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OZET
Yuksek Lisans Tezi
Rus Tehdidi Altinda Sovyet Sonrasi bir Ulke:

Gircistan'in ittifak Seceneklerinin Agiklanmasi

Murat GUNEYL iOGLU

Dokuz Eylul Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisu
Uluslararasi Iliskiler Anabilim Dal
ingilizce Uluslararasiiliskiler Programi

Bagimsizligindan bu yana Gdurcistan kiguk bir devlet olarak,
egemenlgini ve toprak butinliginl glvence altina alma yolunda, 6nemli
zorluklarla kar si karsiya kalmistir. Sovyet sonrasi Ulkelerde goérulen bircok
diger problemin yani sira, Abhazya'da ve Glney Osetydaki etnik ayrimcilik
ve bu catsmalarin gucli komsu Rusya tarafindan manipilasyonu Gurcu
devletini olduk¢ca savunmasiz bir konuma itmgtir. Bu ylzden Gdrcistan,
Rusya’yl dengelemek ve b&amsizligini giclendirmek amaciyla, ds devletlerin
muttefikli gine ihtiyac duymustur. Ancak Giurcistan her zaman Rusya'yi
dengelemeyi tercih etmeny ve 1993 yilinin sonunda Moskova'yla guvenlik
isbirli gine dayali bir ittifaka gitmi stir. Birkag yil icinde Gurcu devleti ittifak
stratejisini yeniden Rus tehdidini dengelemek Uzeredegistirmi s ve ABD ve

Avrupall devletlerin bir muttefiki olmu stur.

Bu calisma Rus tehdidine bir cevap olarak gelien Gurcistan’in ittifak
seceneklerini aciklamayi amaclamaktadir. Gircistanh Rusya da dahil olmak
Uzere, ds devletlerle kurdugu ittifaklarin gercek nedenlerini ve sonuclarini
inceleyebilmek i¢in, Stephen Walt'un tehdit denges(balance-of-threat) teorisi
ve bu teorinin elstirileri kullanilacaktir. Ayrica Gurcistan’in NATO  (yesi
Ulkelerle olusturdu gu ittifakin temelleri incelenecek ve Giurcistan-NATO
iliskilerine yonelik genel bir bakis ortaya konulacaktir. 2008’deki Rusya-
Gurcistan savainin, bu iliskiler Gzerinde ortaya koydugu yeni anlamlar da
calisma icerisinde tartisiimaktadir.



Anahtar Kelimeler: Giurcistan, guvenlik, (uluslararasi) ittifaklar,htét dengesi

(balance-of-threat), Rusya-Gurcistagkiieri, NATO-Gurcistan ilgkileri.



ABSTRACT
Master’s Thesis
A Post-Soviet State under Russian Threat:

Explaining Georgia’s Alignment Preferences

Murat GUNEYL iOGLU

Dokuz Eylul University
Graduate School of Social Sciences
Department of International Relations
International Relations Master Program

Since its independence Georgia, as a small statechanany difficulties in
securing its sovereignty and territorial integrity. Besides many other problems
that observed in all post-Soviet states, the ethniseparatism in Abkhazia and
South Ossetia and the manipulation of these conftie by Russia —the powerful
neighbor, put the state in a very vulnerable situabn. For that reason Georgia
needed external states as allies to balance Russand consolidate its
independence against the former hegemonic power. Mever Georgia did not
choose always to balance Russia and formed an aligent with Moscow,
beginning in the end of 1993 that was based on seity cooperation. In several
years, the Georgian state shifted its alignment sitegy to balance again and it

became an ally of the US and the European States.

This study aims at explaining alignment choices dbeorgia that emerged
as a response against the Russian threat. It usesefhen Walt's balance-of-
threat theory and its critics to examine the real easons for and consequences of
the alliances that Georgia formed with the externaktates including Russia. It
also examines the origins of the alignment betwed&beorgia and NATO member
states and gives an overview of the NATO-Georgia laions. The implications

of the Russia-Georgia war of 2008 on this relationare also discussed.

Key Words: Georgia, security, alliances, balance-of-threasdfasGeorgia relations,
NATO-Georgia relations.
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INTRODUCTION

What is Georgia’s position in the geopoliticalugigle over the Caucasus?
How has the state been affected by strategic betsawf the great powers and
international organizations that are active in ggsvtiet space? What are the interests
of Thilisi in its relations with Russia, USA and lepe? Because Georgia has a
strategic location between Black Sea and the Cé&,ats choices among different
alignment opportunities in its around has a loteib about the future of the power
struggle over the Caucasus region that connect8Vigst to the Newly Independent
States. To offer reliable answers to these impor@estions above, one need an

analysis of Georgia’s alignment preferences thaeweade since its independence.

This study aims at explaining alignment choice&ebrgia. The focus will be
on security cooperation between Georgia and iissalbecause alliances are defined
as arrangements for security cooperation in thereadist literature. The
methodology of the study, uses the competing theodf alliance formation to
explain Georgia’s alignment strategy from differaspects. Since it is thought that
Stephen Walt's balance-of-threat theory is the nsagble and explanatory one for
Georgia’s alignment behavior, the study mostly usebypotheses in examining the
data significant to understand alignment motivesGebrgia. The chapters of this
study not only deal with the reasons for Georgalignment strategy but also put

forth the consequences with all implications itrpoded for Georgia and its allies.

Georgia, as a small state, bordering Russia hady ndifficulties in
consolidating its independence and ensuring itgigir Without external assistance
it did not possible for Georgia to provide the eohand sovereignty over its land.
Because the turmoil in the Caucasus after the ldisso of the Soviet Union
promoted ethnic separatism in Abkhazia and Souttetizs as the governments of
these regions initiated their own independent sthtelding projects. The
manipulation of these ethnic conflicts by the forrhegemonic power Russia further
increased the problems of security for Georgia.tRat reason, the Georgian state’s

foreign policy was driven by mostly its motives providing the immediate security



of the country. Accordingly its alignment behavieas mostly shaped by its aim at
gaining foreign assistance and securing its indég@ece. That is why this study’s
focus is on the high security issues. Throughhtspters the study mostly deals with
the issues of territorial integrity, external-imal threats, conflicts, security
cooperation, and foreign military assistance. Ttieeloimportant issues outside the
security realm, e.g. Georgia’s economic and denticodavelopment remain beyond

the scope of the analysis.

The study examines particularly Georgia’s relagiovith the external states,
mainly Russia, the US, the European countries amtlyp some regional states i.e.
Azerbaijan, Ukraine, Turkey. Georgia’s relationsthwiimportant international
organizations; Commonwealth of Independent StatdS)( NATO, the European
Union; and the GUAM group (Georgia, Ukraine, Azejdoa Moldova) are also
analyzed in terms of their implications on Georgigécurity policies.

The first chapter outlines the neorealist theoattapproaches to alliance
formation. It gives an overview of competing thesribalance-of-power, balance-of-
threat, omnibalancing and balance-of-interest. diheof this chapter is to introduce
the main hypotheses of these theories and disduss éxplanatory power in
Georgia’s alignment strategy. To avoid a pure sumroatheoretical disputes, data

from the Georgia case and theoretical views asrgéohnected.

Then, the second chapter begins to analyze theg@ecase using the
theoretical suggestions. It examines Georgia’'sonati struggle for independence
against the Soviet Union to expose the evolutionthe threat perceptions by
Georgians. As Stephen Walt defines the sources @xéernal threat as ‘aggregate
power, geographic proximity, offensive power andragsive intentions’, it is also
examined what those factors mean for Georgia dasr the chapter gives an
overview of conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetaintroduce their effects on

Georgia’s alignment.



The third chapter, on the other hand, covers thev&dnadze period that
maintained more than ten years. However there wantinuity in Shevardnadze’s
alignment policies. Between 1994 and 1998, Thidisose allying with Russia and
gave up balancing the Russian threat. Then Sheadrénadopted a clear balancing
policy against Russia and became one of the Watsimisgkey allies in 2000s. In
this chapter, it is examined that why Georgia fdetided to ally with Russia and
what are the real reasons which induced this alegiro shift. The developments of
NATO-Georgia relations since the mid-1990s and Giets position in the post-9/11

security environment are also examined within ¢ghigpter.

Finally, the chapter four examines the Rose Réewmiis effects on Georgia’s
position in the international affairs. It is arguedat the events led to the
revolutionary regime change was mostly manipuldtgdseorgia’s Western allies,
therefore had significant effects on Georgia’s ratignt with the West. The new
President Mikheil Saakashvili soon defined Geosgiaational goals as joining the
EU and NATO. However, while Georgia faced many imgat difficulties and
impediments in the process of integration intoEueo-Atlantic security structures, it
also promoted a direct confrontation with Russiaicwhvehemently opposed
Georgia’s NATO membership. At the end Georgia’ackton South Ossetia, in 2008,
transformed the tensions between Georgia and Rimdsia real war. In this sense,
the fourth chapter examines the consequences ofg@é&o bid for a NATO
membership in terms of its relations with the Wastl Russia. It also discusses the
prospects of such a membership with all implicatitdre 2008 war brought.

In conclusion, first the theoretical implication$ the study’s findings are
outlined to expose the results by the testing efttieories of alliance formation in
Georgia case. It is argued that while balance-mdahtheory captures most of the
important aspects of Georgia’s alignment, theagitilso contributes to explain some
niceties of the state’s behavior which the formailsf to clarify. Then the
implications for policy are presented that defile tnature and limits of the
alignment between Georgia and the West.
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Map 2: Geopolitical MAP of the Caucasus Region
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CHAPTER ONE

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND FOR ALLIANCE FORMATION

It is impossible to speak of international relations without
referring to alliances. *

This chapter aims to introduce the main theoridsclv are improved to
explain alliance formation and/or alignment behewiof particular states. In this
chapter, | seek answers for three distinct questibirst, what do the main theories
of alliance formation tell and how do they predaignment behaviors of particular
states? Second, which theory is the most suitaldesaplanatory for Georgia’s state
behavior in the face of international developmentss around. And finally, in what
points do the modalities of the relevant theorieditbto the hallmarks of the
Georgian alignment policy and in what points thaly $hort in reflecting the logic of

its change and continuities.

Before moving to theories of alliance formatiomeoshould begin with
identifying the concepts of ‘alliance’, ‘alignmen#ind ‘bandwagoning’. Stephen
Walt defines alliance as “a formal and informabagement for security cooperation
between two or more sovereign statég his identification is also accepted by the
scholars who criticize Walt's theory and suggesirtialternative theoriesWalt's

definition includes both “formal alliances wheraetbommitment is enshrined in a

! George LiskaNations in Alliances: The Limits of Interdependence John Hopkins Universty
Press, 1962, p. 3, Quoted in Emerson M. S. Niou Reigr C. Ordeshook, “Alliances in Anarchic
International SystemsTnternational Studies Quarterly, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Jun., 1994), p. 167.

2 Stephen M. WaltThe Origins of Alliances Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York, 1987,
12.

¥ See Michael N. Barnett and Jack S. Levy, “DomeStmrces of Alliances and Alignments: The
Case of Egypt, 1962-73International Organization, Vol. 45, No. 3, (Summer, 1991), p. 370; and
Steven R. David “Explaining Third World AlignmenVorld Politics, Vol. 43, No. 2, (Jan., 1991), p.
234. In balance-of-power theory, on the other hatithnces are identified as the apparatuses which
have a central importance in promoting balancepafer and in determination of distribution of
power within a given international system. See M&lhSheeanBalance of Power: History and
Theory, Routledge, London, 1996, p. 54-59 and Kennethtd&heory of International Politics,
McGraw-Hill Inc, New York, 1979, p. 118. Morgenthailso defines the term alliance with special
reference to balance of power concept: “The histdisi most important manifestation of the balance
of power...is to be found... in the relations betwesm® nation or alliance and another alliance.”
Quoted in Emerson M. S. Niou and Peter C. OrdeshéAliances in Anarchic International
Systems”, 1994, p. 167.



written treaty and informal ad hoc agreements ba#bér on tacit understandings or
some tangible form of commitment, such as verbaum@sces, or joint military
exercises.” To justify his approach, Walt suggests that masmntemporary states are
unwilling to sign formal security treaties with thallies. If the analysis is limited to
formal alliances, that would exclude many importaases. Walt uses the terms
alliance and alignment interchangeably, as somerositholars who study on

alliances d&. Through its chapters, this study will also folltive same suit.

On the other hand, bandwagoning is a term which kraught by Stephen
Van Evera into international relations literaturenfi domestic politic$.Both Evera
and Kenneth Waltz use the term as opposite to nioalg behavior’ which means
allying against the powerful side that is inhengnthreatening® Therefore
bandwagoning refers to grouping around a leadingepiul state and joining the
stronger alliance. It has to be noted that, Steptait defines bandwagoning
particularly in terms of threat rather than accougthe distribution of power. He
suggests that bandwagoning is meant to be allyiitiy the major source of thret.
Walt also exposes the distinction between bandwagobehavior and the other
types of rapprochement strategies such as mutuadnmanodation or detente.

* Stephen M. Walt, “Why Alliances Endure or Collahsgurvival, Vol. 39, No. 1, (Spring 1997), p.
157.

®Walt gives a significant example: “There has nebeen a formal treaty of alliance between the
United States and lIsrael, but no one would quedtignlevel of commitment between these two
states”, Stephen M. Walthe Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 12

® Seelbid., p. 12, Kenneth WaltzZTheory of International Politics, 1979, p. 118; Michael N.
Barnett and Jack S. Levy, Domestic Sources of Atligs and Alignments: The Case of Egypt, 1962-
73", International Organization, Vol. 45, No. 3, (Summer, 1991), pp. 369-395. dawn the other
hand, uses only the term alignment while examiriltignce choices of the Third World. See Steven
David, “Explaining Third World AlignmentWorld Politics, Vol. 43, No. 2, (Jan., 1991), pp. 233-
256.

" Robert O. Keohane, “Alliances, Threats, and thesusf Neorealism”nternational Security, Vol.

13, No. 1 (Summer, 1988), p. 170.

8 Kenneth WaltzTheory of International Politics, 1979, pp. 126-127

° Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Baarof World Power” International Security,
Vol. 9, No. 4 (Spring, 1985), p. 4, This definitioloes not seem to contradict with Waltz and Evera.
Because both Waltz and Evera gives bandwagoninthreats. For example Waltz suggests that
secondary states tend to balance since it is thagsr side that threatens them. See Kenneth Waltz
Theory of International Politics, 1979, p. 127. On the other hand, Evera also theeserms with
reference to threats. See Stephen Van Evera, “Brifoe Peace: Europe after the Cold War”,
International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter, 1990-1991), p. 20. Ontealative definition to note

is ‘bandwagoning for profit' concept suggested layBeller. For him, revisionist states may join the
stronger side for alter the status quo to achibe& £nds. See Randall L. Schweller, “Bandwagoning
for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back Jiiternational Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Summer,
1994).



According to him, “bandwagoning involves unequatienge; the vulnerable state
makes asymmetrical concessions to the dominant pang accepts a subordinate
role.”'° Conversely, detente is possible only when the Isidles converge in the

mutual recognition of legitimate interest. Bandwaigg departs from the other types
of rapprochements explicitly, since it indicates tivillingness to support or tolerate

illegitimate actions by the dominant allj*”

This chapter continues with the theories of atli@rformation starting with
balance-of-power theory —a fundamental theory dérmational politics. In the
second section, Walt's balance-of-threat theomgti®duced within a more extended
form since the theory covers many aspects of @éigolitics with a large number of
hypotheses. The third section includes the cribc®Valt and of balance-of-power
theory as well. Omni-balancing and balance-of-gdertheories proposed by the
scholars who criticized the previous theories, as® examined within the section.
The reason why this section assigns a room to thtisenative views is that it is
thought that Walt's theory cannot accurately explall niceties of the Georgian

foreign policy under the reign of succeeding leader

1.1. BALANCING, ALIGNING AND BANDWAGONING: NEOREALI ST
VIEW

Balance of power is a key concept in internatiomdtions that contends
important assumptions, theories -and a guide d@idor policy about distribution of
power, maintaining peace and stability, as wellabigsnce formation. It has been
accepted a reality for political scientists and wgle-spread usage through the
history, inevitably exposed a lot of definitions tbe concept? The different usages

1% Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance Formation in Southweéstia: Balancing and Bandwagoning in Cold
War Competition” InDominoes and bandwagons : strategic beliefs and grepower competition

in the Eurasian rimland (eds.), Robert Jervis and Jack Snyder, Oxford UsityePress, New York,
1991, p. 55

bid

12 Sheehan has quoted some different particular itlefis edited by Zinnes that dates back to the
history from 18th century to 1977. The concept wWefined in many meanings including an equal
distribution of power, actions for maintaining pawequilibrium between neighboring states, an
international arrangement not to permit for domomatindividual and jointly efforts by states agstin
powerful and threatening states. See Michael Sh&=dance of Power: History and Theory 1996,

p. 2,3.



of balance of power concept cause confusion ancentalery difficult to study with
the theories examining alliance choices. Yet, wlvemarrow the scope to the realist
and neo-realist school in which the theory has begroved and enriched, it is
possible to seize the main characteristics of tmeept. Classical realists who placed
power politics in the centre of international affaalso utilize balance of power,
however their approach based on human nature rmddBdult to theorize it.

As the founder of structural realism, Kenneth W gltesents a powerful and
elegant version of balance-of-power theory in ha®lb ‘Theory of International
Politics’. According to Waltz, “if there is any disctively political theory of
international politics, balance-of-power theonyiti'® Waltz emphasizes the effects
of structural constraints over state behavior featl to formation of balances of
power repeatedly. In a self-help system, within #marchic international realm,
states with weaker capabilities will suffer from wmful states and they are
vulnerable to the dangers that risk their secuaitgl survival. This danger forces the
states behave in ways that leads to balance. Batpacts fall into two categories:
internal and external efforts. Internal efforts eothe moves to increase one state’s
own national -economic and military power. On thireo hand external efforts are
about alignment strategié5Since inequality among states cannot be disposd o
by internal acts, the best option to create thdeasysequilibrium is to use fluid
alliances. In balance of power system, alliances temporary and tend to be
reshaped when the units realize that realignmenidwerve to benefit of balance of
power.”® The system of alliances reproduces balance of paWat helps to

maintaining international peace and stability.

Waltz uses the terms balancing and bandwagonirgppssite to each other
in order to define alignment strategies. Balanemgans allying with weaker states
while bandwagoning means jumping into powerful sidée suggests that,
“Secondary states if they are free to choose, fluxkveaker side, for it is the

stronger side that threatens them. On the wea#lertey are both more appreciated

13 Kenneth WaltzTheory of International Politics, 1979, p. 117.
1 Waltz,ibid., p. 118
!> Michael SheeharBalance of Power: History and Theory 1996, p. 55,56.



and safef Even tough joining the stronger side would ing®ane’s own power

more, Waltz suggests, the security -not the powethe highest end in anarchic
structure. For that reason the system induces tiaamehavior to states. The first
concern of a state is maintaining its positionnteinational system rather than to

maximize its powet®

If balance-of-power theory is true, then what dbthe weaker states that
prefer bandwagoning? Or how can it be possiblexjdaen different choices of the
states that are relatively weak and located instrae region? Furthermore, in some
cases opposite alignment strategies can be obseadegted by the same state in
different periods, as in the case of Georgia. Adicgy to Waltz, these questions
cannot challenge the theory, because balance-oépmanstrumental in explaining
the results of the systemic configurations, as fégmurrent formation of balance of
power’. The theory, itself does not focus on themtions and particular behaviors of
states, although those combine to produce the tresuisequently’” Balance-of-
power theory is a system level theory not a thedrforeign policy*® “The theory
makes assumptions about the interests and motivetates rather than explaining

them."®

However there are many works inspired by neosealnd used balance-of-
power theory to explain particular state behaviargl some scholars portray them as
degenerating research desfJriUsing the theory to explain regional dynamics is
another problem. As Wohlforth points out some wsitgtated a universal balance-of-
power theory, yet at the same time applied it tgiawal sub-systemS.In some
works using the theory in a regional context orexplaining particular state

behaviors, scholars could not find enough balarigeewer evidence and stated the

'8 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 1979, pp. 126-127

Y bid., p. 119

8 bid., p. 121

Y bid., p. 122

2 Susan B. Martin, “From Balance of Power to BalagcBehavior: The Long and Winding Road”,
In Perspectives on Structural Realismeds., Andrew K. Hanami, Palgrave, New York, 20031
“Lwilliam C. Wohlforth, “Revisiting Balance of Powdrtheory in Central Eurasia”, IBalance of
Power: Theory and Practice in 21. Century(eds.), T. V. Paul, James J. Wirtz, Michael Fodhm
Stanford University Press, Stanford-California, 200. 216
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events disconfirmed the thed@iHowever, as argued by Wohlforth, “State behavior
unrelated to systemic concentrations of power hahkimg to do with balance-of-

power theory.®

Even though Waltz himself uses the particular biha of states as
illustrations, he explicitly suggests that neo-ial is a theory of international
outcomes and state behavior is ‘indetermirfatExplaining alliance choices as a
particular state behavior is another thing. Acaogdio Waltz state behaviors also
depend on characteristic of states and interndtiooastraints are not the only
variables that affect alliance choices. Stategpaoases to the threats alter with the
effects of different internal structures on extérpalicies. Waltz suggests that
another theory is needed to explain this interachetween internal structures and

alignment strategies.

Thus, examining alliance choices requires a reie of Waltz's theory
through combining elements of other theories ardirgdsome other variables both
at systemic and unit level. The scholars who usaldnge-of-power theory have
already done some refinements emphasizing militachnology, geography and
other power variables contrary to Waltz, who mew@ynts of power poles.in the
following sections competing alternative theoridsatliance formation are to be

examined for that reason.

2 For example Steve Yetiv tested the theory withekielence from U.S. policy in the Middle East
through 80s and 90s, and concluded that evidenoegy disconfirm balance-of-power theory. Steve
Yetiv, “The Travails of Balance of Power Theory:elbnited States in the Middle Eas8ecurity
Studies Vol. 15, No. 1, (April 2006), pp. 70-105. In atdn, Stephen Walt states, before studying
alignment behaviors of Middle Eastern states he eawinced that it [balance-of-power] was the
most useful general theory available”, yet he “Wissurbed by several anomalies.” See the preface of
Walt, The Origins of Alliances,1987. On the other hand, William Wohlforth in htsdy applying

the theory in Post-Soviet Eurasia shows the anxaegut Russian hegemony by neighboring states.
Although he finds no evidence of internal balagcefforts by those weak states, he shows the
tendency towards ‘pass the buck’ to their Westdliesa William C. Wohlforth, “Revisiting Balance

of Power Theory in Central Eurasia”, 2004, pp. 2B&

2 |bid., p. 218

4 Susan B. Martin, “From Balance of Power to BalagdBehavior....”, 2003, p. 61.

% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 1979, p. 122.

%6 Tomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder, “Chain GandsPassed Bucks: Predicting Alliance
Patterns in Multipolarity”nternational Organization, Vol. 44, No. 2 (Spring, 1990), p. 138
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While concluding this section, it must be notedttiMartin claims the
systemic balance-of-power theory can be used téagxphe state behaviors, only
when we can prove that systemic constraints -aedtéhdency toward balance-
dominate the result of state behaviors (rather theernal factors)?” Three
adjustments have to be made when leaving systeeh & making predictions at

unit level?®

() to identify the balancing strategy capturirfigalancing intentions or
motivations’ of the state (since states can folleame strategies for different
reasons) ; (i) the motivation behind balancing ta¥e ‘ensuring survival’ against
the most powerful and threatening state; (iii) xpand definition of threat including
‘other material sources of threat (e.g. militaryweo, geography) and threat
perception’ by weaker state. The Author concludest t'balancing can best be
understood as actions taken by a state to countexigrnal threat.” This definition
clearly demonstrates us that —although it is systebalance-of-power theory can
contribute to explain Georgia’s alignment strate§gcause it aims to guarantee the
country’s survival (or territorial integrity) agah perceived threat from powerful
Russia in the anarchic structure of internatiogatesm. At the same time that kind of
definition of balancing behavior draws our concenStephen Walt's balance-of-
threat theory.

1.2. BALANCE-OF-THREAT THEORY

Stephen Walt challenges Waltz’'s assumption thaallemstates join the
weaker side since it is the stronger side whickétens them. According to him this
view is seriously flawed, “because it ignores thkeo factors that statesmen will
consider when identifying the potential threats prmspective allies®® He suggests
that, for example a state may join the strongee,sithen the weaker side is
perceived to be more threatening for other reasdrherefore distribution of

" Susan B. Martin, “From Balance of Power to BalagdBehavior”, 2003, p. 66

%8 |bid., pp. 68-70

%9 Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Bakawf World Power”|nternational Security,

Vol. 9, No. 4 (Spring, 1985), p. 8

% Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance Formation in Southwestia: Balancing and Bandwagoning in Cold

War Competition”, 1991, p. 53. Walt gives two exadesp The coalitions against Germany and its
allies in the World War | and Il were stronger th&erman side. On the other hand, Western
European countries chosed to ally with the strorsige that is USA and NATO rather than Soviet
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capabilities is not the only factor that determiadisance choices -although it is an
important oneStates, in fact join alliances against ‘the mostatening power®!

Walt suggests his theory as a refinement of balarigower. Once he
opposes to the view that power and threat are icldnhe re-defines balancing and
bandwagoning in terms of threat perceptions, ratien power alone. In balance-of-
threat theory, balancing means allying against mhest threatening state and
bandwagoning means allying with the major sourcehoéat®® The theory claims
that states tend to balance rather than bandwadwmm iacing an external threat.
Because it is a safer strategy to survive. Allyivith the dominant power is based on
a trust in the latter’s continued benevolefitilowever intentions can change and it

may promote threats to survival of state.

After defining alliances as a response to thréatsalt suggests four factors
that determine the level of an external threat @msequently alignment preferences.
Those are aggregate power, geographic proximitgneive power and aggressive

intentions. All of them are explained below:
1.2.1. Aggregate Power

Like other neorealists, Walt views aggregate poagr state's capability to
potentially threaten a state; in fact, it inclugegpulation, technology, and industrial
and military capability” Since other states cannot be sure how a powesiid sses
its capabilities, power imbalances tend to creafarizing coalition> Even though
power is counted a source of threat, Walt argurespme cases it can also be prized.

States that have greater capabilities can use ploger for punishing enemies and

Union which seems to be more threatening in terfngroximity, offensive power and aggressive
intentions.lbid . p. 53

3L walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of WoRdwer”, 1985, pp. 8,9

% |bid., p. 4

3 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 18

% Richard Nere, “Democracy Promotion and the U.Stiddal Security Strategy: U.S. National
Interest, U.S. Primacy, and CoercioB8trategic Insights Vol 8, No. 3 (August 2009) p. 4

% Walt, Keeping the World Off Balance: Self Resttand U.S. Foreign Policylohn F. Kennedy
School of Government Faculty Research Working PaperSeries October 2000, p. 20
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstrac25@8799(accessed on 15 Jan 2010).
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rewarding their allies. Thus aggregate power adhtesnight motive either balancing
or bandwagoning®

Particularly, when facing an external threat, ates¢ decision to balance
depends on if it is possible to do that effectivdigpecially weak states of which
alignment cannot affect the outcome may chooséngithe winning side at all costs.
Walt further states that, when a state’s level ippnderance is unquestionable —
even it lacks the total capacity of hegemony to ihaite the globe; other states prefer
not to balance, since it could provoke the leadomyver to focus its superior
capabilities upon them. Although it seems to cahttawith neorealist view, Walt
suggests, it does not challenge the theory. As KignWaltz argues, states must seek
self-help strategies in an anarchic structure Heirtsurvival. However balancing is
not always a rational response to survive and bagdwing sometimes does better.
Therefore, Walt portrays balance-of-power theoryirmomplete due to its sole
concern on aggregate power. States also focus hmr sburces of threat to adopt

rational alignment strategies.

1.2.2. Geographic Proximity

Proximity is an important factor which either coldates or weakens an
external threat. Since power wanes over distancate that is in close proximity
has the ability to threat a particular state mbnta state that is far awdyWhen
making alliance choices, states primarily pay rddgarnearby powers rather than the
distant ones. In his book, Walt examines the atkachoices made by regional states
of Middle East between 1955 and 1979. He showsttiege states made alliance

choices principally in respond to threats by othegional states. They seek both

% Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 23.

37 Walt, Keeping the World Off Balance: Self Resttand U.S. Foreign Policylohn F. Kennedy
School of Government Faculty Research Working PaperSeries October 2000, pp. 21-22
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstrac25@8799(accessed on 15 Jan 2010).

% Richard Nere, “Democracy Promotion and the U.Sidxal Security Strategy: U.S. National
Interest, U.S. Primacy, and CoercioB8trategic Insights Vol 8, No. 3 (August 2009) p. 4
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superpowers as allies which were more distant tposg regional threats and

reinforce their position in the regidh.

Proximity can also lead to either balancing ordveagoning like aggregate
power. If a proximate power trigger balancing amutself, an alliance network of
containment may emerge. Conversely when a threat psoximate power leads to
bandwagoning, a sphere of influence is constitut8chall states bordering a great
power may be so vulnerable that they choose toveagon rather than balance,
especially if a powerful neighbor has demonstraiéxl ability to compel
obedience® It is important here to note that geographic prity has played a
major role in alliance choices of Georgia, sincesbtw sometimes showed “its
ability to compel obedience” supporting to sepatathovements in Abkhazia and
South Ossetia which are located on its South-Westerder.

1.2.3. Offensive Power

Walt suggests that states which have great offensapabilities mostly
provoke an alliance rather than “those are incapatifl attacking because of
geography, military posture, or something else.fe@ive power and geographic
proximity are closely tied each other. Yet they ao¢ identical, since a state can

threaten a nearby country more readily than theréth

Offensive power is also related to aggregate poalrough they are not
identical. Offensive power means the ability of atete to threaten to another state’s
territorial integrity. It is difficult to measuresince offensive power is related to a
states capacity to convert its aggregate powerdfiemsive power (e.g. by gathering,
mobilizing masses and military equipment) easilyl auickly enough to change
offense-defense balance favoring the forfifdf. offence has the advantage for a

threatening state, then that is more likely togeigbalancing actions. Conversely, if

%9 See WaltThe Origins of Alliances 1987, Chapter 3,4 and 5
“%|bid., pp. 23-24

“bid., p. 24

“2|bid.,, p. 24
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defense has the advantage, in another words “whetata can defend its own
territory but cannot attack others with high coefide”, the motive toward balancing

decrease®’

The problem caused by the difficulties to distiisguoffensive and defensive
power is best reflected by the concept of ‘secuditfgmma’. That is; one state’s
actions to enhance its security cause to reactidmsh make other states less secure
in the end. Because when offensive and defensneedoare identical, states cannot
be sure that they are for deferf&et, in our case the advantage of offense is clear
for Russia. The 2008 South Ossetia War was a algayunt of the Russian offensive

power.

Walt argues that, like other sources of threattade’s offensive power may
lead the others to either balancing or bandwagon8tgtes with large offensive
capabilities mostly motivates balancing. Howevehew offensive power of a state
made it possible to conquer the others rapidlynaly discourages smaller states to
resist. Because their allies could not manage pp@t them quickly enough. States
which are far from potential allies may have to at® bandwagoning. Walt suggests
that it could be a reason for why sphere of infaemnemergé>

1.2.4. Aggressive Intentions

The last factor posed by Walt that affects theslleof threat has perceptual
meanings, unlike the material others. As Walt wgtitgtates that are perceived to be
aggressive are likely to trigger other to balanfeeir superior capabilities are not

important as much as the perception of their imest*® “In fact, offensive

“3Walt, Keeping the World Off Balance: Self Resttaind U.S. Foreign Policyohn F. Kennedy
School of Government Faculty Research Working Papeseries October 2000, p. 25
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstrac25@8799(accessed on 15 Jan 2010).

“ Barry R. Posen, “The Security Dilemma and EthnimfGict”, Survival, Vol. 35, no. 1, Spring 1993,
p. 28.

S Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 25.

“Swalt, Ibid, p. 25.
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intentions are what give these states an aggrepsireeption rather than aggregate

power.”’

If a state is perceived to be unalterably aggvesshan the others may not
choose bandwagoning since it seems irrationahéséd cases, vulnerable states may
become a victim —even if they allied witH'ftTherefore, aggressive intentions play a
major role in alignment preferences. In our caserghare many reasons for
Georgians to perceive Russia as the greatest tifiestt of all, after the end of WWI,
Georgia loosed its independence to Soviet Uniom@ lspnquest. On the other hand,
Russian support to separatist movements in Gearglaecognition of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia as independent states in 2008 derateukits ‘unalterably aggressive’

intentions.

By defining balancing and bandwagoning in termsthlokats rather than
power alone and suggesting the other factors waifdcts the level of threat, Walt
argues that “we gain a more complete picture of fdwors that statesmen will
consider when making alliances sourc&%Yet, we cannot decide which sources of
threat had played the most significant role in\gegicase. In fact all the factors are
likely to play a role. And as the level of threab\ws, the tendency to seek allies for a

vulnerable state increas¥s.

After declaring that, Walt argues, balancing is renqreferable than
bandwagoning for states which face an externalathrend there is a dominant
tendency for balancing in international affairs. é&mines the diplomatic history of
regional states in Middle East in order to testdrgument. Between 1955 and 1979,
he discovers thirty-six alliances — and conseqyeatghty-six separate alliance
choices made by those states. He infers that sit 8a5 percent of them were made

against the states that appeared most dangerousheOoontrary the number of

" Richard Nere, “Democracy Promotion and the U.Siddal Security Strategy”, 2009, p. 4.

“8\Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 26

“9Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of WoRdwer”, 1985, p. 13

*%|bid . This suggestion of Walt indicates that the onlyeipendent variable taken in balance of treat
theory is the level of threat a state face. The facators, on the other hand, constitute the dinosiss

of this independent variable.
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decisions to bandwagon with threatening states tismast 12.5 percent}

Furthermore, Walt expands its application of theotly to Southwest Asia including
the countries; Turkey, Iran, Pakistan and IndfaBalance-of-threat theory’'s
predictions are mostly confirmed in the light okese studies, while balance-of-
power theory often fails. Walt, on the other harids also improved some

hypotheses to explain the exceptional cases ofviagohing.

1.2.5. Conditions that Favor Bandwagoning

As stated above, Stephen Walt also observed sas®s of bandwagoning.
According to him, balance-of-threat theory alsoamemodates the possibility of
bandwagoning decisions, yet those are expectedctmroonly ‘under certain
conditions’. There are three conditions exposetiMayt which increase the generally
low tendency to bandwagon for states facing anreatdhreat. First, “weak states
are more likely to bandwagon than strong statesco8d, when potential allies are
not simply available bandwagoning is more likelyindly, when the most
threatening power is perceived to be appeasabteniives for bandwagoning
increase? All of them are briefly explained below:

1.2.5.1. Weak and Strong States

If a state is very weak against its opponentss more likely to bandwagon.
Because weak states have no capacity to changeesh# effectively, while it is
possible for them to suffer intensively in the pss. Therefore it is not rational for
them to balance and they may have to choose theingrside. On the other hand,
for strong states of which alignment can alter tliécome, it is very rational to
balance’’

L Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 149.

