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ABSTRACT 

Over the last decade, the Western world mobilized to counter the Russian Federation, which is 

seen as a revanchist security threat. However, little holistic analysis on the effectiveness of 

Russian foreign policy actually drives this threat perception. This study identifies the effect of 

Russian foreign policy instruments on other states in the international system through the lens of 

Russia’s strategic approach to modern warfare. Further, the study examines state vulnerabilities, 

resilience, and preferences that drive or mitigate Russian influence. Fixed effects and quantile 

estimation analyzes the effectiveness of Russian hard, soft, and sharp power policies in the 

international system, yielding two main lessons. First, among similarly less-overt economic 

instruments, hard power and hard power-enabling conditions drive a larger effect, in both 

significance and magnitude, than sharp or soft power tools. Second, the effectiveness and 

efficiency of Russian malign influence tools can be greatly amplified by context, in particular 

country development and bilateral policy preferences. These findings underscore the challenges 

facing Western policy makers to limit Russian success in the gray zone between peace and war. 

Framed within the principles and outcomes of Russian strategy, this study offers a perspective 

for the Western security community to better understand and counter Russian influence.  

INDEX WORDS: Russia, Geopolitics, Geoeconomics, International Security, Statecraft 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

State hierarchy and authority, the influence one country can exert on another in the 

international system, has been a topic of policy interest since the first city-states. Subsequently, 

studies examined the complex and interrelated effects of statecraft on other states, be it warfare 

(Nolan, 2017), diplomacy (Nincic, 2019), or culture and trade (Felbermayr and Toubal, 2010). 

More recent research traced the effects of subversive information manipulation and digital 

connection. Observations on state power acquired names over time—soft, hard, and now sharp. 

However, unlike most academic study, a state does not allocate policy instruments in a static 

vacuum. Effective adversaries deliver policy tools simultaneously and continuously, in 

allocations consistent with their available means toward desired ends that vary by target country 

and over time. As the United States and its allies recognize the return of great power 

competition, there is little known about the measurable influence of possible adversaries, such as 

Russia. Even less is known about Russia’s allocation of foreign policy instruments and their 

effects upon members of the international system.  

This study uses United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) voting data from 2007-2017. 

Through fixed effects and quantile estimation, this analysis observes the effectiveness of Russian 

hard, soft, and sharp power policies in the international system by dyadic country and year. A 

one percentage point increase in Russian foreign military sales as a share of a state’s overall 

military expenditures is associated with a 5 percentage point decrease in U.S. voting alignment—

equating to a 3-4 vote swing per year. The study then tests for distributional effects and 

relationships based on state development, policy proximity, polity, and aid statuses. Russian 
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tools spike in effective influence among countries that hold middle-income status and exist in the 

second quartile of UNGA voting proximity.   

The results shed light on how Russia allocates its policy instruments and how effective it 

is in motivating expressed state behavioral change. Hard power tools and hard power-enabling 

conditions bear a more disproportionately negative effect on state alignment with the U.S. than 

similarly attributable sharp or soft power policy instruments. Further, particular bilateral contexts 

show consistent vulnerability to a highly effective and efficient form of Russian influence.  

These findings underscore avenues of Russian success below the threshold of armed 

conflict. Using the lens of Russian strategy, this study offers a perspective to better understand 

and counter malign Russian influence. A more proactive and effective policy requires enhanced 

transatlantic transparency, domestic U.S. coordination, and international cooperation. To 

effectively translate state vulnerabilities vis-à-vis Russia into relative policy advantage, the West 

may need a mindset closer to its adversary—one that is increasingly contextual, bilateral, 

maximizing, and opportunistic.  
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Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 Researchers have long attempted to capture the various means of influence between 

states. This desire comes from the paradox between theory and practice. Conventional 

international relations theory predicts that the international system is naturally without collective 

authority (Milner, 1991). However, history is littered with examples where states cede various 

amounts of sovereignty, ranging from full-blown dependency and protection of empire to the 

mutual influence of diplomacy and exchange of alliance (Clark, 1989). Lake (2007) examines 

two dimensions of international hierarchy, economic and security, as a function of state defense 

spending from 1950-2000. Security-driven hierarchy measures, such as troop deployments and 

independent alliances, bear a significantly larger effect than economic hierarchy determinants, 

such as currency regime and trade dependence. Lake (2013) finds regionality in policy 

preferences creates variance in the cost a dominant state must pay for to maintain hierarchy and 

limit subordinate opportunism. This variation diffuses a dominant state’s capacity for influence 

and presents opportunity for exploitation by third party state spoilers.  

One common research trend is to utilize international institutions to assess the inputs and 

outcomes of state authority and hierarchy. UN General Assembly voting is one such proxy, both 

due to its availability over time and its non-binding voting structure, which theoretically 

incentivizes states to reveal a truer approximation of its actual foreign policy preferences (Bailey 

et. al, 2017, 436). Many studies employ dyadic similarity “S-score” indicators to measure the 

degree of policy alignment between states. S-scores value votes (yay, nay, or abstentions) 

consistently over time and policy agendas. However, Bailey et. al (2017) “Ideal-Point” UNGA 
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estimator uses a spatial model that weighs votes by past state voting preferences, yielding a 

better approximation of state foreign policy preference variation.1  

Oft-studied means of state influence include the various financial flows between 

countries such as aid, investment, trade, and remittance. Schneider and Tobin (2017) show that a 

state is more likely to provide bilateral funding when exposed to negative spillover effects from 

economic interdependence or geopolitical proximity. Reinsberg (2019) examines the 

increasingly popular use of multi-bilateral aid, state aid for international institutions that is 

earmarked for targeted purpose. Reinsberg finds it is used to procure temporary UN Security 

Council (UNSC) seat vote concessions, and that this likelihood grows with declining quality of 

governance. Girod and Tobin (2016) find Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) dependent states are 

more likely to comply with the policy objectives of state aid regimes while natural resource-

independent states are less likely. Davis et. al (2019) investigate the relationship of trade and 

bilateral diplomatic relations, finding state-owned enterprise trade is more responsive to 

diplomatic relation change than private enterprise. Simionescu and Dumitrescu (2017) find 

remittances generate a unique form of state dependency by significantly altering state fiscal 

policy sustainability in low and middle-income countries. 

Another popular branch of research examines the role of UNGA voting alignment, 

particularly with the United States. Copelovich et. al (2014) finds that geopolitical alignment 

with the U.S. is not a significant determinant of receiving an international financial institution 

loan. On the other hand, Dreher et. al (2008) finds general budget support and unconditional aid 

 
1 S-scores, derived from Signorino and Ritter (1999), value votes (yay, nay, and exclude 

abstentions) consistently over time and policy agendas. Bailey et. al spatial modeling allows for a 

better approximation by providing flexibility to weight votes based on past preferences and 

account for agenda changes (2017, 433). 
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are significant determinants of UNGA voting alignment with the U.S. Smith (2016) explores the 

impact of leader turnover on UNGA alignment, finding regression toward U.S. positions are 

most likely following autocratic leader change.  

Another body of literature examines an evolving world of state policy tools that exploit 

ambiguity and attribution through cyber (Sanger, 2018), social media (Singer and Brooking, 

2018), geoeconomics (Blackwill and Harris, 2016) and finance (Zarate, 2013) to manipulate 

another state’s domestic systems for political gain. Farrell and Newman (2019) argue that 

globalization centralized power rather than diffusing it, providing privileged states new tools of 

manipulation. They identify information and finance as modern means of network power to 

influence others via resource denial or information access strategies. 

While the field of study on bilateral state influence is expanding with renewed great 

power tension, a relatively small subsection is devoted to full-spectrum tools. Nincic (2010) 

examined the role of positive inducements on defiant regimes, finding success depended on a 

particular set of domestic political conditions, and maximized during a period of unstable regime 

equilibria. Further, an even smaller group features quantitative methodologies. Struver (2016) 

examines the drivers of foreign policy bilateral alignment in the form of UNGA voting with 

China using economic, social, military, and diplomatic linkages. He finds that regime similarity 

is the most significant determinant of voting alignment. 

This study adds to the body of research by examining the bilateral influence a state yields 

through combinations of all available state policy instruments, hard, sharp, and soft power on all 

members of the international system over time. Further, this analysis uniquely tailors the 

quantitative assessment to a single state, Russia, to capture its perceived threats and policy tactics 
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relative to other states. Therefore, this study breaks new ground to quantitatively confirm the 

ways and means Western threat perception of Russia.  
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Chapter 3 

BACKGROUND 

 

While the concept of great power competition is now largely an axiom in the U.S. policy 

community, a consensus strategy is not. Russia, on the other hand, devised and began actioning a 

strategy over a decade ago.2 Russia wages an asymmetric strategy well-tailored to an U.S. threat 

it sees as existential. Driven by its threat perceptions, Russia actively demonstrates sharp, hard, 

and soft power on the world stage more than any other state (Walker and Ludwig, 2017). 

 

3.1 RUSSIAN STRATEGY AND PRACTICE 

Russia frames both its relative weaknesses and the changing character of conflict in terms 

of an existential U.S.-led threat. This perceived threat is dynamic due to U.S. use of hybrid 

tactics and conventional force dominance. Russia observed a continued pattern of forcible 

regime change that exploited the changing character of war in a hybrid manner (Bartles, 2016, 

32-34). From the Russian perspective, interventions in Iraq, Yugoslavia, Haiti, Afghanistan, and 

Libya all exemplify how the U.S. exploits modern ambiguities between war and peace, using 

direct military and indirect nonmilitary means to exploit on a state’s external and internal 

 
2 The terms competition and gray zone are often used interchangeably to describe both a place on 

the spectrum of conflict as well as a set of strategies and tactics. This study uses the U.S. Joint 

Chiefs of Staff (2018) definition of competition, which exists “…when two or more actors in the 

international system have incompatible interests but neither escalate to armed conflict.” This 

study uses Morris et. al (2019) definition of the gray zone as “…an operational space between 

peace and war, involving coercive actions to change the status quo below a threshold that, in 

most cases, would prompt a conventional military response, often by blurring the lines between 

military and nonmilitary actions and the attribution of forces.” Therefore, this study uses 

competition to describe a particular strategic relationship between states and gray zone as a 

common set of tactics used within that part of the conflict spectrum. 
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vulnerabilities (Gerasimov, 2016, 24).3 Russia also understands it is overmatched by 

conventional U.S. strike capabilities in an era when conflict is both highly dynamic and lethal 

(Ibid, 25). As a result, according to Covington (2016, 22), Russia assesses U.S. as an existential 

threat that is ready and willing to achieve strategic surprise against its regime. 

Russia is driven to its strategy by constrained means relative to its envisioned U.S. threat. 

