the empire from within.  As we often speak of the 

U.S. as a modern empire, it is also necessary to have this bonding power. Soft power will be 

most effective only when it is promoted at different levels and aimed at everyone. Thus, the 

U.S. government looks at several factors - economic and military ties, culture that is strongly 

attractive to younger generations around the world, and freedom.11 Freedom is a universal 

value for populations that come from different backgrounds and culture. Therefore, this is the 

most convenient way to rally people around democracy as democracy has become one of the 

defining symbols of freedom. 

     Regardless of soft power means, the attractive part of the deal is not offered unconditionally. 

Politicians receive lucrative deals such as trade contracts, embargo liftings or opportunities to 

join international institutions and alliances. However, this is given in return for fulfilling 

agreements, which in some cases may be a change of ideology between democracy or 

communism. When a recipient state agrees to accept the change, it often creates an unequal 

dependence on a donor state, whose foreign agenda is pursued in this deal. This raises a concern 

do states always pursue noble goals when promoting democracy or is it due to well-

camouflaged relative gains that they will receive? Realists would say that every actor is 

concerned with achieving its own aims, regardless of the common good. Liberalists would 

defend an opposite position and insist on absolute gains This research focuses on the U.S., EU 

and Soviet Union foreign policies and each actors’ strategy will be covered in the following 

Chapters 4 and 5. Since the end of World War Two, the USA has stayed on the same track of 

maintaining unipolarity and the status quo. The EU is a unique case here because it manages 

to maintain a balance between relative and absolute gains in most of its foreign policy agenda. 

                                                
10 Brzezinski, The Grand, 28. 
11 Ibid. 
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One may agree that the USSR pursued relative gains, as its agenda was state security and world 

affairs domination. The Soviet geopolitical aspirations will be discussed in more details in 

Chapter 5. 

    In his book The Future of Power, Joseph Nye discusses the smart power concept that he 

introduced in 2004. For him, smart power is “an ability to combine hard and soft power 

resources into effective strategies...it is available to all states”.12 By relying on smart power 

strategy, actors with different resources and capabilities can reach desired outcomes.13 Smart 

power is not necessarily aimed at one actor. For example, after the annexation of Crimea which 

worsened relations with the West, Russia has improved its relations with China and other Asian 

neighbors. Annexation is a clear example of hard power, while tightening economic and 

military ties are part of a soft power strategy.  For example, in 2014  Moscow and Beijing 

signed a currency swap agreement to minimize American dollar influence.14 Another big step 

of 2014 was concluding the 30-year Agreement between Gazprom and China National 

Petroleum Corporation to supply gas with a Power of Siberia pipeline, which was completed 

at the end of 2019, and now scheduled to include more gas production centres by 2022.15 

Nowadays Sino-Russian relations are at their highest peak since their ideological split in the 

1960s.  

     Current international order does not tolerate hard power and always pushes towards soft 

power. However, as it was claimed before, actors perceive each other with neo-realist eyes, 

and thus often go far beyond soft power means as we saw in the invasion of Crimea by Russia.  

As I will discuss later in this thesis, Russia’s reputation and international standing was 

negatively impacted by this as the overall perception amongst the global community is that the 

best way to pursue relative goals is a combined tactic of smart power.16 Democratization is a 

perfect example of this. It includes various soft power instruments that can target different 

groups and it also can call for hard power when justified. The main advantage of 

democratization is its perception by the public that is usually positive. Hence, democratization 

strategy allows great powers to pursue geopolitical goals and receive wide public approval. 

Conversely, while pursuing the same goals by hard power means, a state will most likely 

                                                
12 Nye, The Future, 23. 
13 Ibid. 
14 James Dobbins, Howard J. Shatz, and Ali Wyne, "A Warming Trend in China-Russia Relations," RAND 

Corporation, April 18, 2019, accessed May 12, 2019, https://www.rand.org/blog/2019/04/a-warming-trend-in-

china-russia-relations.html. 
15 "Power of Siberia The Largest Gas Transmission System in Russia’s East," Gazprom, accessed April 26, 

2020, http://www.gazprom.com/projects/power-of-siberia/. 
16 It should be noted that there is also a limit on how far a state can go using hard power. 
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experience international opposition. This subchapter has shown us that the concept of power 

has significantly evolved from primarily relying on military strength and that currently, actors 

have mastered ways of domination without invasion and/or occupation. 
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2. Methodology 
 

The goal of this thesis is to prove or disprove the stated hypothesis, which says powers are 

interested in democratizing other states as this increases their influence over newly 

democratized states, thus making great powers stronger internationally. If the theory is valid, 

then we should observe a shift in domestic and foreign policies within a recipient state that 

work out for the benefit of the assisting state. In other words, newly democratically elected 

governments will show strong incline towards a power that helped them change a form of 

government and brought new leaders to rule. If the theory is not valid, then we will observe a 

newly elected government building and developing democracy without major preference shifts 

towards the assisting power. Another possible outcome could be a combination of the above-

mentioned scenarios, where a new leader builds a government based on democratic values and 

aligns state policies with the policy of the assisting country. 

Research will be built on theories that allow the exploration of case studies with an aim to 

look for congruence or incongruence between stated expectations and observations. This will 

be done with a help of the following theories: ideological geopolitics, Security Complex theory, 

Democratic Peace theory and Nye’s work on concept of power. As already mentioned, the 

hypothesis will be tested on the case studies. The modern democratization case of Ukraine will 

be compared to the past events in Czechoslovakia to draw a parallel with the widely 

acknowledged strategy that was used by the Soviet Union. Along with that, it aims at finding 

similarities with the Cold War ideological rivalry. Only in this case, full-fledge democracies 

are in competition with pseudo democracies. 

These two case studies were chosen among other similar cases for a number of reasons. 

First, it was already said that the U.S. and Russia are in the state of Cold War again, thus it 

makes it interesting to focus on Ukraine since it is a former Soviet republic that served as a 

buffer zone for centuries, and it used to be the most valuable and strategic partner for Russia. 

So far, the democratization of Ukraine and its rapprochement with the West has been the most 

lucrative move towards weakening Russia’s influence in the region. In addition, Ukraine’s 

transformation into a full-fledge democracy will pose a threat to the regime in Russia.  

While the reasoning behind active democratization is still a question to be answered, few 

would argue that the Soviet communism promotion was anything but a strategy to enlarge its 

influence. Therefore, my second case study is an example of the Soviet expansion into 

Czechoslovakia, which was camouflaged with alleged superiority of communism over 

democracy. Czechoslovakia falls well in the research scope as it was a democratic country 
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before the German invasion; thus, it was very probable that it would have become a democracy 

again after the Nazi occupation. The main and, likely, only reason why Czechoslovakia did not 

follow a democratic path was that it was liberated by the USSR. Also it should be said that the 

future of Czechoslovakia along with other Eastern European countries were decided at the 

Yalta Conference and this played an important role in Czechoslovakian communist 

transformation.17 Along with this argument, the country was relatively untouched by the war 

and had functioning industries, thus making it essential for the USSR which had lost many 

industries and was devastated after the war. Finally, Czechoslovakia served as a buffer zone. 

All the factors above made Czechoslovakia as important to the USSR as modern Ukraine is to 

Russia. In addition, the fact that Czechoslovakia preserved democratic values and culture 

despite several years of the German occupation makes it a good case study of a forced ideology. 

 

2.1. Ideological geopolitics 

 

     John Agnew and Stuart Corbridge dedicated a chapter on researching ideological 

geopolitics in their book Mastering Space Hegemony, Territory and International Political 

Economy.18 They say that essentially geopolitics is always ideological.19 The three main 

aspects of ideological geopolitics are identified as: first, “central systemic-ideological conflict 

over political-economic organization; secondly, homogenization of global space into ‘friendly’ 

and ‘threatening’ bloc; thirdly, naturalization of the ideological conflict by containment, 

domino effects and hegemonic stability.”20 

     To apply these three aspects on current international relations order, there is an ideological 

conflict between full-fledge democracies and semi-democratic or authoritarian countries. This 

clash of ideologies is split along almost the same borders as it was during the Cold War with 

Western, developed countries on one side and developing and underdeveloped countries on the 

other side. The next aspect of ideological geopolitics is homogenization of the international 

relations. This is represented by dividing and perceiving countries based on how liberal they 

are. Full-fledge democratic states are perceived as friendly actors competing for absolute gains. 

                                                
17 Thomas De Waal, “The Yalta Conference Was More Than a Victors’ Feast,” Carnegie Europe, February 4, 

2020, https://carnegieeurope.eu/2020/02/04/yalta-conference-was-more-than-victors-feast-pub-80973). 
18 John Agnew and Stuart Corbridge, Mastering Space: Hegemony, Territory and International Political 

Economy, 2nd ed. (London & New York: ROUTLEDGE, 2003), 63. 
19 Ibid., 65. 
20 Ibid.  
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Conversely, non-democratic states are often portrayed as a threat to global prosperity and 

stability. 

     Agnew and Corbridge did their ideological geopolitics analysis on the Cold War events, 

thus they defined a means of naturalization. However, containment, domino effect and 

hegemonic stability concepts are no longer widely used, since the means of power have 

evolved. Modern international actors shifted towards new concepts. Hence, naturalization of 

the ideological conflict is mostly reached via information dissemination that assists in shaping 

people’s minds. Therefore, it helps to justify the ideological conflict.  

     These three characteristics will be applied while analyzing our case studies to see if modern 

democratization cases still bear these aspects that were common in the Cold War. 

 

2.2. Concept of power 

 

      As it was discussed earlier, the means of power have dramatically changed over the 

centuries and actors currently prefer soft power over hard power. However, how can one 

measure power? Since the main question of the hypothesis requires us to compare external 

influence before and after democratization, it is crucial to clear up how it will be measured. To 

analyze actor’s power we should think of the scope of power (who is involved) and the domain 

of power (over what).21 This is important for further research on defining what the geopolitical 

objectives are for the EU, the U.S., and Russia and what the USSR was trying to achieve. It 

will assist to study perspectives for each of the mentioned actors based on who is involved and 

what their relations are in the given region, thus allowing us to see if an external power pursues 

relative or absolute gains. 

     Nye defines three aspects of relational power: commanding change, controlling agendas, 

and establishing preferences.22 Commanding change is quite a self-explanatory term; it is an 

ability to change someone’s decision. This could be achieved through various leverages such 

as international institutions, economic relationships, etc. Controlling agendas could be reached 

by one state establishing close relations with another and slowly projecting their own 

preferences onto another state, so they would believe that they want the same outcomes. Mass 

media and different propaganda tools would help to control state’s preferences. The last aspect 

of relational power is establishing preferences. This is the final stage of shaping  state’s policies 

when it is no longer needed to command as it has same preferences and supports the other state 

                                                
21 Nye, The Future of Power, 6. 
22 Ibid., 11. 
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at home and abroad.23 As Dwight Eisenhower said “you make them to do something for you 

not only because you tell them to do so, but because they instinctively want to do it for you.”24 

      However, one should not forget that the assistance in democratization by other countries is 

not just a soft power tool.  It actually is a smart power tool as both soft and hard power means 

can be involved based on the particular circumstances of each case. Nye’s work on the concept 

of power will serve as a basis for further examination of the U.S. and EU strategy for spreading 

influence around the globe by democratizing countries and it will also be applied on the USSR 

and its communism promotion strategy. 

 

2.3. Security complex theory 

 

Traditionally, international relations theories tackled great powers and their interests, while 

not devoting enough research and time to periphery or regional powers. However, this began 

to change at the time of decolonization when there was an increase in regional powers and 

again at the end of the Cold War when the Soviet Union broke into separate states.  Both events 

were accompanied with emerging regional powers that eventually began to rise and started to 

compete within relevant regions, for example Egypt under Gamal Abdel Nasser’s rule. 

Barry Buzan identifies several aspects of security, which are political, military, societal, 

environmental and economic security.25 In his research, he questions what the role is of regions 

in those dimensions. In this work, environmental aspect will not be used, as it has no strong 

correlation with the research questions. 

By political security Buzan means organizational stability, systems of government along 

with ideologies that give them legitimacy.26 According to him, the end of the Cold War marked 

the end of ideological rivalry. Hence, great powers should no longer see lesser powers as assets. 

The article New patterns of Global Security in the twenty-first century where this idea was first 

discussed was published in 1991, at the time when it felt that another Cold War would not start 

again.27 However, peace did not last long and great powers are still competing for world 

dominance. Active democracy promotion led by Western powers and their intervention in other 

                                                
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Wayne McLean, "Regional Security Complex Theory and Insulator States: The Case of Turkey" (Master's 

thesis, Australia/University of Tasmania, 2011), 7, https://eprints.utas.edu.au/15060/1/thesis-final.pdf. 
26 Barry Buzan, "New Patterns of Global Security in the Twenty-first Century," International Affairs 67, no. 3 

(1991), 433. 
27 Ibid. 
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states’ domestic affairs show us that small powers are still regarded as assets in great powers 

contest for influence. 

Military security is viewed from two dimensions - offensive and defensive capabilities, and 

“states’ perceptions of each other’s intentions.”28 Assuming that political and ideological 

rivalry will not develop, Buzan believed that great powers will demilitarize the periphery and 

will cease arms trade in such war required quantities. Indeed, demilitarization took place but 

later both Russia and the U.S. began moving weapons towards borders as well as arming 

neighboring states to increase their security. Consequently, states started to be suspicious of 

each other, which brings us to a security dilemma issue. 

Economic security means free access to resources and markets to at least sustain the state 

minimum needs.29 As states engage in trade wars to pursue their goals, economic well-being is 

frequently under a threat. Also, countries join economic unions to secure and develop their 

markets. This is another example of soft power tool since it can be used as a carrot and stick 

policy. 

Societal security refers to people ability to preserve national identity, customs, language 

and so on.30 An issue can arise, if an ideological change threaten any of the societal security 

components. For example, the USSR restrained religion practices in its satellite states in 

Eastern Europe. 

Barry Buzan and Ole Waever claim “states worry more about their neighbors than about 

distant states”.31 This explains why the EU is concerned with the policies of neighboring non-

democratic countries, but why is the U.S. involved in politics across oceans and no immediate 

threats? The United States is a unique case as it is the only remaining superpower in the world.  

Buzan and Waever say that the great powers are dragged into regional conflicts and therefore, 

international relations should be studied from a regional level. This would explain why the 

USA is present across the oceans. For a great power like the US, it is necessary to do so, 

because this is the only way how it can prevent new regional hegemonies from uprising, which 

could potentially hurt the U.S. interests. In general, regional powers are also sensitive to 

regional power shifts, especially when they are not strong enough to deploy preventive 

measures. Therefore, they opt for inviting great powers to mediate conflicts. 

                                                
28 Ibid. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Robert E. Kelly, "Security Theory in the "New Regionalism"'," International Studies Review 9, no. 2 
(July/August 2007), https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/4621805.pdf?ab_segments=0/default-2/control. 
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Another reason why the U.S. became concerned with overseas politics is the invention of 

nuclear weapons and long-distance delivery systems, which can threaten every state regardless 

of their location.32 Although there are state and non-state actors that try to challenge the status 

quo, the U.S. is the greatest power among great powers, and this is acknowledged and 

comprehended by all international actors. Therefore, in order to maintain hegemony, the U.S. 

must project power far beyond its closest neighbors to ensure that no rising power will 

challenge the status quo. 

Another point of Buzan’s theory is that “when great powers intervene in regions, much 

evidence suggests that local partners exploit external partners to pursue local opponents.”33 

This argument can be well-demonstrated when looking at 1948 coup d’état in Czechoslovakia 

when Klement Gottwald was supported by the Soviets without whose assistance he may never 

came to power. Another example can be found in Ukraine when Viktor Yushchenko was 

elected Prime Minister in 1999, thanks to US and EU pressure.34 John Mearsheimer also 

supported this view in a 2014 interview, where he said that in promoting democracy, the USA 

tries to put in place pro-Western leaders to turn Ukraine into a part of the West.35 Therefore, 

one cannot exclude a possibility that great powers conspire with local politicians that inspire 

to climb to power and are willing to make deals behind closed doors. It should be noted that in 

the above cases both sides exploited one another while pursuing their own goals. 

The security complex theory will assist to analyze the EU, US and USSR geopolitical 

objectives. 

2.4. Democratic peace theory 

 

A work that examines democratization and why Western powers are actively involved in 

promoting democratic values abroad must touch upon democratic peace theory which argues 

that democratic states are not likely to wage war against each other.  This argument is used 

frequently to support democracy, but it needs to be pointed out that this applies to both domestic 

and interstate violence. This is important because states could maintain peaceful interstate 

relations, while conducting atrocities inside the state. Internal conflicts often serve as a 

                                                
32 Agnew and Corbridge, “Mastering Space…”, 67. 
33 Kelly, "Security Theory…", 200. 
34 Adrian Karatnycky, “Ukraines Orange Revolution,” Foreign Affairs 84, no. 2 (2005), 

https://doi.org/10.2307/20034274), 41. 
35 John J. Mearsheimer interview on “Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s Fault 

The Liberal Delusions That Provoked Putin” to Foreign Affairs, 2014, 

https://www.natur.cuni.cz/geografie/socialni-geografie-a-regionalni-rozvoj/studium/doktorske-
studium/kolokvium/kolokvium-2013-2014-materialy/ukrajina-a-rusko-mearsheimer-souleimanov.pdf.  

https://doi.org/10.2307/20034274
https://www.natur.cuni.cz/geografie/socialni-geografie-a-regionalni-rozvoj/studium/doktorske-studium/kolokvium/kolokvium-2013-2014-materialy/ukrajina-a-rusko-mearsheimer-souleimanov.pdf
https://www.natur.cuni.cz/geografie/socialni-geografie-a-regionalni-rozvoj/studium/doktorske-studium/kolokvium/kolokvium-2013-2014-materialy/ukrajina-a-rusko-mearsheimer-souleimanov.pdf
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justification for a military intervention. Such interventions usually aim at restoring peace first 

and then democratizing the country. Therefore, democratic peace theory could be seen as an 

internal and external peace preservation. 

What are the core pillars of Democratic Peace theory? First, there is a system of checks 

and balances, which questions leader’s decisions and requires voting as well legal restraints. In 

addition, public support is important as massive disapproval may lead to the loss of power. 

Along with that, there is a normative component to this, it is a complicated task to have a 

military campaign approved since liberal societies are usually against military conflicts unless 

severe human rights violations are involved.36 

One of the main benefits and at the same time constraints for democratic countries is their 

economic ties. Most democratic leaders will not commence trade relations with countries that 

have a human rights violation record, or with autocratic governments. However, there is always 

a room for exception. Sometimes, the leaders prefer to ignore the above-mentioned things, as 

they find economic relations vital for their own gains. One example of this is the infamous 

relationship between the U.S. and Saudi Arabia. 

Also, there is another category of democratic states known as semi-democracies that have 

the possibility of deviating from the democratic peace theory. Semi-democratic countries can 

follow completely different reasoning and, to some extent, act unpredictably. For instance, both 

Russia and Ukraine are officially democratic countries. However, according to the Freedom 

House statistics, Russia is a consolidated authoritarian regime and Ukraine is a transitional 

democracy.37 Nevertheless, geopolitical interests prevailed over democratic values, thus 

justifying non-democratic actions taken by Russia against Ukraine. Therefore, it becomes 

difficult to predict if semi-democracies will wage war against a democratic or semi-democratic 

country.  It is also possible that such countries are under the democracy umbrella in order to 

avoid international pressure that could be executed via political isolation, sanctions and other 

means of soft power. This raises another issue - while most modern countries are officially 

democracies, many adopt a democratic system to follow the world protocol but cannot truly be 

considered democracies. Hence, every actor assesses democracy differently based on 

preferences and interests and therefore, the theory cannot always have positive correlation. 

                                                
36 Håvard Hegre, “Democracy and Armed Conflict,” Journal of Peace Research 51, no. 2 (2014), 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343313512852, 161-162. 
37 “Democracy Scores: Countries and Terrotories,” Freedom House, accessed May 17, 2020, 
https://freedomhouse.org/countries/nations-transit/scores). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343313512852
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Therefore, one may say that democratic peace theory is only applicable to full-fledge 

democracies like Canada or New Zealand. However, sometimes democracies can act like world 

police with a range of actions starting from interference in another country’s politics escalating 

to military invasion. Nevertheless, quantitative studies confirm that democracies are less likely 

to fight each other in interstate war or use violence inside the country.38  

Democratic peace theory can back up US and EU thinking that democratization increases 

security, as democratic states do not go into a war with each other. In Chapter 4, EU and US 

security concerns will be discussed.  

2.5. Historical context 

 

To prove the posed hypothesis that external powers gain influence over states that they 

helped to establish a democratic order, I will draw a parallel with a strategy that was widely 

and successfully used by the Soviet Union. Since the October Revolution in 1917, the 

Bolsheviks’ aim was to create a world revolution, i.e. to topple down capitalist governments 

and replace them with communist order. The widely promoted idea was to eliminate class 

inequality and create a society where everyone would be equal. However, the real intention 

was to establish satellite governments to dominate individual states and consequently dominate 

the world. The peak of communism promotion was after the Second World War, when the 

Soviet Union established communist regimes in liberated Eastern European countries and 

continued an aggressive policy of delivering communism to other regions of the world. At the 

same time, the U.S. pursued the same goal- domination of world affairs but by spreading 

democracy. 

This will be examined further in the example of Czechoslovakia after the coup of 1948. 

This case study will tackle questions such as what means were used to influence the Communist 

government of Czechoslovakia? Was there coercion through international institutions and 

agreements?  What allowed the Soviet Union to control Czechoslovakia for a relatively long 

time and was it successful and beneficial overall? After researching on this, I will analyze and 

compare Soviet methods with the American and European democratization methods.  Finally, 

I will   analyze if there was a shift in Czechoslovakia’s preferences after the coup d’état and if 

so, how big the shift was. 

 

                                                
38 Hegre, “Democracy…”, 159-160. 
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3. Approaches to democracy 
 

They say that there are as many points of views as there are people. The same can be said 

about interpretations of democracy.  Each country has its own vision of democracy based on 

historical experience, cultural background and many other factors. Democracy itself is a 

contested term as its meaning can be narrowed to the rule of people by the people and can 

extend to complex electoral systems. More inclusive terms would include such qualities as 

liberte, egalite, fraternite, openness in politics, effective citizen control over policy, equal 

participation and further on. 39 Yet, these are simply adjectives that can describe democracy 

and offer a very broad definition of the term. However, these words offer guidance as to what 

democracy is expected to achieve. Since the definition of democracy is undoubtedly broad, 

various interpretations and approaches are often used to camouflage semi-democracy or 

autocracy as democracy in an attempt to avoid possible consequences such as popular uprising 

or international involvement into state’s affairs. 

It was already mentioned that elections are the main component of the democratic model. 

In order to be a full democracy, elections must be fair at each governmental level, especially 

of major decision-makers.40 However, there are number of flaws with elections. Fair elections 

do not make a country a full-fledge democracy as elected representatives could still violate 

democratic procedures.41  

For many countries, a form of government and stability are interdependent and dictate how 

effective the state apparatus is. Undoubtedly, stability is a central element in measuring 

country’s political success. However, it does not necessarily mean that full-fledge democracies 

are always stable or vice versa.42 Governments could be equally democratic, but one could be 

less or more stable due to a variety of external factors. Therefore, state stability and form of 

government should be treated as two different variables while keeping in mind that 

democracies provide respectful living conditions and guarantee power change, thus giving a 

bigger window for a shift towards stability.43 However, there could be deviations due to 

different interpretation and implementation of democracy. 

Democracies are proven to be economically and politically successful. It needs to be 

pointed out that success and form of government do not necessarily depend on each other. 

                                                
39 Samuel Huntington, The Third Wave Democratization in the late twentieth century, 1st ed. (Norman: 

University of Oklahoma Press, 1993), 9.  
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid., 10. 
42 Ibid., 11. 
43 Ibid., 29.  
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Since democracy creates an atmosphere which foster individual freedom,44 it allows citizens 

to self-develop into different paths and improve both economic and political sectors in the state. 

There is no democracy without individual freedom.45 

3.1. Top-down vs bottom-up approach 

 

There are two ways one can pursue democratization, which are very much dependent on a 

non-democratic government stance. If a recipient state is willing to liberalize and cooperate 

with an external agent, then it is a top-down approach. In case of hardcore totalitarian countries, 

chances of a government pursuing democracy are very low. Thus, this situation calls for a 

bottom-up approach. Tactics of the two types significantly differ but may overlap sometimes, 

as the ultimate goal is the same. Studying these methods in detail and then analyzing the 

democratization of Ukraine will assist us in answering the question if democratization is used 

to pursue state’s geopolitical goals. 

The top-down approach targets government and political elite and expects that the 

democratization initiative will come from them. In this case, the first step towards democracy 

will be political liberalization.46 This usually starts with liberal reforms.  It is also crucial to 

launch educational programs for the society to prepare them for executing their rights and 

duties in a democratic country, since liberal norms and values could be remarkably different 

from the country’s culture. External financial aid and loans can be used as a carrot and stick 

policy in order to ensure that a non-democratic government stays on the path. 

While a recipient state works on internal liberalization, it is also important to start changing 

behavior internationally to become a responsible stakeholder amongst other full-fledge 

democracies. This should be pursued from both sides: an external agent should engage a non-

democratic counterpart into socialization process.47 The idea is that a democratic donor will 

shape the behavior of a recipient state and study its interactions with other international actors. 

This should help to facilitate political liberalization reforms domestically. Another positive 

outcome is that the recipient state can adopt its new democratic counterparts’ practices and 

know-hows, which will also facilitate liberalization processes. Along with that, an external 

agent has field operations aimed at education and experience-sharing with politicians and civil 

servants.48 

                                                
44 Ibid., 28. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid., 51. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid., 52. 
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A bottom-up approach is usually led by democratic activists, opposition and sometimes 

dissidents. As it was mentioned earlier, this approach is pursued when a non-democratic 

government is not willing to start a liberalization process. The aim here is to mobilize the 

society, so it will become impossible to remain in a power for a current government.49 This is 

usually achieved through street protests and violent uprisings, which result in either peaceful 

government resignation or civil war. A recent example of this would be the Arab Spring, which 

started in the streets of Tunisia and then spilled over the region. 

However, the issue here is in the lack of political education and experience of the civil 

masses. When they start storming streets and state offices, their only demands are financial 

stability and support of human rights. Due to the lack of education leads, they do not demand 

political liberalization and civil rights.50 Therefore, an external agent must provide a variety of 

assistance to political activists, so they can guide the populace towards long-term goals rather 

than immediate improvements. 