°2 See Walt, “Testing Theories of Alliance Formatidihe Case of Southwest Asiditernational
Organization, Vol. 42, No. 2 (Spring, 1988), pp. 275-316

3 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 173

**ibid. pp. 29-30.
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For weak states geographic proximity of a thmaate power further
increases the incentive to balance. Small statefebog or nearby great powers are
more likely to bandwagon, especially when the offe@ capabilities of threatening
states permit an immediate action of conquest. AgelWpoints out, if occupation is
possible to occur very fast and easily, then defemsy be pointles¥ On the
contrary, weak states are more likely to balancemdtealing a state that has roughly

equal capabilities with thef.
1.2.5.2. The Availability of Allies

When a state lacks potential allies, it is mokelli to bandwagon. States can
also try to balance a threatening power by inteeffarts to a degree, but it is not
possible especially for weak states. With a credéditernal assistance, they will be
more likely to balance. In addition to that, Walatss, “excessive confidence in
allied support will encourage weak states to fide, relying on the efforts to others
to provide security.” And free-riding is an optimupolicy for them of which

capabilities are insignificant.

Since the recognition of shared interest is essefur creating an alliance,
‘an effective system of diplomatic communicatios’needed both for understanding
the common interests and coordinating the responS&stes which lack this
processes, yet may have to choose to accommodatedht threatening powér.
That is an important reason why sphere of influsre®erges around great powers.
Here, | shall argue that, USA has sometimes restdaitself from being explicitly
included in regional politics within Russia’s spheof influence. Because it has
avoided provoking Russia, especially when a peoiodn optimistic dialogue arises
between the two countries. That was a significaaison of why Georgia lacked

enough external assistance in the very beginningsoindependence. It can also

> See Anders Wivel, “Balancing against Treats or ddeagoning with Power? Europe and the
Transatlantic relationship after the Cold Wa&dmbridge Review of International Affairs, Vol. 21,
No. 3, (September 2008), p. 297

% Walt “Alliance Formation and the Balance of WoRdwer”, 1995, p. 12

*"\Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p.30.

8 Walt, Ibid.,, pp. 30-31
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explain why divergent views about regional politaa® shaped by Georgia and the
USA-NATO bloc.

1.2.5.3. The Impact of Intentions

Finally, when a threatening power seems to be aggide, states are more
likely to chose bandwagon. Because bandwagonimgoisvated by the hope that it
would moderate the aggressive intentions of theatiening staté’ For example,
USA has two neighboring states on its borders dhgas bandwagon with it, since
US policy toward both has been benf§i©On the contrary, the perception of Soviet
Union’s unalterably aggressive intentions inducedk@&y and Iran to balance, even

when an external assistance was unceftain.

By using all those hypotheses of balance-of-thiteadry about balancing and
bandwagoning which are examined above, it is ptsghat, we can seize many
important aspects in Georgia’s alignment stratefi@ecause the theory not only
tells us balancing is more preferable than bandwagobut also introduces the
conditions that favor bandwagoning. Those condgiare highly illustrative in order
to understand opposite alignment strategies addmpte@eorgia in different periods
and its shifting position between Russia and itsiéta Allies. However, it should
be underlined that the theoretical background weithain uncompleted if one does
not handle the additional arguments of Walt abbwet ¢ffects of foreign aid and
transnational (political) penetration in allianoerhation.

*9Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 176

% Wwalt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of WoRdwer”, 1985, p. 36

¢l See Walt, “Testing Theories of Alliance Formatidine Case of Southwest Asidhternational
Organization, Vol. 42, No. 2 (Spring, 1988), pp. 275-316

2 For a summary of the hypotheses on balancing @miiwagoning, see Walthe Origins of
Alliances, 1987, pp. 32, 33 It should be noted that in aaptWalt propose a fourth condition which
favors bandwagoning and that is about peace and Iwgreacetime, he suggests, states are more
likely to balance. However in wartime, and espégiahen the outcome is certain, some states would
bandwagon with the powerful side to share the spilvictory. But restoration of peace enforces the
incentives to balance agaibid ., p. 31
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1.2.6. The Instruments of Alliance Formation: Foregn Aid and

Transnational Penetration

In balance of threat theory, Walt emphasizes tihe of security and threats
reminding us the separation between high and loktigmin realism. According to
him foreign aid and political penetration cannatate alliances but make it more

effective. The effects of those instruments inratignt are examined below.

1.2.6.1. Foreign Aid

Traditional hypotheses about the effects of faread in alliance formation
suggest that economy and military assistance ceatereffective allies; in other
words, ‘the more aid, the tighter resulting alliend his belief is also encouraged by
politicians who want to justify their large aid grams. In addition, there is another
widespread argument that foreign assistance prewadsignificant leverage to the
donor over the recipient, since its continuity isaial. Stephen Walt challenges both
arguments. Firstly, he suggests that economic ardam aid is offered and
accepted only when two countries share commondasterand when they perceive
that it is in their interest to oppose an extertaéat together. Therefore, foreign

assistance must be “the result of political aligntrtean a cause of it*

Similarly, Walt also questions the claim that fgreaid always generates a
strict leverage over the recipient, because sonestiarecipient can behave in ways
that are not approved by the donor. Furthermoresuiggests that sometimes foreign
assistance could be self-defeating. Accordingheg ‘degree to which such assistance
has powerful independent effects on the recipiecdtsduct’ varies in different cases
and the emergence of significant leverage provigetbreign assistance depends on

some identifiable conditior¥:

First, the content of aid provided by the ‘patrehould be very vital for the

recipient to increase the leverage. When a donmysra monopoly to supply the

%3 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, pp. 41-42
% Walt, ibid, pp. 42-44
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content, the leverage increases further. For examyhen the continuity of the aid
like food and military equipment is in questiondes wartime), the recipient will

be more eager to follow the donor’'s preferenceateStwhich face a significant
external threat can be more readily influencedh®sydonor. Second, if there is ‘an
asymmetry of dependence’ between the two -favahegdonor, the leverage will be
enhanced. States facing an imminent threat are ohgpendent on their donor. On
the contrary, “the more important the recipientite donor, the more aid it is likely

to receive”, as a result the degree of the levedageeases.

Third, when there is ‘an asymmetry of motivation’ other words “when the
recipient cares more about a particular issue” #nedrelative importance of that
issue is lesser to the donor, the ability to inficee decreases. Since the recipient is
weaker than the donor and it is more at stakegutdcbargain harder. Sometimes to
follow ‘the patron’s’ wishes costs more than, remcing assistance. Therefore the
recipient could behave contrary to the donor'sdioms. Finally, Walt suggests that
if the government of the supplier embrace bandwangphypothesis, the recipient
could bargain harder for additional assistance ihgldhe ember of re-alignment.
Therefore, providing assistance could be oftendeféating according to Walt and it
Is better to cut off the recipient from additionaild until it is enough to be
appreciated by the recipient. In sum, after exphginalliances as a result of an
external threat itself, Walt states that foreigsistance plays a relatively minor role

in alliance choice&

1.2.6.2. Transnational Penetration

Walt defines transnational penetration, as the ipudation of one state’s
domestic political system by another. That coulgesp in three ways: (1) Public
officials with loyalty to an external state can ubeir initiatives to move their

country closer to it, (2) Lobbyists may act in artle change “public perceptions and

85 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 45. For the summary of hypotheses aloeign aid and
alliance formation, sekid ., p. 46. Walt also tests those hypotheses witletidence from his study
on Middle East, See Chapter 7.
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policy decisions regarding a potential ally, (3yéign propaganda may be used to

sway elite and mass attitudes.”

Great and superpowers advantage some importaminelsato achieve an
effective penetration. For example, USA has caroed “political indoctrination
programs that accompanied military and educatiassistance to various developing
countries” while paying attention on similar progi@ by Soviet Union. Those have
fed the claim that penetration can create loyahradles. However, as about foreign
aid, Walt rejects this argument. He emphasizesttizste programs will more likely
to likely to work out after establishing an exgialignment, and can only play a role
for making the already formed alliances more efflect’ Transnational penetration
could be an effective cause of alignment, ‘onlysifbstantial contacts can be

established between two states that have not glalhed.®

Stephen Walt also defines some conditions whidresse the effect of
penetration to the greatest level in alliance fdromaas an independent variable.
First, political penetration is more likely to baplemented effectively against ‘open
societies’. In open societies, where power is défly foreign propaganda can be
carried out free from censorship and without exgesgrohibition, —both from
abroad and with the assistance of internal dynam®mscond the success of
penetration depends on its aims and methods uselebgther state, because they
should be seen as legitimate. For example, if aefpation tries to provide re-
alignment or a more extensive alignment only by imaating public and elite
attitudes in another country the actions are lis$ylto be seen as illegitimate by the
targeted state. Conversely, if a penetration ainsubversion of the regime (for
example through the acts of hostile propagandaupp@ting opponent groups) in
order to move the country closer to the state;dlare likely to be reacted negatively.
The methods used by a state in order to penetratalso important. For example

attempts to co-opt or indoctrinate foreign troom®tigh a military training program

% Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of WoRdwer”., 1985, p.30
7 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 47
% |bid, p. 250
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could be viewed with suspicion, while lobbying etfin a democratic system can

be perceived as very usUal.

Walt views the two conditions closely related axle other, since the more
open the targeted society, “the greater the rafigetivities that will be viewed as
legitimate avenues of influence and the less thartefequired to effect a change.”
After declaring these conditions Walt claims thanetration may be the only
significant reason of alignment in rare circumsemcOne exception may be that
extremely weak states which lack established gamemal institutions, may be so
vulnerable to external pressures that the leadespecially who rely on foreign

assistance to keep themselves in force, couldrseddo realigr?®

Walt tests his hypotheses on penetration anchabidgormation in the Middle
East. One indicator that he concerns on is extensite exchange which flowed to
USA from allied Arab states, for military trainiramnd education. He suggests that in
the periods of favorable relations, Arab statesraitl avoid to send students to the
USA. They were comfortable with the exchange duéh&r authoritarian regimes.
Because, Walt argues that, in the developing cmmtin which nationalist
credentials are important for leadership, a poaétgader who is viewed as a foreign
puppet cannot reach a position of power or to ranthere for lond! Thus the
penetration’s effects are limited in alliance fotimoa. Political penetration’s effect

alone cannot create an alliance but could makeremffective.

However, in the Georgian case, transnational pati@h may have played a
greater role. ‘The Rose Revolution’ in 2003 canJiewed a clear example of
transnational penetration action. First of all, M@Os with U.S. origin have played a
major role in the events which gave way to the hetian. The revolution which also
aimed at promoting an open society seems not likgeysion of a regime. Rather, it
is the rejection to the results of election by lrgiaizing opposition who viewed both

the results and Shevardnadze government as ‘illegfi¢’. Therefore the movement

% Ibid., p. 48
"0 |bid.
™ |bid., pp. 248-249
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has been popular in Georgia, and consequently Shwalkia-who received his
graduate education in USA, reached the positiothertop of Georgian state. As a
result, transnational penetration actions have kmemstrument of enforcing the

alignment between Georgia and USA.

1.2.7. The Relative Advantages of Balance-of-Thredtheory

As state above, balance-of-threat theory is aeefient of balance-of-power
theory. Walt adds some other important variablethéotheory and suggests many
hypotheses which can be used for explaining padati@lignment behaviors of states.
On the other hand, balance-of-threat theory has la¢é®n portrayed as a systemic
theory which suggests that there is a general terydéoward balancing against
threats in international affair. Yet, Walt's study of ‘The Origins of Alliances’ &n
evidence to that he used the alignment stratedisgezific countries ‘overtly’, while
developing his theory. Moreover, unlike Kenneth #&jahe applies his theory to
explain particular state behaviors, while examinaiiignce choices? In addition,
the fact that he defines aggressive intentionsxamportant factor which determines
alliance choices renders it possible to make @wiell analysis with the theory. As
Mastanduno argues, since it includes perceptianteftions as one aspect of threat,
balance-of-threat theory moves away from purelytesys level. Therefore,
“balance-of-threat theory includes both systemitdes and the kind of unit-level

variables that were present in classical reali¢f.”

The theory has also some other important advastdgest, the separation
between perception of threat and power -calculatiomseases the theory’'s
explanatory power against what in alliance poliices on, especially after the Cold
War. In bipolarity balance-of-power did much better explain international

alliances, but after 1991 in the period called ofdgty, there has been no strong

2 See, William Wohlforth, “Revisiting Balance of PewTheory in Central Eurasia”, 2004, p. 218.

3 See, WaltThe Origins of Alliances, 1987, chapter 3,4,7, and Walt, “Testing TheorieAlbance
Formation: The Case of Southwest Asia”, 1988, 5-216.

" Michael Mastanduno, “Preserving the Unipolar Momé&ealist Theories and U.S. Grand Strategy
after the Cold War”International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Spring, 1997), p. 59, [fn] 37.
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indicators showing that other great powers have eing to balance U.S. powér.
Unlike what balance-of-power predicts, Europeatestafor example bandwagoned
with USA since they are sure that it has never lzeenilitary threat to Europe, yet it
goes on to provide security and stability in thgioa. ’® In fact, great powers tend to
balance only when facing a significant externak#trsince balancing is a costly
behavior’’ Opposing the view that power and threat are idahtbalance-of-threat

theory manages to combine theory and the realityeranccessftully.

Second, balance-of-threat theory emphasizes diféas in alignment
strategies of great powers and regional states. dignificant for the scope of this
study. Because, as Hurrel notes, neo-realism’'stimadl emphasis has been on great
powers and most of the literature is a producthef .S. perspectivé.However,
balance-of-power theory reflects the perspectiiesntaller states such as Georgia
more effectively. The theory suggests that whilpespowers primarily balance to
each other, “regional powers are largely indifféréme global balance of powef?
They primarily concerns on the states nearby thewh,on the strongest power in
international systemi® Because, weak states are more vulnerable to pat&im

powers, having no means to deter.

Third, as mentioned above, since it combines th&sipility of exceptional
preferences of bandwagoning to specific condititims,theory can explain different
alignment strategies of a particular state adoptetifferent times. Examining those
conditions which favor bandwagoning over balancamgble us to understand the
alignment preferences of Georgia more comprehelysit#nally, balance-of-threat
theory tells us not only why an alliance is formbédt also how it can be enforced

and implemented. The arguments on instrumentdiahaé formation also shed light

> See, Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlfortdiprld out of Balance: International
Relations and the Challenge of American PrimacyPrinceton University Press, Princeton, New
Jersey, 2008, Chapter 2, pp. 22-59

® See, Anders Wivel, “Balancing against Treats and¥gagoning with Power?”, 2008, pp. 289-305
" See Paul Fritz and Kevin Sweeney,”The (de)Linutasi of Balance of Power Theory”,
International Interactions, Vol. 30, No. 4, (October-December 2004), pp. 388-

8 Andrew Hurrel, “Hegemony, Liberalism and Globalder. What space for Would-be Great
Powers?” International Affairs , Vol. 82, No. 1, (January 2006), p. 6

"9 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 148.

8 bid ., p. 158
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on the important political developments in Geonglach were triggered by its allies.

In sum, balance-of-threat theory has a greateraggpbry power and seems to be
generally supported with evidence. However, otlvbiokrs had several attempts to
criticize the theory and they claimed balance-oé#h theory is also incomplete to
explain alignment strategies. There are some dkisaretical approaches to alliance
formation improved by them and those are examirgol

1.3. CRITICS OF BALANCE-OF-THREAT THEORY AND ALTE RNATIVE
THEORIES OF ALLIANCE FORMATION

The critics of balance-of-threat theory can beiddid in two groups. As
Schweller points out, some critics challenge Wattisin claim that balancing
predominates, showing numerous examples of bandwagadn the history and
suggesting that balancing is the exception, notrthe. Apart from those, other
critics argue that balance-of-threat theory is mptete since it underestimates the
role of domestic factors in alliance formatitiThe second group of critics could be
far more significant for this study, because they to improve the theory’'s
explanatory power by offering new domestic levetialles to be added in the

analysis when examining alignment strategies.

For example, Levy and Barnett emphasize the rbldomestic political and
economic constraints in alignment decisidisThey criticize balance-of-threat
theory claiming that it overlooks the effect ofamal threats which ‘illegitimate’
leaders of weak states face, especially in thedTWiorld. According to the authors,
the leaders of those weak states have many diifisulo mobilize resources in order
to deal with both internal and external threatsic8ithere are many economic
constraints for dealing with those threats onlyiftgrnal efforts, and the politicians
could be affected adversely in the process, the eftisient and immediate way to
ensure the security of the state and of the reginaignment with a powerful state

which can provide military and economic assistaftEaching external assistance is

81 Randall L. Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit944, pp. 108-148.
8 gee, Michael N. Barnett and Jack S. Levy, “DomeeSburces of Alliances and Alignments: The
Case of Egypt, 1962-73", 1991, pp. 369-395.
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crucial for those leaders to preserve their rulé @mmestic political stability against
internal threats. Therefore, according to Levy aBarnett, resource-providing
function of alliances is a determining factor fdigament strategies of the Third
World states. However as mentioned above, Stephalh tésts the effect of foreign
aid in alliance formation in the Middle East -atpafrthe Third World and finds little
evidence for it. Maybe the aim of reaching econoamd military assistance can be a

motive only for expanding the cooperation and filigmelations between allie®

On the other hand, Larson challenges Walt's hygmhthat weak states are
more likely to bandwagon, while the strong statesdtto balancé* She gives
contradictive examples from the 1930s’ Europe ppsim anomaly that strong states
of Europe bandwagoned with Nazi Germany, while Riblaa smaller state with no
potential allies, chose balance. To overcome timd &f anomalies, Larson improves
“an institutionalist approach”. Instead of the nmetliecapabilities, she takes political
instability and illegitimate authority as the indiors of a state’s real weakness.
Larson concludes that “states with weak domessttirtions are likely to align with
threatening power® Because, her institutional approach assumes litet & weak
regimes must primarily stay in power and they miace their own interest -that is
preserving their rule above the state intef®8tlompeting groups in a society use
external ties for reaching the top of governmenteonaining there. To enforce their
domestic position, the elites may try to align watlmostile power. But the source of
threat they respond is ‘internal not external,raspre traditional balance-of-power
theory®’ The critics which emphasize domestic conditiorestséo have some shared

aspects, yet they do not suggest an alternativeryh®n the other hand, Steven

8 The case study on Egypt, by Barnett and Levyss abncluded that Nasser and Sadat both were
not willing to tighten Egypt’s alignment with Sovianion in the periods when they confronted by
relatively lower economic constraints and weakenestic political opposition. And when they were
challanged more seriously by these constraints bodly sought more friendly relations with Soviet
Union. Sedbid .,pp. 393-395

8 See, Deborah Welch Larson, “Bandwagon Images iergan Foreign Policy: Myth or Reality?”,
In Dominoes and bandwagons : strategic beliefs and grepower competition in the Eurasian
rimland eds., Robert Jervis and Jack Snyder, Oxford UniyelPsess, New York, 1991, pp. 85-111

% Ibid. p. 86

% |bid., p. 87

8 |bid., p. 89
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David proposes his theory named ‘omnibalancingxplain the alignment strategies
in the Third World -whose conclusions may be sigatiit for Georgia to8®

1.3.1. Omnibalancing Theory

Steven David criticizes Walt's claim that alliascare formed against
external threats. He suggests that, in the Thirdldlystatesmen must counter all
threats which are not necessarily external but miap be internal. Because he
challenges the neorealist view that states aramyngctors and domestic politics are
hierarchically ordered. According to him, this viegnores “the unstable, dangerous
and often fatal nature of domestic political enmitent that characterizes the Third
World.” 8 Third World domestic politics can be viewed as acrotosm of
international politics which have an anarchic sumee. The leaders of the Third
World states which are often perceived as illeg@tenmust balance against both
internal and external threats to ensure their sah Therefore omnibalancing
theory suggests that “the most powerful determirmdrthe Third World alignment
behavior is the rational calculation of the ThircbkM leaders as to which outside
power is most likely to do what is necessary topkéeem in power.?*

To enforce his argument, David emphasizes thatsiu that “internal threats
(with or without external backing) are far moreelik to challenge the Third World
leaders hold on power than are threats from ottates” Internal wars outnumber
the war among states, as a result of widesprea@stmrconflicts in the Third World
states. On the other hand, military coups havenafterthrown the regimes and that

have become the most common form of regime changese state¥.

8 In fact, Alfred Sauvy -the originator of the Thiwlorld concept, indicates non-aligned states in the
Cold War period. In this case, his definition plaGeorgia in the Second World which refers to
communist bloc.

8 Steven R. David, “Explaining Third World AlignméntVorld Politics, Vol. 43, No. 2, (Jan., 1991),
p. 235

 Ibid., p.243

L |bid., p. 235

°2|bid., pp. 238-239
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David also focuses on the problem of national hgen@zation that appears in
the Third World states. He states that the moshefThird World states which had
been under colonial rule in the past are artificadations by foreign powers and
their borders were drawn arbitrarily. There are ynanb-national groups in those
states “which owe allegiance to and act on beHailfiterests other than the national
interest.”®® Therefore, this situation provides “an ideal véhitor advancing the
interest of outside state$?'Since most of the Third World states lack suffitie
military and logistic capabilities to suppress timernal threats they are both
vulnerable to and dependent on foreign powers. Géargeralization of the domestic
structure in the Third World by David seems to igmigicant for the case of Georgia
as well. Because the national borders within Saut@aucasus region were redrawn
by Soviet Union after it annexed the region in tieginning of the 1920s. For
example, Ossetian population divided between Gaagd Russia and southern part
was embedded in Georgia with the status of automsnaoblast. Soviet Union and
Russia have traditionally utilized ethnic disagreeis in order to make Georgia
dependent on Moscow in terms of its security. Wignviet Union had been
disintegrating both Abkhazia and South Ossetia héga&eek independence and they
present the most dangerous internal threats forgseo

It is important here to note that Stephen Walthis some later work on
balance-of-threat theory, acknowledges that dometfireats could partially
determine alliance choices. He suggests that:

Although external threats were more important, dstineconcerns also encouraged Pakistan and
Iran to seek U.S. support. As Steven David has estgd, regime stability and personal survival

rank high on the agendas of most Third World leadBalance-of-threat theory can accommodate
this possibility fairly easily -states seek alligs balance both internal and external threats,
“whichever is most imminent” —but balance-of-powezory cannot®

Turning to omnibalancing theory, it should be gslathat while David
continues to improve his argument, the theory depliom our case apparently.

Because he suggests that the different ethnicgioa and regional groupings

% Steven R. David, p. 239

*ibid. , p. 241

% Walt, “Testing Theories of Alliance Formation: Ti@ase of Southwest Asialnternational
Organization, Vol. 42, No. 2 (Spring, 1988), p. 312. (emphasideat)
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struggle for reaching power. They often seek the/ersion of the present regime to
promote their own interest, that is, to keep tiseip-national groups in wealthy and
influential in politics. Under these conditions, witmalancing theory predicts that
Third World leadership keeps their interest abdegesinterest when allying with an
outside staté® Yet, in Georgia, ethnic groups do not try to retieh power of central

government in Thilisi, but they seek independence.

On the other hand, the applicability of omnibalagaheory to Georgia case
is also questioned in the study of Miller and Tayit®’ The authors who follow the
evidence of omnibalancing theory in the Commonviealtindependent States (CIS),
suggests a refinement of David’'s theory so as teerc@alvanizing opposition
movements -as internal threats- which resultethéntelvet’ revolutions in Ukraine,
Kyrgyzstan and as well as Georgia. In their studgy argue that in the most of the
Central Asian states, leaders place their inteoégpolitical survival above state
interest. However, in the case of Georgia they oainfound remarkable
omnibalancing evidence. Before the Rose Revolutihey state, the president
Shevardnadze have waited long to prevent the opposmovement using the
support of an outside power. However, in his fidays he could turn to Russia for
personal protectioff. The authors conclude that “In this sense, omnitwitey theory
does not predict that leaders might make the cooteaices, but it solely highlights
why they would seek to omnibalanc&.0On the other hand, this situation seems to
enforce Walt's claim quoted above that the thréatisichever is most imminent”
will be resisted. In Georgia, Russian support toessionist movements constitutes

the most imminent threat to survival of the statthiv its internationally recognized

% Steven R. David, 1991, pp. 239-240

%" See Eric A. Miller and Arkady Toritsyn, “Bringinthe Leader Back In: Internal Threats and
Alignment Theory in the Commonwealth of Independ8tites”,Security Studies Vol. 14, No: 2,
(April-June 2005), pp. 325-363

% The Authors inform that “Russian foreign ministgor Ivanov brokered an agreement between
Shevardnadze and soon-to-be president Mikheil S&aka whereby Shevardnadze ceded power but
avoided imprisonment or a much worse fate in tloe faf the widely supported and vocal opposition.”
Ibid ., p. 337

% Miller and Toritsyn, 2005, p. 336.
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borders. A state is unlikely to bandwagon with atestthat threatens its territorial
integrity - if it could reach of course, the potahgllies to support its positioft°

Nonetheless, David’s emphasis on the effects wfmal threats and Walt's
acknowledgement of the situation are significanttiies study. Here it is argued, in a
more general sense including not only galvanizipgosition movements but also
secessionist conflicts in Georgia. Since the exlepower in our case pursues its
interests by supporting ethnic conflicts in Georgiae should focus on the internal
threats (conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetaligularly. On the other side, as
mentioned above, balance-of-threat theory consittesability of the outsider to
conquer the targeted country. In our case a conduefRussia is more likely to
occur with the ostensible aim of protecting thehtitp life of minorities (as in the
case of the war in 2008). At this point, Walt's iolathat balance-of-threat can
accommodate the role of internal threats as an ryputy seems credible. In this
study, it is argued that the role of internal thsga indispensable and has to be taken
into consideration when measuring the level of Rusthreat. In other words, this
study takes the internal threats which appearecba8icts in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia as intervening variables that help to quuedize and explain the influence
of independent variable (the level of Russian trea the dependent variable
(Georgia’s alignment strateg}}* In Georgia case it seems very logical, since the
external and internal threats are associated dubetdrussian military support to

ethnic secessionist movements.

Nevertheless, despite Walt’'s acknowledgement efrtthe of internal threats,
balance-of-threat and omnibalancing theories difieronclusions. While the former
merely suggests that balancing is more common agi@nable, the latter concerns
on the rational calculation of political leaderséd on personal interest. It follows

1% 0n the other hand, Miller and Toritsyn continuengstic level analysis which acknowledges the
‘neorealist conclusion’ above. They suggest thahibadancing may not explain Georgia case due to
the ‘overt’ support of Russia to the internal thiseaf secessionist movements in South Caucasian
states. And, if the leaders of the region had @lkgth Russia they will suffer politically more
adversely by the oppositiothid., p.359

191 The definition of intervening variable is citedofn Uma SekaranResearch Methods for
Business: A Skill Building Approach (4th Edition), John Wiley&Sons, Inc., United Kishgm, 2008,

p. 94
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that there are many impediments to grasp the rticadculation of political leaders.
However, after taking some aspects of omnibalantiegry as a contribution, it is

believed that it will be possible to test if Dawg@irediction is credible or not.

1.3.2. Balance-of-Interest Theory (Bandwagoning foProfit)

One of the most outstanding critiques of Walt i forth by Schweller who
stays out both group of critics that emphasizeeeithe bandwagoning tendency or
domestic factors. Instead, he proposes anothemythafo alignment. Schweller’s
critics of Walt based on his definition of bandwagug which limits the possibility
for this behavior to occur only in the cases whettes have no other choit®.In
opposition to Walt who identifies bandwagoning asapitulation’ in which weaker
states make asymmetrical concessions to the dotnipawer and accept a
subordinate role, Schweller introduces the conogirofit. Accordingly, he claims
that the decision of bandwagoning are not takery dot threats since alliance
choices “are often motivated by opportunities famgas well as danger, by appetite

as well as fear®®

Schweller challenges the neorealist view thatfitts¢ concern of all states is
achieving greater security. He notes, all modesiises as well as Waltz and Walt
observe “the world solely through the lens of asfiad, status-quo state™ There
are other ‘revisionist states’ which try to improtreir positions in the system and
they may bandwagon with expanding revisionist pewérherefore balance-of-
interest theory concludes that “satisfied power# join the status-quo coalition,
even when it is the stronger side; dissatisfied gresywmotivated by profit more than

security, will bandwagon with an ascending revigbatate.**®

192 5ee Randall Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit.1994.

193 |bid., p. 79

1%ibid, p. 85

1%ibid, p. 88. In general form balance-of-interdsedry suggest that “the stability of the system
depends on the balance of revisionist and conseevidrces. When status-quo states are far more
powerful than revisionist states, the system wdl diable. When a revisionist state or coalition is
stronger than the defenders of the status quosytem will eventually undergo changébid., p.
104. Schweller further states that “in today's @ddll major powers are coming to hold a common
view of what constitutes an acceptable status oihe,'turrent system is likely to go from balance to
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In conclusion, balance-of-interest theory seentsatge no relative superiority
to explain the alignment strategies of Georgia. dBee Georgia has a huge
motivation to preserve the status quo, as a stdtiehwsuffers from separatist
movements. Not surprisingly, it allied with USA atite Western countries which
are satisfied with status quo in the internati®dystem. Schweller, after defining the
other types of bandwagoning behaviors which reftbet tendency of revisionist
states'% suggests; “by contrast, relying on force to coestaes to bandwagon
involuntarily often backfires for the dominant peet. Seeking revenge, the
unwilling bandwagoner becomes a treacherous ady whll bolt from the alliance

the first chance it getg®’

That can be the reason why the problematic relskip endured between
Georgia and Russia, even after the security cotiperhad been initiated between
the two, in 1993. Moreover in Georgia and AzerbgijRussian coercive actions
have caused reactions and both states have scughtVéstern allies to balance
Russia. There is only one exception in the Southc&sus that is Armenia —a state

appeared with expansionist claims from the begmoinits independence.

While concluding this section it should be notédwhtt Mastanduno also
mentions about the difference between revisiomgt&atus quo states, while testing
balance-of-threat theory in the global contextha post-Cold war. He suggests that
if balance-of-threat theory is correct, the onlypegower —USA of which aim is
preserving the unipolarity, is expected “to avo&hdaviors that would be perceived
as threatening by status quo states; to help ter adetdeflect other threats to the
security of the status quo staté®¥'He observes other regional powers’ behavior and
infers that “one would expect Russia to seek, ewlake of the collapse, to restore
some elements of its former great power statusexedcise influence as a regional

power”}%° Considering all aforementioned one should easiylist, if Russia strains

Concert. Balance-of-interest theory, by focusingvarations in actors' preferences, can account for
this change; structural balance-of-power theory lzaldnce-of-threat theory cannot.” p. 106
1% For the types of ‘bandwagoning for profit’ definkeg Schweller, see Schweller, 1994, pp. 93-99
107 ;i

ibid., p. 89
198 Michael Mastanduno, “Preserving...”, 1997, p. 62
199 Mastanduno, 1997, p.. 65
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the status quo in its ‘near abroad’ it will likelg motivate a security cooperation

between USA and the regional states located there.

After examining the main theories of alignmentywnwe can turn to the
questions which were posed at the beginning of ¢higpter. Considering all the
main theories for alliance formation which are susnzed above, it would be
argued that balance-of-threat is the most suittdddery for understanding Georgia’s
alignment preferences. Georgia is a unique casehith alignment seems to be
resulted from an external threat solidified by gsographic proximity, offensive
power and aggressive intentions. However, as dsecliabove, the study will take
into account the tenets of the contending the@ies/e to analyze as much accurate
as the Georgian case, since it is thought that thdividual contributions helped
from different aspects and perspectives in the ¢em@ntation of general theoretical

work on states’ alliance behavior.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE GEORGIAN STRUGGLE FOR INDEPENDENCE
AND GAMSAKHURDIA'S PERIOD

After Soviet Russia occupied and annexed Georgia [in 1921], the
government of the Georgian Democratic Republic did not sign an act of
capitulation, which means that legally the independent state of Georgia
and its Constitution still exist. Georgia is an annexed country that began
liquidating the results of annexation and is restoring its independent
statehood... We should raise the question at the international legal level
of withdrawal of the Soviet occupation forces from Georgia. We should
start negotiations with the Center and the Western countries.

Zviad Gamsakhurdia, November 1990

Examining Georgian national struggle for indepem#eagainst the Soviet
Union is essential for a theoretical analysis @ tountry’s alignment against Russia.
In this chapter, | demonstrate that the story obi@@n national response against the
hegemonic power -the Soviet Union -in the wake tef dollapse contains many
significant evidences through which the motives@aorgian alignment preferences
can be realized. Since the main theory employethisystudy is balance-of-threat,
principally it is tried to unfold how the four famt -aggregate power, proximity,
offensive power and aggressive intentions functiome the case of Georgia.
Therefore, this first chapter of the case studysaimexpose the content and shape of
these four factors. This chapter continues asvi@idrirst a brief overview of the
history of Georgian nation is given; because itlddacilitate to figure out threat
perceptions. Then, the important developments im$a&khurdia period are to be
examined with reference to the alignment tendettay,evolution of Russian threat
and its implications. In the following section, tenensions of Russian threat are to
be formulated under the subtitles that Walt propogend finally, the conflicts in
Abkhazia and South Ossetia are to be introducedhasiping their natural causes

and the external involvements.

110 Addressed at a Supreme Soviet of Georgia sessimied in Malkhaz Matsaberidze, Russia and
Georgia: Post-Soviet Metamorphoses of Mutual RatatiCA&CC Press, 2007, [fn] 2, Retrieved
from: http://www.ca-c.org/online/2008/journal_eng/cacbshtml (accessed on 14 April 2010)
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2.1. THE HISTORY OF GEORGIA

Russians take the major place in the threat pgorep of Georgians, not
surprisingly, because the history of Georgia hanbeterwoven by its relations with
Russia for more than 200 years. Although the @hatiip was initiated in a friendly
way, increasing Russian control in the Caucasusbhasght a subordinate role for
Georgians. In the eighteenth century, when Rus&eipire penetrated in the
Caucasus, Georgians accepted a Russian protecidratie they saw as a safeguard
of Christians against the influence of Muslim Otomand Persian empiréstIn
1783 Treaty of Georgievsk signed between RussiaGeutgia that gave Georgians
the “sovereign rights in the management of itsrmdkaffairs under the suzerainty of
the Russian Empire'*? However, in 1801 Georgia fully incorporated in Biasand
in Georgian perspective, the annexation of countag a flagrant violation of the

agreement®?

