
Soviet and Post-Soviet Politics and Society (SPPS) Vol. 301 
ISSN 1614-3515 
 
General Editor: Andreas Umland,  
Stockholm Centre for Eastern European Studies, andreas.umland@ui.se 

Commissioning Editor: Max Jakob Horstmann,  
London, mjh@ibidem.eu 

 

EDITORIAL COMMITTEE* 
DOMESTIC & COMPARATIVE POLITICS 
Prof. Ellen Bos, Andrássy University of Budapest 
Dr. Gergana Dimova, Florida State University  
Prof. Taras Kuzio, Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
Prof. Heiko Pleines, University of Bremen 
Dr. Sarah Whitmore, Oxford Brookes University 
Dr. Harald Wydra, University of Cambridge 

SOCIETY, CLASS & ETHNICITY 
Col. David Glantz, “Journal of Slavic Military Studies” 
Dr. Marlène Laruelle, George Washington University 
Dr. Stephen Shulman, Southern Illinois University 
Prof. Stefan Troebst, University of Leipzig 

POLITICAL ECONOMY & PUBLIC POLICY 
Prof. Andreas Goldthau, University of Erfurt 
Dr. Robert Kravchuk, University of North Carolina 
Dr. David Lane, University of Cambridge 
Dr. Carol Leonard, University of Oxford 
Dr. Maria Popova, McGill University, Montreal 

FOREIGN POLICY & INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
Dr. Peter Duncan, University College London 
Prof. Andreas Heinemann-Grüder, University of Bonn 
Prof. Gerhard Mangott, University of Innsbruck 
Dr. Diana Schmidt-Pfister, University of Konstanz 
Dr. Lisbeth Tarlow, Harvard University, Cambridge 
Dr. Christian Wipperfürth, N-Ost Network, Berlin 
Dr. William Zimmerman, University of Michigan 

HISTORY, CULTURE & THOUGHT 
Dr. Catherine Andreyev, University of Oxford 
Prof. Mark Bassin, Södertörn University 
Prof. Karsten Brüggemann, Tallinn University 
Prof. Alexander Etkind, Central European University 
Dr. Ian Garner, Pilecki Institute, Warsaw 
Prof. Gasan Gusejnov, Free University of Berlin 
Prof. Leonid Luks, Catholic University of Eichstaett 
Dr. Richard Mole, University College London 
Prof. Andrei Rogatchevski, University of Tromsø 
Dr. Mark Tauger, West Virginia University 

 

ADVISORY BOARD* 
Prof. Dominique Arel, University of Ottawa 
Prof. Jörg Baberowski, Humboldt University of Berlin 
Prof. Margarita Balmaceda, Seton Hall University 
Prof. Timm Beichelt, European University Viadrina 
Dr. Katrin Boeckh, University of Munich 
Prof. em. Archie Brown, University of Oxford 
Dr. Vyacheslav Bryukhovetsky, Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
Prof. Timothy Colton, Harvard University, Cambridge 
Prof. Paul D’Anieri, University of California 
Dr. Heike Dörrenbächer, Friedrich Naumann Foundation 
Dr. John Dunlop, Hoover Institution, Stanford, California 
Dr. Sabine Fischer, SWP, Berlin 
Dr. Geir Flikke, NUPI, Oslo 
Prof. David Galbreath, University of Aberdeen 
Prof. Frank Golczewski, University of Hamburg 
Dr. Nikolas Gvosdev, Naval War College, Newport, RI 
Prof. Guido Hausmann, University of Regensburg 
Prof. Dale Herspring, Kansas State University 
Dr. Stefani Hoffman, Hebrew University of Jerusalem 
Prof. em. Andrzej Korbonski, University of California 
Dr. Iris Kempe, “Caucasus Analytical Digest” 
Prof. Herbert Küpper, Institut für Ostrecht Regensburg 
Prof. Rainer Lindner, University of Konstanz  
Dr. Luke March, University of Edinburgh 

