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The paper specifies the potential of Asia-Pacific multilateral dialogue 
platforms — APEC, the ARF, the ADMM+8 and the EAS — from the per-
spective of re-energizing cooperation between Russia and the South Pa-
cific countries. In the first paragraph, the authors analyze the strategy 
and results of Russia’s policy in APEC, the principal Asia-Pacific dialogue 
platform aimed at stimulating economic integration; in the second, they 
focus on Russia’s participation in ASEAN-centric multilateral nego
tiation venues that hold discussions on political and security issues. 
In the third paragraph, the degree of utility of those multilateral venues 
for strengthening relations between Russia and the South Pacific re-
gion that participate in those institutions — Australia, New Zealand and 
Papua New Guinea — are revealed. The authors argue that the evolu-
tion of regional processes does not contribute to strengthening Russia’s 
partnership with those states. The intensification of US‑China compe-
tition (including the establishment of antagonistic structures and inte-
gration projects), the tightening of anti-Chinese rhetoric in the United 
States and its ally countries leads to an increasing polarization of Asia-
Pacific dialogue platforms. Moreover, the agenda of those platforms, 
created decades ago, do not always seem to meet the present reali-
ties. The unwillingness to adapt to the urgent problems of the region 
results in the consolidation of a largely formal role of those platforms 
and in a decrease in interest of their participants.
Under these circumstances, a search for a unifying constructive agen-
da is difficult, while without it, finding common ground with countries 
that have not previously been involved in any close contacts with Rus-
sia seems almost impossible. At the same time, in the foreseeable future 
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Russia’s relations with Australia and New Zealand will be profoundly 
shaped by Russia’s confrontation with the West. Russia’s dialogue with 
Papua New Guinea is more promising. Nevertheless, owing to the geo-
graphic remoteness and lack of interest from the business community, 
no breakthroughs can be expected either.
Keywords: Russia, APEC, ASEAN, Asia-Pacific, South Pacific, Australia, 
New Zealand, Papua New Guinea.
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Статья уточ­ня­ет по­тен­ци­ал мно­го­сто­рон­них диа­ло­го­вых пло
ща­док АТР — АТЭС, АРФ, СМОА+ и ВАС — с точ­ки зре­ния ак­ти­ви
за­ции со­труд­ни­че­ства Рос­сии со стра­на­ми ЮТР, уча­ствую­щи­ми 
в упо­мя­ну­тых фор­ма­тах. В пер­вом па­ра­гра­фе ав­то­ры ана­ли­зи
ру­ют стра­те­гию и ре­зуль­та­ты дея­тель­но­сти РФ в АТЭС — ос­нов­ной 
азиатско-тихо­оке­ан­ской струк­ту­ре, на­це­лен­ной на эко­но­ми
чес­кую ин­те­гра­цию, во вто­ром — кон­цен­три­ру­ют­ся на уча­стии РФ 
в асеа­но­цен­трич­ных фор­ма­тах, по­свя­щён­ных во­про­сам по­ли­ти­ки 
и безо­пас­но­сти. В треть­ем па­ра­гра­фе вы­яв­ле­на сте­пень по­лез
но­сти этих пло­ща­док для ук­ре­п­ле­ния со­труд­ни­че­ства Рос­сии 
с при­сут­ствую­щи­ми в них стра­на­ми ЮТР — Авст­ра­лией, Новой 
Зелан­дией и Папуа — Новой Гви­неей. Авто­ры при­хо­дят к вы­во­ду, 
что эво­лю­ция ре­гио­наль­ных про­цес­сов не спо­соб­ству­ет ак­ти­ви
за­ции парт­нёр­ства РФ с упо­мя­ну­ты­ми го­су­дар­ства­ми. Уси­ле­ние 
аме­ри­кано-китайской кон­ку­рен­ции, вы­ра­жаю­ще­еся в том чис­ле 
в  фор­ми­ро­ва­нии за­час­тую ан­та­го­ни­сти­чес­ких по от­но­ше­нию 
друг к дру­гу струк­тур и про­ек­тов, уже­сто­че­ние ан­ти­ки­тай­ской 
ри­то­ри­ки со сто­ро­ны США и их со­юз­ни­ков ве­дёт к рас­ту­щей по­ля
ри­за­ции азиатско-тихо­оке­ан­ских пе­ре­го­вор­ных фор­ма­тов. Более 
того, про­бле­ма­ти­ка этих соз­дан­ных де­ся­ти­ле­тия на­зад пло­ща­док 
не все­гда от­ве­ча­ет по­треб­но­стям се­го­дняш­не­го дня. Него­тов­ность 
адап­ти­ро­вать­ся к ре­ше­нию ак­ту­аль­ных про­блем ре­гио­на ве­дёт 
к за­кре­п­ле­нию за та­ки­ми струк­ту­ра­ми фор­маль­ной роли и уга
са­нию ин­те­ре­са к ним со сто­ро­ны их уча­ст­ни­ков.
В этих ус­ло­ви­ях по­иск объ­е­ди­няю­щей кон­ст­рук­тив­ной по­ве­ст­ки 
со­труд­ни­че­ства за­труд­нён, а без неё на­хо­ж­де­ние то­чек со­при­кос
но­ве­ния со стра­на­ми, ра­нее не во­вле­чён­ны­ми в сколь-либо тес­ные 
кон­так­ты с Рос­сией, пред­став­ля­ет­ся ма­ло­ве­ро­ят­ным. При  этом 
от­но­ше­ния РФ с  Авст­ра­лией и  Новой Зелан­дией в  обо­зри­мой 
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пер­спек­ти­ве бу­дут под­вер­же­ны силь­ней­ше­му влия­нию кон­фрон
та­ции Моск­вы с Запа­дом. Диа­лог с Папуа — Новой Гви­неей в этом 
плане име­ет боль­ше пер­спек­тив, од­на­ко в  силу уда­лён­но­сти 
и от­сут­ствия ин­те­ре­са у де­ло­вых кру­гов ожи­дать каких-либо про
ры­вов тоже не при­хо­дит­ся.
Ключевые слова: Рос­сия, АТЭС, АСЕАН, Азиатско-Тихо­оке­ан­ский 
ре­ги­он, Южно-Тихо­оке­ан­ский ре­ги­он, Авст­ра­лия, Новая Зелан­дия, 
Папуа — Новая Гви­нея.