At the end of First World War, Georgia had an apyoaty to restore its
independence in the turmoil of Caucasus. After @aober revolution, Russia
withdrew from the WWI in March 1918, leaving a vaaou in Transcaucasia. At the
first stage, in April 1918 the ‘Democratic FedeRepublic of the Transcaucasus’
was proclaimed by Georgia Armenia and Azerbaijart, this composition did not
survive for more than a month. The reason for diggm was divergent alignment
tendencies of the three statéSAfter the split Georgia declared independence ®n 2
May 1918. Between 1918 and 1921, the Georgian stgterienced three years of
independent rule. In this period, the Georgian Denatic Republic was converted to
a well integrated social, political, economic entit> Georgian provinces were

integrated in the Republic without any internaifetand “the nation building was by

" pavid Gillard, Struggle for Asia, 1828-1914: A Study in British ad Russian Imperialism,
Butler & Tanner Ltd., London, 1978, p. 11

12.G, Z. Intskirveli, “Constitution of Independent @Ggia”, 22 Review of Central and East
European Law (1996), No. 1, p. 1

113 Malkhaz Matsaberidze, “Georgia and Russia: In Search ofligéd Relations”,CA&CC Press,
2007 ,http://www.ca-c.org/online/2007/journal_eng/cac@bshtmi(accessed on 26 Feb 2010)

114 Coene suggests that Georgia oriented toward Geraach Azerbaijan sided with Ottomans while
Armenians appealed to British and Russian suppoetderik CoeneThe Caucasus: an Introduction
Routledge, New York, 2010, p. 132

115 3. W. R Parson, “National Integration in Sovieb@ga”, Soviet Studies Vol. 34, No. 4, (Oct.,
1982), p. 550
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and large completed* Moreover the state obtained a Russian recogniticm the

Russian-Georgian Treaty of Moscow in May, 1920.

However the defeat of the White army shifted tteabce in Caucasus
leaving Georgia open to the conquest of the Bol&ksevAfter the occupation,
Georgia incorporated in the Soviet Union and So8etialist Republic of Georgia
came into existence in February 1921. Although Gi@owas considered to be
independent as a member of the Union, in real#yatritory were occupied by the

Russian army and the state fell under the strietafiMoscow™®

To consolidate its rule the Soviet Union carried divide and rule tactics
using territorial-administrative arrangements. leo@jia, Abkhaz with a small
minority population, obtained the status of a lasggonomous republic, while the
predominantly Muslim Georgians in Ajaria were adted the same status. The
Ossetes, on the other hand, were given a “sizahigfnomous regioh?’ (See map 1,
p. 4). Because Ossetes had given support to Bakshrexasion in Georgia in 1920,
they attained special privileges and status inSbeiet Georgia as a reward for its
loyalty.**® Although hierarchically ordered, this structureatezl many problems for
Georgia, since the autonomous units often turneddscow for demanding greater
autonomy. Against the policies of ‘forced Georgration’, both Abkhazia and
Ossetia promoted a nationalist discourse that vitéerlip opposed to the Georgian

rule and they moved closer to a pro-Russian pwositibin fact, this situation is

16 Revaz Gachechiladze, “National Idea, State-Bujdind Boundaries in the Post-Soviet Space (the
case of Georgia)'GeoJournal, Vol. 43, No. 1, (Sep. 1997), p. 56

7 bid p. 57

18 Frederik CoeneThe Caucasus: an Introduction 2010, p. 133.

19paul B. Henze, “Russia and the Caucas®siceptions(SAM), June-August 1996, p. 56. In 1921
Abkhazia joined Soviet Union in an equal statushwiteorgia as a Soviet Socialist Republic.. This
status codified in Abkhazia's Constitution of 192awever in 1931, its status was downgraded to an
autonomous republic within the Georgian SSR. SebeRoM. Cutler, “Georgia/Abkhazia"Self-
Determination Conflict Profile, p. 2 Retrieved from: http://selfdetermine.irc-
online.org/pdf/overview/OVabkhaz.pdfaccessed on 30 March 2010) and Monica D. Toft,
“Multinationality, Regions and State-Building: THheailed Transition in Georgia’Regional &
Federal Studies Vol. 11, No. 3, (Autumn, 2001), p. 129

120 Dinah Jansen, “The Conflict between Self-Detertiimaand Territorial Integrity: The South
Ossetian Paradigm”, 2008. p. 1,
http://centreforforeignpolicystudies.dal.ca/pdfisgmp09/Jansen.pdiaccessed on 27 Feb 2010)

121 5pyros Demetriou, “Rising From the Ashes? The i@iff (Re)Birth of the Georgian State”,
Development and ChanggeVol. 33, No. 5, 2002, p. 866.
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closely associated with the geographic position rma#te-up of the Caucasus which
saw a number of interference by powerful stateghim region in the past. As
Demetriou argues, since the region often changedshtne complex populations had
learned how to manipulate the regional interests@olitics of foreign powers with

the aim of gaining a protected autonoM$§Taking it as an opportunity, Russia
always utilized this ethnic unrest in Georgia, hddthe ember of exacerbating
ethnic disobedience and violence to compel Gedaggiacting according to Russian

interest.

Along with the ethnic unrest, Georgians were alsgsomfortable with the
Soviet nationalism policy which opposed nationalisnany kind to create a society
that is ‘national in form socialist in content’. tyéronically the official ideology of
the Soviet Union provided the elevation of the Rarssational form above the
smaller nationalitie$>> Under these conditions Georgian national idemtitglved as
national self-protection prompted by the fear afsification*** Georgians remained
conservative for their culture and language throtiglh Soviet period®® Being
labeled as a nationalist, on the other hand, wag d@ngerous in a totalitarian state
like the USSR***For example, Gamsakhurdia who became the firstiqees of
independent Georgia, was arrested several timesodis association with national
liberation movement’ However in the process of disintegration of theddn the
coalition of the Georgian nationalist leaders atlonadopted an anti-Soviet rhetoric

captured power in the Georgian parliament and gowent'?®

1221pid . p. 865

128 veljko Vujaci¢, “Historical Legacies, Nationalist Mobilizationna Political Outcomes in Russia
and Serbia: A Weberian ViewTheory and Society Vol. 25, No. 6, (Dec., 1996), p. 779.

1243, W. R. Parson, “National Integration in Sovietd®yia”, Soviet Studies Vol. 34, No. 4, (Oct.,
1982), p. 125

125 Two major demonstrations experienced in 1978 @811 The former aimed to protect the status
of Georgian as the state language of the reputhlee latter demanded the introduction of courses
dealing specifically with Georgian history in thehsols.lbid. pp. 556-557

126 Revaz Gachechiladze, “National Idea, State-Bujdiri, 1997, p. 52.

127 He was arrested in 1956, 1977 and in Thilisi destrations, 1989. See his biography on
http://www.georgianbiography.com/bios/g/gamsakha@ditm(accessed on 5 March 2010)

128 For the content of the nationalist coalition Sebal Devdariani, “Georgia: Rise and Fall of the
Facade DemocracyDemokratizatsiya, Vol. 12, No: 1, 2004, pp. 84-89.

39



Theoretically, the political developments in theripd seems to have belied
Larson who criticized Walt by claiming that a thexang power can manipulate the
political struggle in a weak state, so that theneuwhble political leaders decide
bandwagon with it. In Georgia case it was not pmesibecause none of the
Georgian nationalists could tie with Russia forcteag the power -after the collapse
of Communist Party rule. Since the mid-1980's tlupdist-nationalist groups in
Georgia became stronger and nationalism surfacddKiyg advantages of glasnost

and perestroika in Russia.

Particularly the reinterpretation of the Georghastory regarding the period
of 1918-21 was remarkabl&’ Rejecting the Soviet histories which drew a pietof
friendly relations between Russian and non-Russéplé>° became the linchpin of
the Georgian national identity. The new pluraligittem emerged in the Soviet Union
furnished the nationalist groups with the oppottynio organize parties and
movements which were soon to challenge the Commiragy of Georgia. They
worked for the revival of the Georgian identity asthrted a pro-independence
movement which aimed to ‘reincarnate the formergt2221 Republic’** After the
harsh repression of Thilisi demonstrations on 9ilAp®89, the legitimacy of the
Communist Party of Georgia was fully destroyed.stth a political climate, the
Round Table of National Liberation Alliance lead Byiad Gamsakhurdia attained a
landslide victory, in the first fair and free eliects in October 199332

2.2. THE GAMSAKHURDIA PERIOD
After the coalition of nationalist parties led ke former dissident

Gamsakhurdia came to power, Georgia appeared a®fotie most independent-

minded republics in the Soviet Union. Georgia whas first state that declared

129 Svante E. CornelSmall Nations and Great Powers: A Study of Ethnopdtical Conflict in the
Caucasus RoutledgeCurzon, London, 2001, p. 148

130 5oviet histories claimed that the periphery cdestaround Russia joined voluntarily in Soviet
Union and they benefited political stability andhigher standard of living through industrialization
within the Union. See Margot Light, “Russia and Aseaucasia”, Infranscaucasian Boundaries
(eds.), John F.R.Wright, Suzanne Goldenberg, RicBahofield, UCL Press, London, 1996, p. 44
131 5pyros Demetriou, 2002, p. 867.

132 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 149.
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independence from the Soviet Union —in April 199dych before the othefd

Gamsakhurdia’s main goal was to secure his counitindependence against the
Soviet Union. Therefore he followed an anti-Rusdiae, seeking to balance this
major threat with the US and European stafésHowever, those states were
reluctant to establish diplomatic relations duethie existing continuity of Soviet
Union. The USSR was officially dissolved in Decemb891 and a few weeks later,

Gamsakhurdia was ousted from power.

Even in the absence of available allies, Gamsakaustrictly avoided any
cooperative arrangement with the Soviet Union, ifigarthat it could destroy
Georgian sovereignty and independence. For exampleAugust 1991 when
Gorbachev’'s new Union treaty was scheduled to dignthe Union republics,
Gamsakhurdia declared that “Georgismuld not be signing any document that
preserved his republic’s subservient statissa-visMoscow.™° On the other hand,
as Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) bemsgted, Georgia under
Gamsakhurdia government did not show any willingnesparticipate the Russian-

led organization, “terming it as nothing but a @d Soviet Empire®®’

Here it must be noted that, in the framework a$ ttudy there are many
impediments to treat the CIS as an alliance. Afterfailed efforts for the new Union
treaty by Gorbachev, Russian leaders had stillsikel¢éo prevent severing ties with
the member states even after the collapse of theetSdnion was looking inevitable.
The eventual resort has become the formation ofCii$e however this time Russia

avoided any suggestion of recreating a directivéitipal structure within the

13 The others declared independence in the aftermiafhiled August coup against Gorbachev in
1991. See ibid, p. 334

134 See Leila Alieva, “Reshaping Eurasia: Foreign @oltrategies and Leadership Assets in Post-
Soviet South CaucasusC Berkeley: Berkeley Program in Soviet and Post-Saet Studies,
Winter 1999-2000, p. 17. Retrieved from: http://wwacholarship.org/uc/item/53q654p5 (accessed
on 6 March 2010) and Frederik Coefibge Caucasus: an Introduction,2010, p. 171.

135 |bid. For example, US announced that it had decideénter into diplomatic relations with
Georgia in 24 March 1992, after Shevardnadze tbekgbvernment. Rolan Reach, “Recognition of
States: The collapse of Yugoslavia and Soviet UhiBaropean Journal of International Law, Vol.

4, No. 1, 1993, p. 47.

136 B.G.Hewitt, “Abkhazia: A Problem of Identity andwBership”, InTranscaucasian Boundaries
(eds.), John F.R.Wright, Suzanne Goldenberg, RitBahofield, UCL Press, London, 1996, p. 214.
137 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 334.
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framework of the organizatioii® On 21 December 1991, the eleven members of
Soviet Union -except Georgia- signed the CIS agesgrtransforming the Union to
the new commonwealti? Rather than being a body of security cooperat®i§
particularly emphasized the functional necessity pailicy coordination and
cooperation in several areas such as “the ‘comneona@nic space’, transport and
communications systems, environmental protectiongration policy and the

suppression of organized crint&*[an issue counted within soft security].

In the following years, as Sakwa and Webber argiingrgent alignment
tendencies of the CIS members and the polarizatfospinion among those states
clearly debilitated the organization, yet it dict mesult in its disappearant®&. What
promoted the security cooperation between Russederation and former Soviet
Union states, on the other hand, were the Collec8ecurity Treaty (CST) of May
1992 signed under the auspices of CIS and additinfederal security agreements
signed with the newly independent statésThe security cooperation between
Georgia and Russia initiated in Shevardnadze pdnyosigning the CIS agreements

including CST and some other bilateral ones witlsgta (which are examined in the

138 Richard Sakwa and Mark Webber, “The Commonweakhndependent States, 1991-1998:
Stagnation and SurvivalEurope-Asia Studies Vol. 51, No. 3, (May, 1999), p. 381

139 Sergei A. Voitovich “The Commonwealth of Indepentié&States: An Emerging Institutional
Model”, European Journal of International Law, Vol. 4, No. 1, (1993), p. 405

10 Richard Sakwa and Mark Webber, 1999, p. 381. IB52®Russian president Vladimir Putin also
acknowledged that CIS did not promote cooperatiomilitary and political spheres. He argued that
despite declared aims, “in reality the CIS wasldisthed so as to make the process of the USSR’s
dissolution the most civilized and smooth one, witte fewest losses in the economic and
humanitarian spheres” Quoted in Irina Kobrinskd{idne Post-Soviet Space: From the USSR to the
Commonwealth of Independent States and Beyond”Tle CIS, the EU and Russia: The
Challenges of Integration €ds.), Katlijn Malfliet, Lien Verpoest, Evgeny Vikerov, Palgrave
Macmillan, New York, 2007. pp. 14-15.

141 See Richard Sakwa and Mark Webber, 1999, pp. 79,80

“2See Gregory Gleason and Marat E. Shaihutdinov)léGtive Security and Non-State Actors in
Eurasia”, International Studies Perspectives (2005), 6, p. 281 Collective Security Treaty was
signed in May 1992, by the presidents of six oftthelve CIS nations Russia, Armenia, Kazakhstan,
Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan. “It prowidéor the formation of a Collective Security
Council in the CIS to jointly coordinate defensdigies, and rapidly led to additional agreements in
the following months, such as a framework for theeanbly of multinational peacekeeping forces and
a protocol that defined the borders covered byGb#ective Security Treaty as those of the CIS.”
Most importantly, the treaty also “echoed Articleobthe NATO agreement: aggression or threat
ofaggression against one country would be regaadeafjgression against all participants in theyreat
Adam Weinstein, “Russian Phoenix: The Collective8ity Treaty Organization"The Whitehead
Journal of Diplomacy and International Relations 8, (2007), p. 169. Georgia signed CST in
Shevardnadze period. In 2002, CST was transforme@dllective Security Treaty Organization
(CSTO) which still existslbid ., p. 167.
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next section). In Gamsakhurdia period, however,r@iacavoided any relationship
that might lead to an alliance with Russia.

In fact, during the short-ended Gamsakhurdia rbtgh Georgian internal
structure and the external conjuncture could nangea coherent alignment strategy
to follow. Therefore, this period may be definedr@skless fight against Soviet rule
directed by a leader who lacked the necessary iexper and foresight. His power
was based on his personal charisma and populisbnaéism which he used
extensively both before and after coming to powbkerefore he accelerated the
ethnic conflicts among the minoritié¥ Backed by enthusiastic nationalist militas
Gamsakhurdia faced an almost impossible task: ngnaicountry with no tradition
of statehood and even no secure borders since lthhak and Ossetians were not
eager to be a part of his independent GeotflaOn the other hand, the ruling
coalition of nationalist parties -the Round Tablehich had been formed for the
pragmatic aim of winning the elections, was fragtednn a short-time because of
Gamsakhurdia’s autocratic policies including arfsbpposition leader$”® He was
confident in paramilitary support, but these forpespared his end in early January
1992. Nevertheless, examining Gamsakhurdia’s perseg@ms significant for
exposing different factors that shape the extetfima&lat of Russia over Georgia. An
overview for the content of these factors is gibetow. In the following chapters, |

only suggest the changes in the level of Russiagath

2.2.1. The Sources of Russian Threat

First of all, when aggregate power is taken imiosideration, Georgia was
looking as a fledging state that was born with mdsadvantages against Soviet
Union (and Russian Federation as well). Centralagament of economy in Soviet

era had served to the Russian economic, indusimtechnological supremacy after

143 Mithat Celikpala, “From a Failed State to a WeakeOGeorgia and Turkish-Georgian Relations”,
The Turkish Yearbook, Vol. 36., 2006, p. 165.

144 Edward LucasThe New Cold War: Putin’s Russia and the Threat tothe West Palgrave
Macmillan, New York, 2008, p. 139

195 Lucan Way, “State power and Autocratic Stabilifrmenia and Georgia Compared”, Trhe
Politics of Transition in Central Asia and the Cauasus: Enduring Legacies and Emerging
Challenges éds.), Amanda E. Wooden and Christoph H. Stefestl&ige, New York, 2009, p. 114
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the dissolution of the USSR. For example afteritidependence, Georgia appeared
as a state that was fully dependent on Russianggremd electricity and well

integrated with the Soviet economic infrastructtife.

Geographic proximity of Georgia, consolidates fwessian threat excessively
not solely because they have a common border (sge2np. 5). Although Russia
and Georgia were severed by the chain of Caucasusfdins, the most important
passes; Darial gorge and Roki pass, opened intohtere rebellious South Ossetia
Autonomous Region.- later the separatist movemeas$ w0 use this passes in
transferring arms from Russid’ Given the fact that Russian army would be
welcomed by the Ossetians during a military intatia, Russia had always an
opportunity reach to southern edge of Ossetia yeasih few hours away from
Thilisi.**® On the other side, the only rail link from Rus&iaGeorgia was through
Abkhazia which constituted vital supply route foudRia, and indeed a good pretext

for the future Russian interventions in this regih

When declared its independence, Georgia emergedpast-Soviet country
that is under de-facto occupation of the SovietddniThilisi was the Headquarters
of the Transcaucasus Army Group of the Soviet Aanyg Russia as the inheritor
had large military bases all over GeorfidAfter 1991, Russia assumed a direct

control of all the former Soviet forces in Geordfd.In September 1991, the

196 Russia has advantaged the situation using energglys as a tool of leverage and the energy
supplied by Russia was cut in troubled times ddtiehs See Esra Hatiglo, “After Empire: Georgia-
Russia Relations and the Prospects for StabilithénSouth CaucasusTurkish Review of Eurasian
Studies,Annual 2004-4, p. 14-15 Retrieved frohitp://www.obiv.org.tr/2005/avrasyal/ehatipoglu.pdf
(accessed on 12 March 2010)

147 See Revaz GachechiladZde New Georgia: Space, Society, Politic§lCL Press, London, 1995,
p. 9.

148 As noted above Ossetians plays an important nlegilitating the Bolshevik invasion in 1920. On
the other hand, in August 2008 war; Roki pass mlahe major role in carrying Russian forces into
Georgia. See “Road to War in Georgia: The Chronicdfisa Caucasian Tragedy3piegel Online
(08/25/2008), http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,15184872-3,00.html (accessed on 12
March 2010)

149 John F. R. Wright, “The Geopolitics of Georgialh Transcaucasian Boundaries(eds.), John
F.R.Wright, Suzanne Goldenberg, Richard Schofigldl. Press, London, 1996, p. 143.

%0 Dennis Sammut, “Love and Hate in Russian-GeorBalations”,Helsinki Monitor , Vol. 14, No.

1, (Jan. 2003), p. 29

31 Nicole J. JacksorRussian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debas, Actions Routledge,
London, 2003, p. 120.
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Georgian parliament declared all Soviet troops ¢oah occupation foré®, while

Russia was unwilling to withdraw these forces freath an important country that
had borders with Turkey and the Black Sea. Sinen tthe presence of Russian
military forces in Georgia, -directly or indirectliypfluenced all the problematic

relationship between the two countries.

At the beginning, the independent Georgia had moyaof its own, and
internal balancing actions by Gamsakhurdia wadysbtaited to accommodation of
strong paramilitary organizations such as Mkhedri@ihiorsemen) led by Jaba
loseliani, a well-known criminal, and the troopgdbto Tengiz Kitovant>* ***The
latter was transformed into the National Guard laynSakhurdia which was planned
to be the nucleus for the future armiyHowever, these paramilitary forces which
were loyal to their personal leaders rather th@ahgbvernment had neither capacity
nor intent to fight against Russian troops. In [falsey were created by anti-Soviet
political groups to deal particularly with ethniondlicts in Abkhazia and South

Ossetia*®®

After the independence, these outlawed local foreoationalized’ or
‘privatized’ many conventional Soviet weapons andlitany equipment by
plundering Soviet army depots. Georgian officerovitad formerly served in the
Soviet military also joined these unity’ Being aware that they could not be
controlled by the state, Gamsakhurdia supportedethearlords in fighting against

separatist movements. However, it did not resulformation of an effective and

152 New Strait Times, September, 17, 1991; p. 24.

133 See Cornell Small Nations and Great Powers 2001, p. 150. That is, in fact, questionable
whether these forces can be included in internialnzing category since the motive for their creatio
is only dealing with ethnic conflicts rather thamdRian unbalanced military power. And it is very
logical that, if all state activities to increasditary capabilities of their own would be defined
internal balancing, that makes balance-of-poweotheenseless. However, my suggestion is that,
given the fact that Georgian leaders tried to mtoterritorial integrity of Georgia against secessst
movements with these forces, and Russia intervémdtie ethnic conflicts supporting them at the
backstage, there is a possibility to treat thenmi@snal balancing units.

%4 For loseliani’s criminal biography that is alscaskd by Kitovani, see Alexandre Kukhianidze,
“Corruption and organized crime in Georgia befone after the 'Rose Revolution'Gentral Asian
Survey, Vol: 28, No: 2, 2009, p. 219.

1% See David Darchiasvili, “Georgian Defense Poliayd aviilitary Reform”, In Statehood and
Security: Georgia after the Rose Revolution{eds.), Bruno Coppieters and Robert Legvold, The
MIT Press, Cambridge, 2005, p. 124

%0 bid . p. 122

157 See Margot Light, “Russia and Transcaucasia”, 19961, Dov LynchRussian Peacekeeping
Strategies in the CIS: The Cases of Moldova, Geomgiand Tajikistan, Macmillan Press Ltd.,
London, 2000, pp. 132,135 and David Darchias20i05, p. 127.
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organized national army in Georgia which was veugcial for the survival of a state

with no potential allies.

Aggressive intentions of Russia were realized bgrawing number of
Georgians as they re-discovered their past anthdursolidified when they faced
with the ethnic turmoil since the dissolution oétdSSR. From then on, Georgians
interpreted ethnic conflicts in Abkhazia and So(tbsetia as the inheritance from
Soviet rule which was used by Russia, as an ingnainm its attempts to destabilize
Georgia in order to prevent its full independengéer all, Georgian nationalists
claimed that the autonomous units were artificialigated by the Russian Empire to
prevent Georgia to create a unified entity, withdomestic rootes of their owr’ In
their perceptions, the domestic instability wasnth by Russia to create the
necessary situation that would provide a pretextritervening directly in Georgia
and maintaining its military presence. Gamsakhurd@ example, explicitly
suggested that in Georgia, “Moscow was consciotrgipg to create anarchy so it
can restore order® In fact this view was shared by all the succespiesidents of
Georgia®® Since the aggressive intentions of Russia wascaged with the
conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, it is possible to treat them solely as
internal threats, as argued in the previous chaptes following section, therefore,
tries to elaborate the implications of these tlwemid gives an overview of both

conflicts.
2.2.2. Conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia: Imtrnal Threats or Not?'%*

Ethnic strife in Georgia aroused, when it was rctbat USSR was breaking

up to smaller political pieces. In that period, @gan majority and the other

138 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 151.

139 julian Birch, “The Georgian/South Ossetian Terigicand Boundary Dispute” Ifiranscaucasian
Boundaries ds), John F.R.Wright, Suzanne Goldenberg, RicBatibfield, UCL Press, London,
1996, p. 172.

180 See Svante E. Cornemall Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 339.

181 As noted above, beside Abkhazia and South Oss®#argia has another autonomous republic
with that it has maintained problematic relations. tAjaria has secured its autonomy since Georgia’'s
independence, however, it has not shown a tendewegrds separation. Thus, there has never been
any direct military confrontation between Ajariadambilisi and the problem of autonomy has not
created a direct threat to Georgia’s survival ardtorial integrity. As a result, Ajaria has ndaped

a significant role in Georgia’s alignment preferesicThat is why Ajaria is excluded from the analysi
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politically autonomous units had divergent agerdaduilding their future political
status, because they were all under the contrgrofindependence movements.
Abkhaz and Ossetians, during this process, weree ntsadvantageous than
Georgians since their status were lower than Gaoiigiey quickly realized that if
they were subordinated to Thilisi government, tlemuld lose their autonomy,
cultural rights and some local political privilegesich they had enjoyed in the
Soviet Union. What caused to conflicts, on the otend, was mainly the national
territoriality of the political system of USSR whitiad been based on the division of
states and autonomous units within them, usinghéime of titular nations. Since the
late 1980s, all these units combined their ethtdmiity with the governance of the
state and mobilized their majority group against thinorities*®? Titular ethnic
groups aimed at controlling their territory to fizaltheir political goals. Therefore in
some cases including Georgia, state building psesebecame a zero-sum national
mobilization with real territorial and political\wsions and that promoted separatism

as one clear political alternativé®

Most interestingly, during this struggle, Abkhazaad South Ossetia played
some kind of alignment games as if they were sogerstates. For example, the
solidarity between the two against the Georgiaionatism had been observed even
since 1989, when Ossetian leader Ademon Nykhasaseopen letter to Abkhazia
that declared his support for their secessioniatnm*®* Furthermore, as Birch
argues, in the view of Ossetian leaders Georgiaamasxternal threat that conducted
a chauvinist policy against their peopfln accordance with their perceptions, in
the last years of the Soviet Union both Abkhaz &wubetians took a side with
Moscow. For example, they participated to the msfdum for Gorbachev’'s new

Union Treaty which was boycotted by Georgian gowent and voted

182 Julie A. George, “Expecting ethnic conflict Thevi& Legacy and Ethnic Politics in the Caucasus
and Central Asia”, InThe Politics of Transition in Central Asia and the Caucasus: Enduring
Legacies and Emerging Challengeds.), Amanda E. Wooden and Christoph H. St&estledge,
New York, 2009, p. 80

183 bid . p. 81

184 See Frederik Coenghe Caucasus: an Introduction,2010, p. 152.

185 Julian Birch, 1996, pp. 178, 180. The Author'satiin from Khuagev, an Ossetian leader, is a
good illustration for the perceptions: “We are muclere worried by Georgian imperialism than
Russian imperialism...” See p. 178.
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overwhelmingly in favor of the preservation of tH&SR® Not surprisingly, their

pro-Moscow position continued after 1991, by prawidRussia with a significant
tool to extend its sphere of influence beyond #freated borders. The former
occupier did not avoid intervening new state buiddprojects and manipulating the
conflicts, because it sought to reintegrate the lpendependent state under its

control 1%’

However, an effective Russian involvement to theflocds was not observed
until the late 1992. At the first stage, Russiaeamdeltsin government was building
its own institutions and securing control overtésitory, therefore, it seemed to be
more in-ward looking. More importantly, in foreigelations, Yeltsin government
had a pro-Western line which gave the peripherahties little priority°®and it
provided more free-space for Georgia. ConflictsAlskhazia appeared in the late-
1980s. In 1988, the ethnic-nationalist organizatitble Abkhazian Forum, demanded
from Soviet leadership for restoring Abkhazia'sgsaas a Union Republic, and then
ethnic clashes began in the summer of 1989 thrd\ithazia'®® In August 1990,
the Abkhazian Supreme Soviet declared sovereigdhly few months after, the
government changed in Georgia with the electiomationalist coalition led by
Gamsakhurdia. The new Georgian leadership perceMxdhazia as a threat to the
state’s territorial integrity. In August 1992, Alktia’s decision for the restoration of
1925 constitution which defined Abkhazia as an pea@lent republic transformed
the clashes into a real ethnic watDuring the first phase of war, Russia did not
assist Abhazians, therefore, troops led by Kitoaard Georgian police were able to

186 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 152.

7M. R. Beissinger, “State building in the Shadowaof Empire-State: The Soviet Legacy in post-
Soviet Politics”, inThe End of Empire? The Transformation of the USSR n Comparative
Perspective(eds.), Karen Dawisha and Bruce Parrot, M. E. [@haxew York, 1996, p. 161

18 See CornellSmall Nations and Great Powers2001, pp. 325-326.

189 Maura Morandi, “Approaching the Conflicts in Abklia and South Ossetia: Different
Perceptions”|ICP Working Paper Series, 2008/3, p. 13

170 Natalie Sabanadze, International Involvement s $louth CaucasuECMI Working Paper , No

15 February 2002, p. 12 Although Abkhazia decladedfacto independence with this act, 1925
constitution had united Abkhazian SSR with Geordg&SR through a special treaty. See Small 158
and Abkhazia left the possibility of a federatioithvGeorgia in 1992 and Ardzinba proposed a
solution involving a federation or confederationeSErederik E. CoeneThe Caucasus: an
Introduction , 2010, p. 150.
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took Sukhumi —the Abkhazian capital- and restoceenm most of Abkhazia only in
few dayst’*

Georgian nationalist stance was been harsher am rostile towards
Ossetians, as they maneuvered toward secessid®8By South Ossetia demanded
from Moscow for upgrading of its status to an aotoous republic and one year
later, Ossetian leadership sent another petitioitctwhsked for unification of their
oblast with North Ossetian Autonomous Republic imitRRussia, seceding form
Georgian SSR.? Gamsakhurdia explicitly proclaimed the separatistsSouth
Ossetia as agents of Mosco(tHe was also insensitive to the Ossetian demands fo
preserving their autonomous cultural and linguisights. The hostile position of
Gamsakhurdia against Ossetian minority was verarcla his declaration that
“Georgia's Ossetians are unwanted ‘guests’ who ldhogo back’ to North
Ossetia’’* One of the first decisions he made, after conmtimgower was to
abolish the autonomous status of Ossetia anesiilted in another ethnic war in
Georgia'” In the early 1991, the Georgian paramilitary fsreatered the oblast and
the Ossetians fought back with the weapons theplgdgpfrom Soviet Army. The
war continued particularly in Tskhinvali, the Osaet capital, as Georgians
blockaded the city. The blockade lasted for moas thighteen month&’°

All these events proved that Georgian nationdtistes were able to secure
the order in Abkhazia and could counter Ossetigrarsdist by the early 1992.
However the balance shifted in favor separatistdsrsince then. In the late 1992,
Abkhaz forces re-consolidated their position in tiwegthern side of the region and

they started a counter-attack. Abkhaz re-took Gagfactober 1992 and eventually

! bid .

172 Natalie Sabanadze, 2002, p. 15. After the disioiuif USSR, Ossetians has continued to demand
the unification but this time participating into §sian Federation.

3NY Times, “Soviet Turmoil; Soviet Georgia Chief, In Quedtkreedom, Sees Only Enemies”,
Sep., 9,199 http://www.nytimes.com/1991/09/09/world/soviet-tuwitrsoviet-georgia-chief-in-quest-
of-freedom-sees-only-enemies.html?pagewantedaetlessed on 15 April 2010)

"4 NY Times, “As Centralized Rule Wanes, Ethnic Tension Riéaeew in Soviet Georgia”, Oct., 2,
1991, http://www.nytimes.com/1991/10/02/world/as-centrali-rule-wanes-ethnic-tension-rises-
anew-in-soviet-georgia.html?pagewanted£aticessed on 15 April 2010)

75 Natalie Sabanadze, 2002, p. 15.

76 Frederik E. Coend&he Caucasus: an Introduction,2010, p. 152.
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advanced to Sukhumi by the mid 19930ne of the reason for Georgian retreat was
weakening Georgia due to the civil-war in Tbilistarting in the late 1991 against
Gamsakhrudia’s leadership. In addition, after tlmpc d’etat against himself,
Gamsakhurdia returned his homeland Mingleria interesGeorgia and commanded
a rebellion theré’® Therefore some part of paramilitary forces wag sene to deal
with the insurgency. According to some scholars &althurdia, ironically,

contributed to the ensuing triumph of separatistabkhazia'"®

Yet, another important reason for losing Abkhaaid South Ossetia by 1993,
was intensive involvement of Russia to the corgli@ince 1992, when the balance
in Russian state between Russian nationalists amtMgstern politicians changed in
favor of the former, Russian approach toward perghcountries shifted from the
disengagement policy to an assertive and coertiategy™° This change was also
registered in official documents. For example, 19@8urity doctrine approved by
Yeltsin government implied the return of imperittitades for Russia. The doctrine
identified the main threats for Russia arising fras ‘near abroad’ such as local
wars and expansion of military alliances. Its pstms also made it clear that the
new approach was mild to the idea of deploymertaips on the territories of all
former USSR countrie¥! Furthermore, between 1992 and 1996, the struaifire
civil-military relations in Russia permitted the mMstry of Defense and Russian army
a free-hand to act in the near abro¥dll these developments indicated that a more

coercive policy toward Georgia was on the way.

As the nationalists reinforced their positiontie state organizations, Russian

Federation gradually adhered in the conflicts witits neighbors. The assistance of

7S, Neil Macfarlane, “On the Front Lines in the Nédroad: the CIS and the OSCE in Georgia’'s
Civil Wars”, Third World Quarterly , Vol 18, No 3, 1997, p.513.

18See NY Times, “Soviet Turmoil...” Gamsakhurdia claimed that thivilewar in Thilisi was
triggered by Moscow and the extra-parliamentaryasjtipn wanted to make Georgia a colony of
Russia.

179 See Svetlana Akkieva, “The Caucasus: One or Maylew from the Region” Nationalities
Papers Vol. 36, No. 2, 2008, p. 266. Macfarlane furttodstimed that Zviadists —the followers of
Gamsakhurdia, used Abkhazia as a sanctuary irtirgsiSeorgian forces directed against themselves.
See Macfarlane, 1997, p.514.

80 Dov Lynch,Russian Peacekeeping Strategies in the GI000, p. 2.

181 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 330.

82 Dov Lynch,Russian Peacekeeping Strategies in the CIS000, p. 3.
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Russian units was crucial in the Abkhaz advancertosverd the south. Both Abkhaz
and Ossetians utilized Russian heavy military emeipt!®® In 1992, Russian air
force attacked Georgian troops in Ossetia and témed Georgia to bomb Thili&i?*
As a result of the Russian involvement, Georgianszkto have lost two wars of
secession by 1993. All these developments occurre8hevardnadze period and
they are examined in more detail within the nexitisa. However what should be
noted here is that although it is questionable tdrethe secessionist wars initiated
by Russia deliberatef?> the role of Russia in their loss is clear. Theyra threats
arising from domestic roots, yet Russia as an patethreat made use of this
situation in order to subdue Georgia. Thus, for @eorgian state, to counter the
secessionist movements meant resisting Russian#jer external threat. It can be
concluded that the ethnic conflicts inside weredality a part of a visible external

threat.