Prof. Michael McFaul, Stanford University, Palo Alto 
Prof. Birgit Menzel, University of Mainz-Germersheim 
Dr. Alex Pravda, University of Oxford 
Dr. Erik van Ree, University of Amsterdam 
Dr. Joachim Rogall, Robert Bosch Foundation Stuttgart 
Prof. Peter Rutland, Wesleyan University, Middletown 
Prof. Gwendolyn Sasse, University of Oxford 
Prof. Jutta Scherrer, EHESS, Paris 
Prof. Robert Service, University of Oxford 
Mr. James Sherr, RIIA Chatham House London 
Dr. Oxana Shevel, Tufts University, Medford 
Prof. Eberhard Schneider, University of Siegen 
Prof. Olexander Shnyrkov, Shevchenko University, Kyiv 
Prof. Hans-Henning Schröder, SWP, Berlin 
Prof. Yuri Shapoval, Ukrainian Academy of Sciences 
Dr. Lisa Sundstrom, University of British Columbia 
Dr. Philip Walters, “Religion, State and Society”, Oxford
Prof. Zenon Wasyliw, Ithaca College, New York State 
Dr. Lucan Way, University of Toronto 
Dr. Markus Wehner, “Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung” 
Dr. Andrew Wilson, University College London  
Prof. Jan Zielonka, University of Oxford 
Prof. Andrei Zorin, University of Oxford 

 
* While the Editorial Committee and Advisory Board support the General Editor in the choice and improvement of manuscripts 

for publication, responsibility for remaining errors and misinterpretations in the series’ volumes lies with the books’ authors. 
 



Soviet and Post-Soviet Politics and Society (SPPS) 
ISSN 1614-3515 
 

Founded in 2004 and refereed since 2007, SPPS 
makes available affordable English-, German-, 
and Russian-language studies on the history of 
the countries of the former Soviet bloc from the 
late Tsarist period to today. It publishes between 
5 and 20 volumes per year and focuses on issues 
in transitions to and from democracy such as eco-
nomic crisis, identity formation, civil society de-
velopment, and constitutional reform in CEE and 
the NIS. SPPS also aims to highlight so far un-
derstudied themes in East European studies such 
as right-wing radicalism, religious life, higher ed-
ucation, or human rights protection. The authors 
and titles of all previously published volumes are 
listed at the end of this book. For a full descrip-
tion of the series and reviews of its books, see  
www.ibidem-verlag.de/red/spps. 

Editorial correspondence & manuscripts 
should be sent to: Dr. Andreas Umland, De-
partment of Political Science, Kyiv-Mohyla 
Academy, vul. Voloska 8/5, UA-04070 Kyiv, 
UKRAINE; andreas.umland@cantab.net 

Business correspondence & review copy re-
quests should be sent to: ibidem Press, 
Leuschnerstr. 40, 30457 Hannover, Germany; 
tel.: +49 511 2622200; fax: +49 511 2622201; 
spps@ibidem.eu. 

Authors, reviewers, referees, and editors for 
(as well as all other persons sympathetic to) 
SPPS are invited to join its networks at www.fa-
cebook.com/group.php?gid=52638198614 
www.linkedin.com/groups?about=&gid=103012
www.xing.com/net/spps-ibidem-verlag/ 

Recent Volumes 

292 Ian Garner, Taras Kuzio (Eds.) 
Russia and Modern Fascism 
New Perspectives on the Kremlin’s War Against Ukraine 
With a foreword by David Satter 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2015-4 

293 Tatyana Shchyttsova 
Solidarity of the Shaken 
On the Collective Subject of the Belarusian Revolution of 
2020 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2030-7 

294 Andrii Martynov  
Imagining Europe and Ukraine 
Mutual Perceptions of Europeans and Ukrainians in the 
20th and Early 21st Century 
With a foreword by Eduard Afonin 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2037-6 

295 Felix Riefer, Julie Fedor, Leonid Luks, and  
Andreas Umland (Eds.) 
Russia Before the Full-Scale War 
Vol. I: Elites, Institutions, and Society, 1991–2021 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1935-6 

296 Felix Riefer, Julie Fedor, Leonid Luks, and  
Andreas Umland (Eds.) 
Russia Before the Full-Scale War 
Vol. II: Memories, Ideologies and Politics, 1991–2021 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2045-1 

297 Leonid Luks 
Aggrieved Powers? 
Essays on Contemporary Russian and German History 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2075-8 