Depending on the approach, a non-democratic country could either follow a slow and more 

peaceful path to gradually become democratic; or follow a more radical and fast 

democratization path, which could result in a political vacuum, instability and chaos. It would 

be fair to mention that in some cases a choice between the two approaches is made based on a 

current situation in a non-democratic country. Hence, if a government uses violence against 

people, this will require immediate action from international institutions and community. 

There are eight tools of democratization identified.51 Some tools are typical for a bottom-

up or top-down approach, but most often they are combined, when a donor state pursues 

democratization in a foreign country. The first tool is rhetorical commitments. It is widely used 

among politicians, especially highly ranking ones. They are used to present a state’s official 

view, as well as their policy on an issue, and it is usually aligned with the state foreign policy. 

Second, political gestures are widely used at different political levels. Political gestures are 

aimed at supporting one side of a conflict; they are also a political solidarity declaration at the 

international level. For example, Francois Mitterrand paid an official visit to Czechoslovak 

dissidents in 1988. This was a symbolic event that showed French support for Vaclav Havel 

and also led to peaceful demonstrations demanding for greater recognition of Human Rights.52 

                                                
49 Ibid., 53. 
50 Ibid., 54. 
51 Jan Hornat, “Defining key terms and conceptualizing democracy promotion,” class on Promoting Democracy 

Abroad: the US and the EU in Third Countries (Winter semester 2017). 
52 David Vaughan, “December 1988: Mitterand Meets Dissidents in Prague,” Radio Prague Internaional, July 
14, 2012, https://www.radio.cz/en/section/archives/december-1988-mitterrand-meets-dissidents-in-prague-1). 
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Along with the above mentioned, both rhetorical commitments and political gestures could be 

a source of inspiration for opposition leaders and common people. 

The third technique is a carrot & stick policy. This tool can relate to both democratization 

approaches, as it allows to be applied on different levels to reach various goals. For instance, 

the EU conditionality policy (which will be discussed in further detail in the following chapter) 

usually aims to encourage non-democratic states to conduct liberal reforms in exchange for 

market agreement or any other political or economic benefit. This is a pure top-down approach. 

The U.S. imposed an embargo on Cuba not to change the ruling party policy, but to provoke 

the masses to overthrow the government, since common people are usually the victims of 

political and economic embargos, whereas politicians are generally not influenced.53 

The fourth tool is another top-down approach tool is supplying technical assistance to state 

institutions. It includes activities such as capacity building, consultations, and experts 

exchange. The fifth tool is a bottom-up technique that is widely used to promote democracy in 

support of civil society. It aims at supporting NGOs at all levels and creating networks on the 

ground, since it is hard (if not impossible) to build a full fledge democracy without an educated 

and trained civil society. 

The sixth tool is the enhancement of regional cooperation through private endeavors and 

programs. One example would be the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace that is one 

of the largest independent think tanks in the world. Its goal is to promote cooperation among 

nations to advance international peace.54 

The seventh tool is information dissemination which is a popular and very powerful tool to 

raise mass awareness. Its use can vary from news to states organized crimes coverage, which 

could spark uprisings and lead to coup d’état. Thus, it falls under the bottom-up approach. 

The eighth tool is physical intervention and/or regime change and is the last resort of 

dealing with non-democratic states. Regime change can be executed through intelligence 

operations and/or military intervention. 

The above discussed tools and various combinations of them are widely used to promote 

democracy at present. Also, their nature allows them to be used to achieve any ideological shift 

and is not exclusive to democracy. In the following chapters, American and European 

instruments of democratization will be analyzed through the perspective of these tools. In 

addition, this will assist us in the case studies of modern Ukraine and Czechoslovakia. 

                                                
53 Hornat, “Defining …” class on Promoting Democracracy…. 
54 “About Carnegie,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, accessed April 12, 2020, 
https://carnegieendowment.org/about/). 
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4. Active democracy promoters and their geopolitical objectives 
 

The biggest world democracy contributors are the European Union and the United States. 

They are not the only full-fledged democracies, but for certain reasons they are involved in 

democracy promotion more than others. In order to prove the posed hypothesis right or wrong, 

one needs to analyze what are the main reasons for the United States and the EU to actively 

participate in democracy promotion abroad and how they correspond with their geopolitical 

objectives. To do that, it is necessary to define their geopolitical goals and analyze what driven 

forces are behind those objectives. Structural realism theory will assist in geopolitical goals 

analysis. 

Structural realism believes that international politics is dominated by a struggle for power 

due to the lack of higher authority. The relative distribution of power is a key independent 

variable to international relations studies and understanding of outcomes such as war, peace, 

alliance and so on.55 However, structural realism is split into two branches, which claim that 

opposite types of power will guarantee a state’s survival. These are offensive and defensive 

realism that are supported by John Mearsheimer and Kenneth Waltz. 

According to Mearsheimer, states should follow a defensive realism approach while 

building foreign policy strategy because international system forces states to maximize their 

relative power positions.56 For him, states will never quit searching for power, as there is no 

level of security that guarantees a state’s survival; therefore, states should engage in constant 

power accumulation. Conversely Waltz believes that power maximizing will lead to 

international conflicts and thus jeopardize a state’s survival, because states will engage in 

building coalitions to counterbalance each other. To Waltz, “power is a means to the end of 

security.” 57 Therefore, he advocated defensive realism, which holds that states should enhance 

their security. This means that they need to accumulate enough power for defense purposes but 

not for offense. Thus, it will allow to avoid the security dilemma, contribute to more stable 

international relations and, ultimately, assures state’s survival. 

Since it was agreed that this research is built on the assumption that states perceive 

international relations from a structural realism perspective, one can define states’ goals as two 

combinations: relative goals backed by offensive realism and relative goals backed by 

defensive realism. Therefore, the U.S. and EU should be either seeking to maximize their 
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power or security, while building and executing their geopolitical strategy. Thus, when 

identifying geopolitical objectives in this chapter, it is important to see if one is a security 

maximizer or power maximizer, as this will allow to assess what are intentions behind 

democracy promotion. 

Another aspect that needs to be covered is the means of delivering democracy. The two 

approaches to democracy promotion, which were discussed in the previous chapter, will help 

to analyze instruments used by the USA and EU. This is necessary for the research, as it will 

assist in a comparative analysis in the case of Czechoslovakia. The aim is to see if similar 

instruments were in use by the Soviet Union while it was attempting to spread communism 

throughout the world. Another point for studying bottom-up and top-down approaches is to 

answer if a state is a power or security maximizer and why democracy promotion is of an 

important foreign agenda. 

 

4.1. The United States objectives and bottom-up approach 

 

“For the ultimate determinant in the struggle now going 

on for the world will not be bombs and rockets but a test 

of wills and idea.”58 

Ronald Reagan (1982). 

 

The end of the Second World War opened a door to global domination for the United 

States. Unlike after the First World War, Washington had no intentions to walk away from this 

opportunity and isolate itself again. The U.S. entered WW2 to defend itself and then entered 

Cold War to defend itself once again, since rapidly developing technologies and weapons made 

every country in the world vulnerable, a remote location could no longer guarantee safety as 

before. Initially exporting democracy abroad was not planned, the only objective was state 

security. However, democratization became a tool of building a coalition against communist 

countries; thus, strengthening U.S. position in the international arena and guaranteeing 

security.59 
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It is commonly agreed that the United States acts from structural-realism perspective and 

this can be shown in different examples. For instance, its preference not to act upon human 

rights violations conducted by Israel against Palestine, or its war on Iraq waged despite the UN 

Security Council resolution. Democratization is also not an act of pure virtue, as the US cherry-

picks countries for democracy assistance, while ignoring more brutal cases of liberal values 

and human rights violations. Here one may argue against this statement by saying that the 

mentioned events happened during different administrations. Although US administration 

changes, the US grand political agenda does not drastically differ, therefore it continues to act 

from a structural-realist perspective. In the following subchapter US geopolitical objectives 

will be covered in more detail.  

As a sole superpower, the United States’ objective is to preserve the status quo, maintain 

and strengthen its influence in various spheres of international relations such as political, 

economic, military, cultural and other. Why democratization? According to Joshua Muravchik, 

democracies are more appealing to the USA because “they tend to be peaceful and pro-

American”.60 While other major international actors also aspire to gain more power, for them 

it is almost impossible to influence people in the same way that the US has been able to. Hence, 

be it China or Russia or the USA, they have the same goal, but the American approach is more 

successful a priori. Thus, democratization allows the US to gain support both at home and 

abroad.61 In addition, democratization decreases chances of a military confrontation, since 

democratic states do not engage in hot conflicts. 

4.1.1. U.S. geopolitical objectives 

 

As it was already mentioned, structural realism holds that every country’s main objective 

is survival, which needs to be achieved by any means available. The next objective after 

survival is gaining more power, which would allow a state to dominate the international 

community and thus strengthen the first objective. The collapse of the Soviet Union left the 

United States the sole world super-power and it is quite logical that it would like to preserve 

this status. Halford Mackinder believed that a key to world domination is a control over the 

Heartland of Europe. Considering that two world wars started in the Heartland after the theory 

had been designed, one may say that states also believed in the importance of the pivot 

territories of East Europe. 
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In 1991, the U.S. grand strategy took a slightly different course than it had followed during 

the Cold War. Since international relations became unipolar, Washington had to change its 

foreign policy from two super-powers rivalry to the preservation of unipolarity.62 Effectively 

this did not change their ultimate goal to be a world hegemon. However, the dissolution of the 

USSR significantly affected the balance of power in Eurasia and led to the creation of new 

states that have been of U.S. geopolitical interest and concerns from before, for example 

Georgia or Uzbekistan. As Brzezinski put it: for America, the chief geopolitical prize is 

Eurasia.63 For the US to achieve this goal, it means to assure that no  other power will be able 

to shake American position in the world affairs and change the status quo, so it could solely 

focus on domination of Eurasia and thus the world. 

Hence, maintaining the status quo is one of the main objectives of the US. It is a multilayer 

policy because it includes many smaller objectives, which together make the USA the world 

super-power. These objectives will be to remain the dominant power in the western hemisphere 

that will maintain secure borders. The next objective is to ensure no other hegemony arises in 

the regions around the globe, as this will question the American presence and influence there. 

Therefore, the USA contains rising regional powers to prevent them from becoming regional 

hegemons. Examples of this include the U.S. involvement in Asia to contain China from 

gaining more power and secure U.S. alliances such as Japan or South Korea from China’s 

influence.64 

The international order created by the Cold war was interrupted by the events of 9/11 that 

set the United States foreign policy on a democratic crusade in Afghanistan and the Middle 

East. Following the tragic events, George W. Bush said: “I will not relent in waging this 

struggle for freedom and security for the American People…As long as the United States of 

America is determined and strong, this will not be an age of terror; this will be an age of 

liberty, here and across the world.”65 The Afghan campaign of the War on Terror was widely 

supported, and even brought the United States and Russia closer, as they agreed to fight 

terrorism together. However, the invasion of Iraq in 2003 drove the two countries apart, and 

since then we have witnessed a deterioration of USA-Russia relations up until 2009 when 

Hillary Clinton and Sergey Lavrov together hit the reset button declaring hopes to improve 
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relations between the countries.66  However, since 2014, there has been a constant decline in 

relations between the two because of the events in Ukraine and Syria. The growing suspicion 

about each other’s intentions and disagreements on almost everything has become an integral 

part of the US-Russia relations. In 2011, Barack Obama introduced the Pivot to Asia policy, 

which shifted the U.S. focus from the Middle East to Asia.67 Despite a declaration of new 

geopolitical pivots, the USA remains present in the previous pivot regions as well, since its 

capabilities allow for that. This very brief timeline of primary U.S. focus shift from one region 

to another is presented here because it had an impact on international order and U.S. 

geopolitical strategy in regards to regions (as the grand strategy does not change). 

According to the security complex theory, states should care about their closest neighbors 

first and only then about distant ones. The U.S. geographical location and its neighbors allow 

the White House not to be concerned with its security in the immediate geographical location, 

and thus leaves more capabilities to be involved in distant regions. In fact, the U.S. involvement 

across the Atlantics and the Pacific is vital to its security as well. There are several reasons for 

that. First, modern technologies now allow one country to attack another country from across 

the ocean. Hence, proximity is no longer the defining factor, when it comes to security. 

However, proximity plays an important role for anti-aircraft defense systems, as its deployment 

near potential enemy borders increases security. Therefore, the US is a strong advocate of 

NATO enlargement, at it allows to deploy defense systems on worrisome states’ borders. 

Second, regional intervention usually proves to be beneficial, as this establishes strong ties and 

interdependence with either ruling elite or local opponents. This, in turn, leads to more security 

and power. 

Despite its concern to maintain the current status quo, Washington tolerates regional 

hegemonies in cases when it is an ally. For example, Germany could be called a European 

hegemony, if it was not so reluctant to accept this status.68 69 Thanks to close relations between 

the US and Germany, and Germany’s agreement with the European and American political 
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course, the U.S. does not see a potential threat to its position. If Germany ever decides to change 

its relations with China or Russia and make a strong alliance with either one or both, this will 

be regarded as a threat to American influence in Europe and Asia; thus, it will not be welcomed. 

To contain regional powers, the US needs to maintain its military and economic supremacy. 

The Clinton Administration summarized U.S. goals and strategy in one paragraph: “Our 

national security strategy is based on enlarging the community of market democracies...The 

more that democracy and political and economic liberalization take hold in the world, 

particularly in countries of strategic importance to us, the safer our nation is likely to be and 

the more our people are likely to prosper.”70 

Military supremacy is achieved through huge funds dedicated to research and development 

in the military sector while maintaining existing military bases and establishing new ones in 

every region of the world. For example, U.S. troops have been deployed in Japan since the 

Second World War. This allows Washington to contain North Korea and China to some extent. 

Economic supremacy is maintained via creating dependence on American market, inter-state 

loans and, of course, through giants such as the World Bank and IMF, which are dominated by 

the U.S. government.71 

So how are the above-mentioned U.S. geopolitical objectives related to democracy 

promotion? According to Nye’s theory on the changing concept of power discussed in Chapter 

2, the means of power have evolved, and states now opt for smart power. Therefore, 

Washington cannot simply send troops to every country that can potentially question America’s 

status as the sole super-power. If you call for democratization in developing countries, this 

takes years of work on the ground before the desired changes occur, but you receive local and 

international support, avoid hot conflicts and most importantly you build a loyal alliance. To 

build an ally that pursues same goals as you, it takes three steps in establishing relational power. 

First, commanding change can be achieved by influencing a state’s agenda and decision-

making. If Washington successfully democratizes a country, this changes the country’s initial 

preferences in favor of the donor. If a recipient country is reluctant to change, then the USA 

can call for a carrot and stick policy. 

The second step is controlling an agenda. A fully democratic government has limited 

choices of strategy compared to a non-democratic actor. This is already a change of preferences 
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towards America’s preferences, as it sets rules of what it means to be a democracy. Part of the 

democratization process is becoming a responsible member of various international 

organizations. Along with that, the recipient state becomes involved in economic agreements 

and starts trade relations with Washington and other actors that could be dependent on the U.S.. 

It is important to highlight that the donor does not depend on the recipient state market as much 

as the recipient depends on it. All of these combined shapes and restricts a state’s options. 

The third step is where Washington shapes the recipient state’s preferences without its 

awareness. Thus, the recipient naturally changes its preferences in favor of the U.S. without 

the US government commanding it. This is a long process that requires new liberal values and 

culture to grow their roots, so they will become an inseparable part of the governance and 

society. 

If one was to compare the outcome of the last stage of relational power with a military 

conquest outcome, the results would be very similar. Historically, countries would go to war 

to expand territory, and develop their economies through either new geographic location, 

natural resources or new market access. A fallen country would have no choice but to accept 

newly imposed preferences and this could result in a partisan war and/or uprising against the 

new ruler or a confrontation with another country. However, if one comes with peace and 

reforms that are welcome among citizens, and opens new horizons for political and economic 

growth, this will be well-received and widely supported. A donor will receive the same benefits 

as in the scenario with a military conquest, but the recipient state will naturally believe that 

they have a supportive donor state as an ally. 

4.1.2. Bottom- up approach and U.S. techniques 

 

As it was discussed above, a bottom-up approach is pursued when a ruling party is not 

interested in cooperation and not planning to weaken their power to adopt democratic values. 

There are various techniques that can undermine the ruling party from the bottom and bring a 

new leader that is prone to cooperate with the donor. Below, U.S. covert and overt 

democratization strategies will be discussed. Studying them will benefit us later, when 

comparing the tactics used by the US to the Soviet tactics and thus answering a question if 

democracy and communism promotion are essentially similar. 

 

Military invasion and/or occupation 

 

     Before the ideological confrontation between liberal and communist ideologies, 

Washington already had experience exporting democracy abroad. The Philippines were 
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occupied by U.S. forces in the end of the 19th century. Initially, the military operation was not 

planned as a conquest for democracy. At first, this was a matter of suppressing the separation 

from the American territories. However, Washington saw the establishment of democratic 

order as peace preservation and to some extent its security guarantee.72 

     Years after the Second World War, the U.S. occupied and then democratized Japan, 

Germany and Austria. Those were outstanding cases due to the circumstances. Nevertheless, 

military occupation and the following political involvement helped to establish democracies in 

former autocratic countries. Undoubtedly, the main goal was to ensure that Nazist governments 

would not return to power, which would secure many other countries from military aggression. 

Thus, the occupation was just. 

     This was followed by military interventions in countries throughout the Cold War years. As 

communism posed a threat to U.S. security, Washington pushed hard on democracy promotion 

around the globe. However. with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the idea of the great 

communist revolution, one would assume that Washington would have slowed down with its 

democracy export policy, due to the absence of a great ideological rival. Nevertheless, the USA 

switched to semi-democracies and authoritarian regimes, which also pose a threat to U.S. 

security, as it was summarized by Clinton’s administration. 

     Another post-Cold War assumption would be that there would be fewer military conflicts 

and interventions around the world. However, the number of conflicts remains at roughly same 

level. It is fluctuating between 30 and 40 armed conflicts per year. In 1989, there were 40 

armed conflicts73 and in 2018, there were 34 armed conflicts.74 In many cases, military 

intervention is justified due to human rights violations and it is seen as a necessity to topple 

down current regimes and bring democracy to impacted states. The protection of human rights 

is a vital responsibility of the UN that must agree on a resolution. However, the U.S., along 

with NATO, has launched attacks without the UNSC agreement including attacks against 

Serbia, Iraq and Libya.75 These interventions are still very questionable and caused many 

civilian casualties. Yet, while fighting these human rights violations close to home, many EU 

countries and the US preferred to ignore the genocide in Rwanda for many months, while the 
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situation was rapidly escalating. This conflict ultimately became one of the bloodiest massacres 

in the post-Cold war era. 

     Military intervention and occupation are necessary in some cases, but they should be driven 

by only one purpose, which is human rights protection. Everything else such as reforms, 

government willing or forced resignation and so on should be secondary. Although, realists 

argue that survival of the nation is nation’s first responsibility and should not be 

compromised,76 hardcore realists, like John Mearsheimer agrees that humanitarian intervention 

can be absolutely necessary.77 Some military interventions pursue more political, military and 

economic power in that specific country or region. Such cases make the idea of democracy 

promotion abroad questionable and less attractive, as non-democratic countries are concerned 

with their own survival. 

 

Central Intelligence Agency Operations 

 

The United States started its democracy crusade during the Cold War. Measures and tactics 

were defined by the situation and covert operations became one of the most utilized techniques. 

Washington ordered the CIA to spread democratic ideas to masses via publications, trainings, 

conferences, Radio Liberty and many other means.78 The CIA’s goal was to ensure that the 

USA emerge as the only superpower and to reduce the number of Communist governments 

around the world.79 

The first and main concern was postwar-Europe. It was clear that the Soviet Union had 

plans to expand westwards as far as possible, which would make the U.S. presence on the 

continent almost obsolete. As the Church Committee80 concluded later: “The Soviets had 

powerful political resources in the West- the Communist parties and trade unions.…The United 

States responded with overt economic aid…and covert political assistance….”81 The overt 

economic aid was the famous Marshall Plan that granted funds for rebuilding postwar Europe. 

It aimed not only at immediate recovery, but also envisioned a long-term goal to rebuild 

economy.82 There were no criteria on who could receive the funding, as it was offered to 
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Western as well as Eastern European countries, which were under Soviet influence. The 

conditionality would appear only after receiving the money, since this was planned as a hook 

to create dependence on U.S. subsidies. It would be naïve to assume there was no political 

message behind the Marshall Plan. As George Marshall said, its purpose was “to permit the 

emergence of political and social conditions in which free institutions can exist."83 

The covert part of operation targeted democratic parties in countries with strong 

Communist influence. Italy and France could have fallen under Communist rule, since they 

had strong Communist parties. Therefore, Washington secretly funded non-Communist parties. 

According to William Colby, head of the project and then director of the CIA, this money was 

allocated to publications of newsletters, leaflets, posters, and other propaganda 

material…advice be given for training programs, research and study groups, local party 

offices and activities, and so on.84 

Along with strong Communist parties, the Soviets were widely supported by labor unions. 

Moreover, the unions were strongly against American involvement due to U.S. 

underrepresentation of labor force.85 A path to win labor unions’ support was put in place by 

leaders of the American Federation of Labor’s Free Trade Union Committee. They started a 

program to support the European labor force and their families by financial and non-material 

aid to non-Communist labor unions. This was covertly picked up by the CIA and executed at 

the highest level.86 

Both covert and overt operations had a crucial impact on the outcome of the Cold War, as 

it helped Democrats to win elections and reduce Communist influence in the key Western 

European countries such as Italy, France and Germany. 

These examples of the CIA operations demonstrate insignificant portion in the variety of 

covert and overt operations. While on the one hand, it might look like a selfless move to 

improve political, social and economic conditions in foreign countries, there is also strong 

arguments against this type of outside influence. First of all, shaping people’s preferences by 

externally sponsored propaganda has its moral implications but it also withdraws a fundamental 

right- freedom of choice. Another argument against is the overfunding that leads to dependence 

and violates core democratic values. A former CIA Station Chief said: “any aspiring politician 

[in one of the heavily financed countries] almost automatically would come to the CIA to see 
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if we could help him to get elected.”87 Covert operations also implied certain risk, as financed 

agents could have had completely different goals and could have turned against the U.S. In 

addition, this could easily undermine the U.S. government in the international community’s 

eyes in case of any leaks. It could have also caused protests and instability, if people of the 

target country would have learnt that they were being influenced by an external state, for 

instance a U.S. orchestrated revolution in Iran in 1953. 

 

Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty 

 

One of the largest CIA projects was and still is Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, which 

later merged into one organization  Both radios were founded by private citizens but heavily 

relied on covert CIA funding.88 The radios cooperated with exiles, opposition that were 

pursuing democratic reforms back home; in general, their propaganda campaign was aimed at 

reducing the influence of the USSR. Radio Free Europe’s broadcast target region was European 

countries under Soviet occupation; and Radio Liberty operated within the Soviet republics.   If 

the U.S. government funding was to be revealed, this would undermine the radios perceived 

credibility and unbiased approach. Therefore, the Congress created the Board for International 

Broadcasting.89 Thus, the covert operation became overt in order not to compromise its 

programs and achievements. Until present time, the radio is fully functioning and has the same 

agenda of democracy promotion. 

 

The Reagan Doctrine 

 

While the radio operation was one of the largest covert actions, the Reagan Doctrine 

became the costliest operation.90 This was a policy of supporting anti-Communist insurgents 

all over the world.91 Although, it called the Reagan Doctrine, the operation itself started at the 

end of World War Two when the U.S. launched secret massive support for resistance groups 

in Eastern Europe, the Baltics, and Ukraine.92 During Reagan’s presidency, the operation 

started to fund mujahedins in Afghanistan and developed on a  different scale. 
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The Reagan Doctrine was perfectly aligned with the U.S. policy of containment; however, 

it did not aim at spreading democracy. It was mostly concerned with homeland security rather 

than with political ideologies abroad. It is hard to imagine that Afghani mujahedins would build 

a country based on liberal norms and values. However, the action was successful as it did 

eliminate Soviet influence in Afghanistan and also exhausted the Soviet resources, thus 

strengthening American influence in the region. According to Muravchik, as “democracy’s 

fate was interwoven with America’s success in the Cold War, the Reagan Doctrine served 

democracy.”93 

 

United States Agency for International Development 

 

The success of the Marshal Plan paved the way for establishing the Agency for 

International Development (USAID) in 1962. According to the USAID History Book, USAID 

initial objectives were: 

 Creating markets for the United States by reducing poverty and increasing production 

in developing countries. 

 Diminishing the threat of communism by helping countries prosper under capitalism. 
94 

Both objectives were determined to increase U.S. influence and presence in international 

relations. One could disagree and say that these intentions are aimed at making the world a 

better place. However, as international actors operate in a realist world, they pursue their goals 

first and weigh their decisions to enrol in foreign aid campaign carefully. The first objective 

would allow the U.S. to dominate markets in recipient countries, and the second objective 

would eliminate the USSR from the recipient countries and create a more secure position for 

the U.S. 

USAID now has a broader spectrum of interests, which include global health, disaster 

assistance, education, gender and empowerment, water and sanitation, democracy, human 

rights and governance.95 As this work focuses only on politics, all non-related aspects listed 

above will not be reviewed. USAID political objectives are to assist partners to become self-

reliant, promote American prosperity through investments that help to expand U.S. export 
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markets, and support for democratic societies.96 The goal of USAID democracy, human rights 

and governance (DRG) program includes: 

 Promote participatory, representative and inclusive political processes and government 

institutions. 

 Foster greater accountability of institutions and leaders to citizens and to the law. 

 Protect and promote universally recognized human rights. 

 Improve development outcomes through the integration of DRG principles and 

practices across USAID’s development portfolio.97 

 

A bottom-up approach generally features organizing elections at early stage. Advocates 

of the bottom-up approach believe that replacing a government with a newly elected one 

would put a non-democratic country on the right path to a full-fledge democracy. When the 

USAID is to organize elections, it accounts for the current level of freedom, the existing 

procedures for holding elections and electorate turnout. 

Political awareness among the local populace also plays a vital role in organizing fair 

elections.98 Therefore, the USAID also takes responsibility to provide trainings on various 

matters depending on a country’s level of development. This is done to create responsible 

stakeholders, who will be politically active, thus facilitating democratic development. 