Often a country’s means are characterized in terms of power, the specific capabilities a state can 

bring to bear such as resources, technology, leadership, and morale (Morgenthau, 102-137). 

Power is dynamic due to technological change, relative to an adversarial context, and subjective 

to the perception of other states (Meese et. al, 2018, 14-15). Conventional arguments identify 

two comparative Russian disadvantages. First, Russia is overshadowed in raw determinants of 

state power. This gap is massive—the Composite Index of National Capability estimates a 3:1 

U.S. advantage in warfighting capability.4 Second, Russia lacks strong state partners, abdicating 

many former Soviet states and strategic depth to the U.S.’s robust alliance network. Nonetheless, 

Russia possesses two conventional advantages. First, Russia benefits from proximity. 

Geographical and cultural proximity creates historic roots in Russia’s near abroad to the 

advantage of direct and indirect conflict, respectively. Russia also benefits from senior civilian 

and military leadership longevity, enabling the pursuit of consistent strategy over time.  

 
3 Events of domestic unrest without U.S. military deployments, such as Eurasian color 

revolutions and Arab Spring, are also attributed to U.S. interference. Estebo (2015) describes 

how the Kremlin’s overwhelming fear of revolution centers on U.S. involvement through a range 

diplomatic, information, military, and economic instruments. Across these domains, the U.S. is 

consistently identified as the antagonist.  

 
4 This index comes from the Correlates of War Project’s National Military Capabilities Dataset 

based on Singer (1987). 
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Russia’s asymmetric strategy is designed to mitigate its conventional weaknesses and 

magnify its strengths vis-à vis the U.S. The central idea is to expand the space by which Russia 

can deter threats, thereby generating friendly options and limiting threat options to achieve 

objectives with less resources. Short of crisis and conflict, Russian policy tools leverage licit and 

illicit methods, particularly in the information and financial space, to establish favorable 

diplomatic conditions (Conley et al, 2016). This asymmetric approach bolsters Russians strategic 

depth and achieves objectives short of armed conflict. During conflict, Russia focuses on pre-

emptive action across their instruments of policy to consolidate gains toward political ends (U.S. 

Defense Intelligence Agency, 2017, 23). This approach increases adversary costs and enables 

crisis resolution on Russian terms (Boston and Massicot, 2017, 7). Combined, this asymmetric 

deterrence strategy, when successful, ‘freezes’ favorable conditions for the Kremlin despite 

material disadvantage (Burns, 2019, 233).  

Two key features exemplify Russia’s deterrence strategy. First, Russia seeks a wide range 

of methods to achieve regional overmatch. This coercive, hard power is adapted to the situation 

to achieve foreign policy outcomes. Through preemptive action, Russia attains first-mover-

advantage to achieve escalation dominance and dictate tempo from the tactical to strategic level. 

Short, conventional war can be backed by a range of deterrence means such as integrated air 

defense, force mobilization, electronic, cyber, conventional long-range precision guided 

munitions, and even nuclear escalation (Fink, 2017). This flexibility mitigates conventional U.S. 

dominance within a desired geographical objective, allowing Russia to seize the initiative and 

conclude crisis on its terms (Covington, 2016, 34). This coercion extends to nonmilitary policy 

instruments such as economics. The Kremlin manipulates resource availability such as 

electricity, petroleum, financial lending, digital data, and arms to generate new policy choices 
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and compel desired change in other states (Blackwill and Harris, 2016, 39).5 Prominent 21st 

century examples of Russian coercion include Georgia (2008), Ukraine (2014), and Syria (2015) 

armed interventions, Estonia (2007) and Ukraine (2017) cyber-attacks, as well as EU (2009) and 

Ukraine (2009, 2014, 2015) hydrocarbon export shortages. 

A second unique feature of Russian strategy is its expanded definition of deterrence 

which emphasizes the continuous use of less overt nonmilitary means. This tenet harnesses soft 

and sharp power. While soft power seeks policy objectives by attracting other states, sharp power 

attempts to “pierce or penetrate” the political environments of a target state (Walker, 2018, 11-

12). Russian strategy stresses information and psychological superiority in both peace and war 

(Thomas 2017, 38). Continuous nonmilitary action allows Russia to prevent and suppress 

internal conflict from U.S. exploitation and manipulate vulnerabilities in its opponents.6 These 

indirect methods disrupt, deceive, and weaken potential adversaries to bolster deterrence.7 

 
5 The criterion for Russian geoeconomic action is increasingly measurable by researchers. Vihma 

and Turksen (2015) Russian-EU assessment of the South Stream Pipeline shows Russian 

geoeconomic policy is highly dependent on bilateral policy similarities with the Kremlin and 

public-private sector interaction. Bilgin (2011) identifies substantial impact of on bilateral 

market and diplomacy outcomes are determined by Eurasian subsidiaries of Russian state-owned 

energy enterprises.  

 
6 Russian opportunism does not limit operations to a demographic, topic, or medium. The 2016 

U.S. Presidential election is a case study in Russian exploitation of automated social media 

content targeting a relatively vulnerable U.S. conservative audience. Bessi and Ferrara (2016) 

find Twitter bots contributed as much as one-fifth of all platform content prior to the 2016 U.S. 

Presidential election. Faris et. al (2017) examine the intersection of polarization and the U.S. 

media environment, finding the U.S. political right to be disproportionately vulnerable to 

partisan and misleading information prior to the 2016 U.S. Presidential election. Hjorth and 

Adler-Nissen (2019) find the likelihood of exposure to Russian disinformation is as much as 38 

percentage points higher among the most conservative Americans, when compared to their 

liberal peers. 

 
7 Russian information warfare extends to both the adversary’s close area in support of tactical-

level armed conflict and the adversary’s strategic support area for strategic-level geopolitical 
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Further, these actions set conditions for future policy objectives by raising adversary costs over 

time. Modern Russian soft and sharp power is best captured in the disinformation and financial 

transfers surrounding the Euro debt crisis (2010), U.S. Presidential election (2016), and United 

Kingdom EU membership referendum (2016). 

 

3.2 RUSSIAN MALIGN INFLUENCE  

Nonmilitary malign influence underlies all components of Russian deterrence and is a 

critical means of achieving Russian grand strategy (Doran, 2019, 1). In practice, it functions 

along two reinforcing tracks. First, robust patronage networks exert direct and indirect pressure 

on a state’s decision-making. Financial, military, and technical support flow in the direction of 

regime loyalty. This persistent corruption is the lubricant of Russian influence (Conley et. al, 

2016, X). A second vector is dominance of strategic sectors, particularly energy and finance 

(Carpenter, 2019, 4-5), which occurs through a concentration of corporate presence, foreign 

direct investment, bilateral trade, and private holdings (Conley et. al, 2016, X-2). On one hand, 

these measures offer carrots without the costs of uncertain capital markets or political 

conditionality. On the other hand, they form the stick able to effectively cripple a state’s 

sovereignty.8 Russia supports both tracks by manipulating information. This combines a diverse 

 

competition. Sanovich (2018) traces the development of online Twitter bot propaganda as a tool 

of tactical Russian policy, identifying that Russia-originated bot content spiked during significant 

events in Ukraine such as annexation and MH17 catastrophe. Gallacher and Heerdink (2019) 

measure strategic outcomes of Russian Internet Research Agency (IRA) impact on Twitter and 

Reddit, reporting Russian IRA operations caused significant changes in conversation status of 

the following 25-100 posts and predicted conversational polarization increases on topics such as 

Black Lives Matter.  

 
8 Conley et. al (2016) use a case study method of Eastern European states to identify prominent 

patterns of licit and illicit Russian bilateral economic state capture. They find states with Russian 
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network of overt and covert actors from state agencies to interest groups, organized crime and 

media conglomerates to dismiss, distort, distract and dismay a target audience.9 These malign 

practices create an illicit version of the ‘double grip,’ whereby simultaneous domestic and 

international pressure to motivate state behavior change.10  

 

3.3 MODELING RUSSIAN POLICY ALLOCATIONS 

Ultimately, Russia varies its foreign policy geographically and over time. This contrast 

reflects a symbiotic relationship between Russia and its means of malign influence such as 

patronage networks and state enterprises as well as an intensely bilateral and contextual lens of 

strategy (Bilgin, 2011, 119). Given a set of means, Russia adapts its ways toward its desired 

ends.  

 

trade and investment accounting for over 12% share of GDP are particularly likely to face some 

form of this economic capture. Galeotti (2018) developed a similar typology for Russian 

information warfare objectives and state vulnerability in Europe based on institutional strength 

and cultural affinity, ranging from those at risk for social state capture like Bulgaria to political 

disruption such as United Kingdom. 

 
9 Galeotti (2018) and White (2016) both apply a chaos-based theory to describe the opportunistic 

and robust information ecosystem that supports the Kremlin’s nonmilitary information strategy. 

“Dismiss, distort, distract, and dismay” is widely attributed to Nimmo (2015).  Dismiss refers to 

denial or denigration of accounts and sources. Distort is the dilution of truth by shaping partially 

true information (mal-information) or proliferation of incorrect information (disinformation).  

Distract is the practice of counter accusations to draw audience attention. Finally dismay presents 

a coercive alternative to possible opposition groups. 

 
10 Russia is successful in translating nonmilitary malign influence into tactical and operational 

campaigns. Koven et. al (2017) find Ukraine proxy forces adequately interpret Russian 

escalatory signals and use kinetic actions to influence non-kinetic outcomes while maintaining a 

perception of popular legitimacy. Operational effectiveness in Ukraine exemplifies the ‘double 

grip’ analogy first attributed by Wallensteen (2000, 15-17) to describe effective state economic 

sanctions. In this context, it shows how illicit tools can bear similar geopolitical outcomes of the 

licit means of a stronger power.  
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This action, in general, represents a constrained maximization problem: 

𝑴𝒂𝒙𝒊𝒎𝒊𝒛𝒆 𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒄𝒓𝒂𝒇𝒕𝒊𝒕 =  𝒇(𝑯𝒂𝒓𝒅𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓, 𝑺𝒐𝒇𝒕𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓, 𝑺𝒉𝒂𝒓𝒑𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓); 

𝑺. 𝑻.    𝒀𝒕 = 𝑯𝒂𝒓𝒅𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓 ∗ 𝑷𝑯𝒂𝒓𝒅𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒕
+ 𝑺𝒐𝒇𝒕𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓 ∗ 𝑷𝑺𝒐𝒇𝒕𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒕  

+ 𝑺𝒉𝒂𝒓𝒑𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓 ∗ 𝑷𝑺𝒉𝒂𝒓𝒑𝑷𝒐𝒘𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒕
 

 

whereby Russia allocates some combination of foreign policy instruments, hard, soft, and sharp 

power, to achieve a desired level of influence through its statecraft for a specific country, i at a 

specific time, t. This represents maximizing a country’s ways toward its ends. However, this 

allocation is ultimately limited by determinant means of power, Y, such as various human, 

financial, political, and physical capital at a given time, t. This constraint is subject to ‘prices’ of 

hard, soft, and sharp power that vary by country and across time as certain instruments are more 

or less effective based off a country’s internal resiliencies, vulnerabilities, and preferences. Thus, 

relative costs and benefits constrain ways given available means. Russian strategy, then, is about 

maximizing its ways to achieve desired ends given a set of means for a set of countries over 

time.  