298 Matthias Vetter 
Rechter Terror von Links 
Antisemitismus, Ethnophobie und kommunistische 
Herrschaft 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2049-9 

299  Galyna Zelenko (Ed.) 
The Political System of Post-Soviet Ukraine 
Constitutional Ramifications, Key Institutions, and Politi-
cal Practices of the Independent Ukrainian State, 1991-
2023 
With a foreword by Oleg Rafalskiy 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2097-0 

300  Andreas Heinemann-Grüder in cooperation with 
Dmytro Durnev, Julia Friedrich, and Serhiy 
Savchenko 
Annihilation by Intent 
Russia’s Occupation Policy in Ukraine Since 2022 
With a foreword by Jan Philipp Wölbern 
ISBN 978-3-8382-2091-8 

 



Maximilian Ohle 

FORTIUS QUO FIDELIUS? 
Hierarchy and Bargaining in Russia’s Relations with 

Transnistria and Abkhazia since 1991 

With a foreword by Andrey Makarychev 



Bibliografische Information der Deutschen Nationalbibliothek  
Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in der Deutschen 
Nationalbibliografie; detaillierte bibliografische Daten sind im Internet über 
http://dnb.d-nb.de abrufbar. 

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek 
The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche Nationalbibliografie; detailed 
bibliographic data are available on the Internet at http://dnb.d-nb.de.  

Cover picture: ID 2993021 © Onion | Dreamstime.com 

ISBN (Print): 978-3-8382-2089-5 
ISBN (E-Book [PDF]): 978-3-8382-8089-9 
© ibidem-Verlag, Hannover • Stuttgart 2026 Leuschnerstraße 40 

30457 Hannover 
Germany / Deutschland 

Alle Rechte vorbehalten info@ibidem.eu 

Das Werk einschließlich aller seiner Teile ist urheberrechtlich geschützt. Jede Verwertung 
außerhalb der engen Grenzen des Urheberrechtsgesetzes ist ohne Zustimmung des 
Verlages unzulässig und strafbar. Dies gilt insbesondere für Vervielfältigungen, 
Übersetzungen, Mikroverfilmungen und elektronische Speicherformen sowie die 
Einspeicherung und Verarbeitung in elektronischen Systemen. 

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in or introduced into a retrieval system, or 
transmitted, in any form, or by any means (electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise) without the 
prior written permission of the publisher. Any person who commits any unauthorized act in relation to this publication 
may be liable to criminal prosecution and civil claims for damages. 

Printed in the EU 



5 

Contents 

Foreword by Andrey Makarychev ......................................................... 9 

 
1 Introduction .................................................................................. 11 

1.1 Contextualizing the Relationships between Patron  
and De Facto States: The Cases of Transnistria and 
Abkhazia in Russian Foreign Policy ................................. 18 
1.1.1  Secession, External Patronage and  

Hierarchical Modeling ......................................... 19 
1.1.2  The Significance of Bargaining in Russia’s 

Strategy toward Post-Soviet Secessionist 
Movements............................................................ 26 
1.1.2.1  Russia’s Relationship with Transnistria:  

Framing the Context of Geopolitics, Identity  
and Hierarchical Alignment ............................... 28 

1.1.2.2  Russia’s Relationship with Abkhazia:  
Synergizing Conferral of Statehood and 
Integration into the Kremlin-Centric Political 
Order .................................................................. 31 

1.1.3  Contribution and Added Value ......................... 34 
1.2  Operationalization and Research Hypotheses ................. 35 
1.3  Research Outline .................................................................. 40 

2 Hierarchy and Bargaining in International Relations ............. 43 
2.1  Introduction .......................................................................... 43 
2.2  Hierarchy as an Authoritative Relationship between 

Ruler and Ruled ................................................................... 46 
2.2.1  Categories of Hierarchy in the International 

System .................................................................... 47 
2.2.1.1  Security Hierarchies ........................................... 50 
2.2.1.2  Economic Hierarchies ......................................... 52 
2.2.1.3  Cultural Hierarchies ........................................... 54 

2.3  Relational Contracting in International Hierarchies ....... 55 
2.3.1  Incentives .............................................................. 59 



6 

2.3.2  Interests and Preferences .................................... 61 
2.3.3  Legitimization Criteria of the Political Order: 