On the other side, the ultimate internal threat #viad Gamsakhurdia faced,
raised not from the north but in Thbilisi, among fasmer fellows. Gamsakhurdia
prepared the end of his government in August 198&nshe had ordered that the
newly-established army —the National Guard be gilibated to the Ministry of
Internal Affairs. This decision costed him the losk his childhood friend and
Defense Minister Tengiz Kitovani. Resented now,ok&ni acted independently
from any state organization, preserving the myitéorce that was loyal only to
him.*®¢ In the following months, Gamsakhurdia permanergfysed to compromise
with the rising parliamentary opposition. Howewre opposition leader Tchanturia
managed to manipulate streets of Thilisi, and afteo weeks of civil war

Gamsakhurdia was driven out of the capital on &danl1992.

183 See CornellSmall Nations and Great Powers2001, pp. 156-162.

8 bid, p. 157

18 For example, despite Gamsakhurdia’s accusatioRusfia, Cornell suggests that the conflict in
Ossetia “in fact developed during 1991 and earB2]%hat is before the Russian policy shifhid . p.
336.

18 Jonathan Wheatley, “Elections and Democratic Guaeee in the Former Soviet Union: The Case
of Georgia”,Berliner Osteurope Info, 2004, p. 4 Retrieved frorhitp://www.oei.fu-
berlin.de/en/projekte/cscca/downloads/jiw_pub_bdi(pdcessed on 15 April 2010)
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When Gamsakhurdia was besieged by opposition dortee president
interestingly turned to Russia for support by deatahis readiness to see Georgia’s
joining to the CIS®’ Indeed, this setting proves true what the omnitzitey
approach envisages. As noted in the previous chdpswid emphasizes the violent
coups as the most common form of regime changeoset states. After the president
understood that he could not get any support fioenWestern states, he eventually
yielded to Russia which he might view as the lasilable external power capable to
keep him in force. Yet, Russia turned a blind ey&amsakhurdia’s request whose
sincerity was in fact very questionable by declgtimat Georgia had first to settle its
internal problems before such membership could esaged. Hence, Russia
demonstrated it had no interest in maintenancasoptesidency and Gamsakhurdia

had to flee and seek asylum in Chechnya.

After the military takeover, the coup leaders K&oi and loseliani were
about to lead the country. They were quick to eealhat they could not gain even an
international recognition which was a preconditifor reaching vital foreign
assistance, since they both were paramilitary isatf8In such a troubled period
they invited Eduard Shevardnadze —the last Sovieiskér of Foreign Affairs who
had a Georgian origin and was indeed, prominerit tig role in the ending the Cold
War '®° Shevardnadze who had personal connections withtatvegolicy-makers
possessed eminent advantafég&ut he must have known that he would face many

insurmountable obstacles while trying to ensurestivgival of his country.

In short, the Gamsakhurdia period exposed highklle¥ Russian threat and
the deep problems of security. It was interestimat (Georgia chose the balancing
option when there were no potential allies avadaBlthough it did not seemed to
possible and rational to balance against Russiga loplinternal balancing acts, the

187“Georgia wants to join new groupNew Strait Times December 25, 1991, p. 11 and Bruno
Coppieters, “Western Security Policies and the @GiaorAbkhazian Conflict” inFederal Practice:
Exploring Alternatives for Georgia and Abkhazia (eds.), Bruno Coppieters, David Darchiashvili,
and Natella Akaba, Vub Brussels University Pre§612 p. 22.

18 jonathan Wheatley, “Elections and Democratic Guaece...”, 2004. p. 5

189 John F. R. Wright, “The Geopolitics of Georgia99b, p. 137.

1% Shevardnadze turned to Georgia as the Chairma&taté Council and Parliament. He was later
elected as the president in October 1995 elections.
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nationalist leaders in Thilisi did not avoid a camftation with Russia. At the same
time the Gamsakhurdia government, along with themditary forces who might
have behaved at their will, started ethnic wardhie Abkhaz and Ossetians. These
policies of ethnic antagonism had profound effectshese minorities’ perception of
Georgia, further fomenting their reliance on thes$ta. Hence, Gamsakhurdia’s
policies became a factor that complicated the wdwwl the ethnic conflicts in

Georgia.
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CHAPTER THREE
FROM THE BANDWAGONING DECISION TO THE BALANCING
STRATEGY: GEORGIA UNDER THE MANAGEMENT OF
SHEVARDNADZE

Every small nation or nation state, throughout human history and the
history of international relations, has sought the best possible
mechanisms for survival and the best possible destination toward
\rAL/JrI]éChlgt? direct its development. Georgia is no exception to this
This chapter undertakes the most uneasy part of task -explaining
alignment choices of Georgia. Because it deals whth almost eleven-year long
Shevardnadze period which was marked with a fosealrity cooperation between
Russia and Georgia (after the latter joined the) @Igs early years, however ended a
short time after Georgia declared its aspirationdATO membership®? A Georgian
scholar, Matsaberidze, defines the period partlynaseuvering between Russia and
the West.’®® To capture the real causes of opposite alignmenategies
(bandwagoning with Russia and balancing againsbit)the other hand requires an
evaluation of the events with the guidance of teotetical background of alliance
formation represented in chapter one. What is dortdis chapter, therefore, is an
attempt to put forward the real causes for and egumsnces of Georgia’s alignment
under the Shevardnadze administration, using tlygestions and predictions of

mainly balance-of-threat theory.

The first section underlines the role of the coercstrategy by Russia in
Georgia’s entering into the CIS. The second ondsdedh the questions of whether
that move can be regarded as a bandwagoning akcif sm which theory can explain
it better. Later the international development$igorgia’s around are elaborated for

understanding the conditions that made the stag@ alith Russia and the others

1 Temuri Yakobashvili, “Georgia’s Path to Nato”, Mext Steps in Forging a Euroatlantic
Strategy for the Wider Black Sea(eds.) Ronald D. Asmus, The German Marshall Fundrited
States, Washington, 2006, p. 185

1925ee, NATO's relations with Georgiattp://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_3898&nht
(accessed on 14 May 2010)

193 Malkhaz Matsaberidze, “Georgia and Russia: In Geaf Civilized Relations”Central Asia and
the Caucasus No. 5 (47), 2007,http://www.ca-c.org/online/2007/journal_eng/cac@hshtml
(accessed on 26 Feb 2010)
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which induced this alignment to shift. And the lasttion puts forward the pillars of
Georgia’s strategy to balance Russia that wasvieitbby Shevardnadze from the late

1990s onwards.

In the previous chapter, the account of the highell Russian threat is
summarized. Having those in mind, one might suggtsit omni-balancing theory
and balance-of-threat theory, in principle, favaftamcing on the basis of an external
threat. Because, in Thilisi, the control was maimythe hands of the coup leaders
which were in fact warlords, inherently with an igRussian rhetoric since they
thought that they were fighting against the Mosdmagked separatists. Aligning with
Russia, in this conjuncture might have causedritate the paramilitary forces and
leave the country’s destiny to the former occugievill. However, Shevardnadze, in
December 1993 turned to bandwagoning with Russtmalse it was ‘the best
possible mechanism for survival’. To endorse thgaiment, the policy of subjugating

Georgia must be analyzed at first.

3.1. RUSSIAN ABILITY TO COMPEL OBEIDENCE

As cited in chapter one, Walt suggests that “smtdtes bordering a great
power may be so vulnerable that they choose toveagon rather than balance,
especially if a powerful neighbor has demonstratésl ability to compel
obedience®* Scholars often make attempts to link Russian sugpcbkhazia and
South Ossetia with its aim to drive Georgia intcaliiance and to restore its sphere of
influence over maybe the most pro-independent nairidener Soviet state. However
this policy was neither totally official nor a rdiswof coherent planning with
predetermined goals, and in fact went through asiueen under the effects of the
political debates and the balance of power withimedstic politics in Russia itself.
The main actors which played central role in polegking against Georgia can be
distinguished as Russian military units in Georgdiinistry of Defense (MoD),
Ministry of Foreign Relations (MFA), and preside¥ieltsin.'®> Russian military

forces have all been active in Georgia, while theDylithe assumed controller of

1% \alt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 24.
19 see Dov LynchRussian Peacekeeping Strategies in the GIS000, pp. 1-16.
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them, had a free hand in the near abroad, betw@@? dnd 1996. The MFA, on the
other hand, turned to near abroad after 1992, avitiore assertive policy. Interwoven
by the relationship among these agents, therefloeepolicy of compelling obedience
has not been constant from Gamsakhurdia’'s yeardDdoember 1993 when
Shevardnadze submitted to Russian demands. Tostaddrhow this policy reached
the peak thereby increasing Georgian vulnerakatya small state, one should look to
the events before and after the policy shift in béyg which favored Russia’s vital

interests in the near abroad.

As stated in the previous chapter, until late 195@orgia, free from Russian
military sanctions had a relative success in etlwoiaflicts especially in Abkhazia.
Yet, as Jackson argues, the Russian troops locatdwk areas of conflict were not
always neutral in this period® Initially, when Georgian forces entered the Abkhaz
the Abkhaz called for Russian protection. In thistfphase of ethnic war, when there
was a confusion and disharmonious stances amongjdRugolitical constituencies,
local Russian forces that acted independently fitve orders of their military
superiors in Moscow backed the separatists asetheguraged by local populatidt.
On the other hand, in South Ossetia, as the agdrulalding of a unified nation state
in Georgia became apparent, local population viewadsian forces as their
defenders. Those forces autonomously began to wupm@apons and assist
Ossetians® Although there is no documented evidence that #uted according to
a strategic plan which would guarantee Russiantanyli presence in Georgia,
Mackinlay and Sharov argues that their actiongditperfectly to Russian political
and strategic interest. Jackson, on the other harakes another point that, the

Russian army always favored the separatists -boffiarally before the adoption of

1% Nicole J. JacksorRussian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debas, Actions 2003, p.

114

197 |bid. Mérike further unfolds the decision makingt@nomy of Russian troops as he suggests that in
Georgia case they sold arms to and fought besalbithest bidder. Andrea Mdrike, “The military as
a political actor in Russia: The cases of Moldowd &eorgia”,The International Spectator, Vol.

33, No: 3, 1998, p. 129.

198 John Mackinlay and Evgenii Sharov, “Russian peaeplng Operations in Georgia”, Regional
Peacekeepers: The Paradox of Russian Peacekeepifegls.), John Mackinlay and Peter Cross,
United Nations University Press, New York, 2003,7p
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“near abroad policy”, however their actions felllime with government policy as the
new policies developed?

Since the March 1992 in which Shevardnadze tunedseorgia as the
chairman of the State Council, debates in Russmaitalvhat kind of a policy should
be followed against Georgia intensifid.As the popularity of Atlanticist foreign
policy began to dry o radicals and fundamentalist nationalists amongsRns
political elite started to criticize loudly the Ygih government for not concerning
enough on the ethnic crisis in Georgia. In bothsprand the parliament, some
radicals began to advocate supporting the Abkhdzeaen the use of military force
against Georgia. For them, siding with Abkhaziams & mean of reinstating Russian
influence in the regiof’® Radicals such as Ruslan Khasbulatov, the Chairafian
Supreme Soviet of Russia, were not indifferenth® war in South Ossetia too. In
June 1992, Khasbulatov defined Georgian offensivéssetia as genocide while
pressuring on the Russian government to assest 8msetian demands for joining

Russian Federatiof®

In addition to that, the support for separatiseswot limited to diplomatic
and political realm. Although Yeltsin sought a negied solution in the South
Ossetia, the disparity in Russian policy becameinagavident, when Russian
helicopters attacked Georgian forces in South @ssamtd Russian forces were
stockpiled into the North Ossetia bordering theflictrzone?®* In the culmination of
conflict, Khasbulatov stated that “Russia prepaetbake urgent measure to defend

its citizens from criminal attempts on their liveiferefore, he implied that South

199 Nicole J. JacksorRussian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debas, Actions 2003, p.

114.

20 bid., p. 123.

1 For an explanation for Athlanticism and Eurasianis Russian foreign policy and a summary of
the debate between them see Graham Smith, “The sMafsRroteus: Russia, Geopolitical Shift and
the New Eurasianism"Transactions of the Institute of British Geographes, New Series, Vol. 24,
No. 4, 1999.

22 Njcole J. JacksorRussian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debas, Actions 2003, p.
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203 Mackinlay and Sharov, 2003,p. 77

204 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 157.
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Ossetians were Russian citizeéf3 Furthermore, he directly threatened to bomb
Thilisi in telephone conservation with Shevardnadzence Russia and Georgia
seriously rolled down to the edge of vi&tYet, this threat forced Georgia to submit
Russian demands. On 24 June 1992, Shevardnadz&edtsih signed the Sochi
Agreement on the Settlement of the Georgian-Oss&unflict which called for the
deployment of Russian peacekeeping forces and emd@&eorgia to retreat from
roughly half of the South Ossetia’s territory. Raaspeacekeeping units deployed on
South Ossetian-Georgian border that is hours aveay Tbilisi. Since then the region
has been out of control by Georgian governmentthadsetting provided Ossetians
with de-facto independené?’

While the ceasefire was reached in South Osdégamajor trouble was only
awaiting in Abkhazia. As stated in the previouspthg ethnic war had broken out in
August 1992, when the forces of National Guard rextén the autonomous republic.
Yet, in the early times of conflict Yeltsin expreds his support to Georgian
position?®® On 3 September, he brokered a ceasefire betweema®madze and
Ardzinba (the president of Abkhazia), but it wa®kan by the Abkhaz side in
October?® This violation was followed by Abkhaz advance todg south while
simultaneously radical voices dominated politicabates in Moscow. Following the
violation of the ceasefire, especially the Supresogiet of Russia intervened more
closely into the conflict, asking to stop the tri@nof Russian weaponry in Georgia to
the Shevardnadze governmélftAfter that, Yeltsin also inevitably began tiltifg a
pro-Abkhaz way.

25Omer Kocaman, “Russia’s Relations with Georgia initthe Context of the Russian National
Interests towards the South Caucasus in the Pe#iS&ra”, Journal of Central Asian and
Caucasian StudiegUSAK), Vol. 2, No. 3, (2007), p. 9.

2% svante E. Cornell, “Autonomy as a Source of CehfliCaucasian Conflicts in Theoretical
Perspective"World Politics, Vol. 54, No. 2 (Jan., 2002), p. 268

297 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 336.

28 5ee Melanie Youell, “The Peculiarities of Fourtry Intervention: The Cases of South Ossetia,
Transdniestria and AbkhaziaBologna Center Journal of International Affairs, 2009. Retrieved
from: http://bcjournal.org/2007/the-peculiaritiebfourth-party-intervention/(accessed on 21 May
2010)

29 See Alexandros Petersen, “The 1992-93 Georgia-&dikh War: A Forgotten Conflict”,
Caucasian Review of International Affairs Vol. 2 No: 4 (Autumn 2008) , p. 18. and Susam@te,
“The Role of the United Nations in the Georgian-Abkian ConflictJournal of Ethnopolitics and
Minority Issues in Europe, 2003, No: 2 p. 9.

210 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 338.
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Lynch defines the one-year-long period after Oetdl®92, for Russia as the
promotion of a carrot-and-stick approach which arte drive Georgia into the CIS
and make it bandwagon with Rus&tAWhat represented the ‘carrot’ in this approach
was to grant Georgia military aid and the locatdrRussian peacekeeping forces in
the conflict zone, but only if Georgia would make hecessary concessions to secure
Russian vital interest and allow to maintain itslitay presencé? To compel
Georgia submitting its demands, Russia played alli< available without showing
any concern for the peril of disintegration of thirsy Caucasian state. As in the case
of South Ossetia, Georgian forces also encounteusgian units on the front line, in
Abkhazia.

Georgian-Russian military relations sharply det@ted in the late 1992. In
November, MoD ordered two SU-25 ground-attack-aficrto defend Russian
positions in Abkhazia with permission of shoot wettih warning. And it was followed
by a Georgian declaration that all Russian comizatgs would be shot dowt’ The
involvement of the Russian aircraft provided a geedvantage for Abkhaz fighters
which did not have their own air forces. On theeothand, there was a remarkable
(12.000-person) flow of volunteer fighters into Alakzia from Russian-Georgian
border and the Confederation of Mountain Peopldb@®fCaucasus who had an ethnic
kinship with Abkhaz (mainly Chechendj* Russia did not interfere the flow,
furthermore advocated that they were Russian oagiz8acked by volunteers, the
Abkhaz forces began to retake the control of tlggore Abkhaz troops were armed
with T-72 Tanks, grad rocket launchers and oth@viheequipment - all driven the
Georgian government to suspect of clandestine Russssistance to the reb€'s.
Abkhaz forces eventually retook Sukhumi and codstéid their control over
Abkhazia totally, in the late 1993° Eduard Shevardnadze, directly blamed Russia

21 Dov Lynch,Russian Peacekeeping Strategies in the CIS000, p. 134.

%2 pid, p. 135

23 pid, p. 137

2 Mackinlay and Sharov, 2008, p. 89.

215 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 159.

18 Before retaking Sukhumi, the Abkhazian capitals§tan helicopters supported the offensive as
they bombed Georgian controlled city. Furthermob&i#az and Russian forces retook the city despite
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for the loss of Abkhazia, as he stated that “Mywoction is that the plan for the
occupation of Sukhumi has been drawn up in Rudséiquarters?*’ He also did

not abstained from warning the Western world whetthim down when he spoke to
the Western media stating that “nobody should ddiodt the mentality and reflexes

of Russian imperialism are not de&d®”

Concurrently, the policy of compel obedience wdspded as officially. In
October 1993 the MoD and MFA agreed that Russialdhase its military influence
in order to persuade Georgia to join the Russideted collective security system
and to guarantee the presence of Russian militaops and bases in this courity.
After that, Minister of Defence, Grachev, openlgkiéd the removal of Russian
forces to resolution of the conflict, in Septemld®93, but he refused to donate
Georgia military aid until it joined to the CI&° Under these conditions,
Shevardnadze seemed to have no other alternaimebndwagoning with the most

threatening power.
3.2. GEORGIA JOINS THE CIS

A picture from Georgia taken in the autumn of 198@y easily unfold that
the Georgian state was on the edge of a total pg#laFirst and foremost, South
Ossetia and Abkhazia were out of the state conblding their de-facto
independence. The Abkhaz who constituted only &i8ent of the total population
in Georgia had taken one-twelfth of Georgian teryittocated at the strategic Black
Sea coast® Moreover, Zviadists who had started a rebellionairst the
Shevardnadze regime, in the province of Mingretiedbring Abkhazia, made use of

this anarchic situation. By the November of 199@adists captured the Black Sea

the existence of the second Russian brokored dé&@sagreement signed on 27 July 1993. See
Mackinlay and Sharov, 2003, p. 89.

s7«Georgian Leader Blames City's Fall On RussMgscow-Pullman Daily News September 28,
1993, p. 4

218 Quoted in CornellSmall Nations and Great Powersp. 341
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2L stephanie Fain, “Russian Power Brokering, Peacemadnd Meddling in the Georgian Abkhaz
Conflict”, LBJ Journal of Public Affairs, Vol. 18, (Spring 2006), p. 31
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Port of Poti, began to impose a blockade to Thibyi preventing even food
supplies’®? (See map 1, p. 4). Facing the threat of total disimerment of Georgia
Shevardnadze flew to Moscow for asking military &d encountering both ethnic
separatism and Zviadist rebellion. Russia’s coadgiwere already spelled out and
simple: Georgia must join the CIS and allow Russiaaintain its military presence

as well as the military bases in this courfty.

On November 10, Shevardnadze publicly declared ‘& have to co-
operate with Russia ... otherwise Georgia will calapand disintegrate®®
Eventually Shevardnadze issued a decree on jothedCIS on 23 October, and in
December he signed the CIS initial documents, eminanion agreement, Charter
and Collective Security Treaty. In addition to joigp the collective security system
of Russia, Georgia also agreed to lease the pdpPotfand the Bobmara airfield to
Russia. In turn, Russia began to transfer miligyipment for Georgia and Russian
peacekeeping forces were deployed to Abkhazia.iRaéso aided to neutralize the
Zviadist rebellion as Russian troops were locakedugh the region providing Poti-
Thbilisi connection. The rebellion was repressed amd December 1993,
Gamsakhurdia died in mysterious circumstances virigahis behind widespread
speculations of suicid@> On the other hand the control of the Poti port vedaken
by Russian Black Sea Fleet Marirfé$Thus the survival of Georgians could by and
large be ensured, but it was done at the expensmtefing into an alliance with

Russia based on strict security cooperation.

At this point, Walt's definition of bandwagoningterly matches the case.
Because, Georgia’s alignment which brought a ‘sdinate role’ for itself, includes

an ‘unequal exchange with asymmetrical concesstonshe dominant power.’

222 Nlexandros Petersen, “The 1992-93 Georgia-Abkh&¥ar: A Forgotten Conflict”,Caucasian
Review of International Affairs, Vol: 2, No: 4, (Autmn 2008), p. 19 Interestinghey were fighting
against both Abkhaz and Georgian regular forces fime to time. Seibid. Fain further suggest that
S?msakhurdia also decided to began an attack ar ¢odake the Thilisi. Fain, p. 31

Ibid .
224 Quoted in Dov LynchRussian Peacekeeping Strategies in the CIS000, p. 139.
2% David C. Brooker, “How They Leave: a ComparisonHifw the First Presidents of the Soviet
Successor States Left Officelpurnal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics, VVol. 20, No.
4, 2004, p. 67.
2% Dov Lynch,Russian Peacekeeping Strategies in the CIS000, p. 139.
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Georgia made the necessary concessions as Shevzeditegally delayed the
withdrawing of Russian troops. What can cause afuhere is that, after joining
CIS, some Russian troops remained as peacekeepiogsfthereby providing the
Russian presence in Georgia with solemn legal xi®te Besides, the
conceptualization of the Russian troops as peapekedmplied rather a limited
initiative with predetermined goals, such as asgjsthe implementation of a
ceasefire, delivering humanitarian aid or verifyihgman rights, rather than a
security alliance with strategic targets. Howevears§lan peacekeeping activities
under the CIS developed outside the UN peaceked@ngework therefore they had
some other implication€’ First of all, unlike the UN peacekeeping, the \dtiés of
the CIS were not based on the consent of all sidesing the ethnic conflicts in
Georgia, Russian troops always behaved at theirlMwgtow’s will. Peacekeeping
operations in Georgia also tended to ignore sonmeroprinciples of the UN
peacekeeping particularly of impartiality and mioim use of force. In Russian
peacekeeping, furthermore, rules of engagement never spelled out. Therefore,
Russian forces were able to freely act for restpRussian influence over Georgia
on the way toward establishing Russia’s own segofijectives’”® The deployment
of peacekeeping forces in Georgia, thus, indicated Georgia was ‘willing to
tolerate the illegitimate actions of the dominafiy’aas Walt suggested in the

definition of bandwagoning.

The bandwagoning manifested itself in varied foumsl 1996. In February
1994, Russia and Georgia signed the Treaty of ési@p, Neighborliness and
Cooperation which culminated the security cooperatiApart from the CIS
mechanisms, security cooperation advanced mosthedtilateral level. Georgia, for

example, signed 24 other agreements of which pgomssincluded the rights for

227 See Domitilla Sagramaso, “Russian Peacekeepinii€s3| in Regional Peacekeepers: The
Paradox of Russian Peacekeepindeds.), John Mackinlay and Peter Cross, United ddati
University Press, New York, 2008. pp. 13-33.

22 |bid . p. 14 In fact, Russian peacekeeping strategiesloleed as a tool of power projection after
the adoption of near abroad policy. In 1993, PersidYeltsin emphasized Russia’s special
responsibility for stopping the violence in the rfar Soviet space and demanded that the United
Nations grant Russia special powers to become tiagagtor of peace and stability in post-Soviet
spacelbid p. 18. Then Russia welcomed a UN decision to neiczeghe Russian-led Commonwealth
of Independent States as a regional organizatipalda of conducting its own peacekeeping and
related missions. Martin A. SmitRussia and NATO since 1991: From Cold War through 6ld
Peace to Partnership Routledge, New York, 2006, p. 11
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Russia to establish several military bases andtdigoning of Russian guards along
the borderline with Turke§?® In 1995, Russia’s MoD began to conduct joint railjt
exercises with the Georgian and Armenian forceshM/the same year, Russia also

initiated to a process for establishing a jointc&fense system with Geordfa.

Georgia benefited from this rapprochement prodtess First of all, Russia
transferred military equipment to Georgia and betgahelp it build a new army. In
Abkhazian problem, on the other hand, Russia iseegolitical and economic
pressure on Abkhazia, allowed the return of Geaorgefugees who had left the
region during the war and decided to force Abkhamieagree on some type of
federation within Georgi&* In addition to that, after Russia agreed with @&os

request, the CIS imposed an economic blockade dhadia®>?

After introducing the bandwagoning behavior witftoge evidence and its
content, it is now important to discuss which tlyecan explain this strategic move
by Georgia in a more clear and comprehensive way.Gorgia bandwagon with
the incentive of ensuring its territorial integrityr was it mostly motivated by
Shevardnadze’s reflex to ensure the security ofpbstion against rising internal
threats? | would like to suggest that balance-oféahtheory has much to tell about

22 Nicole J. JacksorRussian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debas, Actions Routledge,
London, 2003. p. 136. Notably a 1995 agreementyigiomed the organization of Russian troops on
Georgian territory into military bases in Batumikhalkalaki, Vaziani and Gudauta for a 25 year-long
period. Though it was never ratified by the Geangiarliament, the bases were established. Johanna
Popjanevski, “Russian troop-withdrawal in light ioternational law”,Georgian Foundation for
Strategic and International Studies 2005, p. 2. Retrieved from:
http://gfsis.net/publ/files/publications_securityfifamevski_Russian%20Troop-
withdrawal%20in%20Light%200f%20International%20Ldec (accessed on 17.07.2010)

#0Dov Lynch,Russian Peacekeeping Strategies in the CI8000, p. 140. To understand Russian
leverage over Georgia within this alliance, it iasbe noted that after Russian special envoy to
Georgia, Kovalev, declared that Russia had no fiaierof considering the ratification of the friefgh
treaty of 1994 at the end of that year, GeorgiarbAssador to Russia, Avdadze’s response was that
“Georgia’s independence depends to a great exteRussia’s position. Georgia will be independent,
if Russia wants it [to be]”. Cited in Nicole Jckaon, 2003, p. 137.

21 pid., pp. 136,137.

232 Rick Fawn, “Russia's reluctant retreat from thei@aus: Abkhazia, Georgia and the US after 11
September 2001uropean Security, Vol: 11, No: 4, 2002. p. 142. Yet, Mirimanova aeg, this
blockade did not facilitated the political solutimf the conflict ashad a negative impact by
solidifying the political positions of both sideSeeNatalia Mirimanova, Between pragmatism and
idealism: businesses coping with conflict in thestBoCaucaus’L. Business L. Peace D.P. Sector
2006, p. 524. Retrieved fromhttp://www.international-alert.org/pdfs/Iblp_Soutbaucasus.pdf
(accessed on 14.07.2010)
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Georgia’s moves of alignment not only because istlgofocuses on the external
threats and their functions, but also that Waltigodtheses make some clearer
predictions about under which conditions statesbdodwagon. To be sure, some
interpretation of the picture of Georgia in the @ur 1993 is required. The state,
with no effective institutions and limited influemcentered in Thilisi was contained
by three conflict zone (occupied with Abkhazians€ts Russian forces and Zviadist
rebels), two of which severed its connection withdB Sea coast thereby crippling
even food and medicine supply to the capital. Sibnawas critical now that the
Georgian state was on the verge of total collaps¢ tanifested itself with “the
break down or disintegration of centralized podtianstitutions, the system of
authority that underlies them, and the unravelirigtte complex relationships
between state and socieyf>*The Georgian state with no security for the peoyiie
lived in conflict zones had been fragmented by ietwvars. Under these conditions,
the security of the regime should have been of redsy importance against the
survival of Georgian individuals and the threattofal disintegration which was

foreseen by Shevardnadze in case of he would roptecate with Russia.

Furthermore, Shevardnadze allied with Russia te#gi negative reflections
on his domestic political position. It was Shevadre’s own decision even though

he antagonized the opposition in the parliamenaniinterview he told th&t*

There are certainly difficult times in history whene person has to take all the responsibility;

today, | took this responsibility. Parliament miglisagree. | must say that it will not be without

reason, but | saw in this decision the last chancesscue my people and my country while

preventing its disintegration, preventing civil waand enabling justice to emerge again in

Abkhazia.

The decision promoted a vehement protest by theooppn and the

Georgian public interpreted Georgia’s CIS membg@rshs another period of
occupation®® In Matsaberidze’s words “from the very beginnirtge tGeorgian

public accused Eduard Shevardnadze of serving &sgsierests and bringing the

233 5pyros Demetriou, 2002, p. 860.

234 5ee the president’s interview at ARTE Televisioatwbrk (Strasbourg), on 8 October 1993, in
Zbigniew K. BrzezinskiRussia and the Commonwealth of Independent StatedDocuments, Data,
and Analysis the Center for Strategic and International Stsiddew York, 1997, p. 237

2% Matsaberidze, “Russia and Georgia: Post-Sovie2007.
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country to defeat in order to return it to the R6tbit."**® However, Shevardnadze’s
political power was in fact coming from the lack ah alternative leader, his
internationally well-known character, experiencel ahe failures by the previous
president. For that reason, he could use adeplyhiteat of quitting and managed to
convince the parliament to approve the agreement deploying Russian
peacekeeping forces in AbkhaZ?a.

However it is unlikely to suggest that balancepotver within the domestic
political realm, namely the parliament, can be ta&e a guarantee in such a country
like Georgia in which all the regime changes haeriaplace either by a military
takeover or the so-called revolution. On the o#ide, if one takes into account the
other factors such as Gamsakhurdia’'s armed comfiiont with Shevardnadze
regime, the latter's decision to bandwagon withdtusan be evaluated through the
omnibalancing perspective as well. Because, tlasrihgives priority to the role of
internal threats in the alignment motives of ThWbrld regimes which primarily
seek self-preservation. Other important factor thasZviadist rebellion that weaken
Thilisi authority by a blockade, planned an offemsito retake the capital and
demolish the Shevardnadze regiffitEven though it is questionable that whether
Russian forces would permit such a nationalistéedile Gamsakhurdia to reach the
control of Georgian government again, it seemsdaabverifiable contention that
Shevardnadze should have calculated that only Russild keep him in power
against the looming civil war. Therefore, it hadtonoted that omnibalancing theory
also captures some part of the essence in Geolgaadwagoning behavior in 1993.
That is to say, the collapse of the state’s tewatosovereignty and an armed
opposition to the Shevardnadze regime appearindheatsame time, enable both
omnibalancing and balance-of-threat theories tdagxghis alignment preference.
Nevertheless, to understand multidimensional reasord the changing route of
Georgia’s alignment in the following years, we netd examine some other

hypotheses in balance-of-threat theory too.

2% |pid, <fn>5
237 John F. R. Wright, “The Geopolitics of GeorgiaQ9B, p.146.
238 Stephanie Fain, “Russian Power Brokering, Peacemak’, 2006, p. 31.
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3.3. THE REASONS FOR GEORGIA’'S BANDWAGONING IN BALA NCE-
OF-THREAT PERSPECTIVE

As quoted in the first chapter, Walt introducecethconditions that increase
the generally low tendency towards bandwagon fatest which face an external
threat. The first condition suggesting that wealtest are more likely to bandwagon
than strong states is here not to be discussedglagquushed its very limits in order
to deal with ethnic insurgencies and capitulateRugsia in the face of total collapse
of the state. At the end ‘the weakness’ determihedresult. The other conditions,
I.e. the belief in that bandwagoning may provideappeasement on the threatening
side and the availability of possible allies, alptayed decisive roles in

Shevardnadze’s choice.

3.3.1. The Impact of Intentions (The possibility bAppeasement)

The hyphothesis of balance-of-threat theory on ithpact of intentions
suggests that when the most threatening power lseped to be appeasable,
incentives for bandwagoning incre&8elt is probable that Shevardnadze might have
sought to appease Russia with his bandwagoningidacisince Georgian side had
many logical reasons to perceive Russia to be appéa First of all, Russia had
interest in keeping Georgia stable for preventing spread of insecurity towards
North Caucasus which may destabilize Chechnya dhner @utonomous republics
within the RF?*° However, Moscow hoped that manipulating the evemtsld serve
its interest. At this point, Russia faced a crudi@mma,; i.e., further destabilizing in
the Caucasus or abandoning to utilize its impédei@acies to preserve its sphere of
influence. Georgian state, on the other hand, twecbnvince Russia to provide the
security of the state by accepting to remain in Russian sphere of influence. In

order to provide that the stability of Georgia ikey for the peace in the whole

29 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 176.

240 5ee David L. Phillips, “Stability, Security and\v@oeignty in the Republic of Georgia™; The
Report bythe Council on Foreing Relations-Center for Prevetive Action, 2004, pp. 1,2.

Retrieved from:
http://se2.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/RESSpecN8&f#1Apublicationdocument_singledocument/EB8
A4495-D15D-40AC-8BC5-9B6832FE53F5/en/2004-01 Genpuif (accessed on 14.07.2010);
Natalie Sabanadze, 2002, p. 21, and Margot Lightissia and Transcaucasia”, 1996, p. 47.
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Caucasus to be perceived, Shevardnadze firstlyadggpeo Russian, Armenian and
Azerbaijani governments to assign military contimigetogethef** Then Georgia

broke its intransigency on rejecting the CIS mershg On the other side,
Shevardnadze’s decree on joining CIS had many ceaveeactions in Georgian
parliament. Unlike the radicals who even suggest®egl member of the parliament
voting for joining the CIS as deserving capital jgliment, more moderate ones
carried some hopeful implications in their intetat®ns. For example, Gogoberidze,
a Shevardnadze loyalist, stated that “there washwice...We really thought we
could be independent, but independence is nothingei don't have economic
development and stability. Being a member of CIStualp us to develog#?

In the fresh start of the rapprochement to Rus&aprgians primarily
expected Russia to abandon the separatist regindseir fate, to help Georgia’'s
building its national army and to provide econoraid. However, the four years
following the alignment which is defined by Matsallee as ‘an attempt to restore
territorial integrity with Russia’s help’ proved éhpessimists who had distrusted

Russia to be trué®® In Matsaberidze’s words the result of this pefias that:

Russia did nothing to help the republic build patmed forces, nor did it promote talks with the
separatists...Moscow did not deem it necessary ® @Gdorgia’s interests into account, or it was
convinced that restored territorial integrity wowldprive it of its manipulation tools. Everything
the Russian politicians and analysts were sayinthatt time showed that they never regarded
Georgia as a factor to be reckoned with; Russiapgléicians never discussed the territorial
integrity issue, but instead looked forward to tbpublic’s further fragmentation.

Matsaberidze concludes that since Russia chosignire the republic’s
interest, it undermined Georgia’s pro-Russian dagon. Mouravi, on the other side,
points out that Georgian politicians hoped that firet Chechnya war (1994-1996)
would lead to a change in the Russian attitude tdsvthe Abkhaz conflict, but they
disappointed as they received only symbolic supipwaugh the CIS mechanism¥’

even though Shevardnadze gave unconditional supgpothe Russian military

41 New Straits Times 20 Oct 1993.

242NY Times, “Pact with Russia Bedevils Georgians”, Decembeir9®3.