Another aspect of building a healthy democratic government is independent media, as this is 

the main source of information. The USAID provides trainings and technical assistance to 

journalists to establish free media.99 

To summarize on the USAID mission, one may conclude that its scope has been evolving 

throughout the years in order to adopt to the current political situation. The version we see 

now is far more complex and concentrated on various international matters than the initial 

version, which was self-protection oriented. Nevertheless, one trait has survived through the 

years of the agency evolution. The Agency still keeps room for a carrot and stick policy, thus 

influencing state’s preferences. 

 

National Endowment for Democracy 

 

The National Endowment for Democracy (NED) was launched in 1983 with its main goal 

to help democracy flourish around the world. As mentioned earlier, Washington already had 
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CIA programs aimed at promoting democracy, and funds to support democratic opposition in 

non-democratic countries. However, an idea of having an NGO that would decide on recipient 

countries and opposition leaders to fund appears to be more politically correct.100 This process 

does not involve the American government directly; thus, it allows the US to maintain amicable 

relations with current non-democratic leaders. In addition, it is less compromising for a 

democratic opposition to accept money from an NGO than from the U.S. administration. 

Before we proceed with the NED methods, it is necessary to define its scope. Three groups 

are identified as its main targets. These are countries in transition, less open countries and 

tenuous democracies.101  The first group refers to states where authoritarian order has been 

shaken due to reasons such as internal conflicts and civil wars, economic turmoil, external 

isolation or invasion.102 Presently, this would also include semi-democratic countries such as 

former Soviet members. The less open countries division covers countries, which have not 

moved to a transition stage yet, and thus either have no democratic opposition at all, or it is 

poorly presented, or it has to operate covertly.103 North Korea or Saudi Arabia would be great 

examples of such states. Strong authoritarian regimes make it impossible for any opposition to 

arise. Hence, the NED cannot operate in such environments as well. The only option left for 

the NED is to support exiles.104 Recently democratized countries with no long history of 

democratic traditions fall under tenuous democracies group. One of the existing examples 

could be Tunisia after the Arab Spring. 

The NED actions are framed within five broader programs, which are: 

 pluralism; 

 democratic governance political processes; 

 education, culture and communications; 

 research/international forum for democracy; 

 international cooperation.105 

Pluralism is an essential part of democracy; thus, the NED aims at supporting various groups 

and organizations to facilitate a dialogue among them and establish common ground. Trade 

unions are one of the main NED support receivers, as they are “an organized force for 

representing the interests of the common people in the political, economic, and social life of a 
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country.”106 Cooperation with trade unions includes trainings, education seminars and 

exchange programs for unions representators. This helps to raise people’s political awareness 

and stress the importance of political activism, even if some it means only to participate in 

elections. 

Another target group is the business sector, as an open market economy is another vital 

component for a functioning democracy.107 A truly independent private sector is able to 

counterbalance a government; thus, it can limit state power and help democracy to flourish. 

However, there is a thin line between oligarchy and democracy. For a healthy democratic state, 

the private sector requires all-inclusive representation to avoid corporations taking control over 

state decision-making. 

The last group that receives NED’s support are civic and social organizations. They play a 

crucial role in enlightening wider society, as they work with various social groups, including 

minorities.108 This promotes inclusiveness and acceptance, which aid the democracy cause. 

The democratic governance political processes program is aimed at strengthening the rule 

of law, supporting political parties and promoting fair elections, and educating society.109 

Despite education being part of the two first programs, the NED sees it as a separate group. An 

educated society is an absolutely vital component of a democratic society and government, but 

a nation-wide democratic culture is even more crucial. This is achieved through various 

channels such as independent press, books and television, or open discussions.110 

Another aspect of the Endowment is closely related to the education and culture program 

but aspires to target wider audience. The international forum initiative gives grants to research 

projects, which contribute to democracy promotion.111 One of the most famous examples of 

this is the Journal of Democracy. This program organizes an international forum, where 

democratic leaders share difficulties and experiences on a path to liberal governance. 

International cooperation is achieved through regional cooperation of democratic activists with 

the main aim to build a common identity.112 

4.1.3. Conclusion 
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This chapter demonstrated a variety of democratization techniques, which were actively 

developed at the end of WW2, and since then have been evolving and adjusting to the 

international political conditions. It also shows a smooth evolution from covert to overt 

operations, as times have changed. However, this also does not exclude the possibility of covert 

operations in present times. It is too early to judge what tactics are being used currently, as this 

information will not be declassified in the near future. Furthermore, it would be naive to believe 

that the US has ceased to use the CIA for homeland security and vital state interests. 

 

4.2. The European Union objectives and top-down approach 

 

      Geography defines foreign and domestic policy in almost every possible way.  Europe has 

always been a central arena for international conflicts due to states’ proximity to each other 

and the fact that many of the modern great powers intersected there and often had conflicting 

interests. Presently, conflicts among European Union powers are mitigated in the EU 

institutions, which makes the core of the European continent peaceful and prosperous. 

Nevertheless, its geographic location keeps the members occupied with security concerns, as 

its neighbors to the east and south may potentially pose a threat to the Union. Thus, the EU 

focuses on its close neighbors, unlike the United States. 

One component of the EU’s success is its complex institution system, which regulates all 

aspects and allow its members to enjoy the economic, political and security benefits of it. 

Therefore, when importing democracy, they prefer a top-down approach over the bottom-up 

as it focuses on state’s development in all aspects through institutions building rather than ad 

hoc opposition. 

In the following subchapter, the European Union’s geopolitical goals will be discussed in 

order to see if democratization could help the Union to achieve its geopolitical objectives. 

Therefore, I will begin by stating the geopolitical goals of the EU. Then we will move towards 

examining democratization instruments used by the EU. Combined, these will assist us to find 

a correlation between democracy promotion abroad and pursue of geopolitical objectives. 

 

4.2.1. The EU geopolitical objectives 

 

Europe did not emerge as a global superpower after the Second World like the United States 

and the Soviet Union did. Major European powers were economically, politically and 

physically devastated and they did not have such military power. In addition to this, Germany, 
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Austria and Italy had to recover from Nazism and Fascism. Europe’s geographic layout made 

it a battlefield for a superpower competition with the Soviet Union and the United States each 

trying to pull each European country to its side of the battle ground. Apart from the Cold War, 

former European colonies were another security concern because of wars for independence. In 

the recent past, civil wars and/or general instability in North Africa and the Middle East led to 

the Migrant crisis in 2015 put the EU into an insecure position. Therefore, border-security has 

always been on the European agenda. 

The European Union is a strong democracy advocate that also believes that democratic 

states do not wage wars against each other. Therefore, EU democratization policy can be 

justified with a democratic peace theory. This benefits the border-security and regional 

stability, since democratic states do not use violence internally as well. All of this contributes 

to the regional stability. 

Although the EU is far less concerned with its distant neighbours when compared to the 

United States, it is still involved in all major negotiations with Russia, China, Syria and other 

powers that could potentially disrupt the status quo. The EU is highly concerned with the great 

powers competition and mitigating it is one of its objectives.113 Reaching this objective will 

grant greater economic and territorial security to the Union. Another EU concern with distant 

neighbours is terrorism. Instability and wars in the Middle East, Iraq, Afghanistan and other 

countries led to the rise of terrorism in many European countries, which keeps Brussels 

involved in the conflict resolution there. 

The European Union is a responsible stakeholder that is involved not only in military or 

economic conflict resolution, but it is also a leading power in fighting climate change.114 One 

reason that climate change is very important to the EU is based on the belief that climate change 

and the slow transition to green energy sources might destabilize leading gas and oil exporters 

such as Russia, Iran, Saudi Arabia and smaller Gulf states. Their economy is highly dependent 

on oil and gas prices, so diversion from traditional sources could result in economic turmoil, 

which might be followed by internal and regional instability. This will also shift the balance of 

power, as the United States will no longer need to maintain its military presence in the Gulf.115 

Russia refuses to admit that climate change is a serious threat to the world order. Although the 
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United States signed the Paris Accords, its withdrawal from the Paris Agreement strengthened 

EU-China climate change cooperation.116 This puts the EU in a leading position in a climate 

change fight. 

Access to energy resources and instability are not the only reasons why the EU is concerned 

with climate change. Another potential geopolitical threat to the European borders as a result 

of climate change is the ice melting in the North Pole  This is already shifting the geopolitical 

balance in the Arctic and will continue to change the power balance there, as many parties 

show interest in the Arctic.117 Therefore, abiding and observing the Paris Accords is one of the 

geopolitical objectives for Brussels in order to avoid a world nature catastrophe, secure its 

borders and maintain regional stability at least. 

Geopolitics is a control over territory, which implies setting and maintaining secure 

borders. As it was discussed earlier, each state’s goal is survival and states are relying more on 

smart power than on traditional military strength. Hence, establishing secure borders by 

building interdependent relations has become one of the key foreign policies. Nine EU 

members share their borders with either Russia or post-Soviet republics (Ukraine, Belarus and 

Moldova) which tend(ed) to be strongly pro-Russian. This eliminates a buffer zone between 

the European Union and Russia for the EU, as Moscow sees former Soviet republics as an 

extension of Russia. 

The western EU members are more secure than eastern and central EU members, thanks to 

their distant location. Therefore, Eastern and Central European members would find 

themselves in safer positions if there were more pro-EU states on the border. This makes 

Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova strategically important to European security. Currently, 

territories can be controlled by other means than hard power, e.g. occupation. As a result, the 

EU is a strong advocate of soft power. Democratisation happens to be one of the soft power 

means used by the Union. Again, this can be seen as a win-win situation as assisting in the 

establishment of governments that share liberal democratic values, and potentially building 

stronger ties with them improves border security for the EU.  

The EU geopolitical concerns show us that the Union’s first and only geopolitical objective 

is its internal and territorial security. Unlike the U.S., it cannot rely on border integrity. 
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Therefore, one may conclude that the EU is a security maximiser, which follows the theory of 

defensive realism. 

 

4.2.2. Top-down approach and EU techniques 

 

The top-down approach targets governments and the political elite and expects that 

democratization initiative will come from them.118 However, a precondition for that will be 

current government readiness to step onto a path to democratization and willingness to 

cooperate with an external agent; otherwise, a top-down mechanism is not possible. 

 

Copenhagen Criteria 

 

Initially the European Union emerged as the European Economic Community as a result of 

the Second World War. It started as an attempt to bound countries by trade agreements to avoid 

military confrontations and maintain the reconciliation between France and Germany, which 

started with the Treaty of Paris in 1951.119 Then it evolved throughout the years and resulted 

in the Maastricht Treaty, which paved a way for greater European enlargement; and led to 

agreeing on Copenhagen criteria in 1993 that stipulate if one is eligible to join the EU. Until 

this point, there were no clearly established enlargement conditions, and the European 

Economic Community was a customs union with a focus on trade and economic development 

rather than a political union. It is doubtful that the founding members thought of the 

Community as a way of democracy promotion, as at the time they were preoccupied with post-

war recovery. 

In light of the Cold War, security was one of the primary goals of the ECC. Thus, it was 

important to establish ties with more European countries to ensure that Communist parties 

would not take over. Despite this, the ECC did not jeopardise its democratic values.  Although 

they were not officially stipulated, these values did not allow authoritarian countries to 

integrate into the Community. Thus, the community always insisted that the main components 

of the ECC, including freedom, respect for human rights and the rule of law, were maintained. 

If one looks at early rounds of European Union enlargement, namely Greece in 1981, Spain 

and Portugal in 1986, one will see that that it was very likely these three countries could have 

joined the Communist Bloc as they were recovering from authoritarian regimes, which had 
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collapsed thanks to the help of communist parties. Therefore, communists were quite 

influential and had a good chance of becoming a ruling party. Undoubtedly, in the events of 

the Cold War neither the EU founding fathers, nor the USA would allow more European 

countries to join the Warsaw Pact. It also should be mentioned that Greece, Spain and Portugal 

were not perfect candidates for membership as authoritarianism, civil wars, decolonization of 

overseas territories by Spain and Portugal along with the resulting decolonization conflicts left 

economies devastated. In addition, all three were far from being functioning democratic 

countries, but they were no longer authoritarian regimes either. Overall, they were not such a 

big asset from an economic standpoint for the ECC at the time. However, it was more beneficial 

to have them integrated and thus bind them by agreements and treaties than allowing the USSR 

to gain control over them. 

Throughout the years, the EEC evolved into the EU as we all know it. Economic or security 

ties are no longer the main driving force for the Union enlargement. Since the Maastricht treaty, 

the focus of the EU shifted towards freedom and democracy. As it is stated in the Copenhagen 

criteria: “Membership requires that the candidate country has achieved stability of institutions 

guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of 

minorities, the existence of a functioning market economy as well as the capacity to cope with 

competitive pressure and market forces within the Union.”120 As we can see, this document 

places a democratic form of government and the rule of law as the first criteria. Along with the 

above-mentioned criteria, additional conditions could be created. This depends on each 

individual case of enlargement and is  mainly based on the current aspiring state’s political and 

economic situation. For example, the EU Commission had to create new criteria for the 

Western Balkans (North Macedonia,  Serbia, Montenegro, Albania, Kosovo, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina) known as the Stabilisation and Association Process.121 Taking inter-state 

relations within the Western Balkans into account, the additional conditions are intended at 

improving regional cooperation and interstate relations. 

While the length of accession negotiations always differ as this depends on each case, they 

are usually divided into three stages. First, a country becomes a candidate for membership; this 

requires unanimity voting among all current EU member states. The second stage is formal 

membership negotiations, which requires adaptation of EU laws and compliance with the 
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Copenhagen criteria. The last step is accession itself once all parties have agreed.122 It needs to 

be highlighted that sometimes enlargement negotiations may last years before all EU members 

reach a unanimous agreement. Also, the EU Commission does not guarantee that all candidates 

will be allowed to join the EU, as negotiations may be frozen at any point. 

Despite quite a long and bureaucratic process that does not promise a successful  outcome 

to a candidate, there is still a handful of states aspiring to join the EU. On the other side, this is 

also quite a complex process, which requires considerable EU investment. In the successful 

enlargement scenario, the EU will be designating its budget to help a new member state to keep 

up with the standards set by the EU industry, infrastructure, agriculture, economy and so on. 

Thus, every enlargement round costs the Union a considerable amount of funding. 

Undoubtedly, this is not an act of philanthropy on either side. Both parties gain from this, the 

only question here is who gains what? 

Let us start with the European Union gains from the enlargement policy, as it is one of the 

key actors to be studied in this research. According to the EU geopolitical objectives discussed 

earlier in this chapter, the main priority of the EU is border security, which can be achieved 

through the democratization of its closest European neighbours. Hence, enlargement helps to 

enhance border security, as neighbouring newly- joined countries eliminate potential threats 

posed by non-democratic governments. It also serves as a filter preventing refugees and illegal 

migrants to settle within the existing EU borders. Also, enlargement brings stability and 

prosperity to the current EU members, as newcomers follow European rule of law, which 

makes the region more stable, and they also open new markets.123 

However, it needs to be mentioned that each round of enlargement was unique and served 

its own purpose for the European Union. During the Cold War, the expansion of the European 

Community was inspired by several factors. First, it was intended to preserve peace on the 

continent and ensure that countries would not go into war by establishing political and 

economic ties. Secondly, the creation of an economic union allowed its members to conduct 

free trade and help countries recover from the devastation of the war. Finally, this was to 

prevent the further spread of communism and consequently the Soviet Union. 

Enlargement rounds that happened after the end of the Cold War could be described as 

returning to the pre-World War Two status quo. Eleven EU members that joined since the 
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2000s are former communist countries, which were either part of the USSR or Yugoslavia, or 

Soviet satellite states (exception for Malta and Cyprus). However, despite the ideological 

divide of the Cold War, these countries have always belonged to Europe. They share history, 

as some of them were parts of old European empires, culture, religion and identity. Therefore, 

their accession to the EU was a logical finale of the Cold War and communism in Europe. In 

contrast, if we look at some states aspiring to join the EU, e.g. Turkey, Georgia or Ukraine one 

may have difficulties to find strong past or cultural connection among them. However, their 

accession can be viewed from a geopolitical point of view, as this will help to stabilize the 

neighborhood and spread influence further in distant regions. 

Another benefit is the expansion of the Single Market, as the existing members get free 

access for their goods to the newly admitted states. During the accession period, Brussels 

intervenes in every aspect of domestic and foreign policy of the potential member state, as it is 

obliged to comply with Copenhagen and additional (if any) criteria. Thus, by the time the 

candidate is ready to join, it is on par with the standards set within the EU, which could be seen 

as the third stage of relational power.  From an international politics perspective, every new 

member makes the EU stronger, since it is representing more territories, population and 

developing its economy worldwide.124 Therefore, enlargement has proven to be one of the most 

successful EU foreign policies. 

The European Union neighboring countries usually are far less economically prosperous. 

As a result, both government and populations aspire to join the EU in order to improve their 

economic situation. Government aim at receiving subsidies for internal development, free trade 

and certain prestige level, while populations aim at an increase in salary standards within the 

country and the opportunity to have access to the free market. In the case of geographically 

and politically smaller countries, being an EU member gives them political significance in the 

international arena. It also opens a door to Western security arrangements and this is especially 

important for post-communist countries, as some are still struggling with their recent 

histories.125  Free trade within the EU is another attractive point, as membership guarantees the 

float of goods among the members.126 This is not just access to trade without barriers. This is 

also about becoming a member of the one the largest world economies. 

Analyzing the benefits of the EU and its candidates, one may conclude that this is not a 

zero-sum game, as both sides significantly benefit from the European Union membership. 
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European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) 

 

       The European Union started to investigate ways of delivering democracy abroad after the 

fall of the Berlin Wall. The EIDHR took its roots in the Resolution to launch European 

Democracy Initiative and became an EU instrument in 1994.127 As Brussels follows a top-

down approach to democracy promotion, the EIDHR does too. Therefore, the instrument is 

restricted from direct financing any political parties to support non- coercive assistance.128 

       The EIDHR targets the development and consolidation of democracy, the rule of law, 

respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms with a task of bringing financial support 

worldwide.129 The instrument’s primary focus is on democracy assistance and 40-45% of its 

budget goes to support democracy development abroad.130 The rest is dedicated to the 

protection of human, economic and social rights. It is also dedicated to the support and 

education of civil society that is one of the first steps in creating a functioning democracy. 

       Unlike other EU democracy promotion instruments, the EIDHR does not only focus on its 

close neighbors, but it acts globally. The EU has no ambitions becoming a world superpower 

that dominates international order. Therefore, here the EU behaves from a position of a 

responsible stakeholder whose goal is to bring prosperity, development and rule of law to non-

democratic countries. In case of other institutions that target EU neighbors, the Union tries to 

maximize its security and uses the export of democratic norms and values as a means to achieve 

this. 

 

European Neighborhood Policy 

 

Enlargement guided by the Copenhagen criteria is an effective instrument, which is 

beneficial for both parties. However, there is a limit of how far the European Union borders 

can expand due to numerous reasons. First, EU enlargement into neighboring regions could 

cause both internal and international destabilization, as this would change a status-quo. 

Secondly, current EU members are careful when offering membership to countries with large 

populations, since EU Parliamentarian representation and votes are based on each member’s 
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population. On the one hand, expanding the EU borders offers a certain level of security, but 

there are geographical and political limits to how far the European Union can extend.  Some of 

the EU closest neighbors present a number of security concerns due to internal instability in 

North Africa and the Middle East. Due to its proximity, the EU must put an effort in stabilizing 

these two regions.131 Therefore, Brussels introduced European Neighborhood Policy (ENP), 

which aims to stabilize these states as an alternative to the enlargement policy.132 

The ENP was launched in 2004 “with the objective of avoiding the emergence of new 

dividing lines between the enlarged EU and our neighbors and instead strengthening the 

prosperity, stability and security of all concerned.”133 As part of the ENP, the EU prioritizes 

the development of civil institutions and the promotion of rule-based societies. It does not 

exclude military action, when needed, but prefers to keep this as the last resort.134 The ENP 

openly supports democracy and liberal opposition in its neighboring countries. It is being 

executed via funds and a policy of conditionality. However, the EU does not believe that the 

same democratic model fits every country. Thus, democracy promotion policy is always unique 

and considers the history, culture and local mentality of a state. It usually starts with the rule 

of law, judiciary system, transparency, accountability, and strengthening of civil society. This 

allows to avoid negative perception of the external actor in the country, and thus integrate 

political elite in the reforms process.135 

In case of the enlargement policy, it is clear why countries are motivated to comply with 

the Copenhagen criteria, since membership is offered as a reward. With the ENP, countries are 

driven by conditions defined in a bilateral Action Plan.136 It stipulates both European Union 

liabilities towards a recipient country and a recipient country’s responsibilities to improve in 

areas defined by the EU. 

      In the book The Frontiers of Europe: a Transatlantic problem, it is argued that the ENP 

can be studied from two perspectives. First, it is an EU obligation to spread its ideals and 

policies across developing countries in order to facilitate their development, enhance human 

rights and import democratic values. The second objective of the ENP is European Union 

geopolitical entrapment, namely to pacify abroad that poses danger to European security.137 

According to Chris Patten and Javier Solana, “there are a number of overriding objectives for 
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our neighborhood policy: stability, prosperity, shared values and rule of law along our borders 

are all fundamental for our own security. Failure in any of these areas will lead to increased 

risks of negative spillover on the Union.”138 This strengthens the point that first and foremost 

states are driven by their selfish goals. The ENP is an instrument that gives the EU greater 

security, and at the same time maintains good neighborhood relations and does not give false 

promises on future accession, while yet keeping that leverage over the aspiring neighbors. At 

the same time, recipients of the ENP benefit from this multilateral agreement, as it is also aimed 

at domestic improvements within the near abroad and provides sufficient funding to 

accomplish this goal. 

 

European Endowment for Democracy 

 

The establishment of the European Endowment for Democracy (EED) in 2013 was partly 

inspired by the NED, as the EU needed a faster and more flexible instrument for allocating 

democracy promotion funds.139 A need for creating the EED came from pure geopolitical 

motives from Poland (this was a joint Polish-Swedish proposal, but Sweden had different 

motives which were both altruistic and geopolitical). Warsaw’s concerns came from its shared 

border with Ukraine and Belarus and its proximity to Russia. Thus, it is strategically important 

to have functioning democratic governments, which are dependent on the EU there. This would 

have a positive impact on the border security for foremost Poland and the Union as well. As 

per Sweden, it is one of the few countries that bases its foreign policy on the value of human 

rights, democracy, and international cooperation. The Swedish government says that its foreign 

policy motto is “what is good for the world is good for Sweden.”140 Thus, Sweden actually acts 

as a normative power, whose goal is to facilitate stability and development, especially in the 

near abroad. However, behind Sweden’s support for Ukraine, there is also a concern for its 

security. Russia’s exclave, Kaliningrad is right across the Baltic Sea from Sweden.141Since 

Russia has been increasing its military presence there, Sweden is trying to contain Moscow’s 

influence countries closed to the EU. 

The idea behind the EED was to improve and decentralize the democratization mechanism 

represented by the ENP, so it could offer more lucrative incentives such as visa-free traveling 
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and access to the EU common market.142 It is a private foundation independent from the EU 

and governed by its own statute. Since the aim was to develop a capability to take action and 

fund initiatives quickly, the EED target group is political movements (including the ones in 

exile), non-registered NGOs, trade unions and other social partners such as journalists or 

bloggers that promote liberal values, human rights and rule of law.143 Such mechanism allows 

it to efficiently deal with ad-hoc situations because of its decentralized system and non-

governmental target group. 

As Catherine Ashton said “the EED sends a concrete signal to our neighbors and beyond, 

that we are 100% committed to supporting democracy and the values upon which the EU was 

founded.”144 This statement may sound as a mission declaration, similar to the U.S. Manifest 

Destiny,   especially considering the history and nature of the EED. While other mechanisms 

primary focus is on neighboring countries, the EED has ambitions to expand around the globe. 

This makes the EU image of security maximizer less trustworthy and shifts it towards power 

maximizer. 

4.2.3. Conclusion 

 

The EU balance between geopolitical and civilizational discourses when it comes to its 

near abroad perfectly fits into ideological geopolitics ideas of Agnew and Corbridge.  Political-

economic organization of the closest Union neighbors jeopardizes its internal and external 

security. Hence, this leads to homogenization of the neighbors as a potential threat to the EU 

stability and security. This ideological clash is naturalized by political statements and media 

that tends to focus on negative side. Such media coverage boosts civilian support for the ENS 

and its assistance to the neighbors.  

As it was stated earlier, Brussels is an advocate of security maximization, thus its primary 

geopolitical focus is region stability and security of borders. According to Security Complex 

theory, first you should deal with your nearest neighbors and then move further afield. The EU 

is actively involved in political, economic and social development of its near abroad via 

mechanisms such as enlargement and the ENS, which scope is only neighboring countries. At 

the same time, there are two other instruments, the EIDHR and EED that target both near and 

                                                
142 Serena Giusti and Enrico Fassi, “The European Endowment for Democracy and Democracy Promotion in the 

EU Neighbourhood,” The International Spectator 49, no. 4 (February 2014, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03932729.2014.957018), 118. 
143 Ibid., 121. 
144 “The European Endowment for Democracy – Support for the Unsupported,” European Commission - 

European Commission, November 12, 2012, 
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_12_1199). 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03932729.2014.957018


57 

 

distant actors. These two sets of developmental and democratizing mechanisms allow the EU 

act regionally and globally. Although thus far its main target group is near abroad, its aspiration 

to be involved more into distant state domestic affairs by means of development and 

democratization policies show its ambitions of being a power maximizer to some extent. 

Analyzing EU foreign policy from Nye’s concept of power perspective, one may say that 

the scope of power involves EU neighbors, and the domain of power is EU geopolitical 

objectives, which aim to increase and maintain internal and border security by democratizing 

its closest neighbors. How does the EU establish relational power over crucially important 

surrounding states? First, it begins with commanding change by offering carrots via the 

discussed above institutions and mechanisms. The EU either offers membership or a chance to 

develop to be counted as a potential member, along with that it provides funds and expertise. 