Performance, Procedures and Principles .......... 64 
2.3.4  The Creation of the Social Contract and 

Renegotiations ...................................................... 68 
2.4  Bargaining and Social Contracts ........................................ 70 

2.4.1  Bargaining Power ................................................. 75 
2.4.2  Bargaining Code and Signaling Behavior ......... 78 
2.4.3  Availability of Alternatives ................................ 85 
2.4.4  Alignment, Social Contract and  

Renegotiation of the Bargains............................. 87 

3 Research Methodology ............................................................... 93 
3.1  Objective 1: Illustrating the Contemporary Status Quo . 95 

3.1.1  Data Selection ....................................................... 96 
3.1.2  Research Method and Analytical Parameters: 

Qualitative Content Analysis ............................. 99 
3.1.2.1  Hierarchy ............................................................ 99 
3.1.2.2  Net Benefits ...................................................... 102 
3.1.2.3  Legitimization Criteria of the Social Contract .. 102 

3.2  Objective 2: Illustrating the Positions of the Involved 
Actors .................................................................................. 105 
3.2.1  Data Selection ..................................................... 106 
3.2.2  Research Method and Analytical Parameters: 

Qualitative Content Analysis ........................... 107 
3.2.2.1  Interests and Preferences .................................. 108 
3.2.2.2  Incentives ......................................................... 109 

3.3  Objective 3: Reconstructing the Development of the 
Bargaining Outcomes ........................................................ 110 
3.3.1  Data Selection ..................................................... 110 
3.3.2  Research Method and Analytical Parameters: 

Process-Tracing .................................................. 113 
3.3.2.1  Bargaining Power ............................................. 114 
3.3.2.2  Signaling Behavior and Bargaining Code ........ 116 



7 

4 Transnistria ................................................................................. 119 
4.1  Introduction ........................................................................ 119 
4.2  Historical Overview .......................................................... 121 
4.3  Status Quo of the Russian–Transnistrian Social 

Contracting Dynamics ...................................................... 128 
4.4  Russia and Transnistria’s Positions in the  

Pre-Bargaining Stage ......................................................... 131 
4.4.1  Transnistria’s Position ....................................... 132 
4.4.2  Russia’s Position ................................................. 133 

4.5  Bargaining Interactions between Transnistria and  
Russia .................................................................................. 135 
4.5.1  OGRF Deployments to Transnistria ................ 137 
4.5.2  Attempts of Federalizing Moldova’s 

Constitutional Order: Moscow Memorandum 
(1997) and Kozak Memorandum (2003) .......... 143 

4.5.3  The Internationalization of Conflict  
Resolution ........................................................... 147 

4.5.4  Economic Engagement ...................................... 150 
4.5.5  Cultural Alignment with the Russkii Mir ........ 154 

4.6  Conclusion .......................................................................... 157 

5 Abkhazia ..................................................................................... 163 
5.1  Introduction ........................................................................ 163 
5.2  Historical Overview .......................................................... 167 
5.3  Status Quo of the Russian–Abkhaz Social Contracting 

Dynamics ............................................................................ 176 
5.4  Abkhazia and Russia’s Positions in the Pre-Bargaining 

Stage ..................................................................................... 181 
5.4.1  Abkhazia’s Position ........................................... 182 
5.4.2  Russia’s Position ................................................. 184 

5.5  Bargaining Interactions between Abkhazia and  
Russia .................................................................................. 187 



8 

5.5.1  Russia’s Security Reassurances: Russian  
Troop Deployment at the 7th Military Base in 
Gudauta and the Common Defense and  
Security Space ..................................................... 189 

5.5.2  The GID and the Internationalization of  
Conflict Settlement ............................................. 197 

5.5.3  Economic Engagement ...................................... 201 
5.5.4  Cultural Alignment with the Russkii Mir ........ 209 

5.6  Conclusion .......................................................................... 212 

6 Comparison and Conclusion .................................................... 217 
6.1  Introduction ........................................................................ 217 
6.2  Assessing the Bargaining Outcomes in Terms of  

Activity and Value ............................................................. 221 
6.2.1  Activity ................................................................ 223 
6.2.2  Value .................................................................... 225 