243 See Matsaberidze, “Russia and Georgia: Post-Saljet007.

244 George Tarkhan-Mouravi, “The Georgian-Abkhaziamfict in a Regional Context”|nstitute
for Policy Studies 1998, p. 4.

Retrieved from: http://pdc.ceu.hu/archive/00002157/01/IPS_Abkhapepgav.pdf (accessed on
14.07.2010).
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intervention in Chechny&® In Russian approach to maintain the Georgian
dependency on itself over the Abkhazia problem determinant. As argued by
Coppieters, for Russia the current status quo ¢harged after the war had some
advantages for a peace agreement in Abkif&Ziahe resolution of the problem
would mean Russia’s loss of an important leveragg Georgia, because it would
no longer impede rapprochement between GeorgiathedWest. Facing those
developments, Georgia as a reluctant bandwagowktohseek alternative alignment
opportunities to provide its ultimate security f&tt, understandably, in shifting from
bandwagoning to alignment or balancing positiorsa¥ailability of potential allies’,

rather than the possibility of an appeasement playpivotal role.
3.3.2. The Availability of Allies

Georgia with no secure borders and constantly atbreed by the
unappeasable neighbor, always had difficultiesndihg reliable allies which would
balance Russia or help solving the problems of dimeecurity. Georgia’s isolation
in the international politics, namely from the Wast world, was obvious in
Gamsakhurdia’s period. It continued for a whilghe Shevardnadze years but never
diminished clearly to a negligible degree that @eorgian leaders expected. In the
early times of independence, Gamsakhurdia’s ndiginaxtremism towards the
ethnic conflicts which reminded radical discourseserging in the Balkans was
entirely irritated the Western governmerftS. Although his replacement by
Shevardnadze, in March 1992, brought an internatim@tognition and memberships
to both the UN and the OSCE, within two mounts, i&esgovernments were still
reluctant to take a responsibility in helping Geargpr securing its statehood or
grant some support in dealing with ethnic conflittsAt the first stage, the Western

capitals -neither Washington nor Brussels favoradaative engagement in this

45 Bruno Coppieters, “Locating Georgian Security'Simtehood and Security: Georgia after the
Rose Revolution(eds.), Bruno Coppieters, Robert Legvold, Ameriéaademy of Arts and Sciences,
New York, 2005. p. 373.

248 Bruno Coppieters, “Western Security Policies drelGeorgian-Abkhazian Conflict” iRederal
Practice: Exploring Alternatives for Georgia and Abkhazia (eds.), Bruno Coppieters, David
Darchiashvili, and Natella Akaba, Vub Brussels lémsity Press, 2001, p. 41

247 Coppieters, “Locating Georgian Security”, 20013p2.

248 David Gudiashvili, “Nato Membership as Georgiatséign Policy Priority” Central Asia and

the CaucasusNo. 4 (22), 2003.
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unknown and troublesome arédThe lack of international support drove Georgia to
enter the CIS, in a time any realistic and militalernative did not seem to exist. As
Shevardnadze’s himself explicitly stated why he ensmered towards Russia in 1993:
“it was because America refused to assist in rggjothe territorial integrity of
Georgia®®. That can simply be taken as a verification of ¥§ahrgument that

unavailability of allies discourages small statesrf balancing.

Although US supported the state building procesisesigh democratization
in the post-Soviet space in the early 1990s, inqipie, its policies were completely
cautious with respect to Russian interest. Evesr &tussia declared the near abroad
doctrine and began to deploy peacekeeping forcéseironflict areas, Bill Clinton,
for example, welcomed Russian demand on recogndfaits stabilizer role in the
Caucasus comparing Russia’s potential to the UBipslin Panama and Gren&da.
Accordingly, in Abkhazia case, the West sought\oic tensions with Russia and
deferred the main responsibility to Rus&iaHence the concern for the Russian
integration into the international system by thiemas through democratization and

transition to market economy, overweighed the iggueew republics’ sovereignty.

However, Russia’s intervention to Chechnya ingthin December 1994 and
the general disappointment for Russia's democtatizaprocess by Western
governments, resulted in changing the nature ofelagionship the West and Russia
since the mid-1990%2 At the same time, failures of Russia’s stabilizele was

249 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 362.

20 eila Alieva, “Reshaping Eurasia: Foreign Polidya$egies and Leadership Assets in Post-Soviet
South Caucasus”, 1999-2000, p. 19.

1 Coppieters, “Western Security Policies...”, 200126.

%2The West only supported the establishment of adbiserver mission in Abkhazia [UNOMIG],
which included military from several Western coiggrand had only observer functions of which
security was depend on Russia’s forces. See Cappij€t ocating Georgian Security”, 2005, p. 374.
For a detailed information visit the website: hitpww.unomig.org

253 Mouravi-Tarkhan, 1998, p. 8. The First Chechnyar Wad many implications for the rupturing
strategic partnership between the West and Rusisiee the mid-1990s. Russian invasion “aimed at
crushing with arms the secessionist regime thatbesh ruling the North Caucasian Autonomous
Republic of Chechnya since late 1991", seekingpedeence. The invasion bring along major human
right violations as the army mostly targeted cpobulations where rebels located rather than mylita
units separately. Hence there was to a certainegetipe blurring distinctions between combatants
and non-combatants. Consequently the war arousgat oriticism by the Western governments and
strong suspicions about Russia’s democratizationgss. Svante E. Cornell, “International Reactions
to Massive Human Rights Violations: The Case of €@inga”, Europe-Asia Studies Vol. 51, No. 1
(Jan., 1999), pp. 85-100
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evident, as the developments triggered the fedfadéd states’ in Caucasus that
might have negative effects on the wider Eurasemusty?** Beginning in the mid-
1990s, therefore, USA and Europe appealed to a rassertive policy regarding

Russia.

The lack of some material interest also can bertals a reason for the West's
ignorance of Georgia’s security in the beginningtteg 1990s. Destructed by civil
wars, the Georgian economy, for example, was not &ttractive as a consumer or
investment market” Yet, in September 1994, signing of the so-call@mhtract of
the century’ between the consortium of some Westédrcompanies and the state of
Azerbaijan, over the exploitation and exportatidrCaspian oil, increased Western
attention towards the region and Georgia as a fiatenute for oil transportatioft°
As Western companies directed their investmenteptsjtowards Azerbaijan, the
lack of any transportation route as an alternat¥/€Soviet pipeline infrastructure
revealed major financial risks that were only bbkraf freedom of transit from the
land-locked countries of the Caspian region cowdsecured®>’ When the struggle
over the geopolitics of oil through the multiplepeline projects started, Georgia’s
willingness to take part with the Western stated &s favorable location that

allowed by-pass of Russia boosted the countryaesgic importance.

In 1995, the geopolitical and economic interesthef EU in the Caucasus
region was reported in a Commission Communicatiditled “Towards a European
Union strategy for relations with the Transcauaa$t&publics.” To provide energy

security against the increasing dependence on &ussias declared that;

[the EU] will need to ensure that it will play &¥krole in the negotiations for contracts for the
exploitation of the remaining huge reserves (in @aspian region, B.C.); in determining the
routing of pipelines; and in ensuring that the oute of the debate on maritime jurisdiction over
the Caspian will not prevent the successful exwaaif offshore 0if>®

24 Coppieters, “Locating Georgian Security”, 20053p4.

255 Coppieters, “Western Security Policies...”, 2001 ,2P.

%% For more information and the contract’s effectsgempolitical rivalry see Suha Bolukbasi, “The
Controversy over the Caspian Sea Mineral Resoui€esflicting Perceptions, Clashing Interest”,
Europe-Asia Studies Vol. 50, No. 3, 1998, pp. 397-414.

57 Coppieters, Western Security Policies...”, 20012&.

228 |pid . 29
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In this sense, two important programs —TRACECA #NOGATE, were
launched by the EU under the framework of TACISt fsomoting a secure
transportation corridor through the Caucasus amdr@leand boosting trade relations,
international communication, oil and gas exportafid Shevardnadze put a great
emphasis on those projects based on the geopbtigsdbetween Europe and Central
Asia and tried to make full use of Georgia’s styateposition at the crossroads to
attract potential allie$>° Between 1992 and 2000, the EU allocat8d7.78 million
in grants to Georgia through the TACIS and somerognogram$®* In addition, the
EU’s relations with Georgia were institutionalizedth a Partnership and Co-
operation Agreement (PCA) signed in April 1588.

The so-called new great game over the Caspianggrssurces naturally
invited the US also as a great player. The US haltimational oil companies in the
region even before the dissolution of the US%Rn the mid-1990s US’ initiatives
in energy politics mainly aimed at diversifying egye sources in order to break the
dependency to the Persian Gulf where the occasiordilems of instability had
negative implications on its energy security. A¢ game time, fabulous estimates of
the hydrocarbon richness of the Caspian Sea by\Mhstern media, government

officials and academics as well, suggested thasdlieces was comparable to Middle

29 TACIS (Technical Assistance to the Commonwealthlrafependent States) is a programme
launched by the EU in the beginning of 1990s, ideorto sustain the economic reform and
development process in the CIS countries and tpa@tipheir integration to the world economy. Two
projects were initiated under the framework of TACITRACECA (Transport Corridor Europe-
Caucasus-Asia) is a project that aims “at faciligtthe countries’ access to world markets by
developing a transport and transit corridor. ltnisfact the revitalisation of the ancient Silk Rdad
INOGATE, on the other hand, aims “to create a fagble environment for attracting private
investment in the field of oil and gas and faciliig their transportation through the provision of
technical assistance.” The two projects “providasa#ternative to the traditional and widely used
Moscow route and hence bears strategic importamgedsent an alternative transportation route to
Europe.” Yelda Demirg “EU Policy towards South Caucasus and Turkd3grceptions 4 (1X),
Winter 2004, p. 92

20 Archil Gegeshidze, “The New Silk Road: A GeorgiRerspective.”Journal of International
Affairs, Vol. 5, No. 1 (March-May 2000), p. 5.

*1yelda Demirg, 2004, p.92.

%2g5ee Mark Leonard and Charles Grant, “Georgia hadElJ: Can Europe’s Neighbourhood Policy
Deliver?” Centre for European Reform: Policy Brief, September 2005, p. 6. Retrieved from:
http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/policybrief%5Fgeorgia%®ps05.pdfa and European Commission,
“External relations; Georgia”,

http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/georgiasinda.htm(accessed on 24.06.2010)

263 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 363.
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Eastern oil, therefore encouraged the investmensrts this regiori®® Despite
American politicians’ early negligence of South €asus, Cornell suggests, the
importance of the region was discovered in Houstba, center of the private oil

sector, not in Washingtd®

Of course, the engagement of the Western oil comepain the Caucasus
brought some novelties in the strategic attitudesational governments towards the
region. First of all, the concept of pipeline séiyuthat aims at preserving the
stability through the transportation routes in oresecure the uninterrupted flow of
oil and natural gas gained parlance. Since Washinghd the EU sought alternative
pipeline systems from Caspian basin to Europe aediférranean Sea that should
have passed not through Russia or Iran, the mogoriant alternative pipeline
projects (Baku-Supsa, Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) fait; Baku-Thbilisi-Erzurum
(BTE) for natural gas; and Trans Caspian Proje@R] for oil and natural gas)
planned to be build directly indicated Georgia'sritery as a transit countr§?’
Those projects aroused hopes in both Georgia aedAgan as their politicians saw
the pipeline projects as guarantors of their ecdnand political viability?®’ The
two states expected more support from the Weghfsolution of their problems of
domestic instability at least with the motive ofcgeng the future of foreign
investments. The prospect for an imminent prospérdm an ‘oil and gas boom’
also enhancetf® Even though, it is very questionable whether tHusges has been
fulfilled, as discussed later in this study, paobtiof oil somehow motivated the US
for a more active political and military involventem the Caucasus to balance

4 shrin Akiner, “Caspian Intersections: Contextugtdduction”, inThe Caspian: Politics, Energy
and Security (eds.), Shirin Akiner, RoutledgeCurzon, New Yo2K04, p. 8 For an introduction of
the list of multinationals from the US, UK, Italy@ Russia etc. that were active in the region aed t
agreements signed by them #&d. pp. 7-8

265 Cornell,Small Nations and Great Powers2001, p. 363.

2% Baku-Supsa pipeline was completed in 1999 andrbecthe first alternative route to Russian
pipelines namely Baku-Novorossiysk, for Azerbaijaihi On the other hand, BTC became operational
in 2006 along with BTE and that increased Georggtimtegic position dramatically. Yet TCP
remains still as project that aims the Kazakh petnal Turkmenistan oil to be transported under the
Caspian Sea, via Caucasus to Europe. See Bpe#y “The Aftermath of Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
Pipeline: Challenges ahead for Turkely&rceptions,Xl, 2006, pp. 3-4

%7 Natalie Sabanadze, 2002, p. 23.

88 Urs Gerber, “Whither South Caucasus: to prosperity conflict?”, inThe Caspian: Politics,

Energy and Security(eds.), Shirin Akiner, RoutledgeCurzon, New YorR0D2, p. 298.
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Russia's dominant position in the regf6hThe increasing Western involvement in
Caucasus due to the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan projectanddcisive impact on Georgia’s
alignment in the following year<? As Coppieters indicates, Georgia intensified its
cooperation with NATO in 1998. One year later, ithdrew from the CIS Collective
Treaty and became a member of the Council of Eurdpgever it has to be noted
that, the geopolitical struggle over the energyughd about some troubles for
Georgia too. Because Russia has stiffened itsyptdwards the region as a counter-
measurement against the increasing influence ofWhest thereby exacerbating
political divisions within Georgia and turning th€aucasus into a scene of

intensified regional and great power rivaffy.

In the following years some other key events tike second Chechnya war
and post 9/11 developments, as milestones, restthpepotential allies’ strategies
towards Georgia. Especially after 2001, US’ entgrmEurasia by military invasions
and enforced military cooperation with Central Asstates enriched geo-strategic
implications for Georgia. Using those developmerstsan opportunity, Georgia as a
reluctant bandwagoner sought all the ways to erendacsecurity collaboration with
the Western powers to balance the Russian threat.

3.4. TOWARDS THE BALANCING STRATEGY
It has to be reminded here what Schweller sugdbats‘relying on force to

coerce states to bandwagon involuntarily often figek for the dominant partner.

Seeking revenge, the unwilling bandwagoner becoamé®gacherous ally that will

%89 sabanadze indicates that the change in US potisybleen notably observed in the year of 1997.
For him, the US Deputy State Secretary Talbott edrke turning point in a 1997 speech, suggesting
that: “It matters profoundly to the Unites Statetat will happen in an area that sits on as much as
two hundred billion barrels of oil. That is yet &ner reason why conflict-resolution must be the job
one for US policy in the region: it is both the guisite for, and an accompaniment to, energy
development.” Natalie Sabanadze, 2002, p. 22.

2’0 Bruno Coppieters, "Locating Georgian Security"p80p. 375.

21 Natalie Sabanadze, 2002, pp. 22,23. The strugglmgted two opposite axes in the region as
suggested in many sources: On the one hand, thandSro-Western regional countries; Turkey,
Azerbaijan, Georgia grouped together, on the dtiagid, Armenia which excluded from the regional
projects due to problems with Azerbaijan and Turkegk a side with the US’ main rivals in the
region: Russia and Iran.
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bolt from the alliance the first chance it get&'Georgia’s maneuver towards the
West in the mid-1990s can certainly be interpretétin this perspective. Even in
the bandwagoning period, Georgia tried to obtain masre comprehensive
connections as possible with the Western powers fiot to be forgotten that in
Georgia there was no coherent support for the Gégibership in Georgian public
and the parliament. Georgians defined themselvétarally kin to the Europeans
and was willing to integrate the country to the dz@tlantic political and economic

structures?®’®

The president whose life was threatened by sevasahssination
attempts attributed to Russia sought new partmechdnge the route of the state’s as

well.?”* The rest of this chapter deals with the fundanismtthis balancing strategy.

3.4.1. Georgia’s Acquaintance with NATO through tke PfP Program

Although Walt's proposal about the assumed independffects of foreign
aid and transnational penetrations on alliance &ion undermines the importance
of those means, suggesting that they can only beatipnal after the motive that is
opposing a common external threat is emerged,atijament does not correspond
with some exceptions of the post-Cold war era. &heseptions, in fact, were the
results of the transformation of the internatioggétem from the bi-polarity of the
Cold War and consequently the attempts by NATO thedJS for the adaptation of
their security policies to the new conjuncture.1®91, when a new institution, the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) (then seeded by Euro-Atlantic
Partnership Council-EAPC), was introduced within ™MA as a forum grouping
NATO members with the non-Soviet members of themgar Warsaw Pact, an
advanced communication towards the former commutishtries was initiated?
Then, the Council promoted Partnership for Peacgramme (PfP), in January 1994,

that covers military contact, co-operation evemtanilitary training and exercise

2’2 Randall L. Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit..7994, p. 89.

23 See, Stephen Jones, “The Role of Cultural ParadignGeorgian Foreign PoliciesIpurnal of
Communist Studies and Transition Politics Vol: 19, No: 3, 2003, pp. 90-93.

2" Interestingly, Shevardnadze linked the repeatedssination attempts that were assumed ordered
by Russian officials, with the oil ‘game’ in the @asus. See Coppieters, “Western Security
Policies...”, 2001, p. 41.

2’>Martin A. Smith,Russia and NATO since 19912006, p. 52. Georgia joined the NACC, in April
1992. See NATO Handbook, Chapter 2: The Transfdomaf the Alliance,
http://www.nato.int/docu/handbook/2001/hb020201.(&iccessed on 3 July 2010)
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programmes between NATO members and non-memberBumope, promotes
discursive principles such as democratic contrarafed force$’® Through the PfP,
NATO declared its willingness to assist in transiorg the military establishments
of participants (e.g., training, exercises, plagnihoctrine) into forces better capable

of operating alongside those of the Alliarféé.

Georgia signed the PfP agreement on 23 March @884oined the program
as the other Caucasian republics did. Soon, Gedrgizame the most active
participant in this region in terms of both the rnen of military exercises and the
intensified dialogue it promoted with the Allianedifferent from more neutral
Azerbaijan and Armenia that mostly co-acted withs®a's priorities’® Georgia’s
motive for establishing ties with NATO as strongly possible came from the belief
that NATO could play an important role in bringiqpgace and stability to the
country by helping to resolve the ethnic conflitke in the Balkans. Furthermore
the fact that NATO supported state building for heindependent states, raised the
hopes for survival through the cooperation with Atieance?’® Georgia also saw the
PfP as a mechanism that can be utilized in acoeN&ATO as a full member. In sum
being a full member turned out an ultimate aim Georgia in terms of balancing
Russia now that the prominent Article, 5 of the NAmight have provided Georgia

with robust guarantee of security.

After the year 1995, as the Western states heawlylved in the Caucasian
politics, the activities of the PfP intensified tine region. Georgia took part in 20
military events and training exercises events i86l3vhile in 1997 it attained in 70
events out of the total 96; the figure for 1998 wi&®; for 1999, 140. Increased

2’ |bid, p. 57 For the list of goals and areas of coojmTasee John Borawski, “Partnership for Peace
and beyond”|nternational Affairs , (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944ypol. 71, No. 2,
(Apr., 1995), pp. 234,235.

?’"See William T. Johnsen and Thomas-Durell YourRgartnership for Peace: Discerning Fact from
Fiction” Working PaperStrategic Studies Institute U.S. Army War College, 1994, p.6. Retrieved
from: https://strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffilreB172.pdf(accessed on 15.07.2010)

2’8 See Alberto Priego, “NATO cooperation towards ®o@aucasus”,Caucasian Review of
International Affairs , Vol. 2, (1), (Winter 2008), p. 2

"9 Temuri Yakobashvili, “Georgia’s Path to Nato”, Z)(. 186.
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quantity also brought along a greater scope andeloduratiorf®° Some scholars
attributed this proliferation in the number of attes in the Caucasus region to the
boost of NATO members’ interest over the security al fields and the
transportation route&® NATO’s renewed interest in the region was alsceolsd in
the visits by Secretary-Generals of the Alliancermlisi. Xavier Solana paid two
official visits to Georgia, in 1997 and 1998? He declared that NATO was
especially interested in developing relations vitta Republic of Georgia and that
‘Europe would not be secure unless the Caucasuaimech within its scope of
attention.” Whatever the reason behind that wasssRugradually began to react
negatively against the increasing engagement of QAT its near abroad, though
Yeltsin had responded the PfP programme positigrtie he saw it as an alternative
scheme to NATO’s enlargemefff Russia had attained the program too, despite
minimally and rather formally. Yet, since 1995, Riasdecided to block any sort of
cooperation with NATO, warning its allies not tooperate with the Alliance
through the PfB®*

20 5ee, David Gudiashvili, “Nato Membership as GemggiForeign Policy Priority”, 2003. Kuzio
specifies some important points in the cooperatietween Georgia and NATO, in the late 1990s:
“[In the years towards 2000s] Georgia had been gpmzeneficiary of NATO, US and Turkish
security cooperation...The United States has prov&2@ million in military assistance each year to
provide helicopters and helicopter pilot trainicgast guard vessels, and control and communications
gear for Border Troops. Georgian officials haveodienefited from training programs sponsored by
both the United States and Turkey.” Taras KuzioATXD Reevaluates Strategic Considerations in
Caucasus, Central Asia”, Eurasia Insight, 2001. Retrieved from:
http://www.taraskuzio.net/media9_files/12.fetcessed on 15.07.2010)

1 5ee S. Neil Macfarlane, “The United States andidedism in Central Asia”International
Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-QpVW 80, No. 3, 2004. p. 452, Frederik Coene,
“NATO and the South Caucasus: Much Ado About Nagfi’, Central Asia and the CaucasusNo.

3 (21), 2003 and Revaz Adamia, “Nato: Caucasushim €ontext of Partnership for Peace”,
Perceptions Vol: 9, No: 1, March-May 1999. p. 3.

82 The annual visits was the result of the new pnogne that Georgia attained within the framework

of PfP. It was named PARP (the Planning and ReWwencess), a special program of cooperation
between NATO and partner countries in the fieldlefense planning. See David Gudiashvili, 2003.

Solanas successor, Robertson, also visited the aGasicin September 2000, January 2001 and
September 2001. See, Frederik Coene, “NATO an&theh Caucasus”, 2003.

83 See Revaz Adamia, 1999, p. 2.

“8Alberto Priego, 2008, p. 3.
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On the other side, Turkey became one of the Gasrgey ally in terms of
providing training and assistance to the Georgianyahrough the PfP. As Lynch

suggest®

In 1997, Georgia and Turkey signed a military coapien agreement, which has been the
framework for Turkish military assistance. Sinceerth Turkish Assistance has included the
provision of military equipment, the training of @gian troops and officer, support to the reform
of Georgia’s National Defence Academy and, in patér, the modernization of the Vaziani air-
base to NATO standards.

In short, the PfP programme provided a politicaed anilitary bridge between
Georgia and NATO members that guided transformihg state’s security
establishments based on either the Soviet backdramd professional skills or a
paramilitary tradition, into modernized armed fa&ceducated with modern
knowledge produced in the Wé&t.Georgia tried to lift the standards of its armed
forces with a commitment to reforms for civilianntml over military, transparency
and democratization to that of Western Europeaestieaving aside the discussion
on how much Georgia did proceed on this way, howehe PfP programme alone
cannot be taken as an element of alignment dirdctlypalance Russia, since it
promotes neither a responsibility to NATO membardefending Georgian land nor
a certain prospect for a full membership. Furtheenaalthough Georgia has
traditionally favored a peace-enforcement meth&é in the ‘Bosnian Model’ in
separatist conflict zones, Georgian troops weretrabed accordingly within the
framework of PfP®’ That was derived from the fact that there had beempen
support for this kind of unilateral or multilaterahitiative among the NATO

members, as discussed in the following parts obthdy.
3.4.2. The Emergence of GUAM: Anti-CIS?

In the regional context, Georgia also sought tmfoece its position by

participating to a joint political and diplomatinitiative with three other countries

285 Dov Lynch, “Why Georgia matters?"Chaillot Paper 86 (2006), p. 56.

20 See Revaz Adamia, 1999, p. 4. and Svante E. GptN&ITO’s Role in South Caucasus Regional
Security”, Turkish Policy Quarterly , Uppsala 2004, p. 132.

Retrieved from:http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/publicatit®004/TPQ.pdf 13Zaccessed
on 15.07.2010)

87 Bruno Coppieters, “Western Security Policies..."020p. 45.
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within the CIS that shared similar concerns agaihst Russian hegemony in the
region and the aggressive intentions it exposed. GWAM group that consisted of
Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova was declaby the presidents of those
countries, at the Council of Europe summit in S$teasg (France) in 19978 The
founding states agreed to focus particularly om fualicy areas: fighting separatism;
establishing a joint peacekeeping capability; depielg the trade corridor linking
Europe to Central Asia through the Caucasus; aralyi facilitating the integration
of the member states into 'Euro-Atlantic and Ailarstructures®® Leaving aside
their pro-Western orientation, it is not surprisith@gt the four states came together
with the concerns mentioned above. Because allfdbe countries have suffered
from separatist movements that were assisted by®o®ither directly or covertly,
while the peacekeeping actions of Russia did nompte a solution but rather
maintained the status quo of fragmentafitiThe participators of GUAM also saw
their economic interest in cooperation for devatgpihe hydrocarbon resources of
the Caspian Sea and the export of raw materialsthea TRACECA Eurasian
transportation corrido? Finally, GUAM appeared with a commitment to enéorc

stability in the region that encouraged by the Waest especially the USA.

Splidsboel-Hansen contends that GUAM was alsdkskeed to balance the
influence of Russia over the post-Soviet spacehlysb-called ‘dissident’ group in
the CIS?®2Furthermore, he assesses GUAM in the balancere&tiperspective by

suggesting that the organization was formed ag#esaggressive policies of Russia

288 Anatoli Barkovskiy and Rivanna Islamova, “WhereG8UAM Heading?"Central Asia and the
Caucasus No. 2 (20), 2003. In 1999, Uzbekistan joined gheup therefore it began to be abbreviated
as GUUAM. Then in May 2005, it once again becameAGldue to Uzbekistan’s withdrawal from
the group. In May 2006, on the other hand, GUAM wassformed into an international formation
called the Organization for Democracy and Econobegelopment— GUAM (ODED-GUAM). See
Vladimir Papava, “On the Role of the Caucasian Eamdn GUAM", Central Asia and the
CaucasusNo. 3-4 (51-52), 2008.

%89 Flemming Splidsboel-Hansen, “GUUAM and the FutafeCIS Military Cooperation”European
Security, Vol: 9, No: 4, 2000. p. 96.

29 Besides Georgia, “Azerbaijan has its frozen conftif Nagorno-Karabakh, Moldova cannot
exercise sovereignty over its Trans-Dniester regiowl Ukraine faces a latent separatist tendency in
the Crimea.” Alyson J. K. Bailes, Vladimir Branoyséind Pal Dunay, “Regional Security Coopertion
in the Former Soviet Area” inSIPRI Yearbook 2007: Armaments, Disarmament, and
International Security; (eds.), Stockholm International Peace Researstitute, Oxford University
Press, New York, 2007. p. 180.

21 5ee Anatoli Barkovskiy and Rivanna Islamova, 2003.

292 3ee Flemming Splidsboel-Hansen, 2000, pp.97-99.
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that sharpened by this state’s willingness to datarthe CIS. It is certain that the
main goals of GUAM and the commitments undertakerhie group indicated that
the motive behind was to balance the Russian patédeast in the western flank of
post-Soviet space. That was why some Russian @afis and experts viewed
GUAM as an anti-Russian project orchestrated by Ul and even a branch of
NATO in the CIS*® Yet, it is rather disputable whether this mulgia organization
can be taken as an alliance alone. In order toviothe evidence for the existence of
such an alliance, one should look at the elemehtseourity cooperation in the
GUAM policies.

Even though GUAM members declared that they hawe intent for
transforming the organization into a military afie, their commitments on
establishing joint peacekeeping forces to secumesportation corridors -under the
auspices of the universally recognized internationganizations (i.e. UN, OSCE or
even NATO) and the deepening military cooperatiomag the four participants
under the framework of PfP unfolded the cooperaiomilitary dimension®®*
Notably, in April 1999, Ukrainian, Georgian and Aizanits held their first joint
military exercise in conjunction with the inauguoat of Baku-Supsa oil pipeline. It
was stated that the main goal was countering sgbaiad commando attacks. The
event was observed by Turkish and US officials .aldus training was interpreted
by Russia as ‘a highly unfriendly move aimed atatrg a new military alliance'
backed by the US> Within the same year, in September, Russian Fondigister,
Ivanov, warned that Moscow would ‘draw the apprataiconclusions' if GUAM
'became explicitly military by naturé® As Splidsboel-Hansen suggests, Russia’s
counter reaction also stemmed from the fact that ¢bllective security treaty

signatories within the GUAM group (abbreviated GUWAollowing Uzbekistan’s

293 y/ladimit Papapava, “On the Role of the Caucasiandem in GUAM”, 2008.

24 5ee Taras Kuzio, “Geopolitical Pluralism in theSCIThe Emergence of GUUAM'European
Security, Vol: 9, No: 2, 2000, pp. 86-89.

2% bid ., p. 87. GUAM members on the other hand insistithaas not directed to any other state and
military co-operation only stems from the coinciderof strategic interests (namely stability of the
region and territorial sovereignty) of its membgtas. p. 86

2% Flemming Splidsboel-Hansen, 2000, p. 103. The éorsignatories of CST within GUUAM
consisted of Georgia, Uzbekistan and Azerbaijanti@nother hand, Ukraine and Modova had never
signed the CST.
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adherence) made simultaneous announcements tlyahdideno intention to renew
the CST.

Although all these securtiy commitments evoke Walefinition of alliances,
here it is suggested that treating GUAM alone asaliance may promote some
deficiencies. The increasing involvement of the Waasd NATO in the Caucasus
especially in the late 1990s was the real factamumting renewed security
cooperation among the regional states under this aédhe PfP program. At this
point, GUAM as a political and diplomatic bloc hadacilitating effect rather than
an independent one. It is accurate to say thatfdlded regional states’ pro-Western
orientation and coordinated their policy against Bussian threatening power. Yet it
should be viewed rather as a tool in both attrgdtie Western allies and combining
the regional states together to promote ‘an effectsystem of diplomatic
communication’ which is needed, as argued by Wadth for understanding the
common interests and coordinating the respofi§eBroviding a channel for the
West to penetrate into the Russia’s sphere of enite, GUAM was granted large
amounts of aid by the US® However, as indicated by some authors, thouglideee
of establishing GUAM peacekeeping forces had bewleudiscussion since its early
times, no concrete step were taken to form thisl kiha battaliorf™® In addition, it
was unlikely for GUAM alone, to undertake the rasgibility of securing pipelines
and transportation corridors without the NATO supp®

297 As quoted in the first chapter, Walt suggests ehmocesses as essential in alliance formation in
between the potential allies. See Walige Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 30.

2% GUAM-US cooperation accerelated, especially after 9/11. In May 2002, the United States
agreed to allocate $46 million to GUUAM to suppgdint projects. See Taras Kuzio and
Sergei Blagov, “GUUAM Makes Comeback Bid With US pport”, Eurasia Insight, 2003,
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/&titeav070703.shtnfaccessed on 16.07.2010)

29 See Bailes, Branovsky and Dunay, 2007, p. 180.

30 5ee Marcel de Haas, “Current Geostrategy in thetfS€aucasus”, Power and Interest News
Report, December 15, 2006, pp. 2-5. Retrieved fiutp://gees.org/documentos/Documen-01905.pdf
(accessed on 16.07.2010).
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3.4.3. Demands on the Withdrawal of Russian Basesn@& the End of

Bandwagoning Period

During the vyears that carried the state’s alignmetrategy from
bandwagoning to balancing, Georgia also strivegetarid of Russian military bases,
all over its space that symbolized the dependencRRussia’s security policies. The
four military bases that located ‘at Vaziani (n&ailisi); Gudauta (in the breakaway
republic of Abkhazia); Batumi (in the Ajarian Autmmous Republic); and
Akhalkalaki (in South Georgia’'s Armenian—populat8dmtskhe-Javakheti region
near the border with Turkey)' were established 1p85 treaty, despite it was never
ratified by the Georgian parliameft’ Georgian officials expressed their deep
concern on the issue of Russian military basekarfdllowing years because of their
location at the ethnically-complex zones. They sdras grounds for supporting
either the separatist regimes or providing theatsoh of local populations without
healthy relations with the Georgian stifeln 1998, as Nygren argues, the Georgian
opposition to the military presence became paditylacute. During that year
Russia was also accused of a military involvemanan assassination attempt to
Shevardnadze, of the military actions that forcee teturning Georgian refugees
from Abkhazia to flee once again, and of the ineohent in an coup d'état

attempt>®®

Georgian opposition, in this sense, attained ifst Success in forcing
Russia to withdraw its border-guard troops throtighCIS frontiers within Georgia,

by the early 1998*

%01||Ss Editorial Board, “Russian bases in Georggttategic Comments Vol: 7, No: 4, 2001. p.1.

%92 Besides the Guadata base in Abkhazia, Russia’garyilpresence in Batumi has helped to
strengthen Ajarian opposition against Georgia'dhiauity.. Ajaria that has secured autonomy without
direct military confrontation with Thilisi, viewethe Batumi base as a valuable lever over Thilisi. O
the other side, the removal of Akhalkalaki base patential for a social and economic unrest in
Javakheti where it has provided the main source&donomic activity by local Armenians. Moreover
they have seen Russian military as their defenalgamst the threat of losing their ethnic identiiyd
further marginalization within Georgia. Ibid. 2.

393 Bertil Nygren, “Russia’s Relations with Georgiaden Putin: The Impact of 11 September”, in
Russia as a Great Power: Dimensions of Security ued Putin eds; Jakob Hedenskog,Vilhelm
Konnander, Bertil Nygren, Ingmar Oldberg and ClerisPursiainen, Routledge, New York, 2005,
p.161

%94 |1SS Editorial Board “Russian Bases in Georgi@02, p. 1.
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The turning point for the military bases, on thlees hand, was the November
1999 OSCE Istanbul summit, in which Russia demaridethe amendments to the
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty thatsedi limits on Russian
deployments in the ‘flank zone’ of the Baltic andrth Caucasu¥® The changes in
the limits necessitated ratification by all thersitpry countries of the CFE Treaty
including Georgia as well. Consequently, the OSQmrmit produced both the
agreement on the CFE amendments and the Russiaggi&doint Statement on the
future of Russian bases that declared Russian conemis on closing Vaziani and
Gudauta bases by July 2001 and negotiating thasstdtthe remaining two bases
during the year 2000. It has to be noted that USA aupported Georgia’s position
by conditioning the ratification of the Adapted CHEaty on Russia’'s compliance

with its Istanbul commitment&®

However, in implementation some problems that y#slathe gradual
withdrawal and promoted some suspicions about Rgsstompliance to the
agreement were observed. The Vaziani military bese been liquidated by 1 July
2001, but only weaponry and military machinery niestd by the CFE Treaty have
been removed from the Gudauta bd%The Georgian side has protested the
situation because the base located in Abkhazia,obuhe reach of the Thilisi
government. The situation exasperated when thedvetial was blocked by the
local Abkhaz resistance. Before the events, thesidnsside had suggested the
transforming of the base into a training centreCo§ peacekeeping force. After
further talks a compromise was reached betweervtbestates that allowed Russia
to leave some 100 troops to guard the equipmeiiedbase, while the peacekeeping
forces continued to do their job in AbkhaZf4.