So far, the South Pacific has not been a major priority for the Rus-
sian Federation. Although the  factor of distance plays the most 

important role, other reasons, including lack of self-maintain-
ing and self-reproducing ties, are in place. In case Russia aims to 
increase its profile in the South Pacific, it needs relevant and effec-
tive instruments. Among them, multilateral cooperation is of special 
importance, as Russia and three largest South Pacific states — Aus-
tralia, New Zealand and Papua New Guinea — are members of Asia-
Pacific multilateral dialogue platforms, namely the  Asia-Pacific 
Economic Cooperation Forum (APEC), the ASEAN Regional Forum 
(the ARF). Besides, Russia, Australia and New Zealand are members 
of the ASEAN Defense Ministers Meeting Plus Eight (the ADMM+8) 
and the East Asia Summit (the EAS).

Russia has been participating in APEC since  1998, while in 
the ARF, the ADMM+8 and the EAS since 1996, 2010 and 2011 respec-
tively. To  trace the extent to which those multilateral venues can 
provide Russia and the afore-mentioned states with additional incen-
tives to cooperate, as well as with proper institutional possibilities, 
is a timely and relevant exercise.

Starting from an outline of Russia’s policy towards Asia-Pacific 
multilateral economic cooperation and the interim results achieved, 
the paper further proceeds with analyzing Russia’s priorities and 
policy towards the Asia-Pacific multilateral venues focusing upon 
the regional security dialogue, before finally turning to a South Pacific 
perspective of the afore-mentioned multilateral tracks. The conclu-
sion summarizes the foregoing analysis.