6.3  Utilization of Bargaining Power and Its Impact on  
the Bargaining Codes ........................................................ 228 
6.3.1  Transnistria’s Resistance to Russian Troop 

Withdrawal ......................................................... 233 
6.3.2  Transnistria’s Non-Belligerency in the  

Russian Invasion of Ukraine ............................. 235 
6.3.3  Abkhazia’s Negotiations on the Treaty of 

Alliance and Strategic Partnership .................. 237 
6.3.4  The Transfer of the State Dacha in Pitsunda  

to Russian Authorities ....................................... 239 
6.3.5  The Bzhania Administration’s Approval of  

the 2024 Investment Agreement ...................... 241 
6.4  Conclusion .......................................................................... 242 

Bibliography ....................................................................................... 251 
Acknowledgments ............................................................................. 291 



9 

Foreword 

This book offers an important comparative analysis of two unrec-
ognized entities, Transnistria and Abkhazia, situated within the 
field of post-Soviet studies. More broadly, the monograph also en-
gages with ethnopolitics, post-conflict security studies, and rational 
choice theory. The author examines the two territories that seceded 
from Moldova and Georgia both as parts of Russia-controlled geo-
political hierarchies and as actors with a degree of agency in their 
communication and negotiations with Russia. This often-over-
looked aspect of post-Soviet geopolitics is important for under-
standing the kind of hegemony Moscow is building in its relations 
with smaller neighboring countries and the long-term effects of that 
hegemony.  

The book is an important contribution to a more nuanced un-
derstanding of Russia’s decades-long policy of supporting seces-
sionist forces in those post-Soviet countries that wish to have 
stronger relations with the West. Three patterns of Russian trans-
gressions may be identified in this regard: political and military 
control, occupation, and annexation. In the case of Transnistria, 
Russia controls this breakaway region politically and militarily, at 
the same time without denying Moldova’s territorial integrity. 
When it comes to Abkhazia and South Ossetia, Russia occupied 
them militarily and recognized them as separate states. Finally, 
during the invasion of Ukraine, Russia both occupied and annexed 
Crimea and Donbas. These three cases demonstrate an obvious es-
calatory tendency in Russia’s imperial strategy of weakening and 
subjugating its neighbors who are unhappy with their dependen-
cies on Moscow. 

The creation and sponsoring of the so-called “de facto states” 
are a key component of Russia’s intentional subversion of the post-
Cold War international order, which reached its peak in the current 
war against Ukraine. Apart from the unlawful annexation of four 
Ukrainian regions, the war has raised the strategic importance of 
Transnistria for Russia. These developments remind us that reshap-
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ing political loyalty is an important component of Moscow’s strat-
egy of constructing identities of separatist territories as victimized 
communities and objects of patronized supervision regardless of 
national borders. This makes the stories of Transnistria and Abkha-
zia part of a broader picture of Russia’s claim for its sphere of influ-
ence under the guise of the alleged “special rights” in the post-So-
viet region and “protection of compatriots.” It is against this back-
ground that Russia moved step by step toward the war against 
Ukraine as a key component of its overall strategy of fundamentally 
challenging the post-Cold War security order through creating in-
securities that primarily affect neighboring countries seeking 
stronger association with Europe. So far, Russia appears to have 
achieved more in the case of Georgia, whose government has di-
gressed from pro-European policies and seeks better relations with 
the Kremlin, while Moldova continues its EU membership negotia-
tions. 

These geopolitical contexts are key to understanding “de facto 
states” as part of Russia’s neo-imperial strategy in the so-called 
“near abroad.” At the same time, as Maximilian Ohle shows in this 
book, this strategy has its flip side—in some areas Transnistria and 
Abkhazia have a certain potential to make their voices heard and 
bargain with Moscow, even on mostly nonpolitical issues. This un-
derside of Russia’s hegemony undoubtedly deserves attention and 
can serve as an important argument in applying the patron-client 
research framework for studying post-Soviet regionalism.  