395 Russia requested the amendments in response t@MNARstward enlargement and the emergence
of new security problems in the Caucagbgl. p. 2

3% Johanna Popjanevski, “Russian troop-withdrawal2005, p. 4.

397 See Kornely K. Kakachia, “End of Russian MilitaBases in Georgia: Social, Political and
Security Implications of WithdrawalCentral Asia and the CaucasusNo. 2 (50), 2008 and Colin
Robinson, “Update on the Russian Ground Troopk® Journal of Slavic Military Studies,

Vol:19, No: 1, 2006. p. 28.

%98 Bertil Nygren, “Russia’s Relations with Georgiaden Putin”, 2005, p. 161.
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There had been some other negotiations -as aatéclpn the OSCE summit,
over how to manage the withdrawal from the otheo tremaining bases in
Akhalkalaki and Batumi between Georgia and Rudsiano official plan was made
public for guiding this process within the Shevardre years. Russia has balked in
several ways, e.g. by demanding at least anotlede@eto close these two bases and
hundreds of millions of dollars as compensation felocating the troops and
materiel in Russid’® Hence, the problems of remaining bases extendethen
Saakashvili period too, becoming one of the mudiatedl problems in the Georgia-
Russia relations that are examined in the nextteha@eorgia’s firm position and
insistence on the withdrawal of Russian militarysdém was a clear sign of the
adaptation of the new balancing strategy of whiobugd has been established in
several ways within the late 1990s. The bandwagppariod formally ended in the
spring of 1999, when Georgia did not renew itsipigation in the CIS collective
security treaty. The developments, following thedmark also reinforced the
evidence that Georgia’'s alignment had shifted flmmmdwagoning to balance the

most threatening power.

3.4.4. The Second Chechnya War and Georgia’s Positi in the post-9/11

Security Environment

After the arrival of Putin to the presidency of R¥the early 2000, the
problems in the Russia-Georgia relations have despelue to both some crucial
changes in Russia’s political attitude toward theakaway regions in Georgia and
the spillover effects of the second Chechnya waissi& under the management of
Putin did not hesitate to increase its assistandbd secessionist regimes through a
number of policies although it continued to holsl fiotrmal support to the territorial
integrity of Georgig'° In political sphere, Putin promoted a de-factdestaentered
approach by providing assistance for the state iastitution building in the

secessionist regions under the guidance of Rugdifcials while the president

39 Kornely K. Kakachia, “End of Russian Military Base” 2008.

310 5ee Nicu Popescu, “Outsourcing’ de facto Stateh®ussia and the Secessionist Entities in
Georgia and Moldova CEPS Policy Briefs issue: 112 / 2006. Retrieved from:
http://www.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logidd5&dfOc7e85b4349a1b60d17cf295ee0a7
(accessed on 17.07.2010).
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himself hold high level meetings with the leadefsAbkhazia and South Ossetia.
More importantly, Russia began to grant citizenship the residents of the
unrecognized entities, after Putin promoted thesSpartisation” as the state policy.
Most of the residents in Abkhazia and South Ossatfained Russian passports
through that policy that aims to secure a legitenaght for Russia to represent the
interests of these entities. Therefore Russia peelpsaome political and even legal
ground for future interventions for the sake oftpoting its own ‘citizens®** That

the process of “de-facto annexation” -as some aimlgalled, of the breakaway
regions of Georgia gathered pace was certainly unteo-measurement against

Georgia’s realignment with the We'st,

Another problem in bilateral relations that getedathreat of a new military
intervention by Russia was related to Georgia’stiprsduring and after the second
military intervention to Chechnya since August 1999 Chechen-Georgian
rapprochement process that reflected the commoerstahding of ‘the enemy of
my enemy is my friend, according to Sammut, wasnlesi even in 1996* Then,
at the outset of the war, Georgia -as the only ttgumordering Chechnya, gave a
negative respond to the demands of Russia for gerom to use the Vaziani military
airfield and other Russian bases on Georgian aeyrin the military operation. Yet,
the major trouble for Georgia that stemmed from ¢beflict, was related to the
refugee flow into the region of Pankisi Gorge witleorgia (that populated mainly
by the Kists who were ethnic-Chechens and predamiyn&iuslim), from the 50
mile-long and mountainous border that was diffidoltcontrol*** (See map 1, p. 4
and map 2, p. 5).The Kists welcomed some 7000 eefsigncluding 1500 Chechen

$11By 2006, some 90% of the residents of South Qssetd Abkhazia were said to have Russian
passports Se#id. p. 5 and David Gudiashvili, “Nato Membership aso@jia’'s Foreign Policy
Priority”, 2003.

%12 5ee David Gudiashvili, 2003. The state of de-farctnexation has some other grounds in economic
sphere too. Russia, as the major trade partneinardtor to the separatist regimes provided ecooomi
support for securing the economic sustainabilitghafm, while it promote an economic pressure on
Georgia by applying quota and visa regimes. B, résidents of South Ossetia and Abkhazia were
exempted from the visa regime. Nicu Popescu, 20065-8. On the other side, Russia in Putin years
did not avoid restoring the railway communicati@anAbkhazia, in violation of the U.N. and CIS
decisions and resolutions. See David Gudiashvig32

313 Dennis Sammut, “Love and Hate in Russian-GeorRiakations”, 2003. p. 33.

314 Tracey German, “David and Goliath: Georgia andsiais Coercive DiplomacyDefence Studies
Vol: 9, No: 2, 2009, p. 230.
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warriors and consequently the valley was riddlethwrganized crime. Moscow was
quick to claim that Georgia has provided Chechemniara safe havens to be utilized
in military actions into Chechnya within the RF, bgtablishing some 20 military
bases in the Gorgé®

After the 9/11 terrorist attacks in the USA, thasBian claims gained some
other implications. Soon Moscow started to suppibe US led war against
international terrorism and Putin openly linked €linen warriors with the Islamist
terrorist organizations, namely Al-Qaed® In the new conjuncture, Moscow
redefined the problem as ‘an acute threat to thiema security of Russia’ emanated
from the region that became ‘a stronghold of irdéional terrorists’. Since Russia
was not convinced that Georgia alone was capabhallong to establish order in the
Pankisi Gorge, it insisted on the possibility ofoant Russian-Georgian military
operation. However, the Georgian side objectechéoptians of Moscow. To divert
the concern of Russia on this issue, Georgia tookesmilitary initiatives in the late
2002, by sending troops to the region, and enfgrgaatrol forces through the
Chechnya border, but these acts did not satisfieddew at all. In September 2002
at the anniversary of the 9/11, Putin explicitlyeidtened to order military strikes in
Georgia, in order to stop cross-border attacks amssRn territory by the
international terrorists who were claimed to be pbait in planning the terrorist
attacks in the US by hift’ Furthermore one year later, in October 2003, Russi
adapted a new military doctrine that proclaiming fRussian right to launch pre-
emptive military strikes within the CI8® However the problem did not removed by
a unilateral Russian action but began to be disdegaby the mid 2000s after the US

involvement in the issue that also provided myitaresence in Georgia for the latter.

%15 Bertil Nygren, The Rebuilding of Greater Russia: Putin’s Foreign Blicy towards the CIS
Countries, Routledge, New York, 2008. p. 125.

%1% His Minister of Defence, Sergei Ivanov, on theestthand, suggested that “Afghanistan and
Chechnya were ‘two branches of one tree ... thaésrob [which] are in Afghanistan” Quoted in
Nygren,ibid., p, 126.

31" Mikhail Filippov, “Diversionary Role of the GeomjiRussia Conflict: International Constraints and
Domestic Appeal”,Europe-Asia Studies Vol: 61, No: 10, 2009, pp. 1833 -1834. This threa
somehow forced Shevardnadze to made several cimness Russian demands and to agree creating
joint border patrols.

18 Nygren, The Rebuilding of Greater Russia 2008, p. 130.

85



The US stance towards the Pankisi issue needs toemtioned here in order
to demonstrate how Georgia radiated the signalalighment with the Western
powers. Unlike in the beginning of the 1990s, timse, the US gave strong support
to Georgia’s independence and territorial integritie US made its point clear by
protesting the violations of the Georgian airfibglthe Russian aircraft since the fall
of 1999 and sharing Georgia’s suspicions over thgsRn intent for a new military
invasion. In August 2002, the crisis between Ruasid Georgia was ensued, after
some unmarked (presumably Russian) aircraft shedleohe targets within the
Georgian territory and caused some casualties. eViMloscow denied the
responsibility, the US stated its ‘deeply conceand offered its ‘strong support’ for
Georgia’s independence. Furthermore, Washingtoicialffy called the Russian
military ‘liars’.3'° In addition, during the crisis the US presidenbfge W. Bush
“urged Putin to give Georgia time to clear the Rsintéorge, and the EU external
relations commissioner, Chris Patten advised Ruag@anst unilateral military

action.’?°

The attitudes of both sides in the crisis, nantby linkage of the Chechen
warriors with Al-Qaeda and Georgia’s fear of thesBan invasion gave way to a de-
facto invitation of the US. In the spring of 20@0%ashington launched Georgia Train
and Equip Program (GTEP), through which 200 US tani personnel were
deployed in Georgia in order to train the Georgralitary in anti-terrorist operations.
The military personnel had strictly training andszisdry functions, yet they were not
to be engaged in comb#t.Georgia’s Defense Minister stated in March 200& th
US instructors would remain in Georgia ‘as longnesessary.” By this way, the
Pankisi issue has brought a lasting US militaryspnee in Georgia for the first time.

In the press release for GTEP program, the US Dmpat of Defense (DoD) stated

3191bid . p, 128

320 Bertil Nygren, “Russia’s Relations with Georgid, 2005, p. 170.

%21 Devdariani and Hancilova give some informationtbe content of this program. “Up to 200 US
military instructors from elite forces are due taih up to 2000 Georgian troops. About 1500 men of
the ministry of defence are trained as rapid depkyt forces with special accent on anti-terrorist
skills and 500 soldiers of the State Border DefeDepartment receive additional training as border
guards. The American side also provides for thessary equipment for these troops. The transfer of
10 UH-1H “Huey” transport helicopters to the Geargiarmy (6 by the US air force and 4 by the
Turkish military) in October 2001 is part of theogram.” Jaba Devderiani and Blanka Hancilova,
“Georgia’s Pankisi Gorge: Russian, US and Europ@annections” CEPS Policy Briefs No: 23 -
June 2002, p. 6. Retrieved frohttp://aei.pitt.edu/1985/01/PB23.Pi&ccessed on 17.07.2010).
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the US and Georgia as ‘solid partners’ dedicatedh& promotion of peace and
stability in the Caucasus region. Georgia’'s ‘uneqoal support’ to the campaign

against international terrorist was also welcomgthle DoD3?

In fact, Georgia has given clear support to the &8l NATO military
initiatives since the late 1990s. The first coopera in this sense, appeared in the
Kosovo case, as Georgia did not hesitate to expgrisssupport and sent its troops
albeit a small contingent, to participate in KFOgogovo Forcef* Later, Georgia
firmly backed the US administration in its militapperations to Afghanistan and
Irag. Thilisi suggested a ‘certain air corridor’ tee used in those operations
dispatched troops in both war zoriésThen as pointed out above, Georgia declared
its aspirations to NATO membership in 2002. In ¢ipeing of 2003 the cooperation
in the security realm was crowned with the signafigthe bilateral security pact
between the US and Georgia that gave broad presldg US military personnel

within Georgia®®®

Naturally it fired a great opposition and outcrgang the Russian
officials. Strictly speaking, by not avoiding siggi this kind of pact that would
provoke Moscow, the USA has showed that Georgiebkags able to make a notable

progress in forming an alliance with itself, frohetearly 1990s to 2000s.
3.4.5. The Account of the Balancing Period under $tvardnadze Administration

Shevardnadze administration can be argued asssiotéo a notable degree

in establishing significant political and militatyes with its Western partners by

322 See the News release by US Department of Defé@sergia Train and Equip Program Begins”

at http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?eitee8326(accessed on 12.07.2010)

33 5ee “NATO's Relations with Georgia” dtitp://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics _3898nht
(accessed on 12.07.2010)

%24 see David Gudiashvili, “Nato Membership as Gedsgigoreign Policy Priority”, 2003. And
“States in Central Asia, Caucasus Brace For Iraitg BTonsequences'Eurasia Insight, March
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/setiteav032003.shtm{accessed on 12.07.2010). In
2004 Georgian troops participated into ISAF (Ing&ional Security Assistance Force) in Afghanistan.
See “NATO’S Relations with Georgia”http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 3898&ht
(accessed on 14 May 2010).

$25«Under the agreement's provisions, US militaryspenel are allowed visa-free entry and exit from
Georgia, are permitted to carry weapons and areuimenifrom prosecution in Georgian courts. The
agreement also grants the US military to deploglvare without impediments on Georgian territory.”
Sergei Blagov, “US-Georgian Security Cooperatiomegnent Provokes Outcry in RussiEyrasia
Insight, 2003.http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/&siteav041603a.shtnfaccessed on
12.04.2010)
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taking advantage of several political developmemisntioned above. Enforcing
diplomatic relations with NATO, Western powers asttler regional states brought
Georgia vital foreign assistance in economic antitary terms along with some

confidence for encountering Russia’s coercive atpat However aligning with

Western security policies did not provide Georgis,a weak state, any worthwhile
influence in revising the priorities of the Westegovernments according to its
national interest. The Western states stopped sthioespond the Georgian calls for
support in altering the status-quo in Abkhazia &@wouth Ossetia, the major
troublesome issues for the latter, and to balancsgsign influence in the breakaway
regions, for instance, by replacing the Russia’scpkeeping forces with the
international ones. The Western states within thlealBd NATO primarily tried to

preserve the delicate balance in Caucasus betwessiadR influence and their
interest. In this sense, Georgia’s alignment withnt was limited with the regional
projects launched by the West and some initiatfeessecuring the transportation

routes that examined above.

The concern of the Western states on enhancenmesalmlity in the region
also promoted more intensive training and militarg for Georgian army through
the PfP and GTEP. Yet, it has to be noted thatetipesgrams were not enough to
solve deep-seated problems in the Georgian arnmgt Bind foremost, foreign
military aid has not been complemented with a cettedefense policy by Georgia
due to the lack of necessary funding and subdiviclearacteristic of the national
army3?® The problems in sharing the international assistaurther fomented the
tense relations among the different groups in theyaWorse still, in Shevardnadze
period the Georgian army retained many charadiesisf its paramilitary origins as

volunteer militias®?’

32 |n fact, the latter was the result of a delibeqatéicy applied by the president Shevardnadze who
planned to establish a system of checks and balameng the three group of forces (police, ministry
of interior’'s troops and troops of defense ministwithin in order to prevent them outmatching
another. Because he thought that may lead a new detiat. See Devderiani and Hanciolva, 2010.
p.5.
327 Ibid. p. 5. See also “Pro-Russian Georgian Offidetpede US Military Training Program”,
Eurasia Insight, July 2002.
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/stiteav072902b.shtnfdiccessed on 12.07.2010)
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On the other side, domestic political probleme (wvel of democracy, lack
of healthy state institutions and transparency)elad also some effects in
Shevardnadze’s alignment policies. Because, agqubout by Coppieters, when the
president found it increasingly difficult to acceytestern recommendations and
critics based on these problems, he softened Ipssmjon to Moscow even on some
hard security issues like the future of Russianebadt combined with some
diplomatic maneuvers and concessions to appeaseowas crisis times that were
not tolerated by Georgian population at all who ¥esup with Russia’s attitude not
regarding of Georgia’s sovereign rigfit. The Rose Revolution can sure also be
evaluated regarding the disappointments among doedan nationals.

38 For example, after the air raid with some casesltin August 2002, mentioned above,
Shevardnadze tried to calm things down, arguing Ehdin himself probably had not ordered the
bombings. His attitude was much contrary to Georgi@pular demands to shoot down Russian
intruders that were plentiful. Nygrefhe Rebuilding of Greater Russia.., 2008. p. 128. Then the
establishment of joint border patrols with Russgarding the Pankisi issue in October aroused a
great protest by the opposition. It was definechatiplomatic retreat of Georgia, while Saakasuvili,
soon to be president, defined the concession am8hwmdze’s ‘own goal’. “Shevardnazde's Chisinau
Concessions Shatter Georgia's Political Unity” Eurasia Insight, 2002.
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/setiteav100902.shtnfaccessed on 12.07.2010)
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE ROSE REVOLUTION AND AFTER

The Rose Revolution demonstrators waved American flags while calling
for the resignation of the Shevardnadze regime. Within weeks of
Shevardnadze’s resignation, a billboard was erected in downtown Thilisi
with the words “Thank you, USA” on it.%2°

[For the Rose Revolution] Americans helped us most by channeling
support to free Georgian media....That was more powerful than 5,000
Marines.

Mikheil Saakashvili, the President of Georgia®*

The last chapter examines Georgia’'s alignment strateigge the Rose
Revolution. The emphasis is on three important essuthe effects of the
revolutionary regime change on Georgia’s alignmetite reasons for and
consequences of Georgia’s aspirations for its EJ MATO membership and the
implications of the 2008 Russia-Georgia war inalignment preferences. The Rose
Revolution that was manipulated by transnationalepmtion actions had profound
effects in the acceleration of the process for Gia® integration to the Western
political economic structures. Yet, the hastenirighis process promoted also a
direct confrontation with Russia that eventuallg ® a war in 2008, between the

two sides.

This chapter continues as follows: The first setctiexamines that whether
the Rose Revolution can be evaluated as a trapnsaafenetration act. The second
one deals with the Saakashvili government’s retatiwith external powers to expose
the new governments’ alignment behavior and itssequences. Then the following
section discusses, Georgia’s bid for NATO membersind questions if there is an
asymmetry of motivation for an alliance between @eoand the Western states.

39 Lincoln A. Mitchell , “Democracy in Georgia Sintke Rose RevolutionOrbis, A Journal of
World Affairs , Vol. 50, No: 4, 2006. p. 671. Mitchell serveddisector of the National Democratic
Institute in Georgia between 2002-2003, thus, imedlin election monitoring actvities in November
2003.

330 Quoted in David Anable, “The Role of Georgia's hdedind Western Aid--in the Rose
Revolution”, The Harvard International Journal of Press/Politics Vol. 11, No: 7, 2006. p. 20.
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The aim is at evaluating the possibility for suchmambership and defining the
problems in the nature of alliance between Geoagid the Western states. Finally,
Russia-Georgia war in August 2008 is analyzed with all implications for

Georgia’s alignment strategy. In addition, the Ohasdministration’s new policies

and their effects on US-Georgia alliance are exathin the final section.

4.1. THE ROSE REVOLUTION: A TRANSNATIONAL PENETRATI ON ACT?

The Rose Revolution became the first case of nolemnt regime change
within the CIS space by galvanizing opposition gowho practiced some means of
civil disobedience. Elections on November 2, 200&keorgia were followed by an
intense social protest that was embodied in thailssahpeople gathering in front of
the Parliamentary building, against the officiabukts which was thought as an
indicator of a massive electoral fraud. Althoughvds parliamentary elections -not
presidential, the protesters did not want to watil 2005 for the latter and opposed
to the formation of a pro-Shevardnadze parliamegdira During the elections
observers from international and local NGOs thademtook monitoring activities
found out many illegalities such as rampant batotfing, multiple voting, and voter
lists that excluded thousands of live vot&fdt was an inured situation under the
CIS standards, where authoritarian ruling circlesenreluctant to cede power and
therefore prepared to take any measurements te\wechthe desired results by
falsifying the real one®¥?What was extraordinary, however, was that theienhif
opposition leaders in Georgia were able to orchestthe masses in order to

stalemate the president and force him to resign.

The remarkably open attitude of Shevardnadze wsvdBeorgia’s civil
society and free press prepared the ground fosuheess of the opposition in the so-

called revolutionary regime change. Shevardnadmgisne was perhaps the most

%1 gee Lincoln A. Mitchell, “Georgia’s Rose Revolutfp Current History , Vol. 103, No: 675,
(October 2004), p. 343 and Charles H. Fairbanks, “@eorgia’s Rose Revolution"Journal of
Democracy,Vol: 15, No: 2, (April 2004), p. 115. Like MitcHelFairbanks also served with a
monitoring team sent by the US based Internatiddgpublican Institute in the November 2003
elections.

332 Matsaberidze, thus, designates the system asaft®®eodemocracy. See Malkhaz Matsaberidze,
“The Rose Revolution and the Southern Caucasisstifral Asia and the CauasusNo. 2 (32), 2005
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liberal one in the former Soviet states. In thisisse it was neither ‘a flat-out
democracy’ nor ‘a full-blown autocracy’ and oftererdminated as ‘liberal

autocracy”* That was mainly the result of US democracy assistagranted to

Georgia by American government directly or througha foreign NGOs, since the
mid 1990s that aimed at enforcing civil sociéfy.The democracy assistance
programs made it possible for Georgia’s ISFED ¢ma&onal Society for Fair

Elections and Democracy) and US based NDI (Natideinocratic Institute) to

undertake election monitoring activities in 2008atlons. Foreign NGOs provided
ISFED enough money to conduct a parallel vote amdout tabulation, while they

additionally funded an exit poif?

The data from both sources showed that while theemgonent continued
election fraud, Mikheil Saakashvili's National Mowent, among the opposition
parties, was the clear winner. Along with the prpofvided by the voting monitors
and exit polls, the opposition refused to accepm #iection’s outcome while
Saakashvili called for the president’s resignation.November 4, opposition parties
initiated a protest and vigil in front of the Parhent and masses started to gather
there®*® The demonstrations intensified on 22 November whleevardnadze sought
to seat the new parliament according the officsluits. The protesters managed to
take over the Parliamentary building peacefullynechanding out ‘roses’ to police.
Saakashvili led the crowd into the chamber andugdied the session while the
bodyguards of Shevardnadze hustled him out of thieibg with unfinished speech
in his hand. Shevardnadze draw back to his offrtedeclared a state of emergency.

It seems that he was willing to use force agaimstgrotestors but he could not find

33 David Anable, “The Role of Georgia's Media--and3féen Aid--in the Rose Revolution”, 2006. p.
13.

334 See Lincoln A. Mitchell,Uncertain Democracy: U.S. Foreign Policy and Georgis Rose
Revolution, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelph@)%® pp. 115-116

335 Charles H. Fairbanks, Jr., “Georgia’s Rose Reimitit 2004. p. 114 and Mitchell, “Georgia’s
Rose Revolution”, 2004. p. 343.

3% The vigil continued nine days including 500 to B@Emonstrators. The biggest demonstration, on
the other hand, took place on November 14 that lmeki 20.000 people. See Theodor Tudoroiu,
“Rose, Orange, and Tulip: The Failed post-SovietdRgions”, Communist and post-Communist
Studies 40 (2007), p. 321.
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supporters in the police and army as the memor8afiet troops’ 1989 attack of
civilians in Thilisi made this solution unworkabf¥.

According to Fairbanks, another factor that kemsth forces neutral was
strong Pentagon lobbying over them as they wergestga to the US military
training and education progran’s® Under these conditions, Shevardnadze’s
presidency endured only for another 30 hours, uh@l visit by the opposition
leaders on the next day. In his office Shevardnadreled them his resignation letter.

That was the Rose Revolution.

4.1.1. US-Western Involvement in the Rose Revolution

The chain of non-violent, ‘velvet’ revolutions ithe former communist
countries that followed each other; in Serbia (30@®orgia (2003), Ukraine (2004)
and Kyrgyzstan (2005) aroused suspicions on thsetenge of the US plans that
coherently seek to spread friendly regimes in fhst-Soviet space. In the most
extreme form, it is argued that these revolutiomgireeered directly by the US, for
example by funding for opposition groups that wosigbport its policies after taking
power®*® In Turkey also many people firmly believes that thS played a direct and
decisive role in these revolutioff§.Embracing such an argument would mean that
the United States took changing regimes as a set@sk in order to expand its
sphere of influence by building reliable alliesthe Eurasian continent. It would
consequently exaggerate the role of transnatiorakfpation’s effects in alliance
formation in its extreme form that aims at subwvansof regimes. According to Walt,

however, those kind of political penetration acticare more likely to be reacted

%7 |bid., pp. 321-322. Yet, in his interview, Shevaadze vindicated himself, stating that that he
decided to resign to avoid violence, because hagthothat dispersing demonstrators who were full
angry and out of control would not be possible withbloodshed. See the interview on RFE/RL at:
http://origin.rferl.org/content/article/1051300.Httaccessed on 29.07.2010)

338 Charles H. Fairbanks, Jr., “Georgia’s Rose Reiafit 2004. pp. 113,123. This suggestion may
only enforce the military indoctrination progranegfect in transnational penetration.

%9 Valerie J. Bunce and Sharon L. Wolchik, “Interoatil Diffusion and Postcommunist Electoral
Revolutions”,Communist and Post-Communist Studies39 (2006), p. 298.

310 5ee Zeyno Baran, “Turkey and the Wider Black Segi®h”, in: The Wider Black Sea Region in
the 21st Century Daniel Hamilton and Gerhard Mangott eds, CenterTransatlantic Relations,
Washington, 2008. p. 95.
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negatively, therefore, to faif' In practice, his prediction was partly confirmed,
Russia and some Central Asian states began tactakder measures that limits the

foreign and local civil society activities, partiady those of election monitorintj?

Yet, another view of the US democracy assistanggests that it mostly
aimed to promote democratic governmental instingjoopen societies and fair
elections, hence it played only an indirect roléviglvet’ revolutions by contributing
people’s will to arisé*® In Georgia case, this notion is verifiable as‘tr@snational
effect’ in the regime change was framed within I aim at spreading the Western
style democracy throughout the world. The democidewl trailed the masses and
most strongly, the young activist groups which wsopported by Western NGOs

and independent media.

To examine the content and limits of Western malitpenetration within the
Rose Revolution one should begin with foreign fingdof Georgian civil society.
Since 1995, both the US and the EU have grantgeé Emount of aid for democratic
development of Georgian state and sociétyy 2000, Georgia was granted 700
million US$ by American government directly, whitewas the fourth largest per
capita recipient of US agency for International Blepment (USAID) aid in 2002-
2003. The EU, on the other hand, provided 420 omllEuro assistance between
1992 and 2004 that does not include contributionsnfseparate member states.
Most of the aid directed to democracy and govereare election reform, local
government, judicial reform and development of H®Os. Many of the programs
that carried the aid provided citizen mobilizatemd advocacy networks among the
NGOs.

%1 \alt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 48.

342 Carothers notes those states as Russia, UzbekiBsgikistan, Belarus, China, Venezualla and
Zimbabwe. Thomas Carothers, “The Backlash Agdieshocracy PromotionForeign Affairs, Vol.
85, No:2, 2006.

33 Graeme P. Herd, Colorful Revolutions and the CtBtanufactured” versus “Managed”
Democracy?”Problems of Post-CommunismVol. 52, No: 2, (March/April 2005), p. 14. andeX
Van Oss, “Georgia: Looking Back at the Rose Revwoftif Eurasia Insight, 2009,
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/setiteav123009.shtnfaccessed on 30.07.2010)

%44 Theodor Tudoroiu, “Rose, Orange, and Tulip: Thiéeigpost-Soviet Revolutions”, 2007, p. 323.
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Foreign funding of Georgia's civil society was aggpanied by the
emergence new segments in the Georgian populati@t tvere in close

communication with the West. As Mitchell suggest:

By 2003, these programs [of democracy assistanag]become a permanent part of Georgian
society as well as its economy. A middle classeiald very small one, of English-speaking NGO
professionals had emerged...Additionally, a parallaks of foreigners quickly emerged. These
people, charged with the implementation of US fuhdegrams, generally shared a commitment
to tr;gigg to help strengthen democracy in Georbi#, had institutional loyalties and interests as
well.

Mitchell goes on stating that:

In addition to this work with civil society, exchg@ programs, including programs for high
school, college, and graduate students, membepamtibment, civic activists and other young
leaders helped the Georgian government build aensabf leaders who spoke English, making it
possible to communicate effectively with Westeavernments and seek support directly. Many
of these people also understood Western politigstesns and strategies and developed a network
of relationship with Western leaders and colleadueh inside and outside governméfit.

As noted in chapter one, although Walt downpldgsrble of elite exchange
for education as an element of political penetratioalliance formation suggesting
that the Middle Eastern authoritarian regimes ingoktthe Western educated officials
to reach important positiond’ this was not the case in Georgia after the Rose
Revolution not to mention Saakashvili who receivesl law education in Ukraine
and USA3*® Shevardnadze, having favorable relations with fé also comfortable
and supported the exchange programs like the Milditern leaders observed by
Walt. However, many of these people who were firstught into these programs
through Shevardnadze and his government party Qi$&d their communication
skills for seeking support of the opposition whéet split with the president?
After the revolution was achieved those Westerrcathd people held the key

positions in the cabinet and Georgian state. Furtbee, Saakashvili, as the new

5 incoln A. Mitchell, Uncertain Democracy..., 2009, p.116.

3% pid., p. 118

37 Walt, The Origins of Alliances 1987, pp. 248-249.

348 “gaakashvili graduated from the School of Inteioral Law of Kiev University in 1992 and
continued his studies at the International Insitatf Human Rights in Strasbourg, Columbia
University, where he earned his masters degree, ainGeorge Washington University, where
received his doctorate in law in 1995ttp://www.georgianbiography.com/bios/s/saakasntitn
(accessed on 28.07.2010)

9 Lincoln A. Mitchell, Uncertain Democracy..., 2009, p. 118.
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president, invited Western-educated Georgian pdojitey in abroad, specifically to
rebuild the staté®® Hence after the revolution Shevardnadze’s coraystem of

government, namely his own ‘nomenklatura’ that bk do well manage with his
political capabilities was replaced by fresh cadmbsch are more open to political

penetration by the West.

Along with their effect on the elite, democracgiatance programs were also
crucial in promotion of an independent media anditéh maintenance that was
capable to influence the masses. Most notably, gbpular television station,
Rustavi-2, that was built up in part by Westernedlegment assistance and survived
against governmental campaign of pressure withstipport of foreign NGOs had
become the voice and vision of Georgia’s Rose Reienl>** Rustavi 2 influenced
young activists, remarkably by broadcasting an Acaerproduced documentary on
Serbia revolution that goes in detail about norlenb tactics used by ‘Otpor’
(Resistance) student group which is often compargith Georgia’s ‘Kmara’
(Enough!).®**> The TV channel which worked hand in hand with theung
movements and foreign NGOs had an enormous impaecfarming and galvanizing
the public. After the elections and during the psté, Rustavi 2 run a scroll at the
bottom of the screen 24 hours a day, that showedfficial results compared to the

NGOs’ exit poll and parallel vote countifig.

All the major civil society leaders who made imjaoit contributions to the
revolution were working either for the NGOs fundadthe US government or the
Open Society Institute (OSI) that was funded by rGeoSoros, an American
citizen3** The OSI has played maybe the most impressive @edtdole in the

revolution. Soros provided funding for the studerganization, Kmara, and trained

%0 incoln A. Mitchell , “Democracy in Georgia Sintiee Rose Revolution’2006, p. 671.

%1 3ee David Anable, “The Role of Georgia's Mediad-siviestern Aid--in the Rose Revolution”,
2006, pp. 7, 14-15.

%2The experience of Otpor was utilized by Kmara. hessons from the both organizations were
studied by Ukraine’s ‘Pora’ (It's Time!) For the rmononalities e.g. logos, slogans etc. and the close
ties among them, see Graeme Herd, 2005, p. 4.

%3 That is why Saakashvili stated that “Rustavi-2 westremely important.lt was really
instrumental... Most of the students who came outherstreets were brought out by Rustavi.” David
Anable, “The Role of Georgia's Media...”, 2006, p. 15

%4 For the names of this NGOs counted by Mitchell déecoln A. Mitchell, Uncertain
Democracy..., 2009, p. 117.
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more than one thousand Georgian students on ‘regpary techniques using humor
and peaceful subversiofr> This training was crucial in keeping the revolugoy
demonstrations nonviolent and, in turn, in preventa violent reaction by the
security forces thereby rendering the revolutioccegsful. The OSI activities and its
involvement in other cases of velvet revolutionsstibecame the main factor that
underlined the suspects of the US aims at overtimgpwinfriendly regimes for

replacing them with the pro-American orié%.
4.1.2. What was the Rose Revolution for?

The involvement of Western actors in the Rose Retom summarized
above, indicates that it represented nearly all wWeys of the transnational
penetration suggested by Walt.Yet, it is rather disputable what the real goal of
Western democracy assistance was. Was it only atmguaomote open society or
did it targeted to change Georgia’s governmenictiy@ The scholars writing on this
subject often proposes the limits of outside effeet prevent it from being capable
for regime change and attribute it rather to therGan people’s will, of course by
touching on the contributions of the aid to the plets cause®™® For example, a
Georgian scholar, Matsaberidze, concludes thathen 1990s, the elections were
repeatedly falsified but it did not promote soai@dcontent among Georgians who
preserved their belief in that only Shevardnadzelccplay a stabilizer role in the
country.>** However, the regime change occurred in 2003, tsechis credibility
dried out by that time.

Mitchell, on the other hand, suggests that Shenaadze personally preserved
its popularity, still in the 2000s, among the Westgoliticians and particularly those

%5 David Anable, 2006, p. 11.

$%vet, in 2005, Soros stated that his role was esiigd in the revolution and named it entirelyaas
work of Georgian society. “Soros downplays role iGeorgia Revolution”, 2005,
http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/20/A 64945.shtmlaccessed on 30.07.2010)
%7See WaltThe Origins of Alliances pp. 46-49

%8t the same time most of them admit the revolutiesuld not be possible without the foreign
assistance. See Matsaberidze, “The Rose..."”, Mitcbeltertain Democracy..., 2009. David Anable,
2006. Graeme Herd, 2005; Bunce and Wolchik, 2006.

%9 See Matsaberidze, “The Rose Revolution and théh®ou Caucasus”, 2005.
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in the US government, as being one of the closgsparters of the war in Iratf’
For that reason, he suggests, the US wanted tteaceal society and a democratic
system in Georgia, not a revolution, “but as Shéwadze’s regime continued, this
distinction became less possible and useftliAt the same time, the activists in
Georgia, watching the NATO and EU enlargement tdwadahe Eastern Europe and
Baltic states, viewed Shevardnadze’s corrupt regimaé was unwilling to take the
necessary reforms as an impediment to integratitim the West®? At the end, the
Rose Revolution brought many hopes in acceleratiahis process. In January 2004,

Georgians elected Saakashvili as the presidertt,%&6 majority of the vote.