Russia effectively translates these tools into success in the gray zone between peace and 

war conditions, particularly in the short-run in its regional near abroad. However, long-term 

Russian statecraft achievements present a different picture due to Western policy response. 

Russian success, driven in particular by relatively less-overt geoeconomic tools, is often 

constrained by simultaneous overt geopolitical action which promotes Transatlantic balancing 

against it (Wigell and Vihma, 2016, 609).11 Further, the very licit and illicit mechanisms of 

 
11 Wigell and Vihma (2016) differentiate between geoeconomics and geopolitics in part due to 

how attributable and overt instruments of power appear in pursuit of desired ends. They argue 
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influence Russia uses to succeed overseas can clearly bear detrimental effects to domestic 

development and long-run influence.12   

  

 

more overt geopolitical action, such as armed coercion in Ukraine, generate balancing by states. 

On the other hand, geoeconomic actions promote under-balancing. Over time, balancing may 

change Russian ways. Deisen (2018) forecasts a changing global order will push Russian 

economic statecraft increasingly toward a more accommodating Asia, and away from Western 

balancing that continues to erode Russia’s asymmetric bargaining power. 
 
12 There is likely an unobserved long term impact to Russian influence techniques, be it 

diplomatic, information, military, or economic. Diplomatic coercion generates geopolitical 

tension. Disinformation creates domestic disillusionment. Corruption generates fiscal instability. 

The Russian monetary system provides an excellent example of conditions that enable malign 

influence but simultaneously limit the state. Pak et. al (2016) find that following Western 

sanctions, Russian banking became increasingly state owned, leading to systematic and 

persistent high levels of risk-taking behavior relative to private banks. This chronic monetary 

mismanagement exaggerates the perceived effects of Western sanctions in the near term, but also 

limit Russia’s economic productivity over time.  
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Chapter 4 

HYPOTHESIS 

 

Russia uses a blend of foreign policy soft, sharp, and hard instruments of power to 

influence states in pursuit of their goals. This generates both direct effects on the target country 

as well as an indirect effect on the international community. Less overt economic instruments of 

power such as trade, investment, and military sales should, all else equal, should generate 

decreased alignment with the U.S. in the UN General Assembly by the targeted country. This 

direct impact of Russian policy tools on a target state is therefore unambiguously negative. This 

is the study’s primary analytical focus. 

H0: The increased use of Russian instruments of power leads to the deterioration of U.S. support 

by other states in the UN General Assembly.  

 

 Russian policy tools also create positive or negative externalities. This produces an 

additional indirect effect of correlated state behavior outside the target country that is impacted 

by the Russian dyad, such as regional neighbors, security allies, or trade partners.13 This indirect 

effect manifests itself in the collective balancing behavior of states. A third party state observing 

Russian influence may be driven into a collective pro or anti-Russia position in the U.N.14  

 
13 This indirect impact is unobservable within the structure of this analysis because the model 

does not account for collective spillover effects such as state balancing. This study will comment 

on the theoretical implications of this unobserved effect. On average, given the relatively less-

overt economic tools tested, this likely means that the negative impact of Russian instruments on 

U.S. voting alignment is underreported.  

 
14 Russian invasion of Crimea serves as an intuitive example. Baltic nations, as members of 

NATO, and Eastern European or Central Asian states, as members of the Commonwealth of 

Independent States (CIS), in general responded with different balancing strategies toward Russia. 

In theory, this behavior altered UN voting too. 
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However, balancing behavior is often driven by a given policy instrument’s level of visibility 

and attribution. Relatively less-overt tools, such as the type of soft, sharp, and hard power tools 

in this study should, all else equal, facilitate collective under-balancing by states. 15  

Finally, this analytical framework also allows for prediction on how effective and 

efficient allocation of Russian resources. Resources will be used in specific allocations to a state 

or region to maximize relative influence and authority over another state. The optimal allocation 

of tools will differ due to the dyadic proximity, be it geographical, cultural, security, economic, 

or political.16 This suggests that particular bilateral actions that are relatively less costly can 

induce larger absolute gains.  

 

 

 
15 This is an application of Wigell and Vihma (2016) theory on the effect of geoeconomic and 

geopolitical actions on state balancing.  

 
16 For example, against weaker states, where the costs due to risk are low, hard power tools may 

be most efficient. On the other hand, against relatively stronger states sharp power politics may 

be preferable. 
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Chapter 5 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 

 This study traces the conceptual framework outlined in Figure 1. Russian instruments of 

power, designated toward desired strategic ends and constrained by available means, influence 

relative authority and hierarchy in the international community through relationships with other 

states. States, including the U.S., have specific policy preferences, vulnerabilities, and 

resiliencies that define both their policy and power relative to Russia. Importantly, these 

instruments of power also impact another important relationship, Russia’s bilateral approach and 

relations with the U.S. In this context, a triad of state interests form. These interests mold over 

time, on one side from dependency when states subordinate much of their preferences to the U.S. 

or Russia, to conflict on the other. Collectively, these interests generate balancing or under-

balancing toward Russian policy action. UNGA voting patterns over time capture this changing 

triadic relationship.

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework Triadic State Influence17 

 
17 This conceptual framework captures the direct effect of Russian influence within dyadic 

relationships on a spectrum of dependency, cooperation, competition, and conflict. This 

spectrum merges Lake (2007) dimensions of international hierarchy with the U.S. Joint Chiefs of 
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 To properly measure the effect of Russian policy instruments on state behavior, this study 

covers the 2007-2017 timeframe. This window captures notable examples of Russian hard, 

sharp, and soft power utilization. It also maximizes consistency in U.S. and Russian strategic 

leadership. Finally, it minimizes UN membership variation during a time of low UN membership 

accession and missed votes.18   

This study estimates outcomes using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) with Fixed Effects 

(FE) estimation. Fixed effects eliminate bias created by unobserved but constant state-level 

heterogeneity. This state effect represents all factors affecting voting alignment that do not 

change over time such as geographical features and cultural perspectives. Also included in this 

measure are other factors that might be approximately constant over the panel period. This 

includes entrenched attitudes or predispositions by population subgroups or leaders to other 

states. These perceptions, while constantly evolving, change gradually over the decade 

examined. Specific to 21st century Russian foreign policy, this could include residual effects of 

prolonged gray zone aggression—sustained geopolitical action between declared peace and war. 

The conceptual framework guides the empirical specification to find the effects of 

various instruments of power on UNGA vote alignment, tracked by the dependent variable, share 

of state UNGA votes aligned with the U.S., and independent variables representing soft, sharp, 

 

Staff competition continuum (2018, 8). One could imagine the indirect effects of Russian 

influence as an amplification or attenuation mechanism based on collective balancing decisions. 

 
18 This study uses the longitudinal data of Bailey et. al, 2017 of 193 total countries for a total of 

2119 country-years. The sample is limited to those countries as active voting members during the 

eleven United Nations (62nd to 72nd) sessions covered. Thus, this sample avoids active members 

that did not participate in voting due to internal conflict (Liberia 2000-2003) or shared 

sovereignty (Iraq 2003). 
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and hard power. 19 The outcome of interest is the ratio of country UN vote shares that “flip” from 

alignment with U.S.: 

 

𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑦𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑈𝑆𝑖𝑡 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑆𝑜𝑓𝑡𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽2𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑝𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽3𝐻𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽4𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑡 + 𝑎𝑖𝑡 + 𝜇𝑖𝑡 

 

 

𝑆𝑜𝑓𝑡𝑖𝑡  is a the total bilateral Russian trade, logged. 

 

𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑝𝑖𝑡 is the net bilateral Russian FDI inflow as a share of total net FDI inflow. 

 

𝐻𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑡 is bilateral Russian Foreign Military Sales as a share of total military expenditures. 

 

𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑡 is a three-factor vector of state resilience and vulnerabilities that could predispose or 

dissuade a state from Russian engagement. First, state domestic stability (measured by GDP per 

capita logged, Freedom House level of democracy). Second, national resource exposure (total 

resource rents as share of GDP and Brent Crude Oil price). Finally U.S. attention (dyadic-U.S. 

UNGA ideal point gap lagged).   

 
19 This specification represents the baseline model appearing in Table 3. Other independent 

variables removed due to lack of consistency in the variation of US country vote share: bilateral 

Russian remittance inflow, multilateral debt service, size of service sector as share of GDP, net 

U.S. bilateral aid, Bayesian Corruption Index, and Fragile States Index. 
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Chapter 6 

DATA DESCRIPTION 

 

6.1 DEPENDENT VARIABLE: U.S. COUNTRY VOTE SHARE 

 This study’s outcome of interest measures policy alignment with Russian interests 

through U.S. aligned UNGA voting (Bailey et. al, 2017). Bilateral policy alignment studies 

typically use similarity voting indices directly between the country of interest and other states. 

Instead, the primary variable here is percent agreement with the United States, Russia’s primary 

perceived threat.20 If Russian influence is successful, then their policy tools should steer nations 

outside the U.S. orbit—decreasing the share of votes aligned with the U.S. Two representations 

of U.S. UNGA voting alignment appear below. Figure 2 below shows foreign policy similarity 

between the U.S. and other states using Bailey et. al (2017) Ideal Point estimator.21  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Histogram of Dyadic Voting Difference, U.S. and UNGA, (Source: Bailey et. al, 2017). 

 
20 This interval-ratio variable weighs abstention as half-agreement between a yay or nay vote.   

 
21 States with similar preferences report near zero, such as Israel. Countries with the largest 

voting differences, such as North Korea and Iran, occur closest to five. 
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Figure 3 shows voting alignment over the same period valued at mean value of UNGA votes. 

Overlaid on these graphs are well known examples of Russian foreign policy aggression.22  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Line Chart of Dyadic Voting, U.S. and Russia (Source: Bailey et. al, 2017). 
 

 

 

6.2 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: SOFT, SHARP, AND HARD POWER 

 

Soft Power: Bilateral Russian Trade 

 Soft Power is controlled by total bilateral Russian trade, logged from the World Bank 

World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS) database. As seen in Felbermayr and Toubal (2010), 

bilateral trade helps control for geographic and cultural proximity with Russia. All else equal, 

increased Russian bilateral trade should decrease the target country’s voting alignment with the 

U.S. 