Andrey Makarychev 
Professor of Regional Political Studies 

University of Tartu 
September 2025 
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1 Introduction 

On April 25, 2022, two months after Russia launched its full-fledged 
military invasion of Ukraine, Transnistrian authorities announced 
that the headquarters of the Ministry of State Security and a mili-
tary airport in Tiraspol were attacked (Novaia Gazeta, 2022). Three 
similar instances occurred over the next few days. The Grigoriopol 
transmitter in Maiac (April 26), the Cobasna ammunition depot 
(April 27), and an abandoned airport in Vărăncău (May 6) were tar-
geted, but no casualties were reported (Novosti Pridnestrov’ia, 
2022; Radio Free Europe, 2022; Gulca, 2022). President Vadim Kras-
noselski declared the state of emergency in response to what he 
framed as “terrorist attacks” (Pridnestrov’e, 2022). While calling on 
Moldova not to give in to provocations, he also stated that “[a]s the 
first findings of the urgent operational investigative measures 
showed, the attacks could be traced back to Ukraine. […] I assume 
that the perpetrators having staged the attacks aimed to drag Trans-
nistria into the conflict [i.e., the war in Ukraine]” (TASS, 2022b). 
Likewise, Russian authorities, such as Vladimir Dzhabarov, the 
vice chairman of the committee on foreign relations of the Federa-
tion Council, assumed that Ukraine was behind the attacks without 
referring to any evidence (Sheikina, 2022). Deputy Foreign Minister 
Andrei Rudenko also underlined that “certain forces” intensified 
the tensions in Southeast Europe, although Russia would like to 
avoid any scenario requiring intervention on behalf of Transnistria 
(TASS, 2022c; Vasilyeva, 2022). Ukraine, however, denied any in-
volvement and instead accused Russia of conducting a false flag 
operation (Baumgardner, 2022; Moldpres, 2022). 

Interestingly, though, nothing remarkable happened in the af-
termath. Apart from the investigations, there was no other signifi-
cant response from the Transnistrian authorities to the attacks, and 
Russia too showed an indifferent reaction to the events while argu-
ably expecting that Transnistria would do something. The Ukrain-
ian view that the Kremlin was staging a pretext for Transnistrian 
involvement was plausible, considering that opening a second front 
on Ukraine’s southwestern flank could have posed an additional 
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challenge for the Ukrainian army at a time when Russia’s invasion 
had been stalling (Baumgardner, 2022). Underscoring this argu-
ment, Rustam Minnekaiev, then major general and acting com-
mander of the Central Military District of the Russian armed forces, 
openly stated that Russia’s prime objective was to seize southern 
and eastern Ukraine, constituting a land bridge that links Donbas 
and Crimea with the Black Sea ports and Transnistria, where he 
claimed, “facts of oppression of the Russian-speaking population 
have also been observed” (quoted in Roth, 2022). Transnistria, how-
ever, showed no interest in becoming entangled, and despite the 
initial accusations against Ukraine, President Krasnoselski did not 
signal that Transnistria would become a belligerent party. Moreo-
ver, a self-described “group of patriots” affiliated with the Ministry 
of State Security of Transnistria submitted a document to the Mol-
dovan newspaper agency AVA, in which they accuse “Russian 
proxies” of “provocative and destructive actions that could destroy 
the fragile peace in [Transnistria]” (quoted in AVA, 2022). They 
named Vitali Razgonov, a major general and advisor to the Trans-
nistrian president, as the chief organizer of the attacks, and eight 
other Russian and Transnistrian individuals with close links to Rus-
sian military and security apparatchiki as having provided assis-
tance in the clandestine operation (AVA, 2022). These instances il-
lustrated that while publicly neither endorsing nor condemning 
Russia’s illegal invasion—in contrast to Abkhazia and South Osse-
tia, which are staunch supporters—Transnistria was in fact re-
sistant to Russian entanglement, thus rebutting the notions that it 
would blindly follow what its patron expects it to do. 

This phenomenon calls for a reconsideration of conventional 
notions surrounding the constitution of national sovereignty and 
the role of states endorsing secessionism on behalf of de facto states. 
Generally, de facto states are conceived as entities suborned by and 
obsequious to a more dominant actor that endorses the former’s 
separatist agenda and provides the means of their subsistence 
(Veenendal, 2017). This book, however, posits that Russia’s engage-
ment with Eurasia’s de facto states—Transnistria, Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia—is more nuanced and diverse than most literature 
suggests, even though a distinct power asymmetry is irrefutable. 
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This notion primarily rests on two pillars: the context of the bilateral 
relations and the domestic resources that a de facto state can mobi-
lize. 