RUSSIA AND ASIA-PACIFIC ECONOMIC REGIONALISM: 
ASSESSING INTERIM RESULTS

Developing economic cooperation with its Asia-Pacific part-
ners, the Russian Federation is motivated by a clear goal, namely, 
to develop its Far Eastern and Siberian territories  [5]. In  turn, 

Канаев Е.А., Терских М.А.
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the  successful implementation of this vision means increasing 
the spectrum of external resources, be it investment, technologies or 
expertise, to the best advantage of Russia’s internal modernization. 
This is especially important since Russia is not involved in the pro-
cesses of regionalization that have been in place in the Asia-Pacific 
region since the 1950s, namely, grass-root exchanges between enter-
prises, financial structures, individual entrepreneurs etc. as the foun-
dation on which regional institutions are premised.

Without going into detail into Russia’s turn to the East since the rel-
evant academic literature is in overabundance [3], for the Russian 
Federation, Asia-Pacific economic exchanges matter if three compo-
nents are in place: neutrality, inclusivity and the global dimension.

The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum is the only 
regional multilateral dialogue platform in which Russia participates. 
After joining APEC in 1998 and as the cornerstone of its dialogue with 
APEC partners, Russia has traditionally prioritized cargo transpor-
tation via the Trans-Siberian railway and cooperation in the energy 
sector. Examples of Russia’s initiatives include the Asia-Europe tran-
sit route (using railroads and the northern sea route), the develop-
ment of remote areas, enhancing trade policy transparency, public 
e-services, etc  [9]. While the  transportation initiative has thus far 
failed to gain traction and the Trans-Siberian railway has not yet 
become a transit route convenient for Asia-Pacific companies, energy 
cooperation has been a  success. Suffice it to mention, large-scale 
infrastructure projects like the  Sakhalin-Khabarovsk-Vladivostok 
gas transmission system, the East Siberia — Pacific Ocean oil pipe-
line or the Power of Siberia gas pipeline are already operational and 
directly con­tribute to Asia-Pacific energy security.

Revealingly, Russia’s priorities during its APEC chairmanship 
in 2012 — trade and investment liberalization, strengthening food 
security, establishing reliable supply chains and fostering innova-
tive growth — were welcomed by APEC economies. Coupled with 
the demonstration effect of Vladivostok’s renovated infrastructure, 
this convincingly suggested that Russia saw itself as a fully-fledged 
participant of Asia-Pacific economic exchanges while Vladivostok 
would be a top-level regional summit convention venue.

Discouragingly, Russia has been unable to fully reap the rewards 
of its APEC chairmanship. Russia’s afore-mentioned APEC topics were 
not further developed by Moscow as a special direction of its APEC 
policy. The team of officials and analysts that had been involved in 
preparations for Russia’s APEC chairmanship was delegated other 
tasks. But most importantly, Russia regarded its APEC chairmanship 
as a temporary, even one-time, project that had been successfully 
prepared, convened and eventually completed.

Сотрудничество России со странами Южно-Тихоокеанского региона…
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Russia’s trade with the  APEC economies is characterized by 
the absence of sustainable trends (pic. 1). The  largest increase in 
trade turnover was in 2011 — the  volume of trade amounted to 
US$196.5 billion, while a year before it had been only $145 billion. 
For several years, it continued to grow ($211.2 billion in 2014), how-
ever, anti-Russian sanctions led to its 30% decrease to $147.8 billion 
(2015). Then there was a  stable moderate increase in trade turn-
over — to $212.7 billion in 2019, but the COVID‑19 pandemic caused 
a decrease to $192.1 billion in 2020. The post-COVID recovery influ-
enced the Russian-APEC trade, the turnover reached $261.5 billion 
in  2021 (Russian exports amounted to $130.3  billion, imports — 
$131.2 billion). It is noteworthy that in the last decade the share of 
APEC economies in the structure of Russian trade has been consis-
tently growing — it was 23.2% in 2010 and 33.3% in 2021 [2].