 

 
22 Vertical lines represent the beginning of foreign policy events widely attributed to Russia: August 2008 invasion 

of Georgia, February 2014 invasion of Ukraine, November 2015 intervention in Syrian and November 2016 U.S. 

election meddling. Due to the relatively covert methods employed by Russia, these lines to not necessarily depict the 

beginning or end of Russian campaign efforts. 
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Sharp Power: Share of Russian Foreign Direct Investment Inflow 

 Sharp power is represented by the share of bilateral net FDI inflow as a share of total net 

FDI inflow in a given country-year. This is reported from the World Bank in U.S. dollars. FDI 

flows increase licit and illicit economic interdependence, increasing opportunity for exploitation 

over time. The net metric leverages the effects of FDI on UNGA voting found by Girod and 

Tobin (2016) to capture both real time investment and divestment simultaneously within the 

bilateral relationship and the country as a whole. Sub-analysis also features bilateral remittance 

data from the Russian Central Bank.23 Combined these measures control for a state’s resilience 

or vulnerability to financial sharp power practices. All else equal, an increase in sharp power 

financial measures should decrease a target country’s U.S. voting alignment. 

 

Hard Power: Share of Russian Foreign Military Sales 

  Hard power is measured by bilateral Russian Foreign Military Sales as a share of total 

military expenditures. Russian Foreign Military Sales (FMS) from the SIPRI database provides a 

primary means of geoeconomic and military bilateral reliance between Russia and other states. 

SIPRI national military expenditures is a common determinant of raw state power potential and 

proxies for a state’s military resilience and preparedness. This provides a net metric of state 

power potential, controlling for socioeconomic costs internally and attraction externally as 

 
23 This reports total remittances from Russia to the top twenty recipient countries per year, 

measured in millions of dollars. Remittances contain an additional measure of bilateral financial 

transfer, both licit and illicit. Licit remittances can help signify cultural proximity between states 

due to natural migration and diaspora. However, remittances can also contain any dark money 

transfers; these financial flows are not otherwise captured in standard balance of payments 

between countries. 
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advocated for by Beckley (2018).24 As the share of military expenditures from Russia increase, 

voting alignment with the U.S. by the target country should decrease.  

 

Controls: Vector of Russian Engagement 

 This study uses five variables across three vectors that attempt to control the reasons a 

state may attract or deter Russian foreign policy engagement. The first vector is U.S. policy 

interest. Dyadic interest can vary over time and region to promote or limit subordinate state 

opportunism. This change can incorporate varying levels of state aid (Dreher et. al, 2008) or 

leader turn-over (Smith, 2016). This variance in U.S. policy interest is captured by the previous 

year’s dyadic ideal point gap.25  

A second control vector is domestic stability. This is first measured by World Bank GDP 

per capita in current year U.S. dollars, a standard metric of development growth. Another 

measure is Freedom House’s Democracy Index, which similar to Struver (2016) controls for 

regime similarity vis-à-vis the U.S. and Russia.  

A third control vector for Russian engagement is the reliance on natural resources within 

a state. This is controlled through the World Bank World Development Indicator for natural 

resource rents as share of state GDP. This vector also features the European Brent Crude spot 

 
24 A sizable body of research is devoted to the measurements of state capacity that can project 

power and generate hierarchy. The predominant method is to measure gross resource inputs, 

particularly military and economic (Kennedy, 1987; Mearsheimer, 2014). However, Beckley 

(2018) finds net metrics out-perform like gross determinants. These measures control for the 

production, welfare, or security costs of raw power such as a large population or natural 

resources. Net metrics may be most critical assessing “gray zone” outcomes where according to 

Hicks et. al (2019) typical state powers become critical liabilities. 

 
25 U.S. Ideal Point gap is the absolute value of the difference between ideal point estimators 

(Bailey et. al, 2017) of U.S. and country, i at year, t. 
 



24 

 

price in dollars per barrel from the U.S. FRED.26 These measures combine to control for state 

resource exposure or resilience. 

  

 
26 Yearly price of Brent Crude is measured on the first day of each year in the dataset. 
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Chapter 7 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

 

7.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

Summary statistics reported in Table 2 show UN General Assembly member voting and 

power characteristics from 2007 to 2017. Several UNGA voting patterns emerge. First, 

alignment with the U.S. tends to vary greatly across the assembly, and a majority of states do 

not, on average, vote closely with the United States. However, as Figure 3, Dyadic U.S.-Russian 

UNGA Voting Averages show, this trend may be attenuating across the early 21st century as 

nations converge their voting toward the U.S. and away from Russia. Also, current year voting 

proximity to the U.S. is highly consistent with past voting. This trend is reflected in Table 3 

Bivariate Correlations between the two main measures of UNGA voting proximity, proportion of 

agreement with the U.S. and ideal point gap with the U.S. 

Across independent variables, a similar pattern emerges. The variables in general show a 

skewed distribution of endowments across countries that can elicit vulnerability or resilience 

from Russian influence. As a result, most are scaled through a logarithmic or bilateral share 

transformation to minimize, but not eliminate, small groups of outliers. This skewness is also 

enabled by a low sample size for several variables, in particular remittance and foreign military 

sales. These statistics are expected given that each country, like Russia, undertakes its own 

constrained optimization pursuant to strategic ends. 
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7.2 EMPIRICAL BASELINE: BROAD PATTERNS IN POLICY TOOLS 

Table 4 reports Model 1 OLS and Fixed Effects regression by soft, sharp, and hard power 

determinant. The first relationship of note is Bilateral FDI Share, or bilateral Russian net FDI 

inflow as a share of total net FDI inflow, on UNGA voting. This sharp power tool stands out 

with a modest but statistically significant impact. A 20-percentage point increase in Russian net 

FDI inflow share is associated with, on average, a 1.52 percentage point increase in a country’s 

UNGA voting alignment with the U.S.27 This parameter captures the direct effect of the bilateral 

investment relationship on a target state’s voting decision-making. This result can be evaluated 

in a modern context using the sample mean of U.S. voting alignment (0.301), sample mean of 

bilateral net FDI inflow share (0.066) and a one standard deviation of UNGA votes per year (55-

81). An increase of bilateral net FDI inflow share from about 6.6% to 26.6% (on par with 

countries such as Armenia between 2011-2012) would result in a U.S. voting alignment shift 

comparable to Argentina and Serbia in 2017, or on average one more time per assembly year. 

This result is statistically significant at the 10% level. However, without some exogenous 

negative economic shock within the target country, this result is of little practical significance to 

 
27 This positive effect of investment on U.S. voting alignment is counterintuitive. It may occur 

for one of three reasons. First, FDI may fundamentally be ineffective in changing behavior by 

target state elites, who may benefit from economic, political, or social proximity with the U.S. 

Second, it may be influential but hard to measure within the macroeconomic balance of 

payments. Finally, it could be too effective in manipulating a state’s domestic system, and in fact 

drive states equipped with mature institutions toward U.S. policy sphere in a form of balancing 

behavior. This final pathway infers that an indirect positive externality of Russian policy tools on 

U.S. voting alignment is larger in magnitude than any directly negative effect.  
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warrant efficient and effective application of Russian foreign policy resource over the entire 

assembly sample.28 

 On the other hand, the hard power determinant Bilateral FMS Share, or share of Russian 

foreign military sales as a share of overall country military expenditures, may offer a more 

impactful story. A one percentage point increase in Russian foreign military sales as a share of a 

state’s overall military expenditures is associated with a 5.01 percentage point decrease in U.S. 

voting alignment. This parameter captures the direct effect of the bilateral military expenditure 

relationship on a target state’s voting decision-making.  Evaluated at the sample mean, an 

increase in the share of Russian military sales from 1.25% to 2.5%, such as the 2017 difference 

between Iraq and Myanmar, could result in a 3-4 UNGA vote change per annum.29 In terms of 

voting alignment, this type of jump is akin to the difference between Ghana and Japan in 2017. 

This result is also robust across OLS and FE specifications and significant to the 10% level. 

Within the baseline specification, two robust control variable relationships emerge. GDP 

per capita and oil price, which control for domestic stability and natural resource exposure, 

respectively are significant negative determinants of U.S. voting alignment.30   

 
28 This result indicates that Russia can best achieve economic capture through investment when a 

target country undergoes tremendous investment outflows, such as the Euro Debt Crisis, making 

each Russian investment dollar marginally more influential. Later sub-sample analysis will show 

that in a reduced sample and targeted population that foreign investment inflows can be 

manipulated to generate the negative U.S. voting alignment Russia desires short of an exogenous 

economic shock.   

 
29 In 2017, Russia sold approximately $140 million in military equipment and training to Iraq 

and $60 million to Myanmar. This suggests a lower relative Russian investment in military 

diplomacy can result in a larger absolute strategic outcome based on the bilateral context. 

 
30 A 40% increase in a country’s GDP per capita is associated with, on average, a 1.02 

percentage point decrease in a country’s U.S.-vote share. This size of improvement in state GDP 
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7.3 SUB-ANLAYSIS: CONDITIONS OF VULNERABILITY AND RESILIENCE 

 The baseline influence model tends to underscore that effect and efficiency in terms of 

influencing another country are best defined in relative, not absolute terms. Both FDI and FMS 

measures represents shares of a recipient country’s economic or military interests in their 

respective category. Thus, the absolute cost in Russian resources to capture a target country’s 

financial or military sectors differs across the international community. Further analysis, outlined 

in Tables 5-16, uses quantile and sub-unit analysis to tease out conditions under which Russian 

influence may be particularly effective and efficient.  

 

GDP per Capita and Voting Proximity 

The Tables 5-8 examines the impact of power instruments on U.S. UNGA voting 

alignment through the lens of GDP per capita distribution quartiles. Some interesting 

associations arise within the second and third quartiles of country GDP per capita. Among 

 

per capita is roughly the difference between Chile and Saudi Arabia in 2017. Evaluated at sample 

mean ($14700) and a one standard deviation of UNGA votes per year (55-81), this result is 

associated with 1 less vote per year with America and produce a dyadic voting difference with 

the U.S. similar to that of Iceland and Bulgaria in 2017. This result is also robust across OLS and 

FE specifications and significant to the 1% level. While mainstream theory predicts relatively 

wealthier nations might align more closely with U.S. voting preferences, measures such as GDP 

per capita proxy for economic interdependence that increase a state’s exposure to another 

country such as Russia.  