In addition, smaller states see the Union as their way to increase their standing within global 

community and be welcome at international organizations. All of this comes with a policy of 

conditionality, which allows the EU to influence one’s decision making. Next step is 

controlling the agenda. At this stage, a recipient state is already involved in agreements and 

have certain responsibilities towards its new partners. The EU aim here is to convince that the 

recipient state and the Union have shared goals.  In the case of the EU, this is not far from the 

reality. Its goal is to democratize neighboring countries to ensure its own security, thus the 

Union is truly interested in a positive outcome. At the same time, the recipient is either 

interested in the same, or its aim is to get access to the European funds without changing its 

policy. However, those states that aspire to become an EU member do not have a choice and 

have to start sharing and implementing liberal values and support EU decisions. The master 

stage of relational power is establishing preferences, where the recipient state fully supports 

the EU. A newly democratized country government with high probability came to power with 

external help, as it needed support at various levels on the way to democracy. If it is truly 

democratic, then the EU succeeded in establishing one’s preferences, since they would follow 

a liberal path. Moreover, the EU would still act as external consultant to set the right path as 

the more experienced partner. If a new government is still not a full-fledge democracy, then 

the EU has an upper hand through agreements and conditionality, which allows them to 

maintain a situation where the recipient state must have similar preferences. 

Each state’s main goal is survival, especially from military conflicts and Democratic Peace 

theory claims that democracies do not go in war with each other. A successful democracy 

conversion should prevent the EU from entering an armed conflict with its neighbors. Hence, 

this would maintain and increase border security and also keep the region stable. 
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5. The USSR objectives and its approach to communism 

promotion 
 

The Soviet strategy of strategy of expansion with a help of communist ideology was never 

questioned and became a conventional wisdom widely accepted in the world. Two main goals 

for Moscow were to secure its borders and maintain world hegemon status through the 

domination of regions. If we look at the reasons behind democracy promotion pursued by the 

USA and EU, one may conclude that it is driven by very same reasons. 

In this research, a comparative approach is used to answer a question if a modern 

democratization policy is driven by geopolitical objectives and if it is similar to the Soviet 

spread of communism policy. Hence, this chapter sets to identify USSR geopolitical goals and 

study the means of achieving them via the spread of communism. It will also analyze if the 

USSR was a security or power maximizer, thus if its strategy was built on offensive or 

defensive realism. Along with that, I will try to identify what approach was used to promote 

communism abroad, specifically whether it was a   bottom-up, top-down or hybrid of the time? 

Another question for this chapter is how did communism export benefit the Soviet Union and 

recipient countries? Before we proceed with the research, it needs to be acknowledged that 

there could be a lack of information, due to Soviet archives still being classified. 

 

5.1. USSR geopolitical objectives 

 

Communism as an ideology strongly denounces imperialism. This sentiment was 

frequently repeated by the Soviet Communist Party, and these ideas were used against 

European powers and the United States. However, looking at the USSR foreign policy before 

the German invasion in 1941, one may conclude that the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, Winter 

War with Finland and other events were imperialist in their nature. It was justified with 

geographical insecurity, as Robert Kaplan says.145 Since this sense of insecurity would cause 

the Kremlin to always look towards expansion, thus, it is a thin line between insecurity and 

expansionism. The partition of Poland could be seen as a first step towards expansion into 

European territories. Another step could be communism promotion across Europe. In Chapter 

6, it will be discussed that Comintern was actively working Czechoslovakia and this allowed 

for a smooth coup d’état later in 1948. The Soviet Union had imperialist ambitions, although 
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the Bolsheviks presented it as a “blessing of communism”.146 Another sign of imperialism was 

a secret Percentage Agreement between Churchill and Stalin, where they divided Europe into 

spheres of influence. 

Although geopolitics became a taboo after the Second World War, due to its hostile nature 

and source of inspiration for Nazism, it did not mean that states were no longer concerned 

about their geopolitical objectives. For centuries, Russia and then the USSR had control over 

most of the Heartland defined by Mackinder in 1919. The war’s outcome and Soviet troops 

stationed in Eastern Europe allowed Moscow to spread its influence further, thus, to control 

the heartland. Undoubtedly, this was a source of concern for both the USSR and other powers. 

Kremlin had to preserve control over larger territories, when its industries and economy were 

in ruins. At the same time, other states had to worry about how far the Soviet Union would 

decide to spread its power. 

The Communist world revolution was an integral part of communism. So, in its early years, 

the Soviet Union under Lenin leadership aimed not only to preserve communism internally but 

also export it abroad. Reading philosophical communist works, one may think it was a utopian 

idea. However, looking at actual policy and events that swallowed so many countries and lives, 

one may see that communist leaders were driven by nothing but greed for power and world 

domination. Being the first communist state in the world, the USSR believed that it was its 

mission to spread communism and bring the world revolution. 

Based on the mentioned above factors, the Soviet Union was in the great position to 

continue with active communism export, as it controlled Eastern European territory at the end 

of the Second World War. This would strengthen its control over the Heartland. In addit ion, 

the decolonization of Africa and Asia opened new horizons for the USSR, and it launched 

strong support for communism there as well. Along with that, the USSR was also involved in 

Latin America supporting communists there, for example Cuba, Honduras or Guatemala.147 

It would be drastically wrong to assume that the Soviet leaders truly believed in the idea of 

communism and its positive impact on state development and society. The main concern that 

captured Stalin was of pure geopolitical nature. The WW2 showed how vulnerable the Soviet 

borders could be and thus, raised a question of creating a buffer zone. As part of Europe was 

occupied by the Soviet troops, they were the first to fall under the communist rule. 

Establishment of friendly regimes on the border would guarantee a certain degree of safety, if 
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Germany or any other Western power decided to invade the USSR. Hence, this was the first 

and foremost geopolitical objective for Kremlin right after the war. 

Another agenda was the world hegemon rivalry with the U.S.. Moscow and Washington 

did not trust to each other and were highly concerned with each other’s political agendas. The 

United States government was worried about the spread of communism and its hostility 

towards capitalism, which made them enemies. Kremlin saw the U.S. as a threat to its internal 

security and stability, as it remembered American intervention on behalf of the White 

Movement. In addition, the discovery of the atomic bomb and subsequent bombing of 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki significantly worried Stalin, as it posed a threat to the USSR. 

Therefore, given an atmosphere of mistrust and hostility, competing ideologies and world 

domination competition pushed Moscow to look for other countries that would convert to 

communism. In this case, it was not a border security concern, it was for the sake of 

strengthening the Soviet position in the race with the U.S., thus aiming at becoming a world 

hegemon. 

5.2. USSR approach to communism promotion and Soviet 

techniques 

The Soviet Union could be considered the first and most dedicated country to spread 

communism abroad. Throughout history, empires used soft power to secure their interests by 

influencing domestic and foreign affairs of states that were strategically important to them. In 

the 20th century, states used various tactics to promote their ideology. Before the establishment 

of the League of Nations and later United Nations, there were no institutions to supervise 

international relations. Realists would argue that even today international actors operate in a 

state of anarchy. Hence, any means available to states to preserve their sovereignty were 

allowed.  

At the inception of the Soviet conquest on bringing the world revolution, it did not have 

one established approach to its promotion. Moscow tried different means such as ideological 

and financial assistance via Comintern, which did not prove to be successful and slowly ceased. 

However, the super-power rivalry put the USSR back on the conquest for world communism 

and it started developing other strategies. The new approach did not aim at just one integration 

form, it tackled it at all available levels such as political, economic, military and ideological.148 
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The following subchapters will discuss tactics used by the Soviets and try to frame into 

approach. 

5.2.1. Comintern and Cominform 

 

After overthrowing the Tsar regime in the Russian Empire, Lenin occupied himself with 

an idea of the world revolution to free people from capitalism. Therefore, to fulfil this goal 

Lenin launched Communist International (Comintern) in 1919, which later was succeeded by 

Communist Information Bureau (Cominform) in 1947. Both organizations intended to give 

guidelines on how communism should be spread and maintained. The crucial difference 

between Leninism and Stalinism was that the latter was preoccupied with the security and 

integrity of the USSR while Lenin’s ultimate goal was to bring the world a communist 

revolution. 

In the beginning, Lenin believed that all other states should follow the example of the 

German Social Democratic party, later he leaned towards the idea of the Russian Communist 

Party supremacy, since the Soviet Union was the only successful example of the communist 

revolution at the time as there was a number of failed attempts to convert European countries 

into communist governments between 1917 and 1923. 

Hence, the USSR was proclaimed to be the perfect communist model, which should be 

followed by the rest of the world.149 Leon Trotsky, another ideological leader, also supported 

this idea, said we place all our hopes upon the revolution igniting the European revolution. If 

the rising of the peoples of Europe does not crush imperialism, we will be crushed...this is 

certain.150 As the Russian Civil War was still at its peak, the majority of Western governments 

were providing military aid to the Russian army to fight the Bolshevik Revolution.  For the 

Bolshevik government, it became vitally important to establish friendly regimes abroad. 

It should be mentioned that Comintern was not the first organization of this nature. This 

was a re-establishment of two previous attempts to spread communism around the world. In 

1919, Comintern was founded and quite quickly Lenin was able to make Soviet Russia its 

leader. The organization’s aim was to promote  communist world revolution and it ended up 

being a Soviet mechanism of control over foreign communist parties.151 Concerned by the 
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German Socialist Revolution failure in 1919, Lenin took the responsibility of leading 

international communist parties to uprising by providing them with guidelines, which were 

stipulated in Twenty-One Conditions to Admission to Comintern. The conditions can be 

summarized to agree and follow the Bolsheviks example and guarantee support to the Soviet 

republics, otherwise states would be expelled from Comintern.152 

The post-World War One period was beneficial for communists in Europe, as the 

consequences of war convinced many that imperialism was wrong, and communism would be 

a solution to the current situation. Thus, communist parties were strong even without Soviet 

interference in state’s domestic affairs. However, Lenin’s desire for control over Comintern 

led to lack of trust and caution from the European communist parties towards Lenin and the 

USSR. 

In 1924, Stalin replaced Lenin as the Party General Secretary and his pre-war years became 

very distant from Lenin’s idea of bringing the world revolution. Failed communist uprisings in 

Europe, especially in Germany as it was the leading communist party in Europe, made Stalin 

very sceptical about the world communist revolution.153 In addition, his personality did not 

allow him to spread its power outside the Soviet Union, as he wanted to maintain absolute 

unchallenged internal power. Therefore, Stalin decided to step away from the global revolution 

idea and proclaim the Socialism in One Country Policy, which entirely focused on building 

communism in the USSR. As Comintern was of little interest to Stalin and served a source of 

suspicion for the Allies powers in Second World War, it was dissolved in 1943.154 

Despite Stalin’s scepticism towards communist revolution in Europe, American 

involvement in the Western European continent and the Marshall Plan were straightforward 

enough to pose a threat to the Soviet geopolitical objectives. Hence, Comintern was resurrected 

as Cominform in 1947.155 Its main goal was set to provide public guidelines and instruction to 

promoting world communism. Given the threat coming from the West, communist parties were 

advised to “speed up and synchronize the process of social and political transformation,” 

which should alienate them with the West and thus, roll-back capitalism.156 

One of the first methods of securing and strengthening the position of Communist parties 

in Eastern Europe was the abolishment of non-Communist parties and suppression of anti-
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Communism supporters across the satellite states. This was driven by the growing number of 

anti-Soviet advocates, which could have shaken Moscow authority there. The method did not 

just abolish undesired opposition but also forced opposition leaders to cooperate with 

communists.157 

Another way of securing communism in Eastern Europe was via a purge.158 As 

Cominform’s goal was to ensure that all other Communist parties followed “the right”  example 

of communism exemplified by the Soviet Union, European communist leaders were easily 

accused of hostility towards the USSR and then expelled and prosecuted for traitorous practice. 

It is important to highlight that despite Eastern European communist states being independent, 

it was expected that they would only act in accordance with Soviet interests, even if this meant 

harming their own. For example, Traicho Kostov, General Secretary of the Bulgarian 

Communist party, was accused of anti-Soviet sentiments, as he tried to protect Bulgarian 

economic interests, as he refused to share costs of Bulgarian goods production.159 In addition, 

the trial against Kostov was partially a result of an internal power struggle among Communists 

in Bulgaria. However, this also shows that Moscow used its Cominform leadership to make 

puppets out of its fellow communist states, as they were forced to follow the Soviet guidelines. 

This confirms that establishment and guidance of communist regimes were primarily driven 

by the Soviet desire for power and control. 

As mentioned earlier, Moscow wanted to be a world communist leader. While establishing 

puppet states in Eastern Europe, it was expected that none of them would challenge Soviet 

authority. This was one of the reasons behind establishing Cominform, so Moscow would have 

a control mechanism over all the members. However, there were exceptions to this rule. 

Yugoslavia, which was at first a loyal Soviet alliance, openly disagreed with certain policies; 

moreover, Tito wished Yugoslavia to be independent from USSR decisions. Along with that, 

Yugoslavia was the largest and most prosperous communist state in Eastern Europe, with the 

potential ability to question the Soviet Communist Party gravitas. All of it together was enough 

to make Stalin suspicious, considering his desire to maintain absolute power. Despite this, 

Yugoslavia was presented as a follow example to other Eastern communist parties.160 
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According to declassified archives, Tito said that the first conflict between Moscow and 

Belgrade occurred over Albania.161 Tito’s policy towards the unification of Yugoslavia and 

Albania highly concerned Stalin due to several reasons. First, this might have worsened 

relations with the West and given it a reason to send troops to prevent the unification.162 

Secondly, this revealed Tito’s plans to be at the center of the Balkan countries in military as 

well as political respects.163 Thus, this would have created a regional hegemon, which 

undoubtedly was disapproved by the Soviets. 

Since Yugoslavian policy conflicted with the Soviet geopolitical goals, the Kremlin 

accused Tito of betrayal and asked Cominform to rule out this dispute. This was followed by 

Yugoslavia’s refusal, as this would not be a fair trial.164 This led to the expulsion of Yugoslavia 

from Cominform and denouncement of Titoism, which was later frequently used to accuse 

other communist members of disloyalty. The conflict prevailed until Stalin’s death and then 

Khrushchev restored relations with Tito; however, Yugoslavia continued being independent 

from Soviet interference. 

The Tito-Stalin split was among the most significant events of the Cold War, as this paved 

a way to Non-Aligned Movement and Yugoslavian relations with both NATO and Warsaw 

Pact members. It was important to have it briefly discussed because this showed another way 

of how Cominform was utilized for the sake the Soviet Communist Party interests. It did not 

just pursue individuals to be purged, but it also purged countries that expressed disagreement 

or viewed communism from a different angle. The main goal was not to allow anyone to 

challenge the Soviet power, as this would have a negative impact on the superpowers race and 

harm Soviet geopolitical interests. 

 

5.2.2. Salami tactics 

 

One of the non-institutionalized ways of promoting communism was salami tactics. In some 

Eastern European countries, communist parties did not enjoy strong support and thus, had 

extremely limited chances of winning elections. Therefore, the Soviet Union introduced a 

method of eliminating opposition by different means that would gradually bring communists 

to power. 
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As this term was coined by a Hungarian communist leader, Matyas Rakosi, it will be 

discussed using the example of Hungary. The Hungarian Workers Party gained only 17% at 

the post-war elections vote compared to 54% won by the Independent Smallholders Party in 

1945.165 To avoid this defeat, Matyas Rakosi together with the Communist Party gradually 

removed opposition, which allowed the Hungarian Workers to win the majority at the next 

elections. This was achieved by the purge of opponents or conspiring against smaller parties to 

completely eliminate them.166 As a result, the Social Democrat Party was forced to merge with 

the communist party, in order to increase party members numbers and gain more supporters. 

Needless to say, Soviet representatives along with the Red Army based in Hungary actively 

participated in the elimination of opposition. They intervened in parliamentary procedures by 

exercising their right to veto government bills and encourage the build-up of security forces. 

Also, some popular leaders of the Smallholders were arrested and sent to the USSR.167 As a 

result, the Smallholders Party was absorbed by the Communists and the elections of 1947 were 

significantly less democratic than in 1945 and brought the Hungarian Workers to power.168 

The salami tactics proved to be efficient across all Eastern Europe, which was under 

the Soviet occupation, as similar methods were carried out to help communists win the majority 

vote. However, it did not win the hearts and minds of the populace and resulted in civil 

uprisings first in Hungary in 1956 and then it spilled over to neighbouring countries. 

Communist parties were losing support because initially it was imposed by force and after 

Stalin’s death in 1953, Khrushchev loosened up the power grip, which led to civil unrest. 

Nevertheless, the salami tactics assisted in Sovietization of Eastern Europe and thus, facilitated 

the Soviet power. It also played an important role in securing the Soviet borders, as it allowed 

to create a desired buffer zone; and it strengthened Soviet power in the region, thus supporting 

its claim to be a superpower. 

 

5.2.3. Military force and the Warsaw Pact 

 

The Red Army represented the only significant military force in Eastern Europe for an 

extended period of time. The only military challenge could have been posed by Yugoslavia but 

despite the Tito-Stalin split, the two communist giants did not openly confront each other. The 
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Soviet troops stationed across the region helped to gain power and establish communist 

governments and then it played a major role in maintaining the regime. 

    It is hard to say if the Soviets had a master plan to create Warsaw Pact from the early years 

of occupation. Nevertheless, it engaged in bilateral friendships and political treaties with 

Poland and Czechoslovakia before the war was over.169 This guaranteed non-aggression and 

cooperation from the side of the two governments. Another way of securing the Soviet position 

in Eastern Europe was appointing “right” people to high-ranking positions within the army. 

They were either strong communist sympathizers or non-Russian Soviet officers that were 

granted citizenship and then placed in allies’ armies.170 East Germany was a special case as 

Western powers were interested in Germany as a whole, thus Moscow stationed and maintained 

officers and soldiers until the Fall of Berlin Wall in 1989.171 These measures allowed the 

Soviets to consolidate and keep the Soviet influence in Eastern Europe. Moreover, such 

establishment guaranteed control over decision-making, which was directed from the Kremlin.  

It needs to be mentioned that such extreme control was loosened up after Stalin’s death, and it 

also became more institutionalized through Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) in 1955. 

    The WTO Charter obligated its members to “the settlement of international disputes by 

peaceful means; to work towards the prohibition weapons of mass destruction; to assist other 

members in the case of armed attack in Europe on any one of them; to establish joint militia 

command; to further relations of economic and cultural cooperation without interfering in 

other countries’ internal affairs; and to seek a more general European treaty of collective 

security whose establishment would replace the existing pact.”172 It is interesting that the 

Charter did not require a potential member to be socialist or communist.173  However, there 

were no applicants other than states, which were already heavily influenced by the Soviet 

Union, and thus did not have much of a choice. 

       For the USSR, the main benefit of the Warsaw Pact obligations was an excuse to keep its 

troops stationed in its member states in Eastern Europe. Keeping military forces in Hungary 

benefited two geopolitical objectives of the USSR. First, it enhanced its border security, as the 

buffer zone comprised of the Easter European puppet states and control of these areas gave 

Moscow a legitimate reason to maintain its military presence there, which would be of an 

advantage in case of a hot conflict with NATO in Europe. Second, it secured the Soviet 
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authority in Hungary, since the Red Army could have always intervened to preserve its interests 

in the country. 

      Along with that, the WTO acted as a policeman that ensured that the Soviet communism 

ideology and interests were secured. Any deviations that seemed to distance a satellite state 

from the Kremlin were suppressed. This guaranteed that Soviet influence remained absolute 

and unquestionable. Military suppression of the Hungarian Uprising and Prague Spring showed 

how vital it was to preserve full control over its fellow WTO members, when they made an 

attempt to slightly reform existing communist system. 

      First, military units and then the Warsaw Pact served as guarantors of communism putting 

its roots down and ensuring that Moscow stood behind this to pull the strings when needed. 

Therefore, the presence of the Red Army in Eastern Europe became a key element of successful 

change of ideology, with the only exceptions being Yugoslavia and Albania.174 

 

5.2.4. Committee for Mutual Economic Assistance 

 

     The Marshall Plan passed in April 1948 was among the greatest threats towards Soviet 

influence in Eastern Europe. Therefore, the Soviets reacted with a similar initiative in January 

1949, which is known as Committee for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON).175 The 

immediate driving force behind the establishment of COMECON was a threat of diversion of 

Eastern European countries towards the USA and Western Europe. Moscow was concerned 

with the strong interest expressed by the Eastern Bloc in receiving funds provided under the 

Marshall Plan initiative, as this would strengthen relations between them and Washington, 

which would in turn jeopardize their relations with Moscow. Hence, Eastern Europe was 

strongly advised to join the COMECON and to withdraw its applications from the Marshall 

Plan. Although the Eastern Bloc agreed to economic cooperation with the Soviet Union through 

the COMECON platform, it seriously affected its relations with the Kremlin, as the U.S. aid 

was vital for their post-war reconstruction and economy and the Soviet program was not capable 

of providing such funds since its economy was heavily damaged by the war as well.  Despite 

this obvious challenge, the main unofficial goal for the Soviet committee was to demarcate 

Eastern European economies from the capitalist economies of the West; everything else was of 

secondary importance.176 
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     Initially, COMECON was composed of the USSR and Eastern European countries; 

however, throughout the years of the Cold War, it incorporated communist countries of Asia 

and developed associate or observer status relations with countries of Central America and 

Africa. Since communist ideology and alliance with the Soviet Communist Party were the main 

requirements for joining the association. COMECON became another strategy for 

strengthening and securing communist ideology around the world. With the outbreak of the 

Korean War, Moscow’s direct control over the region led to increased military budgets 

imposed on Eastern Europe, in order to secure the Soviet Union in case of a direct 

confrontation.177 

During Stalin’s rule, COMECON activity remained very limited, as the Committee was 

mostly occupied with bureaucratic surveillance and the collection of statistics.178 In the first 

few years after its establishment, the members gathered only on three occasions. The three 

gatherings could be summarized as a post-war recovery plan, outline of the Committee course 

that basically explained and imposed the Soviet model of rapid industrialization, and the 

development of a collectivized model of agriculture.179 Once again, this proves the fact that 

COMECON primary goal was to divert the Eastern Bloc from the West and to create strong 

economic ties and obligations between it and the Soviet Union. 

     The organizations started to develop with Khrushchev in power; however, its economic 

impact on the members were still very limited, as Moscow insisted on autarchic economic 

development.180 Also, COMECON controlled the volume of trade and exchange between the 

member states. This often led to the members states being forced to import certain goods from 

its fellow members despite its poor quality.181 

     Probably the main benefit for the COMECON members was a secure supply of raw 

materials at low price coming from the USSR.182 Other than that, intra-state trade under 

COMECON framework was heavily controlled by Moscow, thus blocking healthy trade 

relations development, which was also a Soviet internal failure. The Committee was founded 

to prevent Eastern Europe from establishing ties and market relations with the West, and it 

fulfilled this goal. However, it failed to develop the economies of the affected members; 

moreover, such attempts were considered a crime against communist ideology and were 
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heavily suppressed like in the case of Prague Spring of 1968. While Eastern European interest 

was fueled by access to raw and energy resources secured via the trade with the Soviet Union, 

Moscow wanted to have full control over this and influenced trade negations to ensure Soviet 

interests.183 

     The Sofia Principle was another source of insufficient trade relation within the organization. 

Under this agreement, COMECON members could claim no intellectual property rights and 

had to share their knowledge with its fellow members for the price of printing costs.184 This 

slowed down development of new technologies, as R&D cost was to be covered by an initiator 

member. In addition, it created a fear of potential competition, while sharing the knowledge 

among the COMECON members.185 .  Soviet production was mainly focused on agriculture 

and heavy industries in pre-war time but not on telecommunication, pharmaceuticals or 

medical engineering. While the Sofia Principle was a disaster for developed Eastern European 

states such as East Germany or Czechoslovakia, it boosted crippled technological development 

in the Soviet Union 

5.2.5. The Brezhnev Doctrine 

 

    The Brezhnev Doctrine was a Soviet foreign policy instrument, which was introduced in the 

aftermath of the Prague Spring in 1968. It allowed the Soviet Union to control the interpretation 

and implementation of communism. Any deviations were considered a crime against all 

socialist countries. Moreover, the USSR reserved a right to start a military intervention, if it 

was deemed needed to preserve communism.186 

    The Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko said: “The defence of the gains and the 

cohesion of states belonging to the socialist commonwealth is our sacred duty…Those who 

hope to break even a single link in the socialist commonwealth are planning in vain. The 

socialist commonwealth will never permit this.”187 

    As Communist parties enjoyed power monopoly inside their states and Moscow declared 

the right to control them, it gained unchecked control over the entire socialist bloc.  
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5.3. Conclusion 

 

As this research uses comparison analysis, the Soviet mechanism of communism 

promotion will be analyzed with the same methodology as used for democratization analysis. 

Ideological geopolitics itself is a product of the communist-capitalist rivalry, thus it is clear 

that during the Cold War years, the Soviet motivation and strategy fall under the theoretical 

approach proposed by Agnew and Corbridge.  However, during the early years of the USSR, 

Lenin had inspiration to bring the world revolution, which was done through Comintern 

activity in Europe. As its target audience was established, communist parties and ruling parties 

showed no interest in changing the ideology. This could be considered a bottom-up approach. 

The October Revolution of 1917 marked the beginning of systemic-ideological conflict over 

political-economic organization, since it sparked a conflict between European empires, the 

U.S. and the newly founded USSR. Communist victory was big enough of a concern to send 

military forces to fight for the monarchy in the Russian Empire. Homogenization was reached 

at the moment when the Red Army established full control over the territory of the former 

Russian Empire, as most of world powers refused to recognize the USSR as a state and 

considered it as a threat to the world order. 

Soviet strategy after 1945 called for diverse methods of delivering and securing 

communism primarily in Eastern Europe but other regions as well. From recently declassified 

information, it is known that Cominform pursued political and ideological integration by 

supporting communist parties. In some cases, where a communist party was in power, for 

instance Yugoslavia, Cominform support could be considered as a top-down approach. But in 

the case of Hungary, where the Communist party came to power thanks to the Soviet 

interference and the Red Army on the ground, this was the case of bottom-up approach. The 

Warsaw Treaty Organization was founded when communists already took power in Europe; 

thus, it was more of top-down consolidation approach. Last, but not least, COMECON was a 

hybrid of the two approaches, as it was founded in the early Cold War years and aimed at 

establishing Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe, and later on it was used as a tool of achieving 

Soviet goals. 