But, on the whole, the Russian “turn to the East” has been stagnat-
ing. The reasons are numerous and range from deep contradictions 
between the approach of the federal center and Far Eastern author-
ities regarding the substance of the “turn” and the role of Far East-
ern residents in making it efficient. As Russian foreign policy experts 
note, unless Russia’s “turn to the East” is able to radically increase 
the living standards of Far Eastern residents, for the rest of Russian 
citizens it will be useless. Apprehensions are rising that the develop-
ment of Far East will result in demonstrative window-dressing (or, 
as Russians say, Potemkin villages), large-scale embezzlements and 
individual flourishing enclaves for highly-qualified expatriates in 
stark contrast with the rest of the Far East, as well as a massive influx 
of low-qualified person-power [4]. This demonstrates that the ulti-
mate goal Russia attaches to its participation in APEC remains far 
from fulfilled.

Simultaneously, the course of APEC development suggests that 
all the three components in regional multilateral cooperation which 
correspond to Russia’s interests are missing. With regard to inclu-
sivity, APEC seems to be torn between China and the US. Suffice it 

2010   2011     2012    2013    2014   2015    2016    2017    2018    2019   2020    2021

300

250

200

150

100

50

0

Pic. 1. Russia-APEC trade, bln.USD

Канаев Е.А., Терских М.А.



	 15
Ро

сси
я и

 АТ
Р · 

20
23

 · №
 1

to recall, intra-APEC contradictions have been in place since APEC’s 
inception but markedly intensified since the early 2010s and resulted 
in APEC’s inability to produce a Leaders’ Declaration in 2018. This 
trend has been reinforced by the evolution of Asia-Pacific multilat-
eral economic initiatives like TPP/CPTPP and RCEP. The same is true 
concerning a collapse of APEC neutrality since the Sino-American 
controversy over trade and technological issues hampers the imple-
mentation of intra-APEC projects — first and foremost, the Free Trade 
Area of the Asia-Pacific (FTAAP). With specific respect to global impli-
cations, APEC mirrors shortcomings of the global regulatory institu-
tions, contradictions between global powers and their inability to 
develop a consolidated approach to global issues which require col-
lective responses. This is especially discouraging, since in terms of 
representation APEC is a multilateral venue which, in theory, has 
ample opportunity to shape the parameters of the most promising 
region of the global economy.

Nevertheless, prospects for Russia’s contribution to the economic 
cooperation in the  Asia-Pacific region are positive, since Russia 
remains an important energy exporter. What is especially important, 
Russian gas is likely to remain high in the priorities of many Asia-
Pacific states since natural gas is a relatively ecologically-friendly 
fuel while environmental problems in these states are very serious. 
Of special note is the mainstream position in the Russian expert com-
munity that resource abundance is a blessing rather than a curse 
and the development of an innovative resource economy should be 
among Russia’s pressing tasks  [6]. Examples that Russia performs 
this task successfully, as exemplified by measures to stimulate green 
energy, are already in place [7].

The afore-discussed developments reveal an ambiguous picture. 
On the one hand, developing economic cooperation with its Asia-
Pacific partners through multilateral economic formats and initia-
tives, Russia has been unable to achieve much. The reasons stem 
from lack of strategically important assets like diasporas, supply-pro-
duction and product-processing chains, and well-developed infra-
structure coupled with the  effects of anti-Russian sanctions and 
of the COVID‑19 pandemic. Taken together, these factors have con-
tributed to the eventual unsatisfactory outcome.