 

A $10 per barrel increase in the price of crude oil is associated with, on average, a 8.54 

percentage point decrease in the amount of U.S.-aligned UNGA votes. This result suggests an oil 

price increase of that magnitude, as occurred from 2016-2017, could impact 5-7 votes against 

U.S. interests during the year, producing a U.S. dyadic voting difference akin to Georgia and 

Norway in 2017. Like GDP per capita, this result is statistically significant and very robust 

across specifications to the 1% level. These results typify the push and pull of a hard-power 

enabling conditions like oil price. Oil price can provide additional means for a state’s policy 

goals, pulling them into Russian influence. Or, for more energy reliant states, oil price increases 

may push a country into a greater bilateral partnership with Russia. 
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countries of the second GDP per capita quartile, such as Bolivia or Moldova, a 100% increase in 

a country’s bilateral trade with Russia is associated with a 1.44 percentage point decrease, on 

average in U.S.-aligned UNGA votes. While practically small in absolute terms, this is 

statistically significant to the 1% level, and when compared to the baseline model, suggests that 

countries defined by the second quartile in GDP per capita are about five times more susceptible 

to soft power-trade inducement that dissuades U.S. voting alignment. Another distributional 

effect is seen in the third quartile of GDP per capita for bilateral FDI. Here, for countries such as 

Serbia, applying a 20-percentage point increase in Russian net FDI inflow share is associated 

with, on average, a 3.66 percentage point increase in a country’s UNGA voting alignment with 

the U.S. This localized effect in the GDP per capita distribution is statistically significance and 

double the magnitude of the entire assembly sample.  

 Tables 9-12 report fixed effects quantile regression by U.S. ideal point gap. The second 

quartile of voting differences stands out as particularly sensitive to Russian power instruments. 

This portion of the dyadic voting distribution includes countries such as Pakistan, Cyprus, and 

Central African Republic. Among this group, a 10-percentage point increase in the share of 

bilateral FDI net inflows is associated with a 4.37 percentage point decrease in U.S. voting 

alignment. This is roughly five times the effect within the full sample. This voting quartile is also 

particularly sensitive to Russian hard power. Among this quartile, a one percentage point 

increase in Russian foreign military sales as a share of a state’s overall military expenditures is 

associated with an 8.16 percentage point decrease in U.S. voting alignment. This impact is 

approximately 63% larger than the entire assembly sample. 
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Bilateral Remittance Exposure  

Table 13 reports regression estimates within a sub-sample of country years exposed to 

Russian remittance inflows. This analysis shows another measure of Russian influence based on 

finance and trade exposure interactions. Results suggest that countries exposed to high levels of 

bilateral remittance inflows are particularly sensitive to Russian military sales as a means to 

influence U.S. voting concurrence, approximately 2.5 times more than the full sample.31  

 Table 13 also tests interactions of power instruments. Trade exposure interaction suggests 

a non-constant negative relation between bilateral trade and foreign military sales. All else equal, 

an increasing level of expenditure on Russian military equipment is associated with an additional 

negative impact on U.S. voting alignment not captured in bilateral trade effects.32 

 

Development Status  

 Table 14 reports determinants of U.S. voting alignment by country development status. 

Methods of influence appear particularly acute among middle developed countries, reporting 

nearly double the positive impact of the baseline model. Middle developed countries are also 

associated with a more negative impact of bilateral trade on U.S. vote similarity.33 

 
31 Sub-sample includes countries with Russian remittance inflows of at least $2 million. Among 

countries in the remittance sub-sample, a one percentage point increase in Russian foreign 

military sales as a share of a state’s overall military expenditures is associated with a 13.9 

percentage point decrease in U.S. voting alignment. This result is robust and significance across 

the sub-sample. 

 
32 Financial exposure determinant fails to report a non-constant relationship between remittance 

and FDI that is statistically different from zero. 
 
33 Sub-sample analysis conducted by World Bank country development definitions. Within this 

group, a ten-percentage point increase in the share of net FDI inflow is associated with a 1.4 
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Polity Status  

Table 15 shows determinants of U.S. voting alignment by polity, investigating variation 

in FMS significance based on governance regime. Results suggests that autocracies are 

associated with a similar negative impact of Russian FMS share on U.S. vote similarity. 

However, among mixed-polity nations, this effect is about nine times higher. Finally, this effect 

appears to be extremely attenuated for democracies. This distributional effect insinuates that 

regime status matters. Among relatively strong democracies, Russian FMS does not disrupt U.S. 

voting alignment. On the other hand, states occupying a middle tier between democracy and 

autocracy are particularly sensitive to Russian FMS increases.34 

 

U.S. Aid Status 

Table 16 shows the impact of U.S. voting agreement by various bilateral U.S. aid levels. 

Effects on the top decile of U.S. recipients stands out. While one would expect this set of nations 

to be the most aligned with U.S. policy and voting, this group reflects patterns for bilateral FDI 

and bilateral FMS among the larger sample. However, the top decile U.S. aid recipients are still 

 

percentage point increase in U.S. vote agreement. A 150% increase in bilateral trade is 

associated with a 1.27 percentage point decrease in UN voting patterns. 

 
34 Polity analysis varies by Freedom House Democracy Index. Among autocracies, a 5-

percentage point decrease in voting per each additional percentage point increase in military 

spending share. However for the same increase, this generates a 45-percentage point decrease 

among mixed-polities, and democratic polities it is are associated with a slight positive impact on 

voting (a 3-percentage point increase). 
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associated with large negative impact of Russian FMS.35 This result suggests legacy U.S. aid 

allocations may not reflect real-time influence as measured by UNGA voting patterns. 

 

Identifying Conditions of Bilateral Vulnerability and Resilience 

 Quantile assessments portray how Russian influence is greatly impacted by country 

context.36 Broadly, several trends emerge across the analysis that can begin to paint what high 

and low resilience states look like in terms of U.S. policy interests.  

 Russian soft power, as measured through bilateral trade, can have modest negative effects 

on U.S. voting alignment, but must be applied surgically. Middle developed countries, typically 

within the second quartile of GDP per capita are associated with a decrease U.S. agreement 

through Russian trade. This influence seems to magnify if the country receives a significant 

amount of remittance inflow. In 2017, countries following this description that may be especially 

vulnerable to Russian soft power were Uzbekistan, Ukraine, Moldova, Armenia, Georgia, and 

Azerbaijan.  

 Sharp power, controlled through the share of net FDI inflow from Russia, paints a more 

nuanced picture. In the general model, FDI reports positive impact on U.S. vote alignment. 

However, like soft power, FDI may be most effective when surgically applied to the country 

context—such as countries in the second quartile of UNGA policy difference or middle 

 
35 Top decile of U.S. aid recipients are still associated with large negative impact of Russian 

FMS at a rate of 5 percentage point decrease in voting per each additional percentage point 

increase in military spending share. 

 
36 Results of this study allow for inference of Russian influence tools at the country level, not 

sectorally across countries. For instance, it is possible that particular sectors of trade, investment, 

or arms sales drive effects across countries but are obscured in overall bilateral values. This is a 

point of departure for future research.  
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developed countries. In 2017, this list includes 24 countries including Cameroon, Pakistan, India, 

Honduras, Guatemala, Belarus, Serbia, Mexico, Brazil, and Turkey. 

 Finally, hard power, measured by the share of Russian foreign military sales out of all 

state military expenditures is generally a consistently robust and negative influence on U.S. 

UNGA voting alignment. Yet, it too can be applied for maximum effect. Sub-analysis suggests 

this impact is largest among nations that are in the second quartile of UNGA policy difference 

and that apply a mixed regime polity. In 2017, ten countries met this criterion including Liberia, 

Mali, and Colombia. Another target list of possible FMS effectiveness, countries of the second 

quartile of UNGA policy difference that receive significant Russian remittances, includes seven 

states such as Cyprus, Austria, and Switzerland. 
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Chapter 8 

LIMITATIONS 

 

While in a state of competition, gray zone tactics intentionally obfuscate attribution and 

effect. As such, this study applies imperfect approximations of soft, sharp, and hard power. This 

study highlights the potential value of continuous net indicators for both foreign investment and 

military sales to the literature of state hierarchy and influence. However, coercion, manipulation,  

and attraction are multifaceted phenomenon. There is, for example, more to the application of 

violence toward desired ends than just military diplomacy. Just as policy makers and researchers 

alike increasingly realize that actions in this space can be measured, they must also acknowledge 

the limits of inferential application. This study is careful to assess outcomes relative to a similar 

basket of relatively less-overt policy instruments.  

A prime shortcoming of this methodology is that by following the theory of Russian 

influence, the sample suffers from a reduced sample size, both in terms of country-year 

observations and reduced country cluster. This in part reflects the lack of robust bilateral 

macroeconomic available. FDI and remittance data often vary by states and financial institution 

definition. For instance, the Russian Central Bank reports only the largest subset of remittance 

flows, but calculate using a balance of payments methodology. Other entities such as the World 

Bank possess a more extensive list of bilateral remittance, but utilize self-reported survey 

methods. Another example of missing data in this study is a lack of granularity on bilateral 

Russian petroleum exposure. Most data at this level are available within geographic or economic 

blocs only, such as the OECD.  
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Another manifestation of data loss occurs by using the country-year fixed effects 

construct. This estimation technique precludes meaningful interrogation of various forms of 

Russian coercive power, such as cyber or ground attack, that are best defined temporally. It also 

limits meaningful integration of variables in the information domain, such as online bot traffic. 

Further, this reduced sample size prevents many forms of sub-sample analysis of the data, such 

as economic or security bloc, which could potentially assess indirect effects of Russian influence 

from collective balancing decisions. 

Another shortcoming is the extensive use of net indicators in terms of FDI, remittance, 

and FMS as independent variables of interest. On one hand, these measures provide a more 

granular measure of true influence relative to other states. However, that can also create extreme 

data values that limit modeling accuracy. For example, FDI net inflow share is a sometimes-

counterintuitive measure. On one hand, it captures both real time investment and divestment 

simultaneously within the bilateral relationship and the country at whole. On the other hand, this 

can generate extreme values based on relative international investment swings.  

Further, UN General Assembly voting is an imperfect proxy for bilateral foreign policy 

preferences. UNGA voting is skewed both seasonally to various times of the year and 

thematically to a relatively small amount of global issues. Thus, UNGA voting data generally 

lacks precision below the country-year level. It may also lack the impact of regional and local 

events, which are ultimately the strongest drivers of state foreign policy action. Given, these 

limitations, study results are best utilized within the context of typical policy issues of the UN 

General Assembly over time.  
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Chapter 9 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

 

 This study broadly identifies two main themes of Russian influence. First, there are few 

large-scale patterns defining the application and outcome of Russian instruments of power. On 

the whole, the addition of trade, investment, and military sales do not, all else equal, generate 

consistent and significant decreased alignment with the U.S. in the UN General Assembly by the 

targeted country. However, forms of hard power such as bilateral Russian military assistance and 

petroleum commodity prices are consistent and robust drivers of Russian influence. This finding 

reflects nonmilitary aspects of Russian deterrence that seeks to drive strategic wedges between 

potential adversaries (Flynn, 2019, 39-40; Wigell and Vihma, 611).37 It also reflects the degree 

of state control Russia exercises over its defense and petroleum industries in implementing 

economic statecraft relative to trade and investment.38 

Second, Russian soft, sharp, and hard powers are more effective within particular dyadic 

state contexts, potentially yielding a more influential outcome in absolute terms at a relatively 

lower cost. Surgical application of Russian policy tools, particularly based on target country 

economic development and bilateral policy preferences, yield disproportionate influence. These 

 
37 The most recent example of this strategic wedge in action is the Russian-Saudi oil price 

conflict in March, 2020 whereby Russia saves hydrocarbon market share at the cost of a 

burgeoning geoeconomic rival, the U.S. shale oil industry, and in the process places the U.S. at 

odds with its longtime regional ally, Saudi Arabia. 
 