The regional, or even local conditions under which Eurasia’s 
de facto states have been seeking engagement with Russia differ in 
each case, requiring the Kremlin to consistently recalibrate its for-
eign policy to the political environment and the changing status 
quo. Although Russia retains strong leverage, the Kremlin must en-
sure that Eurasia’s Russophile de facto states can preserve their 
statehood with the available resources and capabilities they need. 
To do so successfully, Moscow must rationalize what these three de 
facto states expect and demand and thus consider the extent to 
which it can distribute its resources proportionately to induce and 
subsequently preserve the alignment, while calculating the mainte-
nance costs as well. This, in turn, gives Eurasia’s de facto states 
some degree of power in the bargaining processes over desirable 
and favorable policy outcomes, specifically in terms of security pro-
vision, economic development, and Russophile cultural disposi-
tions. Consider, for instance, the Russian troop deployments to 
Transnistria, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia. They are deployed pro-
portionately to provide security provision befitting the interests of 
each de facto state, but must also be maintained within Russia’s 
available financial and military resources and accord with the 
Kremlin’s security objectives elsewhere. This, however, may give 
sufficient room for policy maneuver, as the de facto states are ena-
bled to raise higher bargaining stakes for the sake of their political 
survival. Accordingly, there are consistent exchanges between Rus-
sia and the de facto states, each of which seeks to maximize the div-
idends of their arrangements. As opposed to the view in parts of 
the literature that de facto states are mere “puppet regimes” of a 
sponsoring state, the interactions between these entities reveal a 
more dynamic engagement than a unidimensional top-down rela-
tionship (Bakke et al., 2017). 

De facto states may also pursue their own political and eco-
nomic agendas, which do not necessarily correspond to those of the 
sponsor state, yet without deviating too far from the latter’s core 
objectives while positioned under its tutelage. This largely depends 
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on whether they can mobilize sufficient domestic resources and 
how much space for political maneuver they have, so as not to irri-
tate the sponsor while consolidating other vectors of their foreign 
policy. These may present tangible alternatives that a de facto state 
can turn to whenever relations with the sponsor deteriorate. How-
ever, engagement with the sponsor and political alternatives are not 
always mutually exclusive. For instance, the European Union (EU) 
has already surpassed Russia as Transnistria’s largest trading part-
ner, even in the absence of recognition. Although the linkages be-
tween Tiraspol and Moscow are still strong (especially in the secu-
rity and cultural domains), the Transnistrian government and busi-
ness elites seek favorable prospects for economic gains from trade 
with the EU. Arguably, for the sake of preserving these economic 
benefits, they did not endorse Russia’s military invasion of Ukraine 
(as opposed to Abkhazia), recognizing that Transnistria would lose 
them if it were to become a belligerent party (see Chapter 4). 

The following analysis particularly focuses on Russia’s bar-
gaining interactions with Transnistria (de facto separated from 
Moldova in 1992) and Abkhazia (de facto separated from Georgia 
in 1993). It seeks to analyze the bargaining power capacities of 
Transnistria and Abkhazia toward Russia in terms of whether and, 
if so, under what conditions they can contest the existing bargains 
and how they are able to mobilize sufficient bargaining power re-
sources to achieve more favorable outcomes. As indicated, the two 
case studies are analogous. Transnistria and Abkhazia are spon-
sored by Russia to preserve their self-proclaimed national sover-
eignty, territorial integrity, and regime consolidation (Devyatkov, 
2017; Hoch and Souleimanov, 2020; Kosienkowski, 2020). Each 
seeks to claim security provision, the benefits of economic engage-
ment with Russia, and the preservation of their Russophile culture. 
They have separated from a parent state with a less Kremlin-lean-
ing foreign policy, as Moldova and Georgia each signed a Partner-
ship and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) with the EU in 1994, which 
were deepened by the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) in 
2005 and the Eastern Partnership (EaP) in 2009 (Korosteleva, 2012). 
Likewise, Moldova and Georgia (along with Ukraine and Azerbai-
jan) formed the GUAM Organization for Democracy and Economic 