On the  other hand, Asia-Pacific multilateral initiatives are 
undergoing a profound transformation with unpredictable results. 
The  Asia-Pacific multilateral institutions were either established 
in the  late 1980s, like the APEC forum, or did not evolve success-
fully in the new legal and organizational framework (TPP/CPTPP). 
This generates an imbalance between the  priorities of develop-
ment and the milieu in which it takes place. In these circumstances, 

Сотрудничество России со странами Южно-Тихоокеанского региона…



16	

Ро
сси

я и
 АТ

Р · 
20

23
 · №

 1

the  parameters of cooperation are defined by China and the US, 
between which elements of confrontation are steadily increasing. 
As a result, as Russian experts suggest, the optimum strategy for Rus-
sia would be a policy of focused partnerships without fixed obliga-
tions instead of pan-regional multilateral initiatives promoted by 
Asia-Pacific multilateral dialogue platforms [10]. This factor decreases 
the significance of the latter in Russia’s regional priorities.

RUSSIA AND THE ASIA-PACIFIC MULTILATERAL DIALOGUE 
ON POLITICS AND SECURITY: VISION AND CONSTRAINTS

With specific relevance to multilateral cooperation in politics and 
security, Russia prioritizes the same goals, namely, neutrality, inclu-
sivity and favorable global implications.

Among the  Asia-Pacific multilateral dialogue platforms, Rus-
sia participates in ASEAN-led venues — the ASEAN Regional Forum 
(ARF), the ASEAN Defense Ministers Meeting Plus Eight (ADMM Plus) 
and the East Asia Summit (EAS).

The ARF, ADMM Plus and EAS matter to Moscow as dialogue for-
mats for several reasons. They contribute to maintaining a peaceful 
international milieu in the region that Russia declared as its prior-
ity for the twenty-first century [8]. Consequently, the development of 
Siberia and the Far East will directly depend upon the way the Asia-
Pacific international milieu evolves. In addition, they provide the Rus-
sian leadership with a permanent channel of communication with 
Asia-Pacific partners along the diplomatic, military and top-level 
tracks. For instance, on the sidelines of these venues, Russian top offi-
cials may hold bilateral discussions with their US counterparts, which 
otherwise would be problematic in the present circumstances. More 
than that, by participating in the ARF, ADMM Plus and EAS, Russia 
can monitor the Asia-Pacific security milieu simultaneously stress-
ing that, along with a rapid polarization of the global international 
system, Russia supports cooperative trends in the Asia-Pacific region 
regardless of the on-going global political and security developments. 
But most importantly, these multilateral dialogue platforms may con-
tribute to strengthening Russia’s global status since, in the world, as 
we know it today, it is impossible to remain an established global 
power without strong positions in the Asia-Pacific region.

As a member of  the ARF, ADMM Plus and EAS, Russia priori-
tizes combating terrorism and trans-national crime, emergency 
responses, non-proliferation of WMD, military medicine and cyber-
security. One of  the most important topics for Moscow is a multi-
lateral dialogue on the formation of regional security architecture. 

Канаев Е.А., Терских М.А.
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Russia assists on an ongoing basis in the training of military per-
sonnel of the ASEAN countries and provides them with assistance 
in case of natural disasters.

Russia’s activity in the  ASEAN-led multilateral venues has its 
shortcomings. After Russia joined the  East Asia Summit in  2011, 
Russia’s top leadership missed several EAS sessions. Also, Russia has 
been insufficiently engaged in maritime security cooperation which 
remains pivotal for ASEAN and many of its partners, as well as tra-
ditionally being among the  top priorities of  the ARF, ADMM Plus 
and EAS. But most discouragingly, underdeveloped economic ties 
between Russia and ASEAN tarnish Moscow’s image as a contribu-
tor to Asia-Pacific security since, in ASEAN’s vision, economics and 
security are closely intertwined.

From the  practical perspective, as outlined above, for Russia 
the ASEAN-led multilateral dialogue platforms are instruments to 
maintain neutrality and inclusivity.