From Nye’s concept of smart power, commanding change was reached when Moscow kept 

the Red Army in Eastern Europe, thus consolidating power and establishing puppet states. As 

per controlling agendas, most of Eastern European communist leaders probably were never 

hard-core communists, as Stalin would expect them to be, but they shared a communist 

ideology and agreed with the Soviet course to a certain extent.  The lack of public support and 
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uprisings show us that there was a strong disagreement with the Soviet planned policy on their 

behalf. Nevertheless, the Kremlin was able to make some European communists believe that 

they were looking eye to eye, as it was in the case of Rakosi, the Hungarian General Party 

Secretary. The main difference between the Soviet and American or European approach to 

ideology change is that the latter opts for carrot and stick policy, while the USSR primarily 

focused on the stick without offering the benefits of cooperation. Therefore, one may conclude 

that it failed to establish preferences, wherein Eastern Europe would voluntarily stay on the 

Soviet political path. The stick guaranteed that they would still do so. 

Analyzing Soviet involvement into Eastern European affairs with the help of the security 

complex theory, one may conclude that Moscow was mostly worried about its border security, 

thus ensuring the need for a buffer zone. This makes it a security maximizer. However, the 

USSR was also occupied with becoming the only world hegemon, thus increasing influence in 

far regions, which defines it as a power maximizer. It is interesting to point out, that the modern 

United States is pursing the same goal as the Soviet Union did. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



72 

 

6. Case studies 
 

In order to come to a conclusion and prove that democracy promotion is first and foremost 

used for the sake of great powers, a comparison study case analysis needs to be conducted. 

This chapter will examine the process of democratization of Ukraine, which started in the early 

2000s and then draw a parallel to the communist takeover of Czechoslovakia in 1948. 

In his book Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science, Stephen Van Evera 

discusses three formats for testing a theory and the steps that need to be taken before proceeding 

with theory testing.188 In order to conduct a case study analysis, first one needs to state a theory. 

This thesis research tries to prove that there is a correlation between regime change that comes 

with a foreign assistance and preferences shift in favor of the foreign agent that helped to bring 

the change. In this case our IV is ideological change, and DV is a preference shift towards a 

donor. Therefore, if the theory is valid, then we should observe a foreign agent gaining power 

over a recipient state policy by controlling an agenda and establishing preferences in order to 

pursue its gains. If the theory is invalid, then we will not observe a preference change. In this 

scenario, a recipient state preserves its overarching strategy and a foreign state will not 

influence the recipient state agenda and pursue absolute gains. 

To conduct this theory testing, the congruence procedure type 1 will be applied on the 

chosen case studies. The procedure requires us to observe values on the IV and DV within a 

particular case and then observes the world to ascertain most typical values on the IV and 

DV.189 Once these values have been studied, the congruence and incongruence between 

expectations and values need to be measured. 

As this work claims that states try to create an ideological shift in order to influence 

another’s policy and decision-making and they do so in countries of geopolitical importance to 

them, it is important to discuss why Ukraine and Czechoslovakia were important to the external 

parties involved. Their significance will be researched with the assistance of security complex 

theory. Then this work will move to the comparison analysis of establishing democracy and 

communism that was conducted by the involved actors. 

Along with the above, this chapter poses a question. Did the USA and the EU establish 

control over Ukraine’s preferences? If so, what allows them to control it? A similar matter will 

be investigated on the case of Czechoslovakia. What allowed Moscow to control 
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Czechoslovakia and how did it influence Czechoslovakia’s preferences? The final step of the 

theory testing allows us to find congruence or incongruity between expectations and 

observations. Another question to be tackled here is how did each donor (USA, EU and USSR) 

benefit from an ideological change and if this contributed to each donors’ geopolitical 

objectives. 

6.1. Maidan and the democratization of Ukraine 

 

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Ukraine was frequently overlooked, and its 

importance was underestimated by the European Union and to some extent by the United States 

as well. The main priority was to reach a peaceful resolution in regard to the nuclear arsenal, 

as nuclear missiles were stationed on Ukrainian territory since the time it was a Soviet republic. 

However, now that the dust has settled after the USSR collapse, it became clear that Russia is 

not eager to give up its imperialist past. Therefore, it will try to gain control over the Soviet 

former territories by soft power means, Ukraine’s geopolitical role has changed. Nowadays, 

Ukraine is identified to be one of the critically important geopolitical pivots in Eurasia.190 

In the past twenty years, Ukraine experienced the Orange and Euromaidan Revolutions, 

which aimed at democratizing the country and allying it with the western institutions such as 

the European Union and NATO. Since Ukraine is a pivot to Eurasia and presents geopolitical 

importance to the USA, the EU and Russia that are competing for power there, the 

democratization cases were potentially aimed at power consolidation over Ukraine. Therefore, 

studying the democratization of Ukraine will assist us in proving or disproving the research 

hypothesis. 

 

6.1.1. Ukraine’s geopolitical importance to Russia, the U.S. and the EU 

 

As it is necessary to know what Russia, US and EU interests in Ukraine are to understand why 

these three demonstrate strong involvement in Ukraine, each actor’s geopolitical objectives 

towards Ukraine will be covered below.    

 

Russia 

 

Although this research focus is on the USA and EU, Russia’s geopolitical ambitions need 

to be covered briefly. It is necessary because Russia is among the biggest powers in Eurasia, 

in addition, it openly admits that current unipolar world order is not acceptable and thus needs 
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to be altered to transform into multipolar. This was openly declared by Vladimir Putin in his 

famous Munich speech in 2007, “I consider that the unipolar model is not only unacceptable 

but also impossible in today’s world.”191 For Russia, Ukraine plays a significant role in 

achieving this goal. 

When Putin came to power at the beginning of the Millennium, he set Russia on a new 

political path. To be more precise, it marked a rebirth of Russian imperialism and aspirations 

to be a global, not just a regional power. This has been closely associated with a concept of 

Eurasianism, which Brzezinski called an alternative to communism.192 Eurasianism holds that 

Russia is neither Europe or Asia, which makes it a unique bridge between Europe and Asia. 

Therefore, Russia’s foreign policy should be targeting both parts of the world. To become a 

global power and maintain internal stability, the Kremlin should “politically attach itself to 

Europe and economically attach itself to East Asia.” 193 This would make Russia an equal 

European partner and boost economy, thanks to the rapidly developing Asian market, and also 

give access to trade in warm waters. Although Moscow does not show interest in adopting 

liberal values to strengthen its relations with the West, its involvement in Ukraine’s politics 

indicates Russia’s desire to be a part of Europe.194  

According to Brzezinski, Russia cannot become a European empire without Ukraine.195 

Therefore, independent Ukraine is a threat to Russia’s aspirations, as Ukraine’s internal 

division towards Russia prevents it from gaining control over Ukraine’s preferences.196 In 

addition, Russia cannot offer much to win people’s support unlike the European Union, and 

this alienates the two countries even more. Establishment of a puppet government in Ukraine 

will allow Russia to challenge Europe, thus making Poland a geopolitical pivot between Central 

and Eastern Europe.197 Another challenge posed by Ukrainian independence and desire to 

distance itself from Russia is uncertainty on Slavic leadership. Without close cooperation with 

Kyiv, Moscow can forget its goal of becoming a European power, and thus focus on Asia only, 

which is also troublesome.198 

Second, as it was mentioned earlier, Ukraine and Russia share both land and marine 

borders. Throughout history, Russia learnt that the flat lands of Ukraine and European part of 
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Russia allow enemies to invade the country quickly. The resulting heavy spending on country 

militarization shows how high Kremlin’s concern is with security.199 In addition, friendly 

relations with Ukraine guaranteed that Russia could maintain its navy base in Crimea and other 

states would not be able to deploy their military there.  In 2009, Nikolai Makarov, Chief of the 

Russian General Stuff, said NATO and China...are the most dangerous of our geopolitical 

rivals.200 Along with that, Russia has been quite sensitive towards NATO enlargement, 

especially eastwards of Europe, as its officials frequently bring up the NATO promise. Dmitri 

Medvedev referred to this as endless enlargement.201 These factors together stress the 

importance of ensuring no western power forms an alliance with states directly on Russian 

borders. Therefore, Ukraine needs to remain a buffer zone for Russia’s border security.  

Ukraine has always been important to Russia. Ukraine’s warm climate and fertile soil made 

it the largest food supplier for Russia. In addition, some Soviet strategic industries such as 

defense, space innovation bureau and so on have remained operational on Ukrainian territory 

and Russia was actively involved in the production process of military equipment and was also 

one of the main buyers. Another of Russia’s aspirations was that Ukraine  would join the 

Eurasian Economic Union, a Russian initiative to form a trade union following the European 

Union example.202 Energy relations are also of vital interest to Russia, as gas pipelines still run 

through Ukraine to supply Central Europe.203 Also, before the annexation of Crimea, Ukraine 

was one the largest of Russian gas importers, the gas trade agreement had to be completely 

terminated in 2016.204 The Ukraine’s aspirations to align with the West, which were followed 

by the Ukraine crisis deprive Russia of its plans of building an economic community in its 

near-abroad dominated by Moscow. The current EEU needs Ukraine in order for Russia to 

challenge the EU.205 
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The United States of America 

 

The American grand strategy was discussed in Chapter 4, so the following will summarize 

the role that Ukraine plays in it. As domination of Eurasia is the ultimate goal for Washington, 

it needs to identify Eurasian pivots to accomplish this goal. The major powers are France, 

Germany and Russia in the European part of the continent. While China, India, Iran and Turkey 

are major players in the Asian part.206 Here we will focus only on the European actors, since 

Ukraine’s geopolitical importance is being discussed. 

France and Germany are not a big concern for the U.S., since the EU is an alliance and 

agrees with the USA on most issues. In this equation, Russia is a source of concern for America. 

As it was mentioned above, Ukraine is of strategic importance to Russia, in order to pursue its 

goal for altering the unipolar world order and restoring its imperial ambitions. For the USA, it 

is logical to counterbalance it since this threatens America’s hegemony in the unipolar world. 

Therefore, the USA calls for democratizing Ukraine and building an alliance through 

institutions such as NATO and possibly the EU as well as institutions for democracy assistance, 

which provide financial aid. This will help to ensure Ukraine’s support for the West and benefit 

the U.S. goal of preserving the status quo and by keeping Russia out of European affairs to 

some extent, so it will not become strong enough to challenge the U.S. hegemon. Another 

benefit of an alliance with Ukraine is that it will give access to NATO forces on both land and 

water. Ukraine’s NATO membership is yet to be agreed on despite the fact that Ukraine and 

NATO have expressed interest, but the situation remains uncertain and unstable  because of 

the military conflict in the east of Ukraine and status of Crimea.207 This conflict led to the 

termination of a military cooperation between Russia and Ukraine, which is certainly an 

advantage to both the USA and EU. 

 

The European Union 

 

The geopolitical objectives of the European Union were also discussed in Chapter 4. The 

EU frequently acts like a normative power that pursues absolute gains. As the examination of 

the EU democracy promotion institutions shows, most of the time both sides benefit from the 

EU offers and Brussels is able to achieve its geopolitical goals. 

                                                
206 Brzezinski, The Grand, 41. 
207 Steven Pifer, “NATO's Ukraine Challenge Ukrainians Want Membership, but Obstacles Abound,” Brookings 

(Brookings, June 6, 2019), https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/06/06/natos-ukraine-
challenge/). 



77 

 

Why is the Ukraine so important to the EU? First and foremost, Ukraine represents border 

security. The Eastern European members will be the primary victims if Russia manages to 

establish a puppet government in Ukraine. In addition, a pro-European and stable Ukraine 

prevents illegal migration, and allows trade into the EU.208  Therefore, Poland and Lithuania 

pushed hard for signing the Association agreement that designed to create a framework for 

cooperation between the EU and Ukraine with a conditionality of liberal transformation of 

Ukraine.209 

As a normative power, the EU set itself on a goal to spread liberal values, rule of law, and 

respect for human rights. This can be explained by the democratic peace theory. The EU 

promotes liberal values in the neighborhood to facilitate to further democracy spillover effect. 

To a certain extent, this aim is noble and mostly supported by Eastern European members that 

were deprived of any democratic aspirations in the past because of the Soviet communism 

imposition.210 However, there are cases like Sweden that is mostly driven by normative 

reasons. 

The older EU members that have no cultural and historical ties with Ukraine usually 

support liberal reforms there to promote regional security and stability since an unstable 

neighbor is a danger to the entire region. Thus, the EU prefers to put an effort into 

democratizing Ukraine, as this would be a win-win situation. 

 

Summary 

 

The security complex theory says that states should be concerned with their neighbors first 

and only then look at distant countries. Analyzing the three actors’ interest in Ukraine, one may 

conclude that Russia and the EU act from a perspective of a concerned neighbor, whose goal 

is to maximize security, since Ukraine is located right between the two. However, Russia also 

sees Ukraine from a power maximizer perspective, since Ukraine is a linchpin to the Russia’s 

grand strategy of challenging the unipolarity and gaining more power in Eurasia. Another 

source of concern, when it comes to the shared border between the two, is a spillover effect of 

democratization, which could potentially shake Putin’s and his party United Russia’s position. 

This concern could be backed up by former president of the NED, Carl Gershman, who said 
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Ukraine’s choice to join Europe would promote Russian democracy and might eventually 

topple Putin from power.211 

While Ukraine poses zero threat to the U.S., due to the distance, capabilities and so on, 

Washington is still involved into the European affairs. This could be explained with its concern 

over the Russia’s aspirations, which could potentially threaten the American position in the 

current world order. Therefore, the US acts from a power maximizer position. 

6.1.2. Ukraine’s foreign policy and revolutions of 2004 and 2014 

 

To confirm or reject the research hypothesis, it is necessary to measure how recipient states’ 

preferences changed after an ideological transformation. As we already studied American, 

European and Russian interests in Ukraine, it is also important to discuss what the Ukrainian 

government’s policy was towards the three interested parties. Since Ukraine experienced 

revolutions twice in the recent history, pre and post Orange Revolution in 2004 and the Maidan 

Revolution in 2014 conditions will be covered. 

Similar to most post-Soviet republics, old Communist Party members took key positions 

in the newly founded democratic government in independent Ukraine which led to corruption, 

oligarchy and poverty. At the same time, during its early independent years, Ukraine set itself 

to truly become independent and maintain good relations with both East and West, while 

staying neutral. Leonid Kuchma’s foreign policy was to integrate into Europe’s political and 

economic structures, maintain friendly relations with Russia and stay neutral in regard to 

NATO.212 

 

Orange Revolution 

 

Pre-Orange revolution Ukraine led by Kuchma could not be considered a democracy, but 

it was also far from autocracy. He tried to build a so-called managed democracy, a system with 

formal democratic processes, which are informally controlled by a president.213 When Kuchma 

took the presidential office in 1994, one of his priorities was to eliminate Ukraine’s dependence 

on Russia. This was not only the government plan, but it was also strongly supported amongst 

the population.214 This was especially vital for  Ukraine’s stability, as re-approachment with 
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Moscow would divide the population even more, since Western Ukraine always considered 

Russia as its political oppressor, while the Eastern part usually supports pro-Russian policy. 

To reduce their dependence on Moscow, Ukraine started to look at commercializing its oil 

import business, taking loans from the IMF rather than from Russia or any organization 

dominated by it.215 Another dependency on Russia was the fact that the Ukraine’s largest 

volume of export and import was under the framework  of the Commonwealth of Independent 

States, which is controlled by Moscow. Therefore, Kyiv needed to look at diversifying its trade 

relations, and the EU seemed like the best partner to look at. 

Kuchma’s policy on democratizing Ukraine and building a market economy turned out to 

be beneficial and received support from various EU members as well as the USA. The Western 

community also acknowledged Ukraine’s importance in the international arena. The British 

Foreign Secretary, Malcolm Rifkind, called Ukraine a strategic pivot in Europe.216 In an 

attempt to support the Ukrainian economy, the EU gave it most-favored-nation trading 

status.217 A the same time, Washington declared that Ukraine is a vital strategic interest of the 

United States.218 

During Kuchma’s two presidential terms, his strategy from becoming a liberal democracy 

shifted towards tight control over the opposition and population, while he still tried to maintain 

close relations with the West and at the same time to balance relations with Russia. With the 

pressure from Western democratic institutions that called for a carrot and stick policy219, 

Kuchma agreed to appoint Viktor Yushchenko as Prime Minister in 1999.220 During his time 

in office, the country experienced stable growth and living conditions improved. As 

Yushchenko took severe measures to eliminate corruption, whose “victims” became oligarchs, 

he was soon replaced with a more “suitable” prime minister, Victor Yanukovych. This was the 

turning point, which transformed Yushchenko into an opposition leader.221 Thanks to his 

service as prime minister, Yushchenko’s candidacy for presidency sparked massive support 

amongst the population in 2004. His campaign also received support from the EU and the USA. 

Yushchenko’s transformation and establishment of Our Ukraine Party was presented as his 

desire to democratize Ukraine. Later when he won the elections, he said: “We were 
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independent for 14 years but not free.” 222 Unfortunately, it is impossible to confirm if this was 

truly his initiative or if he was influenced by the West as such information will remain classified 

for many years. Nevertheless, assisting Yushchenko to lead the opposition movement was a 

smart move in the plan to democratize Ukraine due to several reasons. First, Yushchenko was 

widely supported as he showed his intentions to improve life of ordinary people by starting 

with eliminating oligarch influence in the government and fighting corruption. Second, as it 

was mentioned, during his time as Prime Minister, Ukraine experienced stable economic 

growth, which undoubtedly was welcome among people.  Last, but not least, Yushchenko’s 

Prime Minister appointment came from the USA and EU, as said earlier, and that shows their 

support for him. When Kuchma dismissed Yushchenko, it helped him to gain even more 

popularity, since it proved that the current regime was neither liberal nor just. This was a great 

opportunity to promote a leader that is inclined towards democracy and supports the West. 

Kuchma’s unwillingness to loosen the power grip and the assassination of Georgiy 

Gongadze, a journalist who conducted an investigation on corruption among the ruling elite, 

including Kuchma, were not received well in the EU and USA.223 The Bush administration 

reacted with the political isolation of Kuchma.224 Political isolation was used as a tool aimed 

at demonstrating the U.S. stance towards the events in Ukraine and Kuchma. 

Despite the political humiliation, Kuchma still tried to improve relations with both the U.S. 

and EU, since he saw Ukraine as part of the Western world rather than of post-Soviet world 

dominated by Russia. This allowed the US to use the carrot and stick policy to establish 

leverage over Kuchma’s policy. In this case, “carrot” was the normalization of relations, which 

had severed because of the Gongadze assassination. The “stick” was the above-mentioned 

political isolation of Kuchma. 

The U.S. was highly concerned with the upcoming 2004 elections and remained active in 

Ukraine. This was met with no opposition coming from the Ukraine’s ruling elite, as they were 

still hoping to develop stronger relations with the US and Washington kept these expectations 

high.225 

Since the USA expressed its concern over the democratic transition in Ukraine, it opted to 

provide technical assistance to state institutions, information dissemination and private 
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endeavors and programs tools. Thus, American institutions were actively involved at different 

levels that targeted the population, media and government. Part of the effort was dedicated at 

denouncing Kuchma’s policy and his reaction to Gongadze’s assassination. The campaign 

aimed at showing how undemocratic the current government was, and it also compared 

Kuchma to Yushchenko to the benefit of the latter.  Indiana University assisted Parliamentary 

Development Project to support pluralism in Ukraine.226 The USAID provided financial 

support to the Znayu Civic Initiative. Freedom House, which is also a US based non-

governmental organization, supported civil opposition to Kuchma’s regime. 

At the same time, the Ukrainian ruling elite was looking for a candidate to take over the 

presidential office from Kuchma. This is when Victor Yanukovych, a former Donetsk 

governor, was appointed as Ukraine’s Prime Minister and soon nominated to join the 

presidential campaign. During his time in office, President Kuchma repeatedly declared that 

Ukraine belongs to Europe and should seek closer ties and consequently become an EU 

member. However, when it came to presidential power transition, Kuchma chose to support 

the same candidate as Moscow, despite his aspirations for Ukraine to be independent from 

Russia. This decision questions Kuchma’s rhetoric on aspirations to integrate with the EU, as 

Russia’s backed candidate would not move Ukraine from Moscow’s orbit. 227  

Years prior to the presidential elections, Kyiv and Moscow agreed on the provision of 

subsidized gas, which provided direct financial support to the Ukrainian government to 

strengthen its position and support the desired transition of power to Yanukovych.228 Compared 

to the western financial assistance to Yushchennko’s campaign, Russia’s share was quite 

modest and did not play a major role. Nevertheless, it allowed Kuchma and Yanukovych to 

compromise elections by committing an electoral fraud. 

The reason why Kuchma was so heavily criticized and discussed in Western media came 

from concerns towards Yanukovych candidacy. Both the EU and USA worked with Ukrainian 

media to expose Kuchma’s illegitimacy, thus negatively influencing Yanukovych’s image.229 

The message to the outside world was to expose crimes conducted by the current regime and 

point out that the regime backed candidate would take Ukraine away from its path to liberal 

democracy and create closer relations with the West. 
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While the USA and EU invested in the media campaign against Kuchma, there is no 

evidence of Washington’s or Brussels’ financial contribution to Yushchenko’s presidential 

campaign.230 However, his political party Our Ukraine was formed of former activists that were 

trained by the International Republican Institute (IRI) and the National Democratic Institute 

(NDI) in the years prior to the Our Ukraine formation and during the campaign as well.231 The 

IRI primarily worked with regional Our Ukraine offices, while the NDI focused on Kyiv. 

To secure Russia’s position in its relations with Ukraine, Moscow deployed quite a few 

media campaigns and unethical tactics to assist Yanukovych in the elections. It should be 

mentioned that this was organized and conducted in cooperation with the ruling elite, including 

Kuchma, despite his aspirations of strengthening relations with the West and becoming less 

dependent on Russia. Russia did not support Kuchma on media or try to improve his ruined 

image, as he was no longer of high importance to them since his presidential term was about 

to end. Instead Moscow focused on Yanukovych’s image, as he was a potential ally in the 

Ukrainian government. According to reports, Moscow contributed around $300 million to 

Yanukovych’s campaign.232 

The Russian campaign assistance had direct and indirect interaction with the population in 

order to increase Yanukovych’s popularity. In 2004, the Russian House was opened in Kyiv, 

whose role was to organize public events to emphasize the importance of Russia to Ukraine’s 

future in economy and security aspects.233 Along with that, Russia financed an election 

monitoring group, which announced that two rounds of the elections were free and fair.234 

These show us that Russia also used the same tools as Washington and Brussels to achieve its 

goals. The only difference is that Russia did not use these tools to democratize Ukraine, but on 

the contrary to maintain Ukraine’s hybrid democratic regime. The tools were technical 

assistance, civil society support and information dissemination. 

When discussing the elections of 2004, it is important to consider the poisoning attack on 

Yushchenko a few months before the election.  The investigation reached a dead-end, as all 

suspects cannot be questioned, since one of them holds a Russian passport and refused to 

cooperate.235 Nevertheless, it is confirmed that it was a planned operation organized by secret 
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services, which is the last stage before military intervention based on the democratization tools 

described earlier in this thesis, which are also used for non-democratic ideological change. 

Based on the existing evidence, it can be assumed that this was orchestrated by either someone 

from Yanukovych’s supporters, Kuchma and Putin. This could have been a joint operation or 

an independent decision of one of the sides. 

The Orange Revolution became a milestone in Ukraine’s aspirations to integrate with the 

European Union and distance itself from Russia. This was not just a declaration discussed 

behind the closed doors, this was a manifest widely supported by the opposition and population. 

The trigger for the Orange Revolution was electoral fraud, in which it was announced that 

Yanukovych was to win the presidential elections, while it was quite clear that Yushchenko 

received more votes. After internal and international pressure, the court ruled out to hold 

another round of elections, which Yushchenko won. 

 

 

Post-Orange Revolution 

 

To test the proposed hypothesis, we need to see how our picked DV changed, and if it 

changed at all. The DV is a preference change to align with a donor state, in our case the U.S. 

and EU, whereas the latter also benefits from the change. This is reached in a manner, where a 

recipient state, in our case Ukraine, believes that they have shared goals and its preferences are 

to mirror the donor states’ preferences. To do that, we are going to examine Ukraine’s foreign 

policy towards Russia, as this is the state that tried to divert Ukraine from a Western alliance, 

and the U.S. along with the EU, as these two tried to build closer alliances with Ukraine during 

Yushchenko’s presidency. 

Since the majority of Ukrainians supported Yushchenko based on his promises to integrate 

with the EU, join NATO and distance the country from Russia, one could expect that this would 

be on his main agenda. Nevertheless, Yushchenko travelled to Moscow right after the 

inauguration ceremony and planned to visit European states afterwards.236 This was quite an 

unexpected decision for a president with a strong pro-European campaign. It was also symbolic 

and made the European powers question Ukraine’s intentions on becoming a full-fledge 

democracy and joining the European Union. This also reminded the global community of 

Kuchma’s policy of balancing between Russia and Europe, which ultimately brought Ukraine 
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closer to Russia. In his defense, President Yushchenko explained this with a need to bring 

internal peace and unite the divided Ukrainian population, since South and East of the state 

voted against Yushchenko and his western integration aspirations.237 Therefore, he chose 

Russia as his first official visit in order to demonstrate that Russia remains important to Ukraine 

and appease the Russian-leaning populace. 

His political cabinet went through major changes during first months in the office. This 

included massive dismissals and appointments at all levels of the executive branch.238 

Yushchenko appointed Julia Timoshenko as a new Prime Minister, who had strongly supported 

his campaign and stood next to him during the Orange Revolution. Such re-arrangements were 

positively received within the EU and the US, as it demonstrated Ukraine’s intentions to 

continue with democratization. However, in September 2005, Timoshenko was fired on 

accusations of populism and authoritarianism, and Yanukovych was appointed to be the new 

prime minister in August 2006.239 

In 1998, Kyiv signed the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with the EU, which 

Ukraine regarded as a first step for future membership. The Agreement aimed at strengthening 

democracy and developing the economy through cooperation.240 Therefore, after the first 

genuine democratic elections in 2004, Ukraine expected to be offered an EU membership. 

However, it was only a first step and confirmed to European ministers that “the Orange 

Revolution is credible proof that Ukraine’s European aspirations are based on common values 

shared by both European states and citizens.” 241 In February 2005, Ukraine and the EU signed 

the Action Plan, which laid out strategic objectives of cooperation for the following three years. 