Whatever the main goal was, consequently the uéeol promoted a new
regime that seemed to be more ‘open’ for politipahetration for several reasons
mentioned above. In the aftermath of the revolytidee West's criticism on
Georgia’s problems on democracy declined, while Bese Revolution was
represented by the Bush administration as a brilsaccess of democracy promotion
policy3%3In short, the transnational penetration had agthening effect in alliance
formation between Georgia and Western states. aétyalt argues, it followed the
establishment of substantial contacts between wee dides, they were already
allied*®** In this sense, the programs of democracy assistanchange for education
and maybe even military training that might haveurseled neutrality to the
Georgian army, all made it possible for Georgiam®verthrow the Shevardnadze

regime.

%9 incoln A. Mitchell, “Georgia’s Rose Revolution2004, p. 342 343.

%1 Mitchell, Uncertain Democracy..., 2009, p. 117.

%2 vicken Cheterian, “Georgia's Rose Revolution: Qfeamr Repetition? Tension between State-
Building and Modernization Projectd\ationalities Papers Vol. 36, No:4, 2008, p. 695.

%3 This embracement with the new government by thegd@&rnment, assuming it as capable and
willing to to bring more democracy to the countrgngrated some results that dissappointed the
former NDI member Lincoln Mitchell. He suggeststtivaSaakashvili's regime the central power of
the presidency further strenghtened in the stajarozation. On the other hand, NGOs activism has
been restrained in terms of critics and wachdogyities, while the media has become far less
independent in their reporting. Facing those dguwelents, in his article published in 2006, he
questions how serious the United States was absmibdracy-promotion, particularly in countries
that have a semi-democratic but pro-American gawemt. See Lincoln A. Mitchell , “Democracy in
Georgia...”, 2006.

%4 See WaltThe Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 67.
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4.2. SAAKASHVILI'S RELATIONS WITH THE EXTERNAL POWE RS: USA,
EU AND RUSSIA

The Saakashvili government has been clearly pretévie oriented in its
alignment behavior. The Rose Revolution soon ddfiGeorgia’s main foreign
policy goals as gaining memberships to both theaBtd NATO®*® Saakashvili tried
to use its popularity in the Western world to gaiore support in this way. Below
the Saakashvili government’s relations with theanajxternal powers are examined

to explain the origins of Georgia’s alignment stggt from 2004 onwards.

4.2.1. The Bush Administration and Saakashvili

Having suggested that the United States playedntiger role in the political
penetration that contributed Saakashvili's rispaaver in Thilisi, it is now important
to discuss how the Rose Revolution influenced thenae between Georgia and the
USA. First of all, the regime change in Thilisi bght some new novelties in the
partnership between Georgia and US, since it erdengkile the latter was
maintaining its campaign of democracy promotionotighout the world. The
Saakashvili regime with bold commitments to demogrand integration into the
West, in this sense, fit in preciously with thetpre that was sought by the Bush
administration. Soon after the revolution, the U®siklent George W. Bush and
Saakashvili, sought to carry the content of aligntieyond the focus of neo-realism
and stressed the shared values of freedom and daoyaas the significant motive of

the partnership between Georgia and the’*3S.

In 2005, Bush visited Georgia where he suggested lasacon of liberty’ for
the post-Soviet region and the world. In Thilisg &ppreciated the Georgian people
struggle against Shevardnadze rule and suggestedstitcess, as an important step

in spreading democracy throughout the world; a alaller example for the cases

35 See National Security Concept of Georgia, 2005, at
http://www.parliament.ge/files/292 880 927746 _camicen.pdf(accessed on 08.08.2010)
%% 3ee The White House Web Archive, "President aediBent Saakashvili Discuss NATO,
Democracy”, 2005, dittp://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/05/B1@bHtml (accessed on 05.08.2010).
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following Ukraine, Iraq and Lebanon, et While Bush expressed the strong
American support for Georgians struggle towardsedoen, he also honored
Georgia’s support to the missions in Afghanistad &aq3*® Georgia’s praise for

Bush ran equally strong as Saakahshvili said "[wklcome you as a freedom
fighter", during the meeting with Bush in the Pamient®® Then Georgia’s President
defined the converging strategic interest with U in spreading democracy and
freedom, ‘more than oil pipelines, more than angdkiof economic or military

cooperatior®°

The trend of the idealism in the rhetoric of th8 Policy towards Georgia
was sure the reflection of the larger setting & American strategy of democracy
promotion. The US that heavily involved in two wamsAfghanistan and Iraq with
many troubles within, needed to prove some suctmedsgitimate its mission. As
Mitchell suggest, the sinking popularity of Bushmadistration, both at home and
abroad, led Washington and Thilisi to develop atrehship of mutual dependency,
albeit for different reason¥! The US promoted Georgia as a great democratic
success and undertook a strong commitment for mwsuhe survival of the
Saakahsvili regime; therefore, the consolidation tbé new government and
supporting its state-building project became a W8&ripy. Washington, in this sense,
expressed its support for Saakashvili's main goal®lving with restoring the
territorial integrity of Georgia and integratiortalNATO and EU. On the other hand,
Saakashvili's reliance on Washington was critical terms of maintaining the

domestic support.

%7Bush meant the Purple Revolution in Iraqg, the @eaRevolution in Ukraine, and the Cedar
Revolution in Lebanon. See Elizabeth Owen, “In @enrBush Emphasizes Freedom, Conflict
Resolution”Eurasia Insight, 2005,
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/&titeav051005.shtnfhccessed on 08.08.2010)

%8 See the White House Web Archive, “President Acsresaind Thanks Citizens in Thilisi, Georgia”,
2005, at  http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/nevwessegs/2005/05/20050510-2.html
(accessed on 08.08.2010)

%9 The Georgian leader also named Bush as the dicitient of the Order of St. George, an award
created "for promotion of freedom in the world."eS&lizabeth Owen, “In Georgia, Bush Emphasizes
Freedom, Conflict Resolutiorurasia Insight, 2005,
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/&titeav051005.shtnfaccessed on 08.08.2010)

370 See the White House Web Archive, “President amediBent Saakashvili Discuss NATO,
Democracy”, 2005, dittp://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/05/B1@bktml (accessed on 05.08.2010).

31 Alexander Cooley and Lincoln A. Mitchell, “No Wagy Treat Our Friends: Recasting Recent U.S.-
Georgian RelationsThe Washington Quarterly, Vol. 32, No. 1, 2009. p. 30.
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From the outset, Saakashvili has often reiterated@ommitment to achieving
Georgian reunification through negotiations. Aftee Rose Revolution the US put
greater emphasis on the territorial integrity isane tried to facilitate to resolution
of the frozen conflicts through peaceful medffsThe US officials maintained to
view the conflicts in Thilisi’'s eyes and framed thiscussion in terms of restoring
territorial integrity. The strong ties between Buahd Saakashvili government
promoted more confidence and reliance on the UrStates in conflict resolution, as
suggested by Mitchefl’® but the extent to which US support translated dnat
credible Security commitment remained uncfaiyet US’ siding with Georgia’s

position was very helpful to the Saakashvili regipodtically.

The different motivations of both sides, promaoitgeénse cooperation in other
security issues too. In 2003, Georgia under thev&@lkeadze administration was
among the countries which pledged to support ti&-léd Operation Iragi Freedom.
After Saakashvili reached to the power, in 2005jidibboosted its troops in Iraq
from 69 to 850, making Georgia the second largestcapita contributor. Then, in
2007, Georgia increased them to 2,860Georgian troops also participated into
ISAF (International Security Assistance Force) ifghanistan, in 20047° The
participation of Georgian army to missions abroaiththe US, promoted a new $64
million military training program named the Sustaent and Stability Operations
Program (SSOP) that provided training for 2,00@ps) in part to support U.S.-led
coalition operations. It was launched in 2005 aeplaced GTEP after the latter
formally ended in 2004’

37%Elizabeth Owen, “In Georgia, Bush Emphasizes Freeddonflict Resolution”Eurasia Insight,
2005, http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/éetieav051005.shtml (accessed  on
08.08.2010).

373 Alexander Cooley and Lincoln A. Mitchell, “No Way Treat...”, 2009. pp. 31-32..

74 3. Neil MacFarlane, “Colliding state-building peofs and regional insecurity in post-soviet space:
Georgia versus Russia in South OssetiaTioubled Regions and Failing States: The Clustering
and Contagion of Armed Conflict (Comparative Social Research, Vol. 27), (eds.)stian Berg
Harpviken, Emerald Group Publishing Limited, Bingl&K., 2010. p. 116.

375 Jim Nichol, “Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia: Sety Issues and Implications for US Interests”,
CRS Report for Congress, 1 February 2007, p. 2.

376 See, NATO's relations with Georgiahttp://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 3898nht
(accessed on 14 May 2010).

77 Jim Nichol “Georgia [Republic]: Recent Developnerand U.S. Interest” CRS Report for
Congress, 21 May 2008. p 3.

101



Besides the military cooperation, the USA becahe main supporter of
Georgia’s membership to NATO. For example, befoeeNATO Bucharest summit
in April 2008, in which Georgia expected an invitatto Membership Action Plan
(MAP) —an important step towards the membershipsiBlent Bush signaled that the
US would advocate Georgia’s position in BucharésThe US’ clear support to
Georgia in the progress towards the NATO membesshipwever, was in
contradiction with the stances of some cautious be¥m of the Alliance which
primarily regarded the negative reaction by the dRus Federation, as examined in
the following section. This fact made Saakashvidrendependent on the US to fulfill
its commitments to integration Euro-Atlantic paldl and security structures in order

to maintain his domestic political support.

In short, the regime to regime relationship betwe@eorgia and US,
personalized with Saakashvili-Bush partnership wagial in both balancing the
Russian threat and consolidation of the regime @orGia. Hence, it is suggested
here that, besides balance-of-threat, omnibalanttiagry also sheds light over the
reasons for Saakashvili's reliance on the US arsd davernment’s pro-Western
orientation. After the regime change in ThilisietdS democracy assistance turned
to direct assistance to the government, a factrttegt lead questioning the sincerity
of the US aim of developing democracy in Geofgf&€ven the domestic unrest of
November 2007, in that the Georgian governmentagledla state of emergency and
additionally used force against peaceful demonsetratby the opposition, did not
affect the US views and its position towards thak&ahvili government. Yet, most

of the European states took a different positiomdarydemning the events.
4.2.2. The European Union

The Rose Revolution also aroused hopes for theleration of Georgia’s

integration to the EU. As stated in the Nationat 8#y Concept of Georgia:

The Rose Revolution...once again demonstrated dbatocracy and liberty are part of the
Georgian traditional values that are of vital nedgsto the people of Georgia. Georgia, as an

378 Kornely K. Kakachia, “End of Russian Military Bas&n Georgia: Social, Political and Security
Implications of Withdrawal”Central Asia and the CaucasusNo. 2 (50). 2008.
379 see Alexander Cooley and Lincoln A. Mitchell, “Néday to Treat...”, 2009, p. 29.
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integral part of the European political, economicl &ultural area, whose fundamental national
values are rooted in European values and tradjtiasgires to achieve full-fledged integration

into Europe’s political, economic and security syss. Georgia aspires to return to its European
tradition and remain an integral part of Eurde.

The Concept also declared Georgia’s aspirationthifuture membership to
the EU. Along with the debates on the impedimentsseorgia’s joining the EU, the
possibility of and the necessary conditions forhrsacmembership are beyond the
scope of study. However, here it is suggested @adbrgia’s relations with the
members of the EU cannot be excluded from the aimalpf its alignment

preferences, at least for three reasons.

First, Georgia has established its security pedi@ver its increasing strategic
importance through the Europe-Asia transportatmmidor that mainly supported by
the EU projects; TACIS, TRACECA and INOGATE. As tsth in the previous
chapter, the pipeline security has been a conceMvestern states, increasing the
importance of regional security. In this sense ringval of the New Silk Road is
‘connected to the maintenance of stability, ecomomyiowth and prosperity in
Georgia.®® That forced Georgia and the EU to a close patiers building
transportation system against the increasing depmydof the both sides on the

Russian energy supply.

Second, most of the EU members are also NATO memBed, because the
decisions in NATO are taken with consensus, the begship of Georgia to NATO
depends in part on the perceptions of Europeamsstabout Georgia. Therefore
Georgia has a huge interest in developing closéigadland economic relations with
the EU states. The more integration into the EUI, bving the more credibility for
Georgia in the eyes of Europeans. Since the EU NATO enlargements have

followed each other after the Cold War, the twocpsses seem in fact inseparable.

30 See National Security Concept of Georgia, 2005 at
http://www.parliament.ge/files/292 880 927746 _camicen.pdf(accessed on 08.08.2010)
%1 See National Security Concept of Georgia, 2005 at
http://www.parliament.ge/files/292_880_927746_caucen.pdf(accessed on 08.08.2010)
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Third, the reforms to be undertaken for the EU ibership are closely
associated with those necessary for integratioa MATO. For example, it is a
precondition for the NATO membership to ensuredidian and democratic control
over the armed forces. In this respect, the refaovered by the EU conditionality
for the membership that aim to develop democrasitesnstitutions, the rule of law
and a functioning market economy could also provilegress in the way to
conform to the NATO standard® Furthermore, while the question of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia seems to be as the main impedimzngntng NATO for Georgia,
the EU has traditionally insisted on peaceful nesoh of disputes and conflicts in its
around. It is also obvious that the US too, favattes resolution of both conflicts

through the peaceful means.

For all those reasons, the strategic alignmertt thie EU has been crucial in
balancing the Russian threat. If the NATO membershian end for Georgia in
securing its survival and territorial integrity,ighaim cannot be achieved without
integration to Europe. In practice, Georgia andEheopean states have been able to
coordinate their policy for creating alternativaartsportation infrastructure. But
unfortunately, Georgia could not take the urgeepstto provide their support for its
EU and NATO membership. Although EU’s new Easteuanogean and Baltic states
that shared Georgia’s traditional security conaarbalancing Russia and had more
close relationship with the USA, defended Georgosition in the EU, the older
EU member states remained more scepfitakor example, some members that
joined the Union after May 2004, advocated an actlJ and OSCE engagement
towards the resolution of ethnic conflicts of Geargnd the launch of an EU
operation to Russia-Georgia border, but it was Kddcby other members which
“argued that European Security and Defense PoESDP) had not been created to
deploy operations on Russia’s borders without #tee's cooperation®* It is also

32 For the EU conditionality see Mustafa Aydin ande®ih Acikmege, “Europeanization through EU
conditionality: understanding the new era in Tunkfereign policy”,Journal of Southern Europe
and the Balkans Vol. 9, No: 3, 2007.

%83 See Dowynch, “Why Georgia matters?"Chaillot Paper 86 (2006)

%4 bid, p. 55
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important to note that the leading European membérslATO, Germany and

France have been opponents of Georgia’s membeishNATO 3%

The Georgian state’s level of democracy also &dhithe hopes for a
successful integration into Europe. Because the t&kfesEuropean states were
considerably less optimistic than the Bush admmaiigin about the character of
Georgia’s democratization. Critics were increasiéer the November 2007 events in
which Saakashvili declared a state of emergencynsgdhe demonstrations by
opposition in Thilisi and closed independent mediglets. While Washington
maintained its support to Saakahsvili, ‘the EuropParliament, issued a statement
that expressed “its deep concern at recent devaognthat took place in Georgia”
and warned Thilisi that its policies “run counter Euro-Atlantic values” and that
“democracy, human rights and the rule of law wprerequisites for Euro-Atlantic
integration.”®®® Few days after the state of emergency was liftee, presidential
election was organized and Saakashvili won justeaing the 50 percent mark in
the first round. Yet, the OSCE election observatimasion to this election declared

“crass, negligent and deliberate falsificationidgrthe vote counting®’

On the other side, the failure of Saakashviliterapts to resolve the frozen
conflicts through negotiations impeded advancementhe way of Georgia’s
integration to the EU. In 2004, when Saakashvifolded his willingness to impose
its will on South Ossetia, violent clashes begaam®erge between the Georgian and
South Ossetian forces. Then the pressure from $handl the EU to avoid violence,
led him to seek a less aggressive metfidtiBacked by Western states, Mikheil
Saakashvili prepared a peace plan for South Ossetigpresented to the Council of
Europe, in 2006. The plan granted the breakawayipee broad guarantees of
autonomy with the right to elect the province's govnent by Ossetian citizens. A

35 See Zdenek Kriz and Zinaida Shevchuk, “Georgiatlmn Way to NATO after the Russian-
Georgian Armed Conflict in 2008”, Defense and ®ggt EU., 2008, p. 107. Retrieved from
http://www.defenceandstrateqgy.eu/filemanager/filesphp?file=20673accessed on 06.08.2010)

36 Alexander Cooley and Lincoln A. Mitchell, “No wag Treat..”, 2009, p. 34.

*7ibid. p. 34.

38 lvars Indans, “Relations of Russia and Georgiavelepments and Future ProspectBaltic
Security & Defence ReviewNo. 9, 2007, p. 135.
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three-year transitional period was proposed fargrdtion with the police of Georgia
and South Ossetia. However, the plan was rejecie®duth Ossetia’s President
Kokoity who stated that the region has been inddpensince 1991, having no
relations with Georgia. He also added that 95 peroé its population -Russian
nationals- wants to unite with North OsséflaOn the other side, in the Abkhaiza
issue, mediation efforts by Miles, the US Ambassadd bilisi, between the Abkhaz
President Bagaphs and Saakahsuvili failed, as tteeioshowed no sign of backing
away the Abkhaz demand for outright independefi€eThose failed efforts
consequently fed the European States anxiety aBaakashvili's high level of
nationalism that was increasing the possibility asfopting a military initiative.
Indeed, he often honored The memory of Zviad Gamsaka for Georgia’s
independence and state building projéttAs Saakashvili's commitments to
democracy decreased after 2007, the EU becamelidisjun fear of the possibility
of a military confrontation with the breakaway regs because of the rapid increase

in state investment in the defense settor.
4.2.3. The Russian Federation: From Cooperation t€onfrontation

After the regime change in November 2003 in Gexgrgurprisingly, Thilisi
and Russia entered in a rapprochement period irchwhioth recognized an
opportunity to establish and improve relations fgwod neighborliness. Soon
Moscow gave assistance to Georgia’s attempt t@nests control over Ajaria by
subjugating autonomous leader Aslan Abhashidzéhénspring of 2004, when the
opposition groups to Abhashidze’s rule began toe tabntrol of Batumi and

Georgian forces started conducting military exeisear the region, Russia offered

*9ibid., p. 136.

390 Elizabeth Owen, “In Georgia, Bush Emphasizes FreedConflict Resolution’Eurasia Insight,
2005;  http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/&tifeav051005.shtml (accessed  on
22.07.2010).

%91 0Only days after coming to power, Saakashvili detl&2004 as the “year of Zviad Gamsakhurdia.”
His statemements on a Geogian TV on Gamskahrudia @also significant: ““Within these walls,
[Gamsakhurdia and his] generation dreamt of Getwrgi@ependence when others did not even dare
thinking of such a thing,” he said. “Here lies theiain merit.” Saakashvili then concluded by voitin
the need to “consolidate the nation” and “end thésibn of Georgian society into rival camps.”™
Vicken Cheterian, “Georgia's Rose Revolution: Clargy Repetition? Tension between State-
Building and Modernization Projectd\ationalities Papers Vol. 36, No:4, 2008, p. 697.

392 MacFarlane, “Colliding State Building...”, 2010, 17 .
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Abashidze a safe haven in Moscow that the lattee@pted. Abashidze flew to
Moscow, and Saakashvili declared presidential inledjaria.**® Then, Russian-
Georgian diplomatic relations accelerated seelongédmote a framework treaty that
would establish the ground for friendly relatiom&lgolitical, economic cooperation
between the two sides. Yet this goal has never bekieved, as Russia opposed the
new regime’s pro-Western orientation in its segupblicies®** The divergence
between Moscow and Thilisi became obvious in A@R@04, when Saakashvili
announced that “he wanted eventually to join the tBeé NATO-Georgian courtship
continued; the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline was proceediogprding to plan3® This
clear formulization of Western orientation agaioumht the traditional problems to

the agenda.

Russian military presence in Georgia, in this eehgcame the first issue of
confrontation. In 2005, Russia and Georgia maiethimegotiations on the
withdrawal of two remaining Russian military basesAkhalkalaki and Batumi. A
deal was brokered in May 2005, as Georgia and Rsgned an agreement on the
withdrawal of Russian military bases from Georgya2008°°° By November 2007,
Russia completed the withdrawal ahead of schedhk&rgefore, no Russian troops
remained in Georgia except for peacekeepers imrbakaway regions of Abkhazia
and South Ossetfd’ However, as German suggests, only a matter of msomfter
the completion of the withdrawal of bases that oeduthe RF’s capability to exert
significant pressure on Thilisi, its interference the separatist regions increased
dramatically’® In October 2007, after Russian soldiers allegegiigrehended and
beat a group of Georgian police officers, Georgalared its intention to formally

end Russia’s peacekeeping mandate in Abkh¥Zidlowever Thilisi could not

393 Betril Nygren,The Rebuilding of Greater Russia 2008. pp. 122 123.

39 Matsaberidze, “Georgia-Russia: In Search of...”, 200

3% Andrei P. Tsygankov and Matthew Tarver-WahlquiBtelling Honors: Power, Identity and the
Russia—Georgia DivideForeign Policy Analysis (2009) 5. p. 310.

3% Colin Robinson, “Update on the Russian Ground Pps3oThe Journal of Slavic Military
Studies Vol:19, No: 1, 2006. p. 29.

397 Kornely K. Kakachia, “End of Russian Military Basim Georgia: Social, Political and Security
Implications of Withdrawal”Central Asia and the CaucasusNo. 2 (50). 2008.

3% Tracey German, “David and Goliath: Georgia anddais Coercive DiplomacyDefence Studies
Vol: 9, No: 2, 2009. pp. 227-228.

39 Andrei P. Tsygankov and Matthew Tarver-Wahiqu209., p 311.
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manage to force Russian soldiers to withdraw from lireakaway regions where it

was not able exert influence at all.

Yet Saakashvili's domestic national goal of reigaifion of Georgia’s
territorial integrity became the major source ohftontation between Georgia and
Russia that eventually led a military conflict irugust 2008. As Saakashvili was
moving to regain control of the breakaway regidms,clearly knew that it would
trigger a counter measurement by Russia. In Semef®05, thus, he declared that
“there is ‘no Ossetian problem in Georgia’, butgeoblem in Georgian—Russian

relations with respect to certain territorig§”

As suggested in the previous chapter, during @898, Russia’s involvement
to these regions went beyond the military realmsiés granting the Russian
citizenship to the Abkhaz and Ossetian people Pihign administration put forth a
significant effort for institution and state buikdj in the separatist entities. For
example the key security positions in the Abkhaz South Ossetian administrations
were occupied by ex- or current Russian officialsowvere de facto delegated by
state institutions of the Russian Federaffnvhile Russia utilized the separatist
governments for imposing pressure to Thilisi, tigre also important for the RF’'s
relations with the Western world as a bargainingp.cln February 2008, when the
US and Europe supported Kosovo’s declaration cépretidence, Russia warned that
it would retaliate by formally recognizing Georgiaseparatists regioi% Hence,
with all the security and political commitments ¢imese regions that Moscow
undertook, the survival of this entities transfodrmiato a subject of prestige for

Russia that sought to consolidate its great poveus in international affairs.

While Thilisi insisted on that the Russia’s adies were evidence of Russian

interference in Georgia’s internal affairs, Moscospeatedly warned Georgia that

40 Tracey German, “David and Goliath: ...”, 2009. p323

401 See Nicu Popescu, “Outsourcing’ de facto Statehd®ussia and the Secessionist Entities in
Georgia and Moldova’,CEPS Policy Briefs issue: 112 / 2006. p. 6 Retrieved from:
http://www.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logidd5&dfOc7e85b4349a1b60d17cf295ee0a7
(accessed on 17.07.2010)

402 Tracey German, “David and Goliath ...”, 2009. p. 235
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they were Russian citizens and it will not remaidifferent towards the fate of these
people. After 2007, the Russian Federation oftgaressed his concerns on the arms
supply to Georgia from its Western allf@&Moscow charged Georgia that tried to
increase its defense spending and foreign miliéaly for preparing a military action
towards the separatist regions. In September 2B@igsia’s Ministry of Foreign
Affairs declared that “in the case of aggravatibthe situation around South Ossetia
Russia will take all the necessary steps determibgdits peacekeeping and

mediation mission and by its responsibility for #eeurity of Russian citizerf§*

It is certain that Russia’s direct support to feparatist regions of Georgia
was also a counteraction to the latter’'s aspirattonthe NATO membership. As the
Saakashvili government moved closer towards NATt(had a dramatic effect in
worsening already tense relations between GeorgigRaissia. After the April 2008
NATO Summit in Bucharest, where it was declared thaorgia would eventually
enter in NATO, Russian policy makers made it abuatigaclear that further

enlargement of the Alliance would be met with Hagtf**®

Russia strongly opposed
NATO’s penetration towards the Caucasus, becaweseetfion has been historically
the most instable and insecure edge of ‘the neavadh As Lynch suggest, in

Russian strategic thinking there is no separatietwéen the North and South
Caucasus that both located in the same securitgray&® Accordingly, since the

developments in one area were seen to impact ther,othe strengthening US
presence in South Caucasus was interpreted as megkeussian control over the
North Caucasus. Fears of foreign encroachment aser® in this sense, by the
hostage crisis in Beslan in September 2004. Russid® also believed that if
Georgia is politically and militarily enforced, may be transformed into a direct

threat to Russia’s stability in the North Cauca¥Us.

%3 |vars Indans, “Relations of Russia and Georgiavdl@pments and Future ProspectBaltic
Security & Defence ReviewVol. 9 (2007). pp. 135-138.

4% Tracey German, “David and Goliath...”, 2009. p. 234.

403 Neil Macfarlane, “Colliding State...”, 2010. pL&

4% Dov lynch, “Why Georgia matters?”, 2006. p. 50.

407 Along with the Pankisi issue, for the Beslan stisRussian people and some officials directly
blame Georgia and the Western powers. Mikhail poip, “Diversionary Role of the Georgia-Russia
Conflict: International Constraints and Domesticp&pl”, Europe-Asia Studies Vol. 61, No: 10,
2009. pp.1835-1837.
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4.3. GEORGIA'S BID FOR A NATO MEMBERSHIP: AN ASMME TRY OF
MOTIVATION?

As suggested above, one of the main goals of dla&ashvili regime has been
gaining a full membership for Georgia to NATO arte tEU. The Saakashvili
government tried to hasten the process to joilWest that had been initiated by the
former president Shevardnadze. However, the pregi@sjoining NATO and the
EU must be separated here. For several reasonsreechabove, the EU membership
turned into a more distant target for Georgia. A®t€rian argues, by 2008, the idea
of integration with the EU is dropped and being AT® member became the

priority.*®

The Saakashvili government carried the relatignstith NATO beyond the
PfP after 2003. In October 2004, Georgia signedndividual Partnership Action
Plan (IPAP) with NATO that ‘allowed the Alliance fmrovide more assistance on
domestic reforms, including defense institutionatl goolicy reforms and political
reforms.?® In September 2006, NATO launched an “Intensifiédl@ue” (ID) with
Georgia on the reforms necessary for a possible ®Afiembership*® Then
Georgia focused on gaining a MAP (Membership Actdan) status. Thilisi hoped
that MAP would be granted at the 2008 NATO Buchiag&snmit. Yet, the summit
did not offer Georgia a MAP, instead its communigouéuded an unprecedented
statement that “NATO welcomes Ukraine’s and Gedsdtauro-Atlantic aspirations
for membership in NATO. We agreed today that theeantries will become

members of NATO#!1

As Kulick and Yakobashvili suggests, ‘this carefulthosen language’
transmitted ‘a stronger commitment even than MAHRIleviat the same time not

%8 \/icken Cheterian, “Georgia's Rose Revolution...”080p. 696.

“% Jim Nichol, “Georgia [Republic] and NATO Enlargentelssues and Implications”, CRS Report
for Congress, 6 March 2009. p. 1.

19 3im Nichol, “Georgia [Republic ] Recent Developrgen.” 2008. p. 3

“11 3im Nichol, “Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia...Q®. p. 28.
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binding NATO to any MAP timetable!? In the following years also, NATO
maintained its ‘open door policy, yet its commitnt® on Georgia’s security
problems remained unclear. Here it is suggestddidhanderstand the possibility of
and impediments to the Georgia’s future memberghigATO, one should examine
the motives of Georgia in its bid for entering thliance, and the reflections of
those on the members’ side.

4.3.1. Georgia’s Motives for its Accession to NATO

All the study’s findings up to this part, indicatéhat the main motive for
Georgia’s alignment preferences has been secusnipdependence and territorial
integrity against the major external threat by Raussd its functions in separatist
ethnic conflicts in the country. Since its indepemcke, Georgia as a small state
needed external allies to guarantee its survivacofdingly, Georgia's appeal to
NATO also followed the same logic. In this respta Georgian state views the
Alliance mainly ‘as collective defense organizati@and ‘the best way to gain
deterrence capabilitied™ In fact, this inducement for joining NATO seemst no
flawed, considering that the Baltic States shanedla&a motives in entering the
Alliance in 2004.

What made Georgia a unigue case, on the othey isideat the state’s first
security goal has been to restore its territonggrity against Russian influence on
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. To provide Russia’'draky on this issue, Georgia
sought security commitments by Western states waild deter Russia from
interference into its internal affairs. Georgia ls@en the NATO membership as an
instrument, in this sense, hoping that once it bexo part of the Alliance the
resolution of conflict became easier for itsEff.Yet it has been very disputable

whether the NATO members prepared to take commitsriterresolve these conflicts

412 Jonathan Kulick and Temuri Yakobashvili, “Georgiad the Wider Black Sea”, ifihe Wider
Black Sea Region in the 21st Century: Strategic, Bnomic and Energy Perspectivegds, Daniel
Hamilton, and Gerhard Mangott, Center for TransditaRelations Washington 2008, p. 28.

413 7dertk Kriz and Zinaida Shevchuk, 2008. p. 105.

414 Kakha Jibladze“ Russia’s Opposition to Georgia’s Quest for NATO Mwmship”, China and
Eurasia Forum Quarterly, Volume 5, No. 1 (2007). p. 46.
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and accept Georgia into the Alliance. Besides thiateral relationships with Russia,
the internal situation in Georgia also has beennapediment for that. Because
Abkhazia and South Ossetia both harboring the Rogseacekeeping forces, have
been clearly pro-Russian oriented and they opp@sedi’'s NATO membershiff®

In Abkhaz and Ossetian perspective Georgia's mativith NATO create a security
dilemma between Georgia and themselves who relygnbnRussia. NATO certainly
would avoid carrying Georgia’s separatist problenssde the Alliance. That is why,
NATO Secretary General Scheffer, in 2007, declared “Georgia should try to

settle its internal conflicts to become a membehefAtlantic Alliance.*

At this point, many observers consider Georgiakds a catch-22: “NATO
won't accept Georgia until it resolves the confliat Abkhazia and South Ossetia,
but Russia -which adamantly opposes Georgia’'s amoes won't allow their
resolution.”” For that reason, the primary motive of Saakashyilvernment’s
policies became to resolve its separatist confllmgstaking the necessary steps
urgently. Thilisi also ventured a confrontation wRussia to get rid of this paradox,

through unification with the breakaway regions rdey to join NATO.
4.3.2. The Interests of the NATO Members in an Alliance wth Georgia

The Western states all expressed their concernshensovereignty and
stability of Georgia since its independence. Geotbat located at the edge of the
Black Sea and the Wider Europe has become a cowhioh directly influenced the
security interest of the European States. As Lysgbgests, a weak and failing
Georgia might serve as a source of threats thattrimifluence Europe as wéfi® On
the other hand, the revival of the New Silk Roafterathe demise of the Soviet
Union, further boosted Georgia’s strategic impartato the West. Yet, for the US

and the EU states, the topics of interest over @amaried in some ways.

4> Alberto Priego, “NATO cooperation towards South u€asus’, Caucasian Review of
International Affairs , Vol. 2, (1), (Winter 2008), p. 5.

“1®|pid, p.5

417 Jonathan Kulick and Temuri Yakobashvili, “Georgiad the Wider Black Sea”, 2008, p. 28..

“18 Dov Lynch, “Why Georgia Matters?”, 2006. p. 67.
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The main supporter of Georgia’'s NATO membership, tmited States had
the most improved strategic relations with Georghter the 9/11, Georgia’s
importance to the US raised more than to any okheopean country. Georgia
welcomed the US campaign against internationabtism, participating coalition
forces in Iraqg and Afghanistan. At the same time@i&a transformed into a certain
air corridor and reliable station for USA in thergsia. The increasing cooperation
brought significant military aid for Georgia. ThelBP and SSOP provided military
training and equipment which notably enforced thpabilities of Georgia’s national

army.

The smooth relations between Saakashvili and Bresylted in Georgia’'s
more relying on the US. However this partnershipveen two regimes could not
translated in strong security commitments by Wagtim to resolve Georgia’s ethnic
conflicts. The US only engaged in several mediagéffarts that failed, as mentioned
above. In this respect, George Bush himself expretise limits of Washington on
this issue stating that “"The United States camipase a solution...nor would
[Georgians] want us td** In fact, the US restrained itself from taking anivee role
in the resolution of conflicts because it did n@nivto provoke Russia. Through the
2000s, Washington tried to manage its relation$ Rtissia prudently, especially
when it needed to cooperate with Moscow in othsues like Iraqg, Iran and North

Korea??®

On the other hand, the partnership between thepearo States and Georgia
became more important after the May 2004 EU entagge. As the European
concern on Georgia’'s stability and prosperity iased Georgia included in the
European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) in 2005. Alonighwthe relationships with
good neighborliness, Georgia’s position as a ttasmintry has been the reason for
material and strategic interest of the EuropeaneStalogether with the US, they
supported NATO'’s activities through the PfP thanhed to ensure transportation

“19Elizabeth Owen, “In Georgia, Bush Emphasizes FseedConflict Resolution’Eurasia Insight,
2005, http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/stieav051005.shtml (accessed  on
08.08.2010)

420 5ee Kakha Jibladz&Russia’s Opposition to...”, 2007. p. 50.
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corridors and oil pipelines. From the outset, Geosegtributed a huge importance to
oil transportation issue linking it with its nat@rsecurity*** It was assumed that the
inauguration of the BTC pipeline would boost thestéen security commitments on
Georgia. However, the events observed since theemati prove these hopes. While
the Western concerns on Georgia’s stability inazdds some extent, the geopolitics
of oil also fanned regional rivalry between the ogipe axes. Because Russia
sharpened its policy more as retaliation for Gessgsupport to Western projects. At
the same time, the Western European countries iwigortant energy interests in
Russia, (i.e., Germany, France), ironically, mamed their rejection of the
Georgia’'s NATO membership advocating that its uoinesd conflicts were serious

impediment:??