In Russia’s view, this system allows the Asia-Pacific countries, 
both big and small, to collectively keep the Asia-Pacific region neu-
tral. Simultaneously, this system reduces chances that Russia may be 
dragged into a conflict that will cause Russia heavy damage. Argu-
ably, if the ASEAN-driven system of cooperative security in the Asia-
Pacific region should collapse, the US-led hub-and-spoke system, 
underpinned by the Quad and the  recently created bloc AUKUS, 
will remain the only pan-regional multilateral dialogue mechanism. 
Needless to say, this runs counter to Russia’s interests.

The transformation which ASEAN-led multilateral dialogue plat-
forms are undergoing at present is hardly positive for Russia. In terms 
of inclusivity and neutrality, China and the US are developing sep-
arate tracks along which their military cooperation with ASEAN is 
organized [11]. Both countries launched separate maritime exercises 
with ASEAN — China in 2018 and the US in 2019 respectively. This 
is coupled with the ever-rising frustration that the ASEAN-led sys-
tem inefficiently performs its function since key Asia-Pacific security 
challenges remain far from resolved. In the years to come, the US-led 
collective security system is very likely to come into contention with 
the system of common security developed by China and premised 
upon the Belt and Road Initiative. As a logical consequence, neutral-
ity and inclusivity will soon be eroded. Long-standing controversies 
between China and the US over a wide range of issues, from mari-
time security to trade and 5G technology, leave few doubts that pros-
pects for Asia-Pacific polarization are very real, to the disadvantage 
of its economy, politics and security.

With specific relevance to the  global implications of  the ARF, 
ADMM Plus and EAS, the following points are worthy of note. A rise 
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of the global dimension in ASEAN’s prospective plans, which has been 
especially noticeable since the late 2000s and in which ASEAN-led 
multilateral dialogue venues and initiatives play a special role, has 
seen the Association adapt its policy to global developments. In their 
turn, these developments contradict the very essence of the ASEAN 
Way and the modality of cooperation ASEAN has been favoring since 
its inception and especially since the ARF was established. As things 
currently stand, color revolutions, state-sponsored political mur-
ders (exemplified, among other cases, by the assassination of Qasem 
Soleimani in January 2020), sacrificing promising economic proj-
ects for the sake of on-going political ambitions are the new norm of 
global politics. Stating that ASEAN would hardly regard such devel-
opments positively if they happened in Southeast Asia, it is obvious 
that the ASEAN-led multilateral dialogue platforms decrease in value 
as instruments to promote ASEAN’s policies at the global level.

A SOUTH PACIFIC PERSPECTIVE

Seen through the  prism of Asia-Pacific multilateral dialogue, 
the  afore-mentioned developments have direct relevance to Rus-
sia’s policy in the South Pacific. In this regard, several points deserve 
mentioning.

First, the region is encountering a rising geopolitical competition, 
exemplified primarily by the Sino-American rivalry. The multilateral 
dimension of this competition is evident. The US is implementing its 
project of Indo-Pacific region (IPR), while China is pulling the region 
into the orbit of its Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). For Russia, this 
means a polarization of  the regional political and economic land-
scape. Assuming that Russia currently does not offer any compara-
ble project that would cover this part of the world, and is aimed at 
pragmatic non-ideologized cooperation with all states of the region, 
the aftereffects of the BRI and the IPR does not respond to its priorities.

On the one hand, Moscow openly opposes the idea of Indo-Pacific 
and supports synergizing the BRI with its own initiatives in Eurasia. 
On the other hand, it does not seek to take sides with any mega-proj-
ect — the IPR or the BRI — in the Asia-Pacific region and the South 
Pacific as its part. Supporting any party is unlikely to contribute to 
Russia’s goals in the region that, as mentioned above, are concen-
trated on the development of the Far East and Siberia.