38 Norris (2016) suggests that the uneven effects of economic statecraft are driven by a principle-

agent problem between a state and its commercial actors. The degree of state control over the 

executing agent is essential in obtaining desired policy effects. However, states often lack 

common goals or leverage over the implementing individuals or firms. This study’s results 

suggest Russia retains a high degree of state control over its defense and hydrocarbon industries 

due to sectoral oligopoly market structures and shared goals with the state. 
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results reflect this study’s theory of modern Russian foreign policy: given a constrained set of 

means relative to the U.S., Russia applies various combinations of power instruments to 

maximize its ways toward desired ends for a set of countries over time. 

9.1 SOURCES OF FRICTION IN U.S.-RUSSIA POLICY 

This study’s results must be measured in context of the largely unsuccessful U.S.-led 

response to Russian revanchism.39 G-7 diplomatic isolation, NATO military deterrence 

measures, and Western sanctions present a paradox as they are resoundingly strong on paper, but 

weak in practice. While overt military aggression subsided, Russia continues to implement its 

asymmetric strategy vis-à-vis the West, as modest costs from economic sanction and diplomatic 

isolation remain lower than the strategic benefit of aggression.40  

One source of policy friction is the overly reactionary and uncoordinated policy response. 

U.S. strategy is largely centered on economic sanction, and applied in an inconsistent manner to 

answer discrete Russian behavior (Carpenter, 2018). The sanction package grew slowly over 

time, and today encompasses multiple administrations’ Presidential Executive Orders and 

 
39 A lack of success does not equate to complete ineffectiveness Nivorozhkin et. al (2016) shows 

targeted Western sanctions following the 2014 Ukrainian crisis effectively isolated negative 

economic effects within Russian equity markets. Welt et. al (2020, 46-52) infer additional 

influential aspects of Western sanctions such as modest negative growth to Russian GDP and 

international reserves since 2014, concentrated firm-level loses within defense and energy sector, 

and projects moderate long run impact in energy modernization efforts. Nonetheless, the 

causality of sanction effectiveness is not clear. Dreger et. al (2016) suggest that declining oil 

prices, not Western sanctions, determined the majority of Russian economic damage as captured 

in the Ruble exchange rates. Gurvich and Prilepskiy (2015) estimate that as of 2017, sanctions 

reduced Russian GDP by 2.4 percentage points—only a third of the impact they attribute to oil 

price volatility.  

 
40 This is a common assessment within the policy community. See Singh (2019, 4-5),  Aron 

(2019, 2-3), and Stulberg and Darsey (2020, 6). 
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Congressional laws across a range of topics stemming from Ukraine, cyber-attack, human rights, 

chemical weapon proliferation, as well as support to North Korea, Syria, and Venezuela.41 Such 

a layered and finite approach is incongruous with the continuous and persistent nature of Russian 

malign influence.42 Unfortunately, this incompatibility comes as no surprise. While the U.S. 

interagency community recognizes the holistic nature of the Russian threat, economic sanctions 

historically occur out of step with other tools, such as diplomacy (Rumor and Sokolsky, 2019, 

33). A lack of holistic understanding persists inside departments as well. Evolving U.S. military 

strategic concepts form the closest understanding of Russian aggression, but still lack the 

perspective of long-term and largely nonmilitary tools to compete below the threshold of armed 

conflict.43 Ultimately, this strategic breakdown falls into a common gap within the U.S. 

 
41 Welt et. al, 2020 provide a comprehensive overview of this evolving policy response. The 

Magnitsky Act initiated formal packages authorizing sanction for corruption and human rights 

violations. Obama-era EOs 13660, 13661, 13685 implemented sanction against inhibitors of 

Ukrainian democratic process to include Russian officials, Russian sectors such as energy and 

defense, and stopped U.S. investment in Crimea. Obama EOs 13694, 13757, and 13848 took 

action against Russian cyber-attack, election interference, and disinformation. Congressional 

escalation culminated in the Countering Russian Influence in Eurasia Act (CRIEEA) of 

Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA). CRIEEA requires 

executive action into new fields including Russian Oligarch counterintelligence and authorizes 

Congressional override of the President. The FY2020 NDAA authorized the Protecting European 

Energy Security Act (PEESA), requiring sanction against investors of Nord Stream and Turk 

Stream pipeline projects. 

 
42 Stulberg and Darsey (2020) suggest this policy breakdown could be structural. Using machine-

coded open source data they find the Russia and the West fundamentally misunderstand each 

other’s geoeconomic policy. They assert this friction explains the failure of Western sanctions, 

Russian asymmetric cross-domain response, and possibly future sources of strategic instability. 

 
43 The emergent U.S. Army Multi-Domain Operations (2018) concept is a useful example. In 

U.S. military publications, a concept differs from doctrine in that it envisions future conditions 

under which the force may be required to act. Concepts are a first step intended to drive future 

force design and strategy. The U.S. Army concept recognizes the modern battlefield as 

boundaryless, continuous, and contested in all domains such as cyber.  It also refers to Russian 

political, economic, and information malign influence as a means of threat stand-off to counter 
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interagency establishment—the black swan of U.S. foreign policy—the elusive ‘whole of 

government response.’  

U.S. policy challenges are also defined by limited international cooperation. U.S. actions, 

particularly economic, are largely unilateral outside of initial responses to the invasion of 

Crimea. Reflecting the economic connectedness of Russia, multiple states seek to protect 

national energy and patronage interests, thereby producing under-balancing vis-à-vis Russia 

under unanimous EU consent requirements (Welt et. al, 2020, 39-44). NATO alliance responses 

are still largely isolated to the military sphere, centering on the European Deterrence Initiative 

and military expenditure requirements, rather than integrated into other possible international 

response tools (Shlapak, 2018, 8-9).  

Finally, reduced effectiveness is also due to the West’s underestimation of Russian 

resilience. Licitly, Russia displays the ability to withstand economic pressure due to stable oil 

prices, low debt levels, and large reserve holdings (Welt et. al, 2020, 50; Singh, 2019, 4-5). 

Illicitly, Russian patronage networks allow the Kremlin to bail out targeted officials and firms, 

compensating them with contracts, subsidies, or other rents (Carpenter, 2018). Rather, Russian 

propaganda leverages sanctions to insulate domestic opinion, painting Putin as a wartime 

president (Aron, 2019, 15). Combined, these factors render U.S. policy packages more symbolic 

than effective—but also reflect the geopolitical reality bounding any counter-Russian strategy. 

 

 

 

U.S. conventional dominance (2018, 9). However, the institution has yet to operationalize a 

counteraction to the modern Russian threat beyond the discrete military campaign paradigm. 
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9.2 AN ALTERNATIVE PATH TO DETER AND CONTAIN RUSSIAN INFLUENCE 

 This study forms the outline of an improved path to deter and contain Russian malign 

influence. A more holistic and effective U.S. strategy begins with a reassertion of three mutually 

supporting policy principles: transparency, domestic coordination, and international cooperation.  

 First, the international community needs increased transparency of cross-border financial 

transactions. Data may not quite be “the new oil,” but it is the key to understanding the allocation 

and effectiveness of Russian malign influence. These instruments are purposely murky, 

exploiting the state-level variation of financial law and macroeconomic definition to avoid 

attribution and complicate response. U.S. and international leadership are necessary to support 

state financial transparency, such as defining ultimate beneficiary of limited liability companies 

(Rosenberg, 2019, 19). Reform among key international financial institutions, particularly 

SWIFT, World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund should define key bilateral 

relationships such as petroleum exposure, military reliance, and financial flow vulnerability. 

Increased transparency offers improved means to proactively identify and support to bilateral 

resilience and vulnerability with respect to Russia interference. 

 
Figure 4: Policy Response Triangle 
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 Second, the U.S. requires better domestic coordination to operationalize the Russia 

strategy it envisions. U.S. legal code presents barriers between law enforcement and national 

security agencies—a gap readily exploited (Reed, 2018, 1268-1271; Rosenberg, 2019, 4-5). One 

mechanism of improved integration is a standing National Security Council interagency task 

force specific to Russian influence (Carpenter, 2019, 9). U.S. military combatant commands 

(COCOM) represent another vehicle to align a concerted whole of government response. 

COCOM organic geographical presence, diplomatic requirements, and holistic intelligence 

picture provide a unique and culturally diverse means of interagency integration. The U.S. 

should imbed members of the interagency such as Departments of State, Treasury, Energy, and 

Justice, Committee on Foreign Investment, and the Office of U.S. Trade Representative within 

the COCOM structure (O’Hanlon, 2019, 151). These personnel can provide the necessary 

expertise to leverage financial intelligence within continuous operations and contingency 

planning.  

The final response pillar is improved international cooperation. The U.S. must find ways 

to build multilateral policy within the confines of the interconnected economic and political 

reality that limits a partner country’s feasible policy options. One way to achieve this is through 

improved financial intelligence sharing. The U.S. should augment U.S. Treasury Department 

Financial Intelligence Unit resources and partner it with similar state institutions overseas, 

particularly the G-7’s Financial Action Task Force and affiliated regional organizations. The 

NATO charter provides another avenue of international collaboration that is more feasible within 

the European domestic political climate. U.S. diplomacy should drive an expanded definition of 

Article III Resilience to support financial intelligence amongst the alliance. NATO Joint 

Headquarters can implement a revised interagency construct similar to the proposed U.S. 
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COCOM structure reform to better align the charter with other transatlantic statecraft tools. 

Finally, cooperation includes erecting a “small yard but high fence” around the most important 

Russian sanctions. First and foremost, this means preserving transatlantic support to prevent 

Western investment and technology transfer to Russia’s energy sector—a major long-run 

liability to the regime’s survivability (Aron, 2019, 3-4). 