The plan focused on strengthening the rule of law, democratic elections, freedom of speech, 

economic reforms, cooperation in common neighborhood and security and other requirements 

proposed by Brussels to Ukraine as a part of admission process.242 Along with that, there were 

two clauses, which were probably the most attractive for the Ukrainian side. These were 

admission to the World Trade Organization and visa facilitation for Ukrainian citizens to travel 
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within the EU. The Action Plan was a perfect example of a carrot and stick policy in action, 

when parties reach a win-win agreement. The carrot for democratic election was the Action 

Plan agreement, WTO membership and visa facilitation. Implementation of the Action Plan 

will continue to be discussed further, as it was developing throughout the years of 

Yushchenko’s presidency. 

The first meeting to review Ukraine’s accomplishments with the implementation was held 

in December 2005 as a part of the EU-Ukraine Summit. Yushchenko changed Ukraine’s 

foreign policy course to align with European stability and crisis management. This position 

was strengthened with Ukraine joining the EU-led Crisis Management Operations and 

Exchange of Classified Information Agreements.243 In addition, European leaders approved of 

Yushchenko’s proactive conflict settlement actions regarding Transnistria. These aligned 

positions and joint actions in crisis resolution between the EU and Ukraine, which is one of the 

largest European countries, helped to stabilize the region and potentially open a door to solving 

the frozen secession conflict in Transnistria. Overall, this works out to the benefit of the EU 

geopolitical objective of securing borders and facilitating regional stability, as the border 

between Transnistria and Ukraine allows arms and drug trafficking into Moldova and then 

further into the EU countries.244 However, regional stabilization is also beneficial to Ukraine 

for the exact same reasons. 

Speaking of changing preferences after an ideological shift towards liberal democracy, one 

may bring up that participation in solving the secession conflict shows Ukraine’s preference 

change from Russia’s to the EU’s position on Transnistria. Before Yushchenko, Ukraine 

adamantly ignored European conflict settlement propositions.245 Russia is mentioned here as 

another player interested in Transnistria because of its military involvement in this breakaway 

region. The Russian Special Forces have been stationed there since the 1990s, and when the 

conflict broke out, Moscow supported the separatist movements and continues to do so today. 

According to the European Court of Human Rights, Transnistria is a puppet state of Russia.246 

Thus, Ukraine’s proactivity in the secession conflict is in direct opposition to Russia’s policy.  
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As the research aims at analyzing a preference change after democratization, it is necessary 

to see if the Orange Revolution had an impact on Ukraine’s economic relations and its 

preferences compared to before the revolution. A huge step forward for Ukraine was receiving 

a status of market economy from the EU in December 2005, as this made Ukraine’s prospects 

for a Free Trade Agreement with the EU closer. Market economy status requires global trade 

regulators to compare Ukraine’s export price to its domestic market, instead of comparison to 

the neighboring countries. The EU uses anti-dumping measures to prevent non-EU members 

from flooding the market with cheap goods. Since Ukraine received the market economy status, 

the EU countries will have to prove the case before taking anti-dumping measures.247 

The economic side of the Cooperation and Partnership Agreement and Yushchenko’s 

reforms paved a way to the European market with reduced tariffs for both Ukraine and the EU. 

As per the EU, this was also beneficial, since more independent Ukraine means a more stable 

region without Russia influencing Ukraine’s policies by exploiting the trade relations. Already 

in 2005, trade between the EU and Ukraine saw stable growth and increased by 16,6% 

compared to 2004. The 2006 numbers showed an increase of trade volume between the two, 

and its commodity turnover amounted to $18,48 billion, which reflected increase by 14,1%.248 

The EU and Ukraine also signed a Memorandum of Understanding on Cooperation in the 

Field of Energy, which was one of the Ukraine’s main dependencies on Russia. This agreement 

aimed at progressive integration of the Ukrainian energy market to the EU and led to the 

enhancement of energy security.249 

Ukraine applied for a WTO membership in 1993 and it was given with a number of 

compliance criteria to be met in order to join. On its journey to WTO accession, the USA 

provided technical assistance with reforming trade practices, liberalization of access to 

Ukraine’s domestic market and many other.250 The EU also participated in the compliance 

process by reviewing and advising on economic reforms and officially proclaimed its strong 

recommendation for Ukraine’s membership to the WTO in 2008.251 Although WTO 

membership might seem unrelated to democratization and preference shift, there could be a 

correlation. WTO discretionary accession rules provide an opportunity to push one’s 

                                                
247 “EU Grants Ukraine 'Market Economy' Status,” Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty, December 1, 2005, 

https://www.rferl.org/a/1063412.html). 
248 Oleksandr Sushko, “Ukraine-EU Relations,” International Issues & Slovak Foreign Policy Affairs 16, no. 1 

(2007), https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/26590576), 90. 
249 “EU-Ukraine…”, European Commission. 
250 “Accession of the Republic of Ukraine to the World Trade Organization,” United States Trade 

Representative, accessed April 27, 2020, https://ustr.gov/trade-agreements/wto-multilateral-affairs/wto-

accessions/accession-republic-ukraine-world-trade-orga). 
251 “EU-Ukraine…”, European Commission. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/26590576


87 

 

geopolitical agenda to its existing members, so they can decide on the organization’s future 

expansion.252 This could be another carrot and stick tactic used by the USA and EU along with 

the technical assistance tool. 

In September 2003, Ukraine signed the Common Economic Space (CES) agreement with 

Russia and other CIS members. The CES aim was to create the economic space covering the 

customs area of its member states, where the economy management mechanism exists, based 

on common principles, ensuring a free flow of goods, services, capital and labor, and where 

common external trade policy is pursued.253 This agreement was heavily criticized by 

Yushchenko at the time of the presidential elections, as it threatened integration with the EU 

and  went against Ukraine’s initial preferences to join a free trade zone agreement with Europe. 

The CES Agreement stipulated that a state may not be a member to two customs unions at the 

same time.254 For Russia, the CES is an instrument to maintain its influence in the post-Soviet 

countries that joined the space. Despite the fact that participation in the CES was in many ways 

against Yushchenko’s plans to join the EU Customs Union, he did not withdraw from the 

agreement for political and economic reasons. Ukraine did not want to worsen relations with 

Moscow because it was still highly dependent on energy trade with Russia and did not wish to 

antagonize the relationship further. .255 

While Ukraine hoped for the EU to offer a membership prospective, only the newly 

designed ENP was proposed to Ukraine instead, which was undoubtedly disappointing for the 

latter. As the EU Commissioner, Janez Potochnik said “our aim in the negotiations is to bring 

Ukraine as close as possible to the European Union in as many areas as possible, while not 

prejudging any possible future developments in European Union-Ukraine relations.”256 

Despite the political and economic reforms made by Ukraine, the EU was not ready to 

move further along the enlargement path due to several reasons. First, the EU was still 

preoccupied with its largest accession of 2004, when ten countries joined the Union. Second, 

enlargement is an extremely costly policy and the EU was not convinced to offer a membership 

prospective to Ukraine immediately, as this would result in larger subsidies than democratic 

support. The EU geopolitical objectives are security and stability first and offering a 
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membership status to Ukraine is more of a way reaching these objectives by stipulating 

conditions to the latter. However, since compliance with the conditions already assists the EU 

to fulfill the above aims, it is in the position of postponing Ukraine’s potential enlargement. As 

Ukraine’s motivation to become a part of the Union is quite high, it allows the EU to use a 

carrot and stick policy. 

Since the early 1990s, Ukraine has been cooperating with NATO and discussing its future 

membership within the alliance and in 2002, Kuchma made NATO integration Ukraine’s 

formal goal.257 The Orange Revolution brought this conversation to a new level, as the USA 

gave a clear signal for Ukraine’s accession through the creation of Intensified Dialogue in 

2005.258 The framework of the Dialogue meant to assist in different areas such as the 

strengthening of democratic institutions, enhancing political dialogue, intensifying defense and 

security sector and many more to prepare Ukraine for joining NATO.259 NATO’s Secretary 

General, General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer said “our Commitment to the Intensified Dialogue 

underscores that NATO’s door remains open and that Ukraine’s aspirations are 

achievable.”260 These actions are reminiscent of the rhetorical commitments and technical 

assistance tools described earlier in this thesis. Since it deals with state institutions, it is a top-

down approach, which usually tend to be more successful than a bottom-up one. However, 

considering the fact that it is a military alliance right on the border with Russia, one may say 

that this is also quite provocative, knowing the state of affairs between Russia and NATO. It 

also threatens Ukraine’s security and opens a door to a potential conflict and destabilization of 

the region. 

At the 2008 Bucharest Summit, NATO declared that it “welcomes Ukraine’s and 

Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic Aspirations for membership in NATO…and agrees that these 

countries will become members of NATO.” 261 However, it was decided that NATO would not 

offer an immediate Membership Action Plan (MAP), which was strongly pushed by the USA 

but opposed by France and Germany, due to concerns with Russia’s reaction and Ukraine 

inability to meet the requirements.  262 Therefore, NATO reached a compromise by offering 

Annual National Program to Ukraine. It is a part of the MAP process through which NATO 
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can measure the progress of an applicant.263 The ANP is a framework through which the 

alliance can provide assistance and support for reform efforts that are part of the NATO 

accession criteria.264 Nevertheless, this still provoked Russia, which showed off its military 

capabilities and demonstrated its objection to NATO enlargement by invading Georgia a few 

months after the summit. However, it did not stop Ukraine from further cooperation with 

NATO and the preparation for compliance with criteria required for the accession. In 2009, 

Ukraine completed the first ANP. It is interesting that despite resentment about Russia and its 

treatment of Ukraine as if it was its vassal state, only a small minority of the Ukrainian 

population supported membership in NATO initiative. As per 2008, it was only 22% in 

favor.265 

Events in Georgia in August 2008 and the failure to join NATO MAP, which was blocked 

by France and Germany due to concerns with Russia, worsened relations between Yushchenko 

and Putin and raised more suspicion. This resulted in Ukraine’s decision not to extend a lease 

of harbor space in Crimea used by Russian Navy and demanded Russia to withdraw by 2017.266 

This was probably the biggest preference shift in Ukraine’s policy during Yushchenko’s office, 

as Crimea was an outstanding issue since the collapse of the USSR and is of strategic 

importance to Russia for its naval access to the Mediterranean. 

When Yushchenko was elected a President of Ukraine, many believed that he would be 

able to strengthen the rule of law, combat human rights violation and most importantly bring 

Ukraine to a doorstep of integration with the EU. However, Yushchenko left the country in 

economic crisis and Ukrainians wondering what happened to the legacy of the Orange 

Revolution.267 As his former State Secretary, Oleh Rybachuk said that Yushchenko “failed to 

replace the old administration with a new model.” This left the country even further from 

achieving European membership, which had been one of his major campaign’s points.268 It 

would be misleading not to mention that the global economic crisis played its role in Ukraine’s 

economy decline, but it was also Yushchenko’s ineffective policy.  In 2009, the country’s GDP 

fell by 15%; import and export also experienced decline.269 This facilitated  wide dissatisfaction 

and loss of trust to Yushchenko and his government. It is also believed that Yushchenko’s 
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obsession with Timoshenko that was exercised in personal rivalries, accusation and trials 

impeded implementation of reforms and integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions.270 Due to 

the above and other outcomes of his presidency, Yushchenko became extremally unpopular 

among Ukrainians that had supported him during the Orange Revolution, and this resulted in 

only 5,33% votes for him at presidential elections 2010.271 

 

Viktor Yanukovych presidency 

 

Results of the 2010 elections brought Yushchenko’s political enemy Viktor Yanukovych 

to the presidential office. Yanukovych’s campaign was based on the transformation of Ukraine 

into an economic tiger by balancing between Russia and the West.272 However, neither 

economic nor democratic reforms were conducted during Yanukovych’s presidency. The new 

government was formed of the Donbass politicians, that were strongly pro-Russian and had 

little experience with democratization and market economy.273 A German political scientist 

called Ukraine even less democratic than it was before and noted that Ukrainians’ preferences 

were completely disregarded by Yanukovych and his government.274 

Although the primary focus of this subchapter is Ukraine’s foreign policy, certain decisions 

made on intrastate level showed clear preference shift. While Yushchenko strongly supported 

nation building by advocating Ukrainian language, culture and history, this was met negatively 

among the Russian minorities with Ukrainian citizenship,275 Yanukovych did the opposite. As 

he was still backed up by oligarchs and politicians from the east of the country, his priority was 

to support ethnic Russians. Therefore, the Minister of Education and Science, Dmytro 

Tabachnyk reduced the role of Ukrainian language at schools, expressed strong support for 

Ukraine’s Soviet past by claiming that “western ethnic Ukrainians are too westernized to be 

true Ukrainians.”276 Other extreme events in playing with the Ukrainian identity were 

Yushchenko’s decision to bestow the title Hero of Ukraine to Stepan Bandera, who cooperated 
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with  Nazi Germany against the Soviets.277 This was strongly denounced in the eastern part of 

Ukraine. The second event was Tabachnyk’s indifference to the construction of \ Stalin’s statue 

in southern Ukraine.278 This was regarded as unwillingness of Ukraine’s ruling elite to let go 

the Soviet past and set the country on a new path. Such opposite policies from Ukrainization 

to de-Ukrainization demonstrate that Yushchenko and Yanukovych used ethnic division inside 

the country to their benefit to rally more support for their own policies. Also, these actions 

were a symbolic move to send a clear message to Moscow intended to show what side they 

leaned toward. 

As it was mentioned earlier, one of the key interests of Russia in Ukraine was the Crimean 

Peninsula and maintenance of the lease agreement to keep Russia’s Black Sea Fleet there. 

While Yushchenko ordered not to extend the lease agreement after the war in Georgia, 

Yanukovych extended the lease until 2047.279 It interesting to point out that this decision was 

made during his first months in the office, so it highlights the importance of it. 

Some of the biggest U.S. contributions to building democracy in Ukraine were a spread of 

political awareness among the population, and training courses for government press officers. 

From 2007 to 2012, the NED’s funding on stimulation of civic activity reached $17 million 

and independent media cost $1,1 million.280 Also, the NED supported anti-Yanukovych groups 

before and during the protests.281 This is a combination of several democratization tools, 

namely technical assistance, support for civil society and information dissemination, which are 

a mix of bottom-up and top-down approaches. 

Yanukovych cancelled plans to join NATO by passing a law proclaiming Ukraine a 

militarily non-aligned country. As Mykola Azarov, Ukrainian Prime Minister said: “the main 

element of predictability and consistency in Ukraine's foreign policy is its non-aligned 

status.”282 Along with that, Yanukovych confirmed that this would not cancel plans for 

political and economic integration with the EU. 

 

The Euromaidan and its effect on Ukraine’s policy 
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Since its early years of independence, Ukraine was negotiating its future integration with 

the European Union. When Yanukovych came to power, on multiple occasions he confirmed 

that this plan remained in place, as he said “we have a European future... and Ukraine 

continues to work towards integrating with the European Union.”283 Moreover, official 

meetings between the EU representatives and Yanukovych were held frequently. According to 

the French Senate, not less than 90 meetings were held during the first year of Yanukovych 

presidency.284 In 2011, Jose Barroso, then President of the European Commission, also 

expressed the EU’s positive position towards the future integration in his speech at Kyiv 

University. He said the EU has “a clear shared determination” to complete negotiations on an 

Association Agreement with Ukraine this year.285 Therefore, no one expected Yanukovych’s 

refusal to sign the Agreement in November 2013 at the Eastern Partnership Summit. He offered 

new conditions for the EU-Ukraine future integration, where he wanted to see Russia 

participating in the negotiations.286 The outcome of the Summit was massive protests all over 

Ukraine, which forced Yanukovych to flee the country. 

Looking retrospectively at Yanukovych’s decision, one could anticipate possible reasons 

behind it. One of these could be that Yanukovych and his political and oligarchic support never 

actually thought of integration with the EU. Continuous negotiations with the EU allowed 

Ukraine to negotiate better deals with Russia. At the time Ukraine was in a hard-economic 

situation, which was a result of Yushchenko’s legacy, and it was easy to take loans from Russia 

or negotiate gas prices.287 Right after the Summit, Russia offered an action plan to assist 

Ukraine’s economy by buying $15 billion worth of Ukrainian government bonds and reducing 

the gas price from $400 to $268,5 per 1,000 cubic meters.288 

Nevertheless, the protests sparked by declining the EU Associate Agreement resulted in a 

revolution, which set Ukraine on a stronger path towards democracy, EU integration and 

alliance with NATO. To evaluate a preference shift, we need to analyze how Ukraine’s agenda 
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changed after the Euromaidan that started in November 2013. Analysis will be conducted along 

with some key events of the Euromaidan. 

It needs to be mentioned that European and American high-ranking officials personally 

attended the Maidan Square to support the pro-EU opposition in the late 2013, as this is quite 

unusual. For example, Catherine Ashton, the EU High Representative, paid an official visit to 

Kyiv to conduct negotiations with Yanukovych and opposition, and also went to the Maidan 

Square accompanied by one of the opposition leaders, Arseny Yatsenyuk.289 The US Assistant 

Secretary of State Victoria Nuland and US Ambassador to Ukraine Geoffrey Pyatt also went 

to meet the protestors and expressed their support for them.290 This is a political gestures tool 

in the democratization playbook. This allows for more inspiration and reassurance that certain 

political actors agree and willing to support opposition. Overall, it aimed to empower forces 

from the bottom. 

Speaking of Nuland and Pyatt, it is worth of bringing up a case of their leaked call, where 

they discuss strategies to work with the three Ukrainian opposition leaders and mention that it 

does not matter what the EU thinks and that the UN can handle this on its own.291 The USA 

always claims that democracy is the most important thing for other nations to flourish, but such 

US-centric statement, which does not take the EU into the broader picture shows possible 

political manipulation to pursue the U.S. interests first and foremost. 

On February 21st, Yanukovych and three opposition leaders signed the Agreement on the 

Settlement of Crisis. As all sides resorted to use of force and the peaceful protests got escalated 

to mass violence and casualties, the agreement was put in force with the main purpose to end 

the violence. However, it also restored the Constitution of 2004, which limited presidential 

power.292 The following day, the Ukrainian Parliament voted to remove Yanukovych from 

office and later the same day it was confirmed that he fled the country to Russia.293 

At this point, it became clear that Russia was no longer in a position to influence decision-

making in Ukraine, as it lost its strongest ally Yanukovych who had been ousted. Add Russia’s 

concerns for its Black Fleet Base in the Crimea to this equation, one could have anticipated 
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Kremlin was not going to take its chances with the base lease agreement. Moreover, 

considering the fact that the agreement got almost terminated during the Yushchenko’s office, 

it was clear that Russia would need to act decisively in order to maintain access to the port. 

Therefore, to avoid losing the Navy Base and avoid a potential NATO base stationed right next 

to Russian border, Moscow made a bold decision to annex the Crimean Peninsula. 

One may argue that the Maidan protests and the following revolution had nothing to do 

with the NATO enlargement. This is true. However, as John Mearsheimer called this “the 

West’s triple package of policies”, which refers to NATO enlargement, EU expansionism and 

democracy promotion. It was a matter of when Ukraine would join NATO, not if.294 Although 

there was no open discussion on Ukraine’s accession to NATO prior the 2013 events, not a 

single Western leader publicly questioned it, and Moscow could not just rely on a possibility 

that it might or might not happen.295 Despite the fact that the annexation against Ukraine‘s will 

of Crimea was a tremendous event, which affected the current flow of the world politics, , one 

may assume that the new Ukrainian government would alter the lease agreement not in favor 

of the Russian interests. 

In March 2014, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen confirmed that there is 

still a path for Ukraine to join NATO and that the alliance would work to strengthen the 

partnership. As he said “in these difficult moments, NATO stands by Ukraine. NATO stands by 

the right of every nation to decide its own future. NATO stands by Ukraine’s sovereignty and 

territorial integrity, and by the fundamental principles of international law.” 296 

Petro Poroshenko became Ukraine’s President in May 2014 and suggested to amend the 

Constitution to cancel the clause about Ukraine’s non-alignment, which was previously passed 

by Yanukovych. The talks about NATO were started again right after the change of power in 

Kyiv. This resulted in Ukrainian Parliament amending the Constitution in early 2019, which 

now reflects the country’s goal to align with NATO and become an EU member.297 Analyzing 

NATO polls among the Ukrainian population after the Euromaidan, one could see that Euro-

Atlantic military alliance has gained  more support and popularity compared to years before. 

As per polls of late 2019, 51% of Ukrainians believe that Ukraine should join NATO.298 
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The Associate Agreement between Ukraine and the EU was signed in two stages: the 

political part was signed in March 2014 and the economic part in June 2014. The Agreement, 

which came into force in September 2017, defines relations between Ukraine and the EU on 

the basis of political association and economic integration and serves as a guideline for 

systematic socio-economic reforms in Ukraine.299 For Ukraine, this is not only a big step 

towards reforms and a full integration with the EU, but it is also a significant sign of its 

readiness to cut all ties with Russia, according to Ukrainian Deputy Prime Minister, Ivanna 

Klympush-Tsynadze.300 In its new role of an associate member, Kyiv believes that Ukraine 

serves as a buffer to protect the EU countries from Russia, thus contributing to EU’s security; 

it also can offer qualified labor force to the EU and other economic benefits.301 

It is interesting to mention that Kyiv appointed foreigners to take some key positions in the 

newly formed government in late 2014. Natalie Jaresko (USA), Aivaras Abromavicius 

(Lithuania) and Aleksandre Kvitashvili (Georgia) were granted Ukrainian citizenship after 

taking Minister posts in Ukraine.302 Poroshenko explained this with a lack of experience among 

Ukrainian politicians in some matters and also as a way to fight corruption. This is a legitimate 

practice to bring in foreign experts, while reforming a country. However, considering the 

conflict in the eastern Ukraine, the separatists East received more reason to believe that Ukraine 

is governed by the West. 

Energy was the strongest Russia’s tool to manipulate Ukraine’s domestic and foreign 

policy. In addition to this, Ukraine was one of the biggest trade partners for Russia. This 

allowed Moscow to meddle into Kyiv’s business since the country’s independence, and along 

with that, energy and trade played a major role in convincing Yanukovych not to sign the 

Associate Agreement back in 2013. From a Russian perspective, Ukraine was also of vital 

economic importance, due to its strong energy sector dependence and passage for gas export 

to Europe. In 2013, gas imports came only from Russia303, but since the beginning of the 
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conflict, Ukraine was decreasing its gas imports from Russia and stopped direct imports 

completely in 2015.304 To make up for this, Kyiv diversified its market and also started 

investing in other energy sources. As of now, Ukraine buys gas from European countries that 

import it from Russia, and another alternative energy supplier for the country is US liquified 

gas.305 

Nevertheless, Ukraine remains a transit country for Russian gas. In December 2019, 

Gazprom and Ukraine’s Naftogaz signed a 5-year agreement to continue a flow of gas to 

Europe via Ukraine.306 As European countries were victims of Russia-Ukraine relations, when 

Russia stopped gas supply in winter 2006, thus leaving thousands of Europeans without home 

heating, the EU is a strong advocate of stable gas transition. Despite the military conflict in the 

East. Angela Merkel said “the continuation of gas transit through Ukraine . . . is a good and 

important signal for ensuring the security of our gas supply in Europe.”307 

     In general, Kyiv had to diversify its market due to the conflict with Russia, as in the past, 

one-third of Ukraine’s exports went there.308 Trade between Europe and Ukraine has been 

steadily growing since 2014, now the EU accounts for 41,5% of Ukrainian merchandise exports 

and 41,1% of its imports.309 However, Ukraine does not have a dominant market, as per 2019 

figures. The numbers represent combined trade volume of all EU members that trade with 

Ukraine. Also, Ukraine had to look at evolving export production, which modernized some of 

its industries. These moves can only be seen as positive as diversification of trade and the 

change of gas supplier increase Ukraine’s security and political stability. 

     The Eurasian Economic Community (EAEU) is often seen as Russia’s geopolitical 

instrument to consolidate power over the post-Soviet countries.310 Ukraine was one of its 

members, as it ratified a Treaty on a Single Economic Space in 2004 and joined the CIS Free 

Trade Area in 2011. However, the Orange Revolution and Ukraine’s aspirations to join the EU 

stalled Ukraine’s participation in the CIS economic union. Following the Euromaidan events, 

Kyiv is no longer interested in the EAEU and continues to pursue closer economic ties with 
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the EU. This shows us a preference shift from Russia to the EU. It needs to be pointed out that 

the annexation of Crimea and military conflict in the East served as a trigger to withdraw from 

the EAEU. However, Ukraine has been balancing between the EAEU and the EU market since 

2004, when it proclaimed that it would aim to become an EU member. Also, one could argue 

that Ukraine’s decision to pursue economic relations with the EU over Russia was a decision 

purely based on economic gains, as cooperation with the EU is more beneficial than with 

Russia. If we took the political events and military escalation of the crisis out of this equation, 

Kyiv would still choose the EU economic union over the Eurasian community, especially if a 

power transfer was peaceful. 

 

6.1.3.  Conclusion 

 

     To summarize the first case study- democratization of Ukraine, which was executed through 

two revolutions- Orange Revolution of 2004 and Euromaidan of 2014, we need to answer the 

question if Ukraine changed its preferences (DV) in favor of the USA and the EU. If so, what 

was the U.S., EU contribution (IV) to this. 

Although integration with the EU and NATO was frequently mentioned by high-ranking 

Ukrainian politicians since the early 1990s, Ukraine did not show any strong effort to fulfill 

this rhetoric until the Orange Revolution. Yushchenko started reforms to comply with the EU 

and NATO accession requirements. However, both the EU and NATO were not ready to offer 

membership at the time, and thus continued pushing Ukraine to work further on democratic 

and economic reforms. Yushchenko failed to deliver reforms upon expectations of Ukrainians 

and his EU and US partners. Therefore, five years of Yushchenko’s presidency was not as 

beneficial as one could have assumed after the Orange Revolution. Another obstacle was that 

his power was limited by Yanukovych as then acting Prime Minister, who had strong pro-

Russian sentiments and tried to balance between the West and Russia. One may conclude, there 

was no significant shift in Ukraine’s policy, which would allow us to say that the USA and EU 

reached its geopolitical objectives. 

     On the other hand, after the Euromaidan Ukraine cut ties with Russia and showed progress 

on reforms to facilitate its integration with the European Union. Kyiv also approved 

Constitutional changes to re-open the door to integration with NATO. As it was claimed earlier, 

Brussels and Washington pursued democratization in Ukraine due to its geopolitical 

importance to them. How did Ukraine’s political shift benefit the EU and US geopolitical 

objectives? As it was discussed in Chapter 4, the EU goal is to maintain border security and 
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regional stability. Regional stability is at a very low level because of the military conflict in 

Eastern Ukraine and the Crimea annexation. However, it also should be argued that no one 

expected the protests to escalate into a six-year long civil war with no resolution as of 2020. 