Second, multilateral dialogue platforms in which Russia and 
the South Pacific states participate are encountering difficult times 
and need to re-energize their agendas. For instance, APEC seem to 
be fading into irrelevance, since its result have been unable to meet 
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the priorities of its participants. In the present circumstances, as Rus-
sia is likely to remain under Western economic pressure for years, 
if not for decades, to come, its practical participation in multilateral 
initiatives, the more so in those relating to free trade and investment, 
is fraught with serious difficulties.

In their turn, ASEAN-led dialogue platforms cannot boast of remark-
able achievements, like, for instance, a decrease of tensions in the Korean 
peninsula (North Korea has been participating in the ARF since 2001) 
or in the South China Sea. As Russia can neither re-energize ASEAN-led 
venues nor offer their participants a unifying agenda of cooperation, 
it will implement a low-profile policy at those discussions.

Third and perhaps most importantly, multilateral cooperation is 
just another instrument to add value to what has been developed and 
is functioning rather than a silver bullet that can produce impres-
sive results within a short time. Regarding economy, trade figures 
between Russia and the South Pacific states are far from impressive. 
More or less stable trade figures are only between Russia and Austra-
lia — almost 1 billion USD annually during the last decade. Russia’s 
trade turnover with New Zealand is moderate and less stable — while 
it has been fluctuating from 400 to almost 600 million USD during 
the last decade, it decreased to 283 million USD in 2021. Russia’s trade 
relations with Papua New Guinea are insignificant — much less than 
10 million USD annually. In general these three countries combined 
account for less than 0.2% of Russian foreign trade [2]. Investment 
projects and technological exchanges between Russia and Australia, 
Russia and New Zealand and Russia and Papua New Guinea are vir-
tually non-existent.

Predictably, within APEC, Russia and those economies have not 
implemented joint projects, for instance, in the field of food security 
and food safety or mining. Within the ASEAN-led dialogue venues, 
no joint projects between Russia and those countries have been car-
ried out as a special value-added to the initiatives undertaken by, for 
instance, the agendas of Expert Working Groups under the ADMM+8 
auspices.

Discouragingly, the potential of academic diplomacy as an instru-
ment to stimulate multilateral cooperation within the  afore-dis-
cussed multilateral dialogue mechanisms remains underdeveloped. 
People-to-people contacts and academic exchanges have not gained 
momentum. Although there are projects implemented, for instance, 
by the Mikluho-Maclay Foundation, they cannot contribute to accu-
mulating the  critical mass necessary to re-energize the presently 
stagnating cooperation between Russia and those countries, includ-
ing its multilateral dimension. To substantiate this point, suffice it to 
look at the interim results of the All-Russian Association of the South 
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Pacific Researchers. At the time of preparing this paper (as of early 
September 2022), the most recent event posted on the English ver-
sion of the website of the Association dated as back as late Decem-
ber 2021, while the most recent English-speaking comment dated 
as back as mid-August 2021 [1].

Assessing prospects, unrealistic expectations regarding the aims, 
as well as tempo and scale, of Russia’s policy in the South Pacific 
should be avoided. Arguably, in the years to come Russia will increas-
ingly focus on cooperation with partners other than the  South 
Pacific states. Relations with the “collective West”, China, India, Iran, 
the ASEAN countries, as well as policy across the post-Soviet space, 
will capture Russia’s attention. If so, along the multilateral track of 
its diplomacy Moscow will prioritize injecting new energies in BRICS, 
the SCO, the EAEU and other multilateral dialogue venues in which 
it participates rather than concentrate on APEC and ASEAN-led for-
mats. This will further narrow the spectrum of multilateral instru-
ments of cooperation between Russia and the South Pacific states.

Since relations are a  two-way road, a  look at the  activities 
of the three South Pacific states within the framework of the ARF and 
APEC is relevant. Here, the situation is hardly encouraging either. 
In recent years, none of these countries has offered any initiatives in 
which Russia might be interested. More than that, bilateral coopera-
tion with Moscow is surely not a priority in the foreign policy of Can-
berra, Wellington or Port Moresby.