Combined, these policy principles offer a path to truly unlock Western diplomatic, 

information, military, and economic tools to bear against Russian aggression. As this study 

suggests, bilateral political and economic data provides a lens to observe state resilience and 

vulnerability to Russian malign influence. This evidence should inform the U.S. allocation of 

ways and means at the multilateral state level, and possibly even America’s desired foreign 

policy ends to maximize effects. By understanding these patterns, the U.S. should reprioritize 

focus areas—be it geographic or thematical—and reform its strategy from responsive to 

proactive. Such an analysis may disrupt long-standing policy consensus. Upon reassessment, for 

example, it may be in the U.S. best interest to shield Nigeria more than Estonia. Or, it may be 

more effective to apply primary and secondary sanction on Russian weapons exports than their 

human rights violations. By more precisely targeting efficient means of malign activity, the West 

retains the ability raise the cost of Russian activity, moving closer to the strategic deterrence it 

desires. 
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Chapter 10 

CONCLUSION 

 

This study investigated the effectiveness and efficiency of modern Russian foreign policy 

tools for international influence vis-à-vis the U.S in the UN General Assembly. A swath of less 

overt economic-based tools for hard, sharp, and soft power influence such as trade, aid, 

investment, remittance, and military sales identified both general and contextual lessons in 

changing nature of state hierarchy over time.  

The full assembly sample results broadly underscore the literature on security and 

economic interdependence. Among the less overt economic tools studied here, Russian hard 

power plays a larger role in U.S. voting alignment than do soft and sharp power tools, in terms of 

both magnitude and significance. In the security sphere, these results suggest that measures of 

hard power, such as foreign military sales of military equipment and training, are impactful 

negative determinants of U.S. voting alignment. Further, conditions that enable Russian hard 

power projection, such as oil price, show a robust negative impact UNGA voting patterns. These 

results reflect the organic push and pull factors of hard power, where less overt tools promote 

under-balancing. The economic sphere, on the other hand, paints a more nuanced picture. In a 

globalized economy built off the relative geopolitical peace of the 21st century, countries likely 

have more imbedded presence with Russia and will be hesitant to alter that economic incentive 

despite notably malign behavior. These results reveal some significant, albeit modest, evidence 

that this effect may concentrate in relatively wealthier nations, perhaps because these states are 

more reliant on resources such as cheap hydrocarbons or investment liquidity. 
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These results also reflect three considerations about modern U.S. international influence. 

First, this can indicate free-riding behavior as countries consciously try to optimize their 

influence by appealing toward a more aggressive Russia, knowing that the U.S. will not punish 

limited opportunism. Second, this could indicate a perceived reduction of relative U.S. power as 

American financial, military, technological, and information superiority wanes. Seeing relative 

decline, states may seek to establish a more multilateral and less U.S. dominated network over 

time. Third, U.S. voting preferences may be shifting overtime away from UN median voting 

independent of Russian influence, perhaps driven by increased domestic energy independence 

and popular desire for global disengagement. Relative U.S. decline is not necessarily a call to 

arms or a requirement to inflate foreign threats. It is, however, a signal that international 

influence will manifest itself differently in the future. 

Perhaps the most important conclusion of this study outlines how efficient and effective 

application of foreign policy instruments is dependent on bilateral context. Study sub-analysis 

identified particular conditions of state resilience and vulnerability to Russian influence, 

particularly based on past voting proximity and development status. Russian soft, sharp, and hard 

power tools are best applied in unique allocations based on bilateral context. These results 

largely confirm the study’s central hypothesis: increased use of less-overt economic instruments 

leads to the deterioration of U.S. support by other states in the UN General Assembly. However, 

context is key. This serves the modern policy debate by highlighting state vulnerabilities for 

Russian influence. These vulnerabilities represent opportunity in addition to risk, but only if the 

U.S. choses to seize it. 

In order to exploit that opportunity, the West needs a new, bilateral mindset to translate 

state bilateral vulnerabilities vis-à-vis Russia into policy action. The U.S.’s post World War 
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construct of alliances and tools provided a blanket framework for its security and economic 

partners, from the nuclear umbrella to the Washington Consensus. Today more than ever, these 

blunt policy and ideological tools are relatively costly and ineffective. In a time of renewed great 

power competition and fiscal limitations, the U.S. and West may not be able to sustain influence 

on other nations across domains using broad policy and ideological tools.  

The U.S. and its closest allies may take a lesson from its Russian competition in the 

endless quest to optimize resources in pursuit of desired goals. Toward that end, this study’s 

policy triangle of transparency, domestic coordination, and international cooperation offers a 

framework to proactively reprioritize policy toward Russia. Without change, Russia will 

continue to exploit U.S. one-size-fits-most strategy to achieve objectives in the gray zone 

between peace and war. 
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Appendix: Tables and Figures 

 

Table 1: Variable Description 

Variable Source Description Notes 
U.S. Voting Alignment Bailey et. al 

(2017) 

Annual proportion aligned to U.S. 

UNGA votes 

Abstain is half 

value yay and nay 

Bilateral Trade WITS Total bilateral trade Current year USD 

Russian Foreign 

Military Sales 

SIPRI Annual weapons sales from Russia Millions USD 

State Military 
Expenditure 

SIPRI Annual national military 
expenditures 

Millions USD 

Bilateral FMS as Share 

of Military 

Expenditures 

SIPRI Annual weapons sales from Russia 

/ Annual national military 

expenditures 

 

International Oil Price FRED Crude oil price, Europe. Annual 

observation 

USD per barrel, 

measured 1-JAN 

Russian Foreign Direct 

Investment 

World Bank Annual net FDI inflow from 

Russian  

BoP, current USD 

Russian FDI Share World Bank Annual net FDI inflow from 

Russian / total net FDI inflow 

 

GDP per Capita World Bank Annual GDP per capita  Current USD 

GDP per capita 

(logged) 

World Bank Annual GDP per capita (logged)  

Regime Similarity Freedom 

House via 

QoG 

Measure of state democratic 

practice 

Scale 0-10 

Russian Remittances RCB Total Russian Remittance Inflow Millions USD 

Bilateral Remittance 

Share 

RCB Total Russian Remittance Inflow / 

Total Remittance Inflows 

 

Policy Preferences Bailey et. al, 

(2017) 

State Ideal Point UNGA estimator 

lagged one year 

 

Natural Resource 
Reliance 

World Bank Total oil rents as % of GDP  
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Table 2: Summary Statistics 

UN General Assembly Members voting and power characteristics, 2007-2017 

 

Country Characteristic Mean SD Min Max Median N 

UNGA Voting 
     Agree U.S. Vote  0.301 0.171 0 1 0.276 2119 

Soft Power  
     Total Bilateral Russian Trade (USD, LN) 18.951 3.354 5.704 25.13 19.429 1818 

Sharp Power       

     Bilateral FDI Net Inflow Share  0.066 2.946 -42.34 42.114 0.001 1216 

     Bilateral Remittance Net Inflow Share  0.55 0.663 0.004 5.674 0.001 307 

Hard Power 
     Bilateral Foreign Military Sales Share  0.013 0.065 0 1.011 0 1638 

Controls       

     GDP Per Capita (Logged) 8.59 1.491 5.15 12.15 8.567 2081 

     Price Brent Crude Oil (USD/Barrel) 81.028 24.474 43.64 111.63 79.61 2119 

     Resource Rent Share of GDP 8.641 12.619 0 74.132 2.524 2058 

     Freedom House Level of Democracy 6.322 3.081 0 10 7.08 1789 

     US Ideal Point Gap (1 Year LN) 2.762 0.867 0 4.869 3.022 2118 

 

Notes: 

N countries = 193; N years = 11; N country years =2119. 

All current year U.S. Dollars 

Data compiled from various sources, see Table 1 for variable description and sources 
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Table 3: Bivariate Correlations 

UN General Assembly Members voting and power characteristics, 2007-2017  
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Agree U.S. Vote 1          

Total Bilateral Russian Trade  0.32 1         
Bilateral FDI Share -0.04 0 1        

Bilateral Remittance Share -0.23 -0.22 -0.33 1       
Bilateral FMS Share -0.11 0.05 0 -0.05 1      
GDP Per Capita (Logged) 0.44 0.43 0.02 -0.1 -0.11 1     

Price Brent Crude Oil -0.04 0.04 -0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03 1    

Freedom House Level Democ 0.53 0.28 0.01 -0.13 -0.16 0.41 0.01 1   
Resource Rent Share of GDP -0.34 -0.19 -0.01 0.08 0.11 -0.23 0.1 -0.48 1  

US Ideal Point Gap Lag -0.81 -0.4 0.02 0.23 0.15 -0.51 -0.04 -0.67 0.4 1 
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Table 4: Regression Baseline Estimates: Ordinary Least Squares and Fixed Effects 

OLS and Fixed Effects Specifications by Power Type, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors in parenthesis 
U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 

 

 

  

        (1)         (2)       (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES OLS 

Soft  
Power 

OLS 

Sharp Power 

OLS 

Hard  
Power 

FE 

Soft  
Power 

FE 

Sharp  
Power 

FE 

Hard  
Power 

Bilateral Trade (ln) 0.0144***   -0.00275   
 (0.00115)   (0.00262)   

Bilateral FDI Share  -0.00241   0.000758*  

  (0.00213)   (0.000419)  

Bilateral FMS Share   -0.259***   -0.0501* 

   (0.0462)   (0.0300) 

 

Constant 0.0236 0.332 0.300 1.162 1.145 1.043 

 (0.0219) (0.00479) (0.00395) (0.103) (0.0750) (0.126) 

Observations 1,818 1,216 1,638 1,593 1,064 1,542 

R-squared 

Countries 

Country FE 
Year FE 

Controls 

0.092 

 

 
 

0.002 0.012 0.798 

158 

YES 
YES 

YES 

0.832 

97 

YES 
YES 

YES 

0.790 

151 

YES 
YES 

YES 
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Table 5: Quantile Regression Estimates: GDP per Capita Quantile and Power Type  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by GDP per capita quantile and power type, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 
τ =1 first quartile of GDP per capita, τ =4 fourth quartile of GDP per capita 

  

         (1)          (2)         (3) (4) 

VARIABLES GDP Capita 

QREG 
τ=1 

GDP Capita 

QREG 
τ=2 

GDP Capita 

QREG 
τ=3 

GDP Capita 

QREG 
τ=4 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00194 -0.0144*** -0.00634 0.00125 
 (0.00603) (0.00513) (0.00492) (0.00689) 

Bilateral FDI (share FDI) -6.78e-05 0.000569 0.00183*** 0.000171 

 (0.0185) (0.000548) (0.000291) (0.000382) 

Bilateral FMS (share mil exp) -0.0500 -0.0118 -0.159 0.277 

 (0.0420) (0.0174) (0.108) (0.173) 

Constant 0.651 0.897 0.986 1.301 

 (0.121) (0.106) (0.108) (0.235) 

Observations 119 228 272 355 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 
Year FE 