Speaking of border security, the EU now has a buffer zone, which enhances security of the 

most Eastern EU members. On maintaining a normative power status, Brussels could see 

Ukraine developing towards a full-fledge democracy. Once it is completed, this would make 

Ukraine a responsible stakeholder and facilitate to the regional development and stability. 

However, the ongoing conflict in Donbass makes it hard to speculate when Eastern Europe will 

become safe and stable. 

The U.S. grand strategy is to maintain the status quo and its hegemon. Russia could have 

been a potential power to shift the status quo in Europe by establishing complete control over 

Ukraine’s politics. However, the current state of relations suggests us that it would take years 

before Kyiv and Moscow would be able to make peace and build strong ties like in the past. 

Even in the event of such a scenario becoming true, it would be too late for Russia, as with 

high probability by this time Ukraine will complete its integration with the West. 

Overall Ukraine’s determination on its future with the West and aspirations to join NATO 

make a significant contribution to the U.S. global hegemony for several reasons. Brzezinski 

claimed that Russia needs Ukraine to become a Eurasian power, which was discussed into 

details earlier in this chapter. With a roll out of democratization policy in Ukraine, Moscow 

lost political and economic leverage over Ukraine’s preferences and thus cannot project its 

power on Ukraine. Consequently, this makes Russia’s aspirations to alter the status quo less 

plausible. This also helps the U.S. goal of maintaining the global hegemon status. 

As per Western contribution to the democratization of Ukraine, the USA and EU started 

cooperation on matters of rule of law, liberal values, human rights, market economy and so on 

in the early 1990s. Until today, both have made significant investments in developing 

institutions and educating society to contribute to the above-mentioned matters. Based on the 

conducted analysis of the U.S. and EU democratization policies, one may conclude that both 

used a variety of tools, which represent a mix of bottom-up and top-down approaches. 

However, certain patterns could be identified for each donor. Washington primarily focused 

on supporting civil society and information dissemination tools that fall under bottom-up 

approach. The political gestures tool (bottom-up approach) was also utilized but not to the same 

extent, as the first two. Carrot and stick policy was used as well, when it came to grant the 

market economy status and WTO membership. It is hard to define whether carrot and stick 

policy is a bottom-up or top-down approach, as it is always unique and strongly depends on 
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concrete actions. In this specific case, it could be considered more of a top-down approach, as 

it was aimed at the government to improve the existing institutions and carry out reforms. It 

cannot be considered a bottom-up approach because market economy status and WTO 

membership are not among the basic needs that people would demand from a government. For 

example, the use of sanctions in carrot and stick policy would be considered a bottom-up 

because it often affects the quality of life and target population to provoke an uprising against 

the government.311 WTO membership was not critical to usual Ukrainians and would not 

motivate them to start protests. 

To summarize U.S. and EU democratization efforts, I would say the biggest contribution 

was made years priors to the Orange Revolution. It played a crucial role in shaping politically 

active society and educating opposition that is capable of promoting democratic values. 

However, this would not be possible without technical assistance to institutions. For example, 

the International Republican Institute and the National Democratic Institute trained electoral 

offices on election organization, monitoring and fraud prevention, as it was discussed before. 

To analyze the Ukrainian preference shift, we will use Nye’s relational power aspects. The 

first level of the relational power is commanding change. In case of the democratization of 

Ukraine, commanding changes were presented, when the EU and Ukraine signed the 

Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, as it was discussed earlier. This obliged Ukraine to 

comply with certain requirements in order to be considered a potential EU member. The EU 

also provided financial and technical assistance to the Ukrainian government to fulfill the 

requirements. These requirements included democratic and economic reforms, which are 

beneficial to the EU objectives of border security and regional stability. The USA and its 

rhetoric to accept Ukraine into NATO, if Ukraine complies with the accession requirements, 

which also aimed at strengthening liberal democracy, did not have a significant impact on 

Ukraine until 2014. However, Yushchenko continued discussions with NATO, as he needed a 

military alliance to deter Russia, which would allow Kyiv to distant itself from Moscow. Since 

it was not strongly supported by the Ukrainian citizens and opposed by the key EU members, 

there was no clear commanding change from the US side. 

The next level is controlling agendas, when the EU and the USA need to assure Ukraine 

that they understand its cause and want to assist to achieve it. After the Orange Revolution, the 

EU signed the Action Plan for Ukraine to further work on liberalization to comply with the 

European standards. The EU did not offer a desired membership prospect to Ukraine, however, 
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it assisted to receive a market economy status and WTO membership, as a reward for steps 

made towards democratization. The official EU rhetoric that assured that Ukraine was on the 

right way to achieve the desired Association agreement along with the carrots mentioned in the 

previous sentence demonstrate were aimed at convincing Ukraine that both countries seek the 

same. The Euromaidan and the West officials’ political gestures such as meetings with the 

opposition, visiting the Maidan square to meet the protesters highlighted EU’s support for the 

Association Agreement and Ukraine’s European future. From the U.S. side, it sent a message 

that Washington is ready to intervene to help the democratic cause and Ukraine’s aspirations 

to join the EU.  

The final level of the relational power is to receive full support from Ukraine, as it should 

share same goals with the EU and the USA. Before the Euromaidan, Ukraine pursued multi-

vectoral policy of balancing between the EU, USA and Russia. The Euromaidan escalation into 

the secession of Luhansk and Donetsk regions and loss of Crimea to Russia ended relationship 

with Russia. Moreover, they ended on bad terms because of Russia’s military aggression. 

Ukraine alone does not have capabilities to continue confrontation with Russia, therefore, it 

has to align with the EU and NATO, which represents the US. This allows for financial aid to 

continue with democratic reforms in order to complete integration with the EU. The EU and 

NATO support for Ukraine also serves as a guarantor that Russia will not be able to engage 

into more direct confrontation with Ukraine and meddle into its political decision-making. 

To draw a conclusion, the Euromaidan pushed Ukraine towards the West, as Russia’s 

actions put to an end its relationship with Ukraine without an opportunity for improvement in 

the foreseeable future. Ukraine’s present incline towards the EU and the USA makes it 

impossible for Russia to become a European empire. This contributes to the U.S. goal of 

maintaining its hegemony and status quo.  

 

6.2. Czechoslovakia and communist coup d’état 

      In many ways Czechoslovakia was a unique country compared to its Warsaw Pact co-

members. It did not experience the same number of open military conflicts as its neighbors; 

thus, the country’s infrastructure and industries were preserved. This allowed for a faster 

recovery after World War Two than what many other countries faced. While its neighboring 

Eastern European countries, with the exception for East Germany, could not boast of 

industrialized society even before the war, all of them were devastated economically and 



101 

 

physically.312 Also, Czechoslovakia was the only country, where communists came to power 

by a genuine coup d’état.313 

     Czechoslovakia was of high geopolitical importance to the Soviet Union. This case study 

aims at examining factors that contributed to the importance of Czechoslovakia in the super-

powers’ confrontation and the Soviet influence on the transformation of Czechoslovakia into a 

communist country. 

     This subchapter will cover tools used by the USSR to reach the transformation and I will 

attempt to classify these tools under a bottom-up or top-down approaches to find similarities 

with the current democratization strategy. To answer the question whether there was a shift in 

Czechoslovak policy towards the donor state, which in this case was the USSR, Czechoslovak 

objectives and policy before the coup d’état will be studied. It will also tackle the question: 

how did the USSR benefit from exporting and supporting communism in Czechoslovakia? 

6.2.1. Czechoslovakia’s geopolitical importance to the USSR 

 

          Chapter 5 discusses the Soviet geopolitical ambitions, which could be set along the lines 

of insecurity and imperialism. Brzezinski called this “uniquely organic imperialism...new 

conflicts, new threats, and thus a further expansion drive.” 314 

     It is unlikely that Moscow had had its eye on Czechoslovakia before World War Two broke 

out. However, it should be said that Czechoslovakia had a Communist Party since the 1920s 

that was cooperating with Comintern. Although Stalin’s main objective was not to start a world 

communist revolution, he never completely eliminated communism promotion from the Soviet 

agenda. Therefore, Moscow could have been considering potential exploitation from 

communist cooperation prior the war, but probably its expectations were not set as high as the 

establishment a satellite state there. However, the events of WW2 made the Soviet Union 

change its position about the world revolution, as the results of the war gave them a great 

opportunity to spread its power further through the spread of communism. 

     The establishment of satellite states in Eastern Europe through support for communists 

served two aims for the USSR. First, friendly and obedient regimes abroad increased its 

security, as they would not attack the Soviet Union and would be more likely to provide 

military assistance in case of a direct confrontation with the West. Czechoslovakia’s location 

between Germany and Austria was a security advantage to Moscow since it created a buffer 
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zone from the West. Moreover, the USSR could use the Czechoslovak territory to station the 

Red Army on the borders to mitigate a potential confrontation. Since there was already an 

atmosphere of distrust, Stalin saw it as another security advantage against the West. In addition, 

Czechoslovakia shared a small land border with the USSR, which could potentially be used for 

invasion. As per the security complex theory, one should be concerned about its neighbors first. 

The Soviet fear of invasion pushed it westwards as further as it was possible. Thus, it allowed 

to deal with its direct neighbors (Eastern European countries) since it strengthened the Soviet 

defensive capabilities, and indirect neighbors (Western European countries) since it 

strengthened the offensive capabilities. 

      The second advantage of a satellite in Czechoslovakia was the opportunity to please the 

Soviet Union’s goal of imperialism. As it was said, the Soviet Union had strong imperialist 

ambitions. Prior to WW2 examples of expansionism included Poland and Finland, where 

Moscow planned to project its influence as well. 315 To the Soviet Union, the Red Army 

liberation of Eastern European countries on the way to Germany was a conquest by invitation, 

not just a liberation. The agreement between Stalin and Churchill to divide Europe into spheres 

of influence is another confirmation of the Soviet Union's goals of imperialism. Later, Leonid 

Brezhnev’s words reconfirmed this way of thinking. “Czechoslovakia lies on territory where 

the Soviet soldier trod in the Second World War. We bought this territory at the cost of 

enormous sacrifices, and we shall never leave it.”316 

     As the rivalry with the United States was escalating, the Soviet Union needed to build more 

alliances to stand against the West. The establishment of friendly communist regimes served 

not only a security purpose; it also became a source of propaganda. “Success” of communist 

ideology in other countries assisted to prove the point of communism supremacy to non-

communist countries in the Soviet conquest of bringing the world revolution. 

     It is hard to say if the USSR followed an offensive or defensive realism doctrine, as Stalin 

was always preoccupied with security and saw enemies everywhere. Therefore, his paranoia 

about the West’s offensive intentions towards the Soviet Union could have been exaggerated 

or used to rally support against the West in the USSR and Eastern Europe. As Brzezinski said 

that the Soviet expansionism was driven by its constant feeling of external threat. Therefore, 

one may conclude that the USSR was both a security and power maximizer as it tried to 
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increase its security via expansion. Alternatively, the Soviets could use threat perception to 

justify its expansionism. 

 

6.2.2. Czechoslovakia and the coup d’état 1948 

 

      The below subchapters will analyze Czechoslovakia’s preferential shift based on an 

analysis of pre-Munich Agreement policies and policies that were implemented after the coup 

d’état.   

 

Czechoslovakia before the Coup d’état       

 

      Czechoslovakia was a young independent country when Nazi Germany took control over 

the Sudetenland and then eventually over the entire country’s territory. After the war, it tried 

to restore democratic order and also to maintain its independence from other countries’ 

interference to certain level. Czechoslovakia was a crippled democracy for around three years 

under Edvard Benes rule before Klement Gottwald became President, which marked the 

Czechoslovak Republic’s transformation into a communist state. Since it was a short period of 

the post-war democratic attempt and more importantly, it was the time when the country was 

dealing with the war consequences, it is hard to evaluate what were Czechoslovakia’s policies 

before 1948. Therefore, it will be fair to discuss the Czechoslovak policy prior to the Munich 

Agreement and Benes’s plans for Czechoslovakia during and after his exile. Studying two 

democratic and independent periods in history of Czechoslovakia will allow us to build 

stronger arguments while giving an opportunity to analyze a preference shift. 

     To better understand the influence of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (CPCS) and 

its ability to overthrow the government, one needs to start from the very beginning of the 

country’s history – the foundation of Czechoslovakia. The Czechoslovak Republic claimed its 

independence, when the Austria-Hungarian Empire collapsed following World War One. As 

Prague and other post-Habsburg newly independent capitals were preoccupied with a possible 

resurrection of the Habsburg monarchy, they sought military support abroad. This resulted in 

the Little Entente alliance, where Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia agreed on 

common defense.317 Along with that, Czechoslovakia was aligned with France through Mutual 

Assistance Treaty. Both treaties guaranteed military support to each other in case of invasion, 

The Little Entente cooperation gradually developed into political and diplomatic system with 
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ambitions of becoming a free trade union with custom agreements, simplified border 

formalities and so on.318 

     As the country was developing as independent state, the CPCS party was founded in 1921 

during the time of communist ideas flourishing across Europe, as a result of the First World 

War.319 Communists publicly blamed empires for the First World War outbreak and tried to 

protect workers and peasants. As the First Czechoslovak Republic was a democratic state, it 

allowed the CPCS uninterrupted and openly legal  activity within the parliamentary system.320 

The first three years of the CPCS overlap with the last years of Lenin in power and his 

aspirations to bring the world revolution, as it was discussed in Chapter 5. Comintern, which 

was a primary tool of spreading communism, and the CPCS established strong relations. As 

the USSR dominated Comintern, it also led to the CPCS building ties with the Soviet Union 

and receiving financial assistance directly from Moscow.321 To guarantee control over the 

CPCS thinking, Comintern frequently intervened to purge communists that did not seem loyal 

enough to the USSR.322 This is an example of technical assistance tool, as Comintern’s goal 

was to guide and correct communist parties. 

     As the democratic Czechoslovak government led by Tomas Garrigue Masaryk and then 

Edvard Benes did not limit freedom of speech or freedom of the press, the CPCS was able to 

pursue the communist propaganda via different channels. They established labor unions, 

cooperatives and other organizations to rally support for the CPCS.323 Klement Gottwald, the 

Secretary General was also able to develop the Communist Party press to echo the 

Comintern.324 The Party’s goal was to enlighten the population by promoting anti-government 

sentiment. They referred to the Social Democrats as “traitors of the working class” and 

“Social-Fascists.”325 To draw a parallel with the democratization instruments, this is the 

information dissemination and propaganda tool, which is a case of the bottom-up approach. 

Although communists mostly called for the bottom-up approach, as the core idea of 

communism was to uplift the working class, they used the top-down approach as well. This 

will be discussed further. 
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     Gottwald was charmed with the Bolsheviks and the Soviet model of communism. Him and 

his fellow party members proposed policies for Czechoslovakia to align with the directives of 

Comintern and the USSR.326 In 1929, he presented his plans for communist consolidation of 

power to the Parliament: “we are the party of the Czechoslovak Proletariat and our supreme 

chief of staff is indeed Moscow. We go to Moscow to learn, do you know what? We go to 

Moscow to learn from the Russian Bolsheviks how to wring your necks. And you know that the 

Russian Bolsheviks are masters in this respect… That grin will be wiped off your faces!”327 

This shows us the Czechoslovak and Soviet communists established relations years before the 

coup d’état, while it did not have any impact on the Czechoslovak policies. 

     The First Czechoslovak Republic found itself in a difficult political situation. On the one 

hand, Prague strived to pursue a full-fledge democratic governance, but it had stronger 

economic ties with Germany and Austria than with France, which was its democratic 

alliance.328 In addition it was surrounded by fascist or semi-fascist countries, which had claims 

over the Czechoslovak territory. This made Czechoslovakia more dependent on France, as the 

latter had security obligations towards the First Republic. British political involvement in the 

Central and Eastern Europe affairs was also of vital importance to Prague. “England and 

France were able and willing to uphold the results of their diplomatic work, since they were 

the two main architects of the established order in Central and Eastern Europe after the First 

World War.”329 

     However, in the autumn of 1938, the two main architects of the Munich Agreement, France 

and the United Kingdom, decided to choose a policy of appeasement, which completely 

disregarded France’s obligations towards Czechoslovakia, as per the Mutual Assistance Treaty. 

It should be mentioned that the USSR was also a guarantor of the Czechoslovak security, but 

the clause signed in 1935 allowed the USSR to intervene only if France intervened.330 

Therefore, the Soviet Union did not take any action to save Czechoslovakia from the Nazi 

occupation. The CPCS managed to use the western betrayal to rally support for communists on 

multiple occasions. 

    Nevertheless, Czechoslovakia ceased to be a democracy, when Germany integrated it into 

the system of Greater Germany. The Munich  Agreement signed by Germany, France and the 
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UK caused Czechoslovakia to begin seeking for a more trustworthy guardian.331 Both 

Czechoslovak leaders at home and in exile agreed that Czechoslovakia needed to make an 

alliance with a strong actor in order to pursue national independence and liberal values.332 A 

Czech historian, Vit Smetana also agrees with that: “the recent experience with Western 

countries, I am talking in particular about the Munich Agreement, affected the mind-set of 

democratic politicians. The bulk of them had come to the conclusion that the security of 

Czechoslovakia could only be attained through cooperation with another country, for example 

the great power to the east”.333 Furthermore, Prague did not have any other options in 1945 

than to cooperate with the USSR as the Soviet Army occupied part of the country. Therefore, 

a need for a powerful alliance to be protected from potential German aggression after 1945 and 

the circumstances pushed Czechoslovakia closer to the Soviets. 

     The Czechoslovak government in exile and the USSR began to build an alliance long before 

the war was over. In 1943, the Czechoslovak-Soviet Friendship and Mutual Assistance Treaty 

was signed in Moscow.334 Under the Treaty, the parties agreed not to engage in any relations 

with Germany until World War Two was over and to provide military aid in case either party 

was attacked by Germany. They also agreed to mutual respect and independence, and the 

development of “economic relations on the widest possible scale and to render each other 

every possible economic assistance.”335 Despite the fact that the negotiations were held with 

the Czechoslovak democrats, Moscow also ensured to protect the Czechoslovak communists 

interests by adding a clause stipulating that the Communist party would be included in the 

postwar government along with other parties. However, it also simplified the political party 

system by the exclusion of the parties, which remained politically active and cooperated with 

the post-Munich government.336 This could be considered a mixture of ideology change tools, 

namely carrot and stick policy and technical assistance. The USSR exploited the Czechoslovak 

need for security and agreed to it under favorable conditions for Moscow. Thus, the carrot was 

a security guarantee to Czechoslovakia. The Soviets also secured its interests by empowering 

the CPCS in the future government. As this was done on the presidential level, it was a case of 
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a top-down approach. Benes agreed to include the CPCS in the post-war government not 

knowing that Stalin was preparing the ground for a communist takeover if needed. 

     Another thing that played a major role in the bringing Czechoslovakia and the USSR closer 

was agreements made at the Yalta Conference in 1945 without the Czechoslovak input. The 

three great powers, the UK, USA and USSR agreed on the division of spheres of influence. 

Stalin negotiated to have Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria and Romania under the 

Soviet sphere of influence. However, he promised that the countries would be allowed to hold 

free elections. It was stipulated that “interim governmental authorities broadly representative 

of all democratic elements in the population…and the earliest possible establishment through 

free elections of governments responsive to the will of the people.”337 

     The Munich Agreement led to the dissolution of the CPCS in 1938 with the right-wing 

government coming to power. This forced some of the CPCS leaders to relocate to Moscow, 

and Gottwald was among the exiled communists. Based on the previous Soviet support of the 

Czechoslovak Communists through Comintern, one would assume that relations between the 

two Communists Parties became stronger, as Gottwald was in Moscow. On the contrary, 

Gottwald-Stalin relations worsened and the future role of Communism in Czechoslovakia was 

questionable. The Soviet Union could not support the CPCS between 1939 and 1941 because 

of the Non-Aggression Pact commitments towards Germany.338 After the USSR entered the 

war, Stalin preferred to establish stronger ties with Benes, and thus Gottwald was left out again.      

      In addition, as it was said in Chapter 5, Stalin dissolved Comintern for the benefit of 

relations with the Western alliance. Analyzing relations between the Czechoslovak and Soviet 

Communist Parties from their early years, one may notice that Kremlin did not have one grand 

plan for the communist future of Czechoslovakia. Stalin did not ultimately aim at establishing 

the communist rule there and his strategy was quite agile and dependent on possible gains that 

could be received by changing alliances and political courses. 

      A similar thing could be said about Gottwald, who also changed his rhetoric to adjust to a 

situation and benefit from it. In the 1920s, he  denounced the First Czechoslovak Republic, 

saying that it was a product of the Versailles Treaty and imperialism and its destruction was a 

primary condition toward improvements of international relations in Central Europe.339 When 

the Germans established a protectorate over Czechoslovakia, the CPCS shifted their rhetoric 
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to patriotism and the denouncement of the bourgeois government for the capitulation but not 

offering an alternative.340 Before the German invasion of the USSR, the CPCS followed the 

Soviet rhetoric, which called the war “imperialist and plutocratic venture.”341 However, once 

Kremlin declared the war on Germany, the CPCS ceased to criticize the Benes’s government 

and became a supporter of the collaboration between the USSR and the Anglo-Saxon 

Powers.342 Gottwald’s ambivalence is briefly discussed here because it shows that he blindly 

followed the Soviet Communist Party rhetoric. This is a proof of either his belief in supremacy 

of Leninism and Stalinism as the great Communist role model or this was a result of the Soviet 

direct influence over Gottwald and the CPCS. 

       During the time, Benes visited the USSR in 1943. His trip involved traveling across 

recently liberated lands, visits to the industries and personal meetings with Stalin. The 

following is based on memories of Edward Taborsky, who was his secretary and advisor, thus 

an invitee to high profile meetings and Benes’s company in this trip. Alexander Korneychuk, 

Soviet Deputy Foreign Commissar, was President’s Benes companion during the trip. 

Therefore, he endeavored to show the most suitable side of the USSR to the visitors in order to 

present the Union at its best. Benes was impressed by the progress he witnessed compared to 

his previous trip and people’s “avid curiosity about the outside world, a genuine desire for 

friendship with the West, a profound respect and admiration for Roosevelt and Churchill.343 A 

meeting with Stalin assured Benes that Prague and Moscow would be equal partners and that 

the Soviet Union was seeking to integrate into Western policy. They agreed on military 

equipment assistance, the recognition of the pre-Munich Agreement borders of Czechoslovakia 

and other post-war arrangements. As Benes said, “We came to a complete agreement, absolute 

complete!”344 He believed that the Soviet Communist Party passed its revolutionary aspirations 

and was ready to establish relations with the Western powers. Benes absolute trust in Stalin’s 

plans helped the Soviet Union not only in building a strong Communist party in 

Czechoslovakia. Benes also became a source of Stalin’s propaganda in the West, as he truly 

believed Stalin and spread this view abroad. This deluded the West and helped Stalin to 

convince Roosevelt and Churchill that the USSR would allow Eastern Europe to hold free 

democratic elections. This could be considered a political gesture and rhetorical commitments 

tools. It is usually used to attract masses, but it also worked with the high-level delegation. 
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Stalin’s friendliness and promises assured Benes and won his trust, which allowed him to 

strengthen the Soviet involvement in the future of Czechoslovakia. 

     Nevertheless, the Social Democrats led by Benes who was in  exile in London and the 

Communists led by Gottwald from Moscow exile agreed to cooperate on an anti-Hitler 

coalition by uniting the foreign and domestic resistance in 1943.345 This resulted in the Kosice 

Government Programme, which was signed in 1945 and intended to organize socio-political 

life of Czechoslovakia after the war. The Agreement was drafted by the CPCS to serve their 

interests, while the Social Democrats were not well-prepared for negotiations. Moreover, the 

Prime Minister of the Czechoslovak government in exile, Jan Sramek did not event attend the 

meeting and also assured Benes that this was not something to worry about.346 According to 

Vit Smetana, before Comintern was dissolved, it advised the CPCS to cooperate with 

progressive political parties and wait for the right moment to start the Communist revolution. 

This strategy became formalized in the Kosice Programme.347 Taborsky described this meeting 

being dominated by the CPCS, as it had political and psychologic advantages, thanks to the 

Red Army occupation of a part of Czechoslovakia and the Soviet support for the CPCS.348 In 

addition, Benes did not have any military support from the West, as per the Yalta Agreement, 

therefore he could not dominate the negotiations. The Kosice Programme played a significant 

role in the Communist consolidation of power in Czechoslovakia. There were items that limited 

the work of a traditional democratic parliament. First, it had no mention of eventual 

parliamentary opposition, but the text did not preclude its existence. Second, it banned all pre-

war parties with some exceptions.349 

     The Gottwald’s draft also had a list of the new Cabinet with already distributed posts. The 

Communists negotiated eight key positions out of twenty-five Cabinet seats to be held by the 

CPCS members. Control over Ministry of Information and Education allowed the CPCS to 

dominate media and school programs. This contributed to propaganda and the brainwashing of 

the population to the benefit of the Communists. The Ministry of Interior secured police and 

internal apparatus support for the CPCS. The Ministry of Defense was headed by a communist 

war hero, General Svoboda. Control over the Ministry of Agriculture was a massive 

contribution to the communist popularity and vote count, as it was ordered to distribute the 

Sudeten lands among the farmers. A Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs was also a communist 
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with a task to spy on Jan Masaryk, who was a popular non-communist. Gottwald even managed 

to win a Prime Minister seat for a communist fellow traveler, Zdenek Fierlinger and used it to 

rally more trust from Benes, as Fielinger was a Social Democracy Party member.350 

     It needs to be clarified that Stalin no longer needed Benes’s support since he had already 

served his main purpose for the Soviets. Benes was their poster child of friendly relationship 

between communists and non-communists with a goal to gain trust and support in 

Czechoslovakia and in the West.351 Therefore, the CPCS became the only Soviet support 

recipient in Czechoslovakia. 