In the practical realm, few options for cooperation are available. 
As Australia and New Zealand supported anti-Russian sanctions and 
are included in the List of Unfriendly Countries and Territories [13], 
projects and initiatives are possible with only Papua New Guinea. 
Within APEC, it is hardly realistic to expect that Moscow and Port 
Moresby will initiate a large-scale project conducive to APEC agenda 
and corresponding to its lines of cooperation. To realize this scenario, 
the parties need a qualitatively different critical mass of grass-root 
cooperation. In the ARF framework, realistic options available are 
few and limited to theoretically possible joint measures to relieve 
the aftereffects of natural and technological disasters, and combat-
ting pandemics [12].

In sum, multilateral dialogue as an instrument to develop coop-
eration between Russia and Australia, New Zealand and Papua New 
Guinea has very limited potential. More discouragingly, the spectrum 
of possibilities presented by APEC and ASEAN-led dialogue venues is 
constantly narrowing, as the potential of those institutional frame-
works was not properly explored by those states at a  time more 
conducive to implementing joint projects. If so, it is hardly realistic 
to expect much from APEC, the APF, the ADMM+8 and the EAS.

Канаев Е.А., Терских М.А.



	 21
Ро

сси
я и

 АТ
Р · 

20
23

 · №
 1

CONCLUSION

The analysis performed above of  the degree of utility of Asia-
Pacific multilateral dialogue platforms APEC, the ARF, the ADMM+8 
and the EAS in stimulating cooperation between Russia and Aus-
tralia, New Zealand and Papua New Guinea reveals several broad 
assessments.

First, the recent multilateral initiatives, mostly the Indo-Pacific 
region, the Quad and AUKUS have contributed to making the Asia-
Pacific region and the South Pacific as its part an increasingly con-
flict-prone geopolitical area. With regard to those initiatives, of note 
is their clearly pronounced anti-China component. Notably and 
regrettably, this negative effect extends to the multilateral dimension 
of regional cooperation, as, for instance, the Quad and AUKUS under-
mine ASEAN-centric multilateral dialogue venues. Taken together, 
those factors act as strong disincentives for Russia to develop rela-
tions with the  countries of  the  South Pacific region, including 
by means of multilateral instruments.

Second, the development paradigm of Asia-Pacific multilateral 
dialogue platforms, both economic and political-security, in which 
Russia participates and the priorities of the Russian Federation are 
visibly losing synergy. As demonstrated above, the fundamental aims 
that Russia pursues in APEC, the ARF, the ADMM+8 and the EAS run 
counter to the present-day international realities. Arguably, Russia’s 
partners are aware of this widening gap. If so, neither Russia, nor 
its partners, for instance, among the APEC economies, including Aus-
tralia, New Zealand and Papua New Guinea, will create additional 
incentives to cement their relations by means of APEC institutional 
possibilities.

Third, regardless Asia-Pacific mechanisms of multilateral coop-
eration, in the years to come Russia is unlikely to focus on devel-
oping relations with the South Pacific countries. Realistically, under 
the present international circumstances, differences between Rus-
sia and Australia and New Zealand will only sharpen, while Papua 
New Guinea will be sliding into China’s orbit. In light of this, Rus-
sia’s dialogue with those states is likely to be situational and nar-
row-focused. Coupled with the factors noted above, this will further 
decrease the significance of the South Pacific states in Russia’s order 
of international priority.

In order not to encounter setbacks and disappointments, a real-
istic assessment of available instruments and of  their efficiency 
should be among Russia’s top priorities. Implementing its policy in 
the South Pacific region, the Russian Federation must have a broad 
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vision of what it can and cannot expect from Asia-Pacific multilateral 
dialogue frameworks in which it and its South Pacific partners par-
ticipate. Arguably, it is hardly expedient to exaggerate the potential 
of those multilateral venues as an instrument to re-energize relations 
between Russia and its partners in the South Pacific region.
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