0.741 

15 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.874 

31 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.916 

33 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.857 

37 

YES 

YES 
YES 
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Table 6: Quantile Regression Estimates: GDP per Capita Quantile and Soft Power  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by GDP per capita quantile and soft power, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: Quantile Regression Estimates: GDP per Capita Quantile and Sharp Power  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by GDP per capita quantile and sharp power, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8: Quantile Regression Estimates: GDP per Capita Quantile and Hard Power  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by GDP per capita quantile and hard power, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 
τ =1 first quartile of GDP per capita, τ =4 fourth quartile of GDP per capita 

       (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=1 

GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=2 

GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=3 

GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=4 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00186 0.000360 -0.00975*** -0.00162 

 (0.00513) (0.00322) (0.00334) (0.00482) 

Observations 446 367 392 388 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 
Year FE 

0.721 

57 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.863 

57 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.871 

49 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.839 

41 

YES 

YES 
YES 

     

      (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES GDP Capita 
QREG 

τ=1 

GDP Capita 
QREG 

τ=2 

GDP Capita 
QREG 

τ=3 

GDP Capita 
QREG 

τ=4 

Bilateral FDI (share FDI) 0.00730 0.00134** 0.00129*** 0.000212 

 (0.0169) (0.000519) (0.000230) (0.000416) 

Observations 131 251 371 365 

R-squared 

Countries 
Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.749 

16 
YES 

YES 

YES 

0.862 

34 
YES 

YES 

YES 

0.908 

37 
YES 

YES 

YES 

0.0.856 

37 
YES 

YES 

YES 

      (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=1 

GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=2 

GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=3 

GDP Capita 

QREG 

τ=4 

Bilateral FMS (share mil exp) -0.0300 -0.0672** -0.179 0.215 

 (0.0374) (0.0325) (0.123) (0.146) 

Observations 421 366 376 379 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 
Country FE 

Year FE 

0.714 

53 

YES 
YES 

YES 

0.860 

53 

YES 
YES 

YES 

0.868 

47 

YES 
YES 

YES 

0.847 

41 

YES 
YES 

YES 
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Table 9: Quantile Regression Estimates: Ideal Point Quantile and Power Type  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by U.S. Ideal Point quantile and power type, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 
τ =1 first quartile of ideal point gap vis-à-vis the U.S., τ =4 fourth quartile  

  

        (1)         (2)           (3) (4) 

VARIABLES U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=1 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=2 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=3 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=4 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00392 0.00255 -0.000587 -0.00410 
 (0.00684) (0.00207) (0.0111) (0.00438) 

Bilateral FDI (share FDI) 0.000352 -0.00437** -0.00752*** 0.00452*** 

 (0.000245) (0.00212) (0.00225) (0.000368) 

Bilateral FMS (share mil exp) 0.187 -0.0816** 0.00384 0.00810 

 (0.160) (0.0327) (0.0439) (0.0407) 

Constant 1.164 0.230 0.79 1.086 

 (0.272) (0.231) (0.362) (0.205) 

Observations 414 191 170 199 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 
Year FE 

0.907 

41 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.892 

38 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.827 

34 

YES 

YES 
YES 

0.874 

38 

YES 

YES 
YES 
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Table 10: Quantile Regression Estimates: Ideal Point Quantile and Soft Power  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by U.S. Ideal Point quantile and soft power, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11: Quantile Regression Estimates: Ideal Point Quantile and Sharp Power  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by U.S. Ideal Point quantile and sharp power, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 12: Quantile Regression Estimates: Ideal Point Quantile and Hard Power  

U.S. UNGA voting alignment by U.S. Ideal Point quantile and hard power, 2007-2017 

Dependent Variable, Share of U.S. Vote 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 

τ =1 first quartile of GDP per capita, τ =4 fourth quartile of GDP per capita 

        (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES U.S. IP Gap 
QREG 

τ=1 

U.S. IP Gap 
QREG 

τ=2 

U.S. IP Gap 
QREG 

τ=3 

U.S. IP Gap 
QREG 

τ=4 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00340 -0.000142 0.000458 -0.00147 

 (0.00686) (0.00322) (0.00536) (0.00264) 

Observations 414 374 374 431 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.906 

41 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.849 

76 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.768 

86 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0..833 

77 

YES 

YES 

YES 

        (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 

τ=1 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 

τ=2 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 

τ=3 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 

τ=4 

Bilateral FDI (share FDI) 0.000360* -0.000908 -0.00673*** 0.00414*** 

 (0.000180) (0.00166) (0.00180) (0.000340) 

Observations 414 226 193 231 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.906 

41 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.873 

42 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.834 

41 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.882 

40 

YES 

YES 

YES 

        (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=1 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=2 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=3 

U.S. IP Gap 

QREG 
τ=4 

Bilateral FMS (share mil exp) 0.193 -0.0684** -0.000431 -0.0499** 
 (0.167) (0.0292) (0.0307) (0.0247) 

Observations 414 374 369 386 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.906 

41 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.835 

74 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.773 

77 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.809 

74 

YES 

YES 

YES 
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Table 13: Regression Sub-Sample: Remittance Exposure and Power Type  

Fixed effects specifications by power type and remittance exposure interaction, 2007-2017 

Dependent variable, Share of U.S. Vote 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Notes:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 

(2) Bilateral remittance country years with at least 2M USD in Russian total (resident and nonresident) inflow 

(3) Financial Exposure interacts share of Russian FDI and share of Russian remittance 
(4) Trade Exposure interacts share of Russian FMS and Bilateral Trade (logged) 

  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Fixed Effects 

Baseline 

Fixed Effects 

Remittance 
Exposure 

Fixed Effects 

Financial Exposure 

Fixed Effects 

Trade Exposure 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00268 -0.00214 -0.00208 -0.00102 
 (0.00311) (0.00851) (0.00851) (0.00857) 

Bilateral FDI Share 0.000789* 0.000104 -0.000557 -0.000600 

 (0.000464) (0.000393) (0.000977) (0.000977) 

Bilateral FMS Share 

 

-0.0431 

(0.0310) 

-0.139*** 

(0.0341) 

-0.139*** 

(0.0342) 

0.875* 

(0.441) 

Bilateral Remit Share 

 

 -0.00390 

(0.00507) 

-0.00347 

(0.00557) 

-0.00357 

(0.00550) 

Financial Exposure 

 

Trade Exposure 

 

  0.000165 

(0.00256) 

 

 

0.00017 

(0.0025) 

-0.0486** 

(0.0211) 
 

Constant 1.187 1.392 1.391 1.343 

 (0.103) (0.234) (0.236) (0.230) 

Observations 974 259 259 259 

R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.831 

92 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.894 

29 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.895 

29 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.896 

29 

YES 

YES 

YES 
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Table 14: Regression Sub-Sample: Country Development Status and Power Type  

Fixed effects specifications by power type and country development status, 2007-2017 

Dependent variable, Share of U.S. Vote 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 
Uses World Bank definition of HDC, MDC, LDC 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Fixed Effects 

Baseline 

Fixed Effects 

HDC 

Fixed Effects 

MDC 

Fixed Effects 

LDC 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00268 0.000595 -0.00849** -0.00307 

 (0.00311) (0.00598) (0.00327) (0.00527) 

Bilateral FDI Share 0.000789* 7.95e-05 0.00140*** -0.0241 

 (0.000464) (0.000284) (0.000234) (0.0513) 

Bilateral FMS Share 

 

-0.0431 

(0.0310) 

0.199 

(0.133) 

-0.0566 

(0.0408) 

-0.0327 

(0.0601) 

Constant 1.187 1.063 1.134 0.170 

 (0.103) (0.250) (0.148) (0.526) 

Observations 974 419 500 76 
R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.831 

92 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.872 

39 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.864 

47 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.790 

8 

YES 

YES 

YES 
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Table 15: Regression Sub-Sample: Polity Status and Power Type 

Fixed effects specifications by power type and country polity status, 2007-2017 

Dependent variable, Share of U.S. Vote 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 
Democracy is a Freedom House Index  greater than or equal to 8 

Autocracy is a Freedom House Index less than or equal to 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Fixed Effects 

Baseline 

Fixed Effects 

Democracy 

Fixed Effects 

Middle Tier 

Fixed Effects 

Autocracy 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00268 -0.00378 -0.00148 0.00523 

 (0.00311) (0.00486) (0.00513) (0.00588) 

Bilateral FDI Share 0.000789* 0.00106* -0.00757 0.0358 

 (0.000464) (0.000566) (0.0120) (0.0277) 

Bilateral FMS Share 

 

-0.0431 

(0.0310) 

0.0329** 

(0.0329) 

-0.447*** 

(0.140) 

-0.0502** 

(0.0242) 

Constant 1.187 1.198 0.863 0.887 

 (0.103) (0.177) (0.346) (0.271) 

Observations 974 563 223 188 
R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.831 

92 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.881 

55 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.797 

27 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.887 

25 

YES 

YES 

YES 
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Table 16: Regression Sub-Sample: U.S. Aid Status and Power Type  

Fixed effects specifications by power type and country US aid status, 2007-2017 

Dependent variable, Share of U.S. Vote 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Robust standard errors reported in parenthesis 

U.S. UNGA voting not included in regression outputs 
U.S. Aid considered low if in the bottom quartile of net U.S. aid 

U.S. aid considered high if in the top decile of net U.S. aid 

  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Fixed Effects 

Baseline 

Fixed Effects 

Low Aid 

Fixed Effects 

Middle Aid 

Fixed Effects 

High Aid 

Bilateral Trade (ln) -0.00268 -0.0107 -0.00214 -0.00371 

 (0.00311) (0.0141) (0.00451) (0.00411) 

Bilateral FDI Share 0.000789* -0.646* 0.000949*** 0.00108*** 

 (0.000464) (0.313) (0.000297) (0.000245) 

Bilateral FMS Share 

 

-0.0431 

(0.0310) 

-0.734* 

(0.362) 

-0.0425 

(0.0294) 

-0.0508** 

(0.0253) 

Constant 1.187 1.101 0.930 0..987 

 (0.103) (0.870) (0.180 (0.156) 

Observations 974 64 404 468 
R-squared 

Countries 

Controls 

Country FE 

Year FE 

0.831 

92 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.919 

19 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.863 

49 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0.872 

53 

YES 

YES 

YES 
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Figure 5: Bivariate Correlation Matrix: UNGA Voting and Russian Military Sales 
UN General Assembly Members voting and bilateral military sales, 2007-2017 
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Figure 6: Bivariate Correlation Matrix: UNGA Voting and Russian Trade 

UN General Assembly Members voting and bilateral trade, 2007-2017 
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Figure 7: Bivariate Correlation Matrix: UNGA Voting and Russian Investment 

UN General Assembly Members voting and foreign direct investment, 2007-2017 
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