     By the end of the Second World War, when Communists and Social Democrats returned 

from exile to Prague, they were around forty thousand communist supporters across the 

country. The CPCS was the largest party and by the end of 1945, more than a million people 

joined it.352 This would not be the case if it was not for the Soviet Union support. The Kosice 

Agreement backed by Kremlin allowed for massive control over different aspects of citizens’ 

lives to attract more members. With the abolition of pre-war parties, many decided to join the 

CPCS. Farmers joined the Party, as they wished to participate in the land distribution. In the 

territories liberated by the Red Army, people did not have much choice between political 

parties, since the Red Army prevented people from creating political groups different to 

communism.353 The USSR used the Salami tactics to gradually attract more party members for 

the CPCS and consequently make it the largest and most influential party. 

     Analyzing what Eduard Benes had planned for post-war Czechoslovakia, one may conclude 

that first and foremost, it was restoring the country and dealing with immediate post-war 

consequences.  However, his main concern was to preserve democracy and maintain peace in 

Czechoslovakia. He told Taborsky: “I shall make no compromise which would destroy 

democracy in this country. The Communists could seize power in this country only over my 

dead body.”354 The Socialist Democratic Party wished for independence and democracy and 

the Soviet Union as an ally.355 The government was still preoccupied with the mindset that they 

needed a strong ally  to be protected from military aggression, and Prague still did not trust the 
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West because of the Munich Agreement. As Benes said, he sought for the Czechoslovakia to 

be “a bridge between the West and the East”.356 

     It would be wrong not to mention that Benes realized that he could not trust Stalin, but this 

was at the point of no return. When Benes returned from the exile, he learnt about war crimes 

against non-Communists, forcible communization of local authorities conducted by the Red 

Army and NKVD on the territory of Slovakia.357 Stalin also broke his promise and annexed a 

part of Czechoslovakia, Ruthenia. All of this pushed Benes back to the West, so when the U.S. 

Army entered Czechoslovakia, he hoped for them to free Prague, so he would be able to 

preserve democracy in the country.358 However, the U.S. Army could not march any further 

than what was agreed with Moscow. 

     Although Gottwald was strongly influenced and backed by Kremlin, he yet believed in the 

peaceful coexistence of communists and democrats at the international level. Therefore, when 

Marshall Plan aid was offered to Czechoslovakia in 1947, Gottwald was one of the supporters 

to accept aid. The Czechoslovak participation in the plan was strongly condemned by Kremlin. 

After his trip to Moscow, Gottwald told Masaryk “I have never seen Stalin so furious. He 

reproached me bitterly for having accepted the invitation to participate in the Paris 

Conference…He said we acted as we were ready to turn our back on the Soviet Union.”359 

Thus, Czechoslovakia had to withdraw its application, despite all political parties' agreement 

on the need for the Marshall Plan aid. It needs to be highlighted that this happened before the 

Communist takeover and the Czechoslovak complete integration into the Soviet sphere of 

influence. The Marshall Plan aid refusal is the first example of the involuntary preference shift 

forced by the Soviet Union. 

      Gottwald’s willingness to accept aid from the imperialists, as Stalin used to say, put him in 

a very vulnerable position in front of the Soviets. Not to lose power and Soviet support, 

Gottwald had to abandon his strategy of balancing with non-communists and to become more 

eager to strengthen communist influence in Czechoslovakia.360 Also, the re-established 

Cominform criticized the CPCS for the lack of revolutionary spirit and their cooperation with 

non-Communist. This led to Gottwald’s change of strategy from a peaceful accumulation of 

power to a violent strategy that resulted in the Communist coup d’état. 
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The Coup d’état and its consequences 

 

     The coup d’état was provoked by the crisis of power in the Ministry Cabinets, when Vaclav 

Nosek, Communist Minister of Interior removed non-Communists from key positions in the 

police. This allowed the CPCS to gain even more control over the police than before. As this 

was against the multiparty system, non-Communists Ministers signed resignation papers, 

hoping that Benes would form a new government to honor all parties.361 Meanwhile, the 

Communist Party started a massive propaganda campaign to attract more communist 

supporters. This resulted in demonstrations supporting the Communist government. More than 

two million citizens went on strike in solidarity with the communists.362 

     Gottwald proposed a new Communist government under Benes’s leadership to Benes. 

Despite the Benes’s commitment to preserving democracy, he agreed to the Gottwald’s 

conditions.363 Since at that point, the President was concerned that the political crisis could 

evolve into a civil war, Edvard Benes resigned a few months later and was succeeded by 

Klement Gottwald. 

     The coup d’état and transformation of Czechoslovakia into a communist state that landed it 

in the Soviet orbit had a serious impact on its preferences. The shift occurred in every aspect 

of political, economic and social life. The first major change would be the Constitution, which 

was re-written by the CPCS in May 1948 and 1960. The Constitution of 1948 did not 

completely resemble the Stalin Constitution, but it was very similar and some clauses seemed 

undemocratic. Therefore, President Benes refused to sign it.364 The new Constitution 

proclaimed Czechoslovakia a people’s democracy, declared dictatorship of proletariat, 

nationalized economy, restricted freedom of speech.365 The Constitution of 1960 was to mark 

the Czechoslovak transformation into a socialist state. Its biggest change was to proclaim: “the 

vanguard of the working class”.366 This work does not aim to conduct a deep analysis of the 

Constitutional changes, as it is not in its scope. Nevertheless, it was important to mention the 

changes of Constitution because it allowed the Soviet Union to gain more control over 

Czechoslovakia by helping to draft a constitution, which was similar to the USSR’s, and by 

becoming an advisor on its implementation, as the oldest socialist state. 
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     Czechoslovakia was an economically developed country with a balance between heavy and 

light industries.367 Its transformation into a Soviet model forced it to adopt a planned economy 

system. Czechoslovakia changed its balanced industrial production to a heavy industry 

production, as it was requested by Moscow.368 This resulted in economic decline, since the 

Soviet economic model did not work for developed countries. 

     The Constitution adjustments touched on almost on every aspect of everyday life. Education 

went through reforms to include Marxist philosophy in program. Religion was restricted by 

administrative measures.369 Cultural life was also carefully controlled by the Communist Party. 

The CPCS used police and judicial systems as its instruments of power.370 Citizens could be 

arrested without warrant and held for indefinite period without a legal counselor. The 

presumption of innocence was also revoked. Although multipolarity was not banned, police 

arrested every potential opposition member. The living conditions became unbearable, and this 

forced citizens to flee the country to escape the Soviet control. By the 1950s, around seventy 

thousand Czechs crossed the border illegally to reside in the West.371 As this posed a threat to 

the regime, the CPCS ordered to build the Iron Curtain along the western border. This 

completed the cut off of Eastern Europe from the Western Europe.372 

     The Communist coup d’état in Czechoslovakia did not just put the country into the Soviet’s 

orbit of influence, it created a government that subordinated to Moscow.373 The USSR advised 

on economic and military systems and decided what alliances Czechoslovakia could join. 

Moreover, there were Soviet advisors at every ministry. Adaptation to the Soviet model was a 

sacrifice of the country’s interests to the political interests of the Soviet Union.374 The 

Czechoslovak Army was trained and equipped to the Soviet model.375  It also had to be a 

member of the Warsaw Pact Treaty that guaranteed mutual assistance and defense to its 

members and non-interference in the internal affairs of its members.376  However, the Treaty 

also aimed at strengthening the Soviet influence in the satellite states, as they experienced civil 
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unrest, as it  allowed the Soviet Union to maintain the army on the member states’ territories.  

377 

     The Czechoslovak domestic and foreign policy interests had to match those of the Soviet 

Union, even if they were harmful. This led to economic and social crisis within the country, 

because of the CPCS’s iron rule discussed above. In 1968, Alexander Dubcek launched 

political liberalization reforms aimed at improving the socio-political and economic situation 

by opening trade with the West.378 This program became known as Socialism with a Human 

Face. Dubcek planned to reform the country, while preserving the Communist Party power. 

However, the USSR considered this as a threat to its influence in Czechoslovakia. It also feared 

of a potential reform spillover to the rest of the Warsaw Pact countries. Leonid Brezhnev said 

the events “were moving in an anti-communist direction.”379 Therefore, Moscow called the 

WTO members to invade Czechoslovakia to stop the liberalization reforms and establish even 

more authoritarian rule.  

    To justify the invasion, Kremlin retrospectively introduced the Brezhnev Doctrine that 

proclaimed that the Soviet Union had “a sacred duty to intervene on behalf of the socialist 

commonwealth.”380 This was also presented as if the USSR, along with the WTO defended 

“Czechoslovakia’s independence and sovereignty as a socialist state against the 

counterrevolutionary forces that would like to deprive it of this sovereignty.”381 The Doctrine 

allowed Moscow to spread its power even further over Czechoslovakia and other socialist 

states. Communist parties were officially told that they were “free to apply the principles of 

Marxism-Leninism and socialism”, but do not deviate from them.382  

     The Czechoslovak Republic remained a communist country strongly controlled by the 

Soviet Union until the Velvet Revolution in 1989. 

6.2.3. Conclusion 

 

     The conducted research shows us that the ideological change (IV) led to a tremendous shift 

in preferences (DV), as Czechoslovakia had to disregard its own preferences to the benefit of 

Soviets’ interests. Analyzing the pre-war and first post-war years, we can see that 

Czechoslovakia had aspirations of being a democracy that maintained a relationship with the 
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East and West. However, the USSR had different plans for Czechoslovakia; therefore, it was 

forced to become a one-party system under the Communist Party and to cut its relations with 

the West. One of the differences between the ideological shift in Ukraine and Czechoslovakia 

is the absence of any benefits to Czechoslovakia. The Soviet policy pursued relative gains only 

while the EU and US democracy promotion showed evidence of benefits to the both sides. 

     The Soviet Union used a number of tactics that are similar to the democratization tools. 

These were technical assistance through institutions, e.g. Comintern, propaganda and 

information dissemination. They represent a mix of top-down and bottom-up approaches used 

to prepare an institutional ground for the Communists provoke the population to rally support 

for the Communist Party. The Salami tactic does not fall under the democratization tools but 

could be considered a top-down approach since it reshuffled or dismissed the existing 

government for the benefit of the CPCS. To conclude, Kremlin deployed a variety of 

techniques from both approaches. However, its main advantage was the Red Army that 

occupied a significant part of Czechoslovak territory, which helped the USSR to strengthen the 

CPCS power in the government prior to 1945.  

      Nye’s relational power analysis will be also applied in the Czechoslovakia case. The first 

level of commanding change was not initiated by Kremlin. The Munich betrayal and Nazi 

occupation made Czechoslovakia seek another alliance. Since Prague and Moscow had 

relations established before 1938, the Second World War naturally pushed them towards each 

other. Liberation of the eastern part of Czechoslovakia and followed Red Army occupation 

created an environment that influenced Czechoslovak decisions.  Finally, the Red Army 

presence on the Slovakian territory guaranteed the CPCS success with the Kosice Programme. 

     While the first level of relational power was still being built up, controlling agendas was 

being formed at the same time. The controlling agenda is achieved when one convinces the 

other you pursue same goals. When Benes visited Moscow in 1943, Stalin was able to make 

Benes believe that post-war Czechoslovak-Soviet relations would be equal and free from 

interference, Czechoslovak borders would be restored to the pre-Munich agreement and surely 

Benes did not expect the Iron Wall to rise. This allowed Stalin to control Czechoslovak 

preferences on the top level. To strengthen control over Czechoslovak agenda, the CPCS with 

the help of the Soviet Union rallied support among the population to control the country’s 

preferences on the bottom level as well. Therefore, when Gottwald called for support during 

the February coup, he received massive support. Hundreds of people went to demonstrations 

to support the Czechoslovak Communist Party, as the Social Democrat Party was allegedly 

accused of discrimination against the CPCS. 
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     Analyzing relations development between the Czechoslovak and Soviet Communist Parties, 

it seems that Gottwald did not anticipate Stalin’s plan to establish full control over 

Czechoslovakia with the help of the CPCS. Gottwald’s support for the Czechoslovak 

participation in the Marshall Plan and his genuine surprise with the Stalin’s reaction show that 

he was probably misguided as well as Benes. Nevertheless, the Communist coup d’état was 

the last step to complete subordination of power to the USSR. According to Nye, the 

establishing preferences phase is when one actor not only shares common goals with another, 

but also wants to fulfil them for another. The USSR did establish the third aspect of relational 

power; however, Czechoslovakia changed its policy to assist in fulfilling the Soviets goals 

because of security concerns for, as the Prague Spring showed Moscow expected to have full 

control over domestic and foreign affairs of Czechoslovakia. Moreover, the USSR did not mind 

using the military force to ensure that Czechoslovak policy corresponds to the Soviet idea of 

communism and the grand strategy against the West, as this was stated in the Brezhnev 

Doctrine. 

      The Soviet-backed Communist takeover could be considered a smart power tool because 

the USSR strongly relied on its military power to gain and maintain control but various Soviet 

institutions (Comecon, NKVD, etc.) and diplomatic work paved the way to the ideological 

change in favor of communism. The Soviet military power was a factor that played an 

important role in influencing Benes’ decisions during the Kosice negotiations and the February 

coup, but the change was achieved without direct military intervention. Nevertheless, the 

USSR called for hard power to maintain its absolute control over Czechoslovakia, when it 

ordered the WTO invasion in response to Dubcek’s reforms. 

     To support the claim that great powers export ideology to benefit their goals, one needs to 

answer the question how did the USSR benefit from exporting communism to Czechoslovakia? 

Analyzing Czechoslovak geopolitical importance to the USSR, we need to see if the Soviet 

geopolitical goals were fulfilled by bringing communism to Czechoslovakia. The USSR acted 

from a position of security and power maximizer. Its objectives could be summarized to 

security and imperialism. First, its goal was to create a buffer zone, which was controlled by 

an ally that shared the Soviet policy. The Communist coup d’état allowed to control the 

Czechoslovak agenda and deploy forces on the western border to strengthen the Soviet security 

and potentially deter the West. In addition, Czechoslovakia was forced to join the Warsaw Pact 

that was a military alliance against the USA and the West. Therefore, it also served the Soviets 

in the super-power confrontation with the USA. Another Soviet objective was expansionism. 

A satellite government established in Czechoslovakia did not formally extend the Soviet 
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borders, but it brought same advantages to the USSR, since it had unconditional power over 

the country. 

6.3. Case studies findings 

 

            This chapter aimed at either validating or invalidating the research hypothesis that 

claims that democratization is used to change other states’ preferences to the benefit of a donor 

state. This theory is valid if a recipient state changes its preferences to match those of the donor 

state after an ideological change.  

      The conducted analysis on the democratization of Ukraine showed its preference shift 

towards the EU and the USA. However, it has to be mentioned that Ukrainian political leaders 

frequently changed their stance on integration with the EU and NATO, which Ukraine called 

the ultimate goal behind the democratization. President Kuchma pursued multi-vector policy 

in order to maintain close relationship with all interested parties (Russia, USA and EU). He 

verbally supported the integration with the western institutions, however sided with Russia at 

the same time. President Yushchenko won on premises of promoting Euro-integration and 

potential accession to NATO. His policy also showed evidence of distancing from Russia. 

However, he was not able to accomplish the posed goals, due to various reasons, which were 

discussed above. President Yanukovych pursued multi-vector policy similar to the President 

Kuchma’s strategy. However, his refusal to sign the EU Association Agreement in 2013 

showed clear evidence of siding with Russia. President Poroshenko pursued relations with the 

West by signing the EU Association Agreement and pursuing NATO membership. As per 

Russia, the military conflict and Crimea annexation did not leave many options to Kyiv other 

than cutting relations with Moscow. 

     Examining post-Orange Revolution Ukraine, one may find congruence between expectation 

and value. The stated expectation was to find a preference shift towards the donor, i.e. the USA 

and the EU. Yushchenko’s policy was aimed at complying with the EU and USA requirements 

and strengthening ties with them. For instance, Yushchenko pushed the EU to officially 

recognize Ukraine as a potential EU member. He also sought a NATO membership. Although, 

it was declined by France and Germany, Yushchenko worked on NATO requirements 

stipulated in the Action Membership Plan while Ukraine’s relations with Russia experienced 

decline. This could be due to Yushchenko ending the Crimea Lease Agreement or 

Ukrainization of Russian ethnic population. The military conflict between Russia and Georgia 

sent a message to Ukraine clarifying Russia’s stance on Georgia and Ukraine accession to 

NATO.  
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     However, Ukraine’s policy towards the USA, the EU and Russia changed with Yanukovych 

coming to power. His policy opposed Yushchenko’s policy in many aspects. For instance, 

Yanukovych focused on de-Ukrainization of the country and reminded the population of its 

Soviet history. He extended the Crimea Lease Agreement, thus significantly improving 

relations with Russia. Aspirations to join NATO became irrelevant, as Yanukovych pushed for 

the Constitution amendment, which proclaimed Ukraine’s military non-aligned status. The last 

pro-Russian decision was walking away from the Association Agreement. 

     To summarize the post-Orange Revolution Ukraine’s policy, one may conclude that during 

the first few years it showed an incline towards the USA and the EU. This supports the 

hypothesis as valid. However, this change did not last long, as Yanukovych set the country 

back to its alliance with Russia despite his rhetoric about Ukraine’s future with the West. 

     Post-Euromaidan Ukraine is inclined towards the EU and the USA and has poor relations 

with Russia. However, as it was mentioned the Russian aggression complicated the situation 

and left no other choice to Ukraine. Therefore, both the Ukrainian government and population 

agreed to pursue the integration with the EU and greater number of people approve of joining 

NATO, while before this was not very popular among the population. 

     On the one hand, this confirms the hypothesis of a preference change towards the donor, 

i.e. the USA and the EU.  On the other, Ukraine’s aspirations to integrate into Western 

institutions have been present since its independence. Therefore, it becomes problematic to 

justify the hypothesis. However, state official rhetoric does not necessarily present its real 

intentions. If we look at Ukrainian policy since the early 1990s until the Euromaidan, we will 

see strong incline towards Russia with the exception for Yushchenko’s presidency. One may 

also suggest that Ukraine could have considered a bridge role between the West and Russia. 

However, this would imply that Ukraine had a military non-alignment status.  

     If we analyze the Ukrainian preference shift in the framework of the EU and U.S. 

geopolitical objectives, we could see that the 2014 events contributed to their geopolitical 

goals. The EU was able to create a buffer zone, thus enhanced its security. The USA diverted 

Ukraine from Russia, thus reducing Russia’s chances to challenge the U.S. which dominates 

unipolar world order. Therefore, from this angle one may conclude that democratization was 

exploited by the US and the EU to pursue their own geopolitical objectives. 

     To draw a parallel with between the two case studies, one needs to find congruence and/or 

incongruence between expectations and values on the Czechoslovakia case study. The theory 

states that the Soviet Union should have gained power over Czechoslovakian preferences after 

its transition to communism.  
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     Before the Nazi occupation, Czechoslovakia was a full-fledge democracy with a developed 

economy and international alliances, which were created independently from outside 

interference. Moreover, Czechoslovakia had full control over domestic and foreign affairs. As 

the Czechoslovak official government in exile was strengthening its relations with the USSR, 

it was slowly losing control over its preferences. While at the same time, the Czechoslovak 

Communist Party was gaining more power within the country with the assistance coming from 

the Soviet Union. All of these resulted in a total Soviet control over Czechoslovakia for around 

40 years. This relationship was beneficial to the Soviet Union only, as they helped to achieve 

its geopolitical goals of security and expansionism. Czechoslovakia served as a buffer state 

from the West, provided the USSR with its resources and industries and opened its market. To 

summarize it, this shows us a strong case of an ideological change, which shifted the country’s 

preferences to the benefit of the donor. 

    To answer a question whether modern democracy promotion is similar to the Soviet 

communism promotion, one may conclude that there is certain resemblance. Instruments used 

for democracy and communism export can be categorized under top-down and bottom-up 

approaches. Case study analysis showed us that the USA, the EU and the USSR combined the 

approaches to achieve their goals. This would be true for any other ideology because a 

successful transformation requires functioning state institutions and supportive population. 

Undoubtedly, actors could try to use only one approach, however, this will be less efficient and 

potentially will have a negative impact on a country. 

    The main difference between democracy and communism promotion is that democratized 

states can also benefit from the change. It depends on many circumstances, such as presence 

of opposition, military and other factors, but democratization does not exclude a scenario where 

a donor country can benefit. Therefore, both relative and absolute gains can be pursued and 

achieved. The democratization of Ukraine showed us that all three parties (Ukraine, USA and 

EU) involved benefited from the change to certain levels. On the contrary, known examples of 

communism promotion show exploitation of a recipient country by a donor. The case of 

Czechoslovakia confirmed that it was a zero- sum game, where the USSR achieved its gains 

and Czechoslovakia had to sacrifice its interests. 
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7. Conclusion 
 

     This thesis starts with a discussion of the means of power evolution, as states constantly 

seek to accumulate more power. Each state uses the means available to it. Nevertheless, even 

great powers are constrained by international order and therefore, haveto adopt their means of 

power to the new rules to avoid international condemnation and punishment. A smart power 

strategy that combines a use of soft and hard power when it is needed allows states to pursue 

their goals and avoid consequences.  

     Democratization can be considered a smart power strategy, as its instruments vary from 

information dissemination to military invasion. The main benefit of democratization is that it 

can be presented as a noble goal of bringing freedom to people; therefore, it is easy to justify. 

Another strength is the fact that freedom is a universal value, which is attractive to the majority 

of the global population. As it was mentioned, liberal values became a new societal glue; 

therefore, democratization also allows states to build a modern version of an empire, where 

people bound up by liberal values. 

     This research aim was to prove or disprove the hypothesis that a recipient state changes its 

preferences to the benefits of a donor state that assists with democratization. The conducted 

examination showed us that Ukraine inclined towards the USA and the EU after the Orange 

and Euromaidan Revolutions. However, implications in the face of Russian military aggression 

makes it hard to assume what Ukraine-Russia relations would be if Russia reacted differently. 

Nevertheless, Ukrainian policy after the Orange Revolution confirms the hypothesis, as there 

was a preference shift that also benefited to the US and EU geopolitical objectives. However, 

it did not last long, as the next democratically elected President Yanukovych decided to 

navigate Ukraine back towards Russia.  

     Examining the aspects of relational power identified by Joseph Nye and applied on the 

research case studies lead us to the following conclusion. While the research showed that the 

donor states (USA, EU and USSR) managed to change recipient states’ preferences (Ukraine, 

Czechoslovakia), the third level of relational power- establishing preferences was reached 

through different means. The USA and the EU established Ukraine’s preferences by the level 

of attractiveness associated with cooperation with them. Meanwhile, the USSR established 

Czechoslovak’s preferences by force and threat to use military forces to preserve its control 

over preferences. 

     The first research question asked whether democratization helps to achieve geopolitical 

goals. As we saw in the example of Ukraine, its change of political course aimed at EU and 
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NATO accession. The European Union’s benefit from just considering to grant a membership 

to Ukraine is quite significant. Currently, Ukraine serves as a buffer zone for the most eastern 

European Union states, which was of a specific concern to Poland. Secondly, diverting Ukraine 

from Russia significantly weakened Russia’s aspirations becoming a Eurasian power. 

Therefore, it prevents Russia from altering the status quo in Europe. This outcome is beneficial 

to both the EU and the USA. Another benefit is expansion of the European trade relations, 

since Ukraine considers the EU its biggest trade partner now. Regional security is one of the 

EU geopolitical objectives, which failed with the secession of Donetsk and Luhansk regions 

and annexation of Crimea. Eastern Ukraine became a battlefield between Ukraine officials and 

Russia backed militias. This had strong impact on the European security at the beginning; 

however, as per 2020, these are frozen conflicts with no foreseeable resolution but also with 

lesser threat to the region security. 

     The United States’ goal is to maintain hegemony by preserving unipolar world order and 

therefore, preventing regional hegemons rising. Russia, as one of the aspiring regional 

hegemons, was a potential threat to USA presence in Europe, but it is no longer, as it was said 

in the previous paragraph. Ukraine’s interest in joining NATO strengthens the USA position, 

as this will bring NATO forces to Russia’s front door.  

     The analysis of the Czechoslovak transition to communism proved that ideology can be used 

to change state’s preferences to achieve geopolitical goals. As we are experiencing another 

Cold War, we should not exclude a possibility that modern democratization efforts are just a 

continuation of the ideological clash that began in the 20th century between the USA and the 

USSR. Washington still believes that non-democratic countries pose a threat to the United 

States, as was discussed throughout the research. Therefore, first and foremost, democracy 

promotion is a policy targeted at increasing U.S. security. However, it also should be said that 

a recipient country could benefit from the democratization as well; however, it is not usually a 

priority. While in case communism promotion, there were no benefits to a recipient country. 

Therefore, one may agree that democratization serves a means of power projection and 

achievement of geopolitical goals.  

     The EU and US approaches to democracy promotion can also demonstrate their intentions 

to some extent. The analysis showed that both powers use a combination of top-down and 

bottom-up approaches; however, each inclines towards one. The USA prefers bottom-up 

approaches, as it mostly works with opposition and civil society to educate them about 

democratic procedures, so they can organize elections and thus, change the government. 

Therefore, it could be seen as fast way to topple non-democratic government. If an assisting 
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power mobilizes opposition and population, it could quickly escalate into protests and in some 

cases revolutions, for example, as we have witnessed in Syria. Democratization may come at 

a very high price, when using the bottom-up approach. 

     The EU usually opts for top-down approach, as it believes that democracy cannot be built 

without stable institutions and economy. The top-down approach paves a way to building 

democratic institutions and strengthening the economy to prepare the country for democratic 

elections. This approach could take years of work; however, it proves to be much safer. 

Nevertheless, both approaches serve a purpose and should be used in accordance with a 

situation. 

     Since the bottom-up approach allows for a quick democratization or change of government, 

one may say that such an approach achieves donor states’ geopolitical objectives faster without 

strong consideration for the consequences it may bring. Meanwhile a top-down approach is 

more considerate as it does not see elections as its first objective. It takes much longer to 

prepare the ground for democracy to flourish and thus, it also may postpone geopolitical goals 

achievement.  

     To answer the second research question of whether democracy promotion is similar to 

communism promotion, I compared the strategies used by the USA and EU to that of the USSR. 

Chapter 6 showed us that similar instruments were used in the case of Ukraine and 

Czechoslovakia. Both countries were of geopolitical importance to its donor states and change 

of preferences was beneficial to them. One may conclude that democracy and communism 

promotion are very similar in regards to the means of power projection but with a difference in 

ideology. I would go further and say that this is the case for any ideological change. Since 

regardless of what ideology is promoted, a government that was assisted in significant 

ideological change is very likely to incline towards the donor state. 
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