The comparison of the motives of NATO members aneorGa for
establishing an alliance together indicates tharethis a certain asymmetry of
motivation. While Georgia’s main motive has beestggng its territorial integrity in
order to join NATO, the resolution of separatishiticts of Georgia did not rank

high in the Alliance members’ agenda. As Coene ssi3g

One of the biggest myths is definitely that the thoGaucasus and its conflicts are high on
NATO'’s priority list. Furthermore, NATO is often e as a purely military bloc, some believe
the Alliance will intervene in regional conflictand some see oil as the sole “NATO interest”.
Military-related involvement by one Ally is oftenisperceived or wrongly interpreted as a
commitment from the entire Allian¢é®

Even though the motives driving the alliance betwége two sides were
different the Western military aid continued to @ga, mainly by the US. Yet,
Georgia assessed the strong West support throegbuibply of military equipment
in another perspective. As Lynch suggests, stremgtly the military was an
important component of the Saakashvili governmepidicies. Because Thilisi

viewed the strong armed forces as a leverage ob&hdzia and South Ossetia at

421 See National Security Concept of Georgia, 2005 at

http://www.parliament.ge/files/292 880 927746 _cauicen.pdf(accessed on 08.08.2010).

422 7derek Kriz and Zinaida Shevchuk, 2008. p. 109.

42 Frederik Coene, “NATO and the South Caucasus:HvAto About Nothing?”Central Asia and
the CaucasusNo. 3 (21), 2003.
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least to be entertained in peace tafksAt the same time the US and the European
states insisted on peaceful means for resolutiahe®ethnic conflicts. For example
after the violent clashes emerged in Ossetia’s mtoun 2004, they warned
Saakashvili that “he would not receive any Westipport and would be isolated if
he used military force in this crisi§?® However, Saakashvili pulled the trigger in
August 2008 then the war broke out between Russlaeorgia.

Saakashvili’'s move in 2008, that was not approwedtdallies, can sure be
evaluated through Walt's hypothesis about the oéifm aid’s effects on alliance
formation. As stated in chapter one, Walt suggtstse conditions that affects the
degree of leverage by the state which supply theidgo aid over the recipient’s

behavior??®

One condition suggested by Walt is that if thisr@n ‘asymmetry of

motivation’ between two allies, in other words wtiba recipient cares more about a
particular issue and the relative importance of thsue is lesser to the donor, the
ability to influence decreases. For that reason, shggests foreign aid may
sometimes be self-defeating and the recipient, ngakis military powerful, can

behave contrary to the donor’s instructions. Eveough Russia promoted some
conspiracy theories that Saakashvili motivated bgskihgton to attack South

" scholars does not credit this argument and sugbestthe US did not

Ossetid,
approve this military action, insisting on peace®golution of Georgia’s conflié¢t®

In addition to that, Saakahsvili’'s unilateral beioavextended the divides between
Thbilisi and its other allies in NATO. Consequenthe 2008 South Ossetia War
between Russia and Georgia had profound effectiseimature of alliance between

Georgia and Western states.

4.4. THE RUSSIA-GEORGIA WAR OF 2008 AND ITS IMPLICA TIONS

A renewed conflict in South Ossetia was, in faaghly predictable after the

second peace plan offered by Saakashvili faile®007. As the efforts for the

424 Dov Lynch, “Why Georgia Matters?”, 2006, p. 67.

2> Bruno Coppieters, “Locating Georgian Security"080p. 381.

426 See Walt;The Origins of Alliances 1987, p. 44.

427 Karl Meyer, “After Georgia: Back to the Futuraiorld Policy Journal, Vol. 25, No: 3, 2008. p.
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115



reunification of Georgia failed, the Saakashvilivgmmment’'s domestic support
weakened. Embattled by the opposition by both thedigment and the Georgian
public, Cooley and Mitchell suggest, the Saakastadiministration felt a strong
domestic imperative for military action in Abkhaza South Ossetia in the summer
of 2008.%° In July and August 2008 the situation in South efias sharply
deteriorated. However both the Ossetian and Georgaramilitary forces were
responsible for the violence that escalated sdgidnshe last week of July 2008°
While Georgian positions and settlements in theoregvere targeted by Ossetian
separatist militias, Georgia argued that Russiainecinvolved in the conflict by
allowing North Ossetian volunteer fighters to p#ss Russia-Georgia border and
supplying heavy arms to separatists through the Rokel?** On the evening of 7
August, Saakahsvili unilaterally declared a ceasefind affirmed that Georgia
would give South Ossetia maximum autonomy througleace settlement. However
on the next morning Georgian military decided te o§ military force, arguing that
South Ossetian forces did not end their shellinGebrgian villages. Soon Georgian
forces controlled much of South Ossetia (pop. rough,000), including the capital,

Tskhinvali*®?

In fact, during the tensions that lead the war Qgsetia, Russia had
demonstrated that it would not be indifferent te #vents if Georgia would use
military force towards the breakaway regions. la thst week of July 2008, Russia
held a large scale military exercise named ‘Caux2608’ near the Georgia’s border
‘that included rehearsal of operations in the Rdistrict and the delivery of
assistance to Russian peacekeepers stationed ihasiakand South Osseti&>
Russia was totally ready for such a war. After éxercise ended on 2 August,
Allison suggests, it seemed that ‘the forces repthiconcentrated and in high
combat readiness.” As Georgian forces entered Sossetia, Moscow arrived to the

region in a few hours, changing the balance of pawehe battle. At this point,
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Georgia accused Ossetian forces and Russian todcgiarting the war. For Thilisi,
the Georgian forces were ordered to the regiom aftat only after- Russian troops
passed the border. Yet, this suggestion could awmt gcceptance in most Western
states?** It is believed that Georgia, once provoked thtoselling by Ossetian

forces, was responsible for starting the August war

Then what did led Saakashvili to take this dangerstep against all the
declarations by Russia about its commitments onbtkeaekaway regions’ security?
Here, some scholars argue that most probably Geowgficials mistook the signals
of American solidarity for a serious commitment itdervene?*® As Antonenko
suggests, Washington gave unconditional suppo&eorgia by 2008, most notably
formulized in its efforts to push for Georgia to geanted NATO Membership
Action Plan at the Bucharest in April 2068.However, the limits of this alignment
remained untested and ambiguous. Cooley and Mitchelthe other hand, argue
that “it is almost certain that Washington did gote a green light to this ill-chosen
military action and equally likely that Saakashwilas warned against such a course
of action”.”*” But at the same time, the authors indicate thetethare various
channels to send very different messages to Tbdisany given day, from current
and former government officials, lobbyists, and (geds supporters in Washington
etc. Accordingly, Thilisi hardliners may have ‘héagncouraging signals from the
US sources, whether they came from official chamnet not.**® This fact
demonstrates that transnational penetration’s tsffepay sometimes promote
complications and deficiencies in alliances esplgycrenen there is an asymmetry of
motivation on a particular issue. Because, onewiteh has more stake in the rising
international and domestic problems could interghet messages of its allies in
terms of its own benefit. This is the reason whyl€g and Mitchell called for de-
personalizing the relationship between Bush and&mwili in terms of promoting a
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more stable and institutionalized state-to-stakatimnship between Georgia and the
us 439

4.4.1. A Five-Day War

The Georgian offensive to South Ossetia soon IBdissian massive counter
attack. By 10 August, Russia deployed 10,000 tron@outh Ossetia and over 150
armored vehicles. Furthermore Russian army opensecand front by deploying
around 9,000 troops in Abkhazia and also enveldpeorgia from the north-west by
sending units of the Black Sea Fleet to the Abkhanast’® It became the largest
demonstration of Russia’s military power since ¢émel of the Cold war. However,
Russia could not begin to dominate the Georgiare®runtil 11 August. The
Georgian army, this time, proved a formidable endhat had new technological
advantages such as night-vision equipment, modemnwnication and effective

air-defense systenfd!

However, on 11 August, Russia captured the whdihazia and South
Ossetia, while its air planes destroyed Georgiarbases near the capital Thilisi.
Georgia retreated from the South Ossetian territong requested the US State
Secretary Rice to act as a mediator to settle dhélict.*** Later Russia extended the
attacks further to undisputed parts Georgian tewitRussian forces occupied the
Gori city near Thilisi, and advanced to Poti and&e on the western coast (see map
1, p. 4). In Poti, Russian army destroyed all 0b@&’s key military bases and sank
its naval vessels. On August 12, the Russian govenh declared that the aim of
their military operation -coercing the Georgianestd peace- had been achieved and
the war was formally ended. French President, [ded@arkozy, played a leading
role in the mediation efforts and in the conclusadrihe cease-fire agreement on 12
Augusf*®On 26 August, Moscow officially recognized both khazia and South

Ossetia as independent states. To legitimate siam in the war on humanitarian
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grounds, Russia took strong commitments for reltabdn and development of
these regions populated by people whom Moscow rézed as Russian citizefi¥.

4.4.2. The Western Steps and Mediation

At the first stage, most Georgians expected thatWest would intervene to
defend them against the Russian aggression. Byisappointed as it took days for
both Washington and Brussels to issue clear statismie support of their country.
Only when Russian troops advanced beyond the brneskeegions, Western efforts
for mediation acceleratéd® On 12 August, Sarkozy arrived to Moscow to negdetia
ceasefire plan with the Russian President Dmitrdelev. The initiative promoted
a six-point Medvedev-Sarkozy plan that ruled oetule of force and envisaged that
Russian and Georgian troops should return to theatddes while Russia should be
withdrawn to the line preceding the hostilitf@8 Although the fighting did not stop

immediately, the agreement ended the major-scased w

During and after the war, the Western states, estgd Russia’s military
actions as ‘unacceptable’ and criticized Russi@g@proportionate use of force. The
Western capitals also condemned Russia’s decisiogcbgnize the independence of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia and maintained thdifaalhe peaceful solution of the
separatists conflicts. But, as suggested by Mikizeli the EU states avoided
sanctions towards Moscow, regarding their nationrests with Russia on which
they have been dependent for energy supply ane treldtions'*’ The EU only
established a commission to evaluate the factarthe Georgia-Russia Wt and

provided a deal with Russia for the stationing 6fdbservers from the OSCE to
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South Ossetia for monitoring the ceasetifeéThe European states also kept silent at
the EU-Russia summit, in November 2008, about Me&anilitary actions in

Georgia®™®

The US criticism on Russia promoted a much stromgarding. Officials
from Washington directly indicated that Russia‘®aeks on Georgia may influence
US-Russian relations negatively in the long téPfWashington also initiated so
called ‘naval diplomacy’, by sending three warshipth humanitarian assistance to

Georgia*?

But it stopped short of sending its own troops lmdted its action to the

use of diplomatic means. After the war, the US &lscame the main contributor to
Georgia’s post-conflict rehabilitation. In additidlm the humanitarian assistance
supplied through the USAID, the Secretary of SRitee announced a multi-year $1

billion aid plan for Georgia, in September 2063.

4.4.3. The Post-War Situation in Abkhazia and Solit Ossetia

In an announcement on 26 August, president Medvesigygested that
“humanitarianism” dictated Russia to recognizeititependence of the regions and
called other nations also for recognizing theséiesf>* However this unilateral act
by Moscow failed to gain support even from its ektsallies. Only three days after
Russian recognition of the separatist regionsdewaration from the summit of the
heads of state of the Shanghai Cooperation Orgigoms(comprising Russia, China,
Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstamluded references to
territorial integrity and opposition to separatigrhile endorsing Sarkozy’s six-point

peace plan. By April 2011, only three other statifisially recognized Abkhazia and

4 Jim Nichol, “Russia-Georgia Conflict in South OsseContext and Implications for U.S.”, CRS
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South Ossetia, apart form Russia; those are Veleadearagua and Nauru -a tiny
island in the South Paciffe>

However Russia continued to militarily engage wmthbregions. Moscow
concluded friendship, cooperation and mutual amstst treaties with Abkhazia and
South Ossetia that pledged ‘to protect the two bégsi borders in return for the
right to establish military bases on their teriiésr*>® Furthermore, contravening the
six-point agreement that called Russian withdrawdhe positions it held before the
August war, Moscow declared that it would increatig®l numbers of the Russian

1°’ Gudauta base in

peacekeeper troops to around 3,800 in each segiaratjio
Abkhazia that was disbanded in July 2001 re-opameidbecome fully operational in
2009. One year later, in August 2010, Russia dedldhat it had deployed high-
precision S-300 air defense missiles in Abkhazid atiner types of air defenses in
South Ossetia to protect the breakaway regions'spiice against violatior{s®
Thilisi rapidly protested the deployment and acduRessia of changing balance of
power in the region, suggesting that it would wongt only Georgia but also the
NATO.*° To sum, the post-conflict military structure belstd Russian military

presence in Georgia and their withdrawal was posgantil an indefinite time.

4.4.4. The Implications of the War on Georgia’s Agnment Policies

Analyses over Russia’s large-scale mobilized amjitaction to Georgia
suggest that one of the main goals of Moscow wakemmine Georgia’s chances of

45> Rianovosti Online, “Abkhazian, S. Ossetian Leadesits to Nicaragua, Venezuella go bost”,
http://en.rian.ru/world/20100717/159849958.ht{adcessed on 10.08.2010); Michael B. Bishku, “The
South Caucasus Republics and Russia’s Growingdndle: Balancing on a TightropéVliddle East
Review of International Affairs, Vol. 15, No. 1 (March 2011), p. 9 and RFE/RL, tegian Minister
Eyes EU Membership In 15 Years”
http://www.rferl.org/content/georgia_eu_membersbigramidze/9498036.htndiccessed on
27.04.2011).
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NATO accessioit®® Accordingly they argue that Russia tried to shbat security in
the Caucasus and the Wider Europe cannot be achoewdrary to Russia’s interests.
On the other hand, a message was sent to the QI8ries which sought NATO
membership, namely Ukraine and Georgia, that Rwgsidd not allow them to join
NATO, using all the means available including u$dance®* However the RF'’s
policy of punishing Georgia seemed not to provecsssful in terms of influencing
alignment preferences of Georgia. Because Thitistioued to seek membership in

NATO also in the aftermath of the war with Russia.

In fact the president Saakashvili partly confirnteé hypothesis above, on
the real goal of Russia, in his interpretation oé tAugust conflict. In September
2008, he stated that “the Russian invasion wasdiat frightening NATO off’, and
his appeal to NATO not to show ‘signs of weakngsasiich it would certainly do by
giving in to the Russian pressure and opposing3bergian entry**2On the other
side, NATO preserved its willingness to improveggstnership with Georgia, in the
aftermath of the war. While maintaining the ‘opeoaod policy and Intensified
Dialogue with Georgia, NATO additionally took someeasures against the RF’s
unlawful behaviof’®® On August 19, 2008 the Alliance declared thaeihporarily
suspended meetings of the NATO-Russia Councildmwited to establish a NATO
Georgia Commission to discuss Georgia's post-atnflemocratic, economic, and
defense needs. The commissions’ decisions “strebs¢dNATO would continue to
assist Georgia in carrying out the reform programnfarth in Georgia’s IPAP with
NATO.” *** At December 2008 NATO foreign ministerial meetittie Alliance
members also promised “further assistance to Geaoigiimplementing needed
reforms as it progresses towards NATO membersfipret, the Alliance stopped
short of offering Georgia a MAP and of proposingcartain process for its

membership.

40 5ee “Russia’s Strategy in the War Against Geor§ia08, ahttp://csis.org/publication/russias-
strategy-war-against-georgiaccessed on 07.08.2010)
461 :p:
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462 7derek Kriz and Zinaida Shevchuk, 2008, p. 105.
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The establishment of the commission was perceivedseorgia as an
approval of its aspirations to NATO membership. ldger, as Kriz and Shevchuk
argues, it is also likely that the commission hbgen created to give NATO enough
time so that it could attain consensus about theeiof Georgian membersHi.If
the membership would not be possible for Georgia,commission may also turn to
an alternative special forum for cooperation witAT®. The fact that the Alliance
has not offered Georgia a MAP in the following yeanforces this possibility. The
authors also argue that Georgian politicians tertdealverlook the negative impact
of the August war on perceptions of Georgia by \tWestern European states. It is
true that some European members could not undeksiwby Saakashvili chose
using force against South Ossetia and they aredalgbtful on the factual ability of
the country to meet the requirements of the StudyNATO Enlargement®’ In
addition to that, as Allison argues, further miigation of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia by Russia, could polarize NATO views oremrfiy Georgia the defense
guarantee of article 5 of the NATO Charter. At game time, Russian diplomacy
has already tried to enforce the divisions betwgaropean NATO states, such as

France, ltaly and Germany, and WashingtSn.

While the disagreements on Georgia’s membershigiraced, the US took
another initiative to consolidate its partnershighwGeorgia following the war in
2008. On January 2009, the two states concludewvaUS-Georgia Security Pact,
providing assistance in the areas as democracgnsiefand security, economy, trade
and energy, and cultural exchang&s.Yet, Washington, this time, affirmed that the
Charter should not to be considered a securityaguee and that security guarantees

will come along with NATO membership.
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445. New Policies by the Obama Administration andRecent
Developments

The government change in Washington in early 206&ainly brought
changes in the priorities of the US foreign poltbwt influenced the current US-
Georgia relations. In fact, the August war betw&aorgia and Russia emerged as a
major foreign policy issue while the election caimgpaby Barack Obama’s
Democrat Party was maintaining. At the first sta@®ama sharply responded
Russian aggression in parallel with Republican yPasttitude. On 19 August, he
warned Moscow that Russia’s disobeying the ceaseafjreement would harm the
future of NATO-Russia Council, the efforts for neat cooperation agreement
between US and Russia and the latter's progresarttsats memberships to WTO
and OECD'"° Yet, after coming into power on 20 January 2008, new President
exposed his willingness to improve constructivatiens with Moscow regarding to
take Russian support in other issues apart fromrdgieo That indispensably

disfavored Georgia’s urgency in the Washingtonw pelitical agenda.

In February 2009, the Obama administration annedifts intention to “reset”
relations with Russia that had fallen to its lowpstnt since the Cold war due to
Russia’s intervention to Geordi& In this sense, the US tried to settle the issties o
Iran, energy, and non-proliferation of nuclear waap together with Russia.
Washington also tried to handle the anti-missilsteay in Central and Eastern
European countries, preserving smooth relationsh viRussia?’? The dialogue
between Washington and Moscow to rekindle mutdatioms began on 8 May 2009,
when Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov met with Ritest Obama and Secretary of
State Hilary Clinton in Washington. During the megf both sides agreed to work

on “such paramount international issues as termrisuclear proliferation and the

470 Ahmet Oztiirk, “Obama Yénetiminin Giircistan Politii: 2008-2010"0Orta Asya ve Kafkasya
Arastirmalari Dergisi (USAK), Vol. 5, No. 9, 2010. pp. 10-11.
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Space”, U.S.-Russia Relations: Policy Challengestlie Congress, Vol. 25, No. 1, 2010. p. 29.
Retrieved from: http://www.amacad.org/russia/russiaConference.mtf#p33 (accessed on
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situation in Afghanistan, North Korea, and Ird®®Then in the presidential address
to the Congress on May 10 -requesting support fou@dear cooperation pact with
Russia, Obama suggested that “the situation in @g#oeed no longer be considered
an obstacle to proceeding with the proposed Agre€nté’ This agreement had
been frozen by the Bush administration due to Rinsaggression in the August War.
Obama in this sense favored good relations withsRuss he made his point clear
suggesting that the level and content of US-Russigeration in the Iran issue was
sufficient to restart the negotiations for the agnent*’®

The changing US approach towards Russia led tbngpcelations between
Washington and Thilisi. Unlike the Bush administratwhich suggested Georgia as
‘beacon of liberty’, Obama did not engage in armsified dialogue with Thbilisi. It
took almost two years to meet with Saakashvilingt Wuclear Security Summit in
Washington in December 2010, while the latter etgubit to be earliet’®On the
other side, the US and Georgia relations were despalized after the Bush era in
which personnel ties between Bush and Saakashadi prevalent. In this respect,
George Khelashvili suggests that the ideologicallusmn between the US
neoconservatives and Saakashvili was over becaaska$hvili had little to share
with the current administration ideologicafly’ The Author further argues that
Saakashvili’'s credentials have been strongly shakento his mishandling of the
military conflict with Russia in August 2008, antetUS now could pursue a more
prudent approach towards Georgian president, vdggking smooth relations with
Russia!’® In fact, there is some proof for this argumentthia recent years while aid
for Georgian recovery after the war continued af®ree the US stopped short of

supplying new weapons to Thilisi that would com@gaghe losses of the military

47 Arthur R. Rachwald, “A ‘'reset' of NATO-Russia tésas: real or imaginary?”European
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equipments in the war with Rus$fd.The US, worrying of offending Russia, also
blocked some defense sales to Georgia by its coegarbilisi became disturbed by
this situation and in September 2010, Saakashuittliply asked “Washington to
provide Georgia with “defensive” weapons, includargi-aircraft guns and anti-tank
rocket-propelled grenades,” but US officials retli$gs demand, suggesting that the
US does not believe that “Georgia is ready for #iatl of defense acquisitiort®
Then Saakashvili warned that, while Georgia coutt attack Russia, leaving
Georgia defenseless might be a big temptation f@sk to change its government

through military means.

Another dimension of the break in US-Georgia refet in the Obama period
was that Washington disfavored the policy democracgmotion that sought
containing Russia with pro-American regimes suppgrtheir rise to power through
“colored revolutions”. As Khelashvili suggests,tire Obama period, the prospects
for grand futures of the fledgling democracies lbetgacrumble and strong hopes of
rapid democratization in the post-Soviet spacerdhftl The ceasing grand strategy
of democracy promotion in the CIS area “set Geodgain back to its original
‘geopolitical’ point of departure.” In this senggeorgia continued to make sense in
the context of wider US interests in the Caucasesexploitation and transportation
of regional energy resources to Europe and secuaristgble peace in the regidff.
Mikheil Saakashvili criticized this comeback of thiS regional strategy, in his
interview to Newsweek that: “I used to idealize Amoa under Bush, when ideas
were above pragmatic politics. Now it is a new timben pragmatic politics are in

charge of ideas. That might spoil the America IWrig®

Yet, as Georgia preserved its significance intthditional US interest, there
have been some important points of continuity i ridlations between Georgia and

47 Maia Edilashvili, “Washington’s Changed Tone...” 120 p. 67.
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Washington. First of all, the US—Georgia CharteiStrategic Partnership concluded
by the Bush administration was taken up in the Gbperiod. This charter provided
“further US military training of the Georgian armgnd improvement of
interoperability with NATO, as well as greater tesehd economic assistané&*On
the other side, NATO-Georgia Council continuedundtion and Georgia hosted two
NATO PfP exercises in May 200% Georgia also preserved its hopes and public
support for its NATO membership. Thilisi maintainétd support to NATO’s
international forces and US led Iraqi operationnc®i 2009, Georgia sent
approximately 1000 troops to ISAF in Afghanistarattmade the state largest
contributor per-capita, while the number of Geangtaoops in Iraq reached to
20007%°

However, since 2009 the Obama administration’s semce towards Russia
resulted in a decreasing US support to Georgia’3 @Aembership. In this respect,
Rachwald argues that Washington’s intention totiategic reset’ in relations with
Moscow led to some concessions to Russia i.e. tawep of the new situation in the
Caucasus and recognition Russia’s privileged istareits near abroad for the sake
of cooperation in other important global issd®sThe Author also suggests that
resetting the relations between the US and Russihe aftermath the August war,
means for Moscow that the Washington now approwessid’s great power status in
the global politics. Ozturk, on the other hand,gRsds that Washington’s new stance
towards Russia falls in line with Western Europegates positions that object to
Georgia’'s and Ukraine’'s accession to NATO regardihgir relations with
Moscow?®® For all these reasons above, in the Obama petiiedUS support to
Georgia’s NATO membership has lost its impetusthie near future, therefore, it

seems not to be possible that the US support forgees accession to the Alliance
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would reach the same level again that was obsdveéate the April 2008 NATO

Bucharest summit.
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CONCLUSION

Stephen Walt, who introduces himself as “a reafisin ideological age” in
his website, critically evaluates Saakashvili's test@ent that “in America, as
anywhere on earth you can find lots of cynics aedlpolitik followers. But in
America, idealists ultimately run the shol{®He suggests that:

It's easy to understand why Saakashvili said théss desperate for American backing and that
requires portraying Georgia as a beacon of dempaad freedom and making a none-too-subtle
appeal to America’s commitment to defend theseesleverywhere. Why? Because it requires
real creativity to divine a powerful strategic irgst for an alliance with Georgia, especially when
Washington is trying to get Russian cooperatioiissnes that clearly matter more, like I1/dh.
Although Walt admits that there are lots of idg@liin America who tries to
get the US to take on various philanthropic prgesterseas for spreading the values
of freedom and democracy, he claims that “in the, eealpolitik tends to win out,
even if we don't like to say so too openfyOur case study also demonstrated that
neorealist view captures the main important aspatt§eorgia’s and the other great
powers’ behavior in establishing alliances. Gedsgs#rategy of alignment driven by
its motive for securing its independence and sagetg mostly confirmed the
neorealist theories’ predictions. In the 2000s, nvtiee alliance between Georgia and
the US was forced extended beyond the scope ofatmadysis to include ‘shared
values’ in its base, it felt short in realizing ®osting commitments on Georgia’s
security. Then it is important to discuss the tleé&oal implications of the study’s

findings.
Theoretical Implications
Examining the alignment behaviors of Georgia shibtiat since it has been

a small state of which alignment could not chargeresult effectively, it remained
indifferent to global balance of power. As Walt gagts for the Middle Eastern
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regional states, Georgia’'s alignment mostly deaih ihe threat by the proximate
great power Russia. In this sense, balance-ofthhemry did better in explaining
the alignment choices of Georgia than balance-@fgudheory. Because, in the long
term, Georgia primarily seek to balance the Rus$impat that solidified by its

aggregate power, proximity, offensive power andraggjve intentions.

Since the Gamsakhurdia years, Georgia particulprferred to balance
Russia rather than seeking to appease Moscow ldwaayoning with it. Even in the
external assistance was uncertain, Thilisi didawatid confrontation with Russia, in
the early independence period. Then, Shevardndsiaeraintained this policy, after
he turned to Thilisi in 1992. However, his goverminevas forced to bandwagon
with Russia, in December 1993, as Thilisi lost coindf Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
To provide Russia’s assistance in restore Geortgargorial integrity Shevardnadze
appealed to Moscow and made a deal with Russia.r@pprochement consequently
promoted the strong security cooperation with Ryssamely bandwagoning with
the most threatening power. The balance-of-thregit Ipartly captured the reasons
for this bandwagoning act, since Georgia remainedrly in the Russian sphere of
influence after the Cold War with ‘no availableiedl at all. At the end, Russia with
strong offensive capabilities that permitted a daponquest, showed its ability to

compel obedience, as the Russian forces confr@aéeagian troops on the front line.

Yet, balance-of-threat theory felt short in explag why Georgia became so
much vulnerable against Russian threat more thgm@ner countries within the CIS,
since its sole concern on the distribution of endéthreats in a specific geographic
context. For example, Ukraine with the same protintd Russia could always
preserve its integrity and sovereignty, remaining of the Russian collective
security system (CST) from the beginning. At thi®inp Steven David’'s
omnibalancing perspective contributed to explaia timiqueness of Georgia case.
Like many other countries in the Third World, emgirad by David, Georgia has
suffered from separatist movements which have beedear collaboration with
Moscow. Therefore, the level of threat by the pnoxie power Russia has not been

the only independent variable that directly affdof&eorgia’s alignment preferences.

130



The conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, asfulnetions of Russian threat had
more profound effects in Georgia’s alignment cheice

In the years following the bandwagoning behavid®ussia proved
unappeasable, while new alignment opportunitiesrgatein Georgia’s around as
the Western states began to involve the Caucasiiticp. These developments
induced Georgia’s alignment to shift, in line withalance-of-threat theory’s
provisions. Since 1998, Georgia adopted a cleaanoalg policy that aimed at
declining Russia’s leverage on Thilisi by gainimg tWest's support. Thilisi proved
some success in this strategy, as it forced Rueswthdraw its military bases on
Georgia’s soil. Georgia also attained valuableifpreassistance that was crucial for
enforcing its national army and providing its econo development. However,
Georgia could not utilize from the alignment wittetWest in the way to resolve its
problems in the breakaway regions. Western sta@sined reluctant to engage in
efforts in conflict resolution and deferred the maiesponsibility to Russia.
Therefore, although the balancing strategy reirddré&eorgia’s position against
Moscow, to an important extent, Thilisi could nautralized the functions of the
Russian threat on its soil, as Moscow maintaing@ed their bids to secede. For that
reason, it could be suggested that the balanciragegly provided an incomplete
security for Georgia leaving behind a crucial haadithat Moscow could use for

retaliation.

During the 2000s, the alliance between GeorgiatardWest gained some
other implications as the instruments of alliancenfation suggested by Walt,
namely foreign aid and political penetration beganbe prominently used. As
political penetration channels improved, the US &idopean states supported the
Western educated political figures and their proomotas the new state elite in
Georgia, in order to enforce Thilisi’'s alignmentdadependency to the West. The
Rose Revolution cleared Georgia's pro-Western tateon and transformed the
country’s main goals into being a NATO and EU memi#d the same time the
military cooperation was enriched between Georgid the US in the post-9/11

security environment. However after 2006, the unsents of alliance formation
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promoted some complications within the alliancee Thotivation of the West and
Georgia began to diverge; as Georgia after enfgreim army through foreign
training programs and military aid, felt an urgereted to resolve the problems of
ethnic separatism. It seemed that the Saakashwilergment also mistook some
signals through transnational penetration chanaglbe encouraged for a unilateral
military action towards South Ossetia. That sitwatclearly represented the notion
of ‘asymmetry of motivation’ defined by Stephen Was Thilisi evaluated the
Western support in its own perspective and thatdea decline in the leverage that
Western states held over the Georgia’s governnidmlisi’'s unilateral action, in this
ense, did not promote the expected results forStkashvili government. At the
end the national security policies and the comniteslover threat perceptions
determined the limits of the alliance between Geoand the Western states, as
balance-of-threat perspective would predict. In rghohe case study mostly
confirmed balance-of-threat theory’s hypotheses.

Omnibalancing vs. balance-of-threat:

The study over Georgia also tested, whether tadigions of omnibalancing
theory could be confirmed. The most suitable exampl be explained in this
perspective was suggested as Gamsakhurdia’s ajgpbiscow in his last days in
power. As it became evident that opposition toakdbntrol of Thilisi against to pro-
Gamsakhurdia forces, in the Thilisi civil war indal991, Gamsakhurdia declared
his government’s willingness to join the CIS. Mpsbbably, Gamsakhurdia thought
that Moscow would not allow a coup d’etat agaihst feader of a CIS member state.
However Russia declined this request in which @ dot view any sincerity,
regarding the anti-Russian rhetoric of Gamsakhiggalicies up to that time. It is
significant that Gamsakhurdia waited until the @&ys before the ouster from power
for a rapprochement with Russia. Because it comfirnWalt's suggestion that
external and internal all threats must be countdsatistates primarily move against
the threat ‘whichever is most imminent’. At thesfirstage, while Gamsakhurdia’s
regime felt secure, separatist conflicts targetimg territorial integrity of the state

represented the most urgent threat. Yet, soon éek@amsakhurdia’s ouster from
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power, Thilisi itself also turned to a battlefieldnd that led to a shift in
Gamsakhurdia’s alignment orientation regardingrédggme’s interest.

On the other hand, it was also suggested thate®thexdze’s move in 1993 to
bandwagon with Russia in face of a civil war wittoqisiamsakhurdia forces that
were advacing to Thilisi, could be evaluated inoamibalancing perspective. Yet it
was not certain that whether Shevardnadze allieith Riussia for securing his
personal interest or preserving the state’s tefaitontegrity, because, at the same

time, Georgia faced the threat of total dismembeatme

Democratic effect on alignment behavior:

Interestingly, the study then figure out that e tstate building and
democratization process advanced in Georgia, Stendiion between the predictions
of balance-of-threat and omnibalancing were blyrieztause the balancing option
on the basis of the Russian external threat emeagelle only way for both securing
the state interest and the consolidation of theegawent through providing domestic
support. This trend began in Shevardnadze yearthea&eorgian public unfolded
their willingness on the integration with the Wasd reached a peak in Saakashuvili
years. Besides the historical narratives on GedRgissia relations, the Russian
armed invasions in Georgia’s sovereign land afé&9ltriggered the Georgians’ pro-
Western orientation against Russia that was seeheastraditional enemy. In this
respect, the leaders in Georgia detected thatelf thaneuver towards Moscow to
consolidate the regime or to appease Russian ajggestentions, it would led a
backlash, namely a considerable decline in domesipport that would erode the
future of the government. To be clearer, some ekssnfrom the case study are

required.

For instance, during 1993 and 1994, there werstromg state institutions in
Georgia guaranteeing democracy, not to mentiomdttien of ‘the collapse of state’
depicted in Chapter three. Under these conditiShgyardnadze who was invited to

turn to Thilisi as the leader of state was seerstiie saver of the independence and
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the person who can only guarantee stability in Gi@oiTherefore, he could make a
personal decision to bandwagon with Russia in Gutdl®93, despite the Georgian
parliament objection and people’s attitude. Howgwerthe early 2000s, when the
civil society and opposition groups gained strengihevardnadze’s softening
approach towards Moscow in the face of West's mgigrriticism on Georgia’s level
of democracy, fed people’s antagonism to the gowent and consequently it played
a catalytic role in the Rose Revolution. Then, Sahkili government relied on West
in order to balance Russia and maintain the domestpport in line with both
balance-of-threat and omnibalancing perspectivasréiore here it is suggested that
as the democratic state institutions developeddauatry, it will be very hard for its
political leaders to omnibalance by bandwagoninth \&i power that is viewed as an
enemy to their national independence and soverei@iven the bitter memories of
the communist years, it may be a reason of why Asadries to promote democracy

and open societies in the post-Soviet space.

Policy Implications

Through this study, explaining Georgia’s alignmpreferences necessitated
more than solely examining Thbilisi’'s threat perceps$, security needs and the
imbalances between Russian power and Georgia’'shitiea. Because Georgia’s
behavior, as a small state, mostly influenced lysbcurity policies that the power
centers followed and Thilisi often needed to refolate its alignment strategy to
adapt the changes in the security environmensiaribund. As Coppieters suggests:

In the case of relations with Moscow, Washington,Boussels, the remaking of Georgia’'s
international security environment as a result @jan shifts in the security policies of these
states—from the dissolution of the Soviet Unionl®@91 to the enlargement of the European
Union in 2004—had a greater impact on Georgia’sifpr relations than either of the two regime
changes within Georgia h4¥.

The most important setting that affects Georgalignment in this sense
became the relations between Russia and the Westgitals. Between 1991 and

1995, Georgia was mostly leaved alone by the Westates to manage its affairs

92 Bruno Coppieters, “Locating Georgian Security”080p. 383.
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with the RF. Fortunately, the West's engagementesitf95 into the Wider Europe
and the Caucasus brought some opportunities tblesstanulti-dimensional relations
with the states apart from the CIS countries. Theogean states mostly dealt with
the integration of the regional states to the ma&onal system by supplying
necessary assistance through the TACIS programmidst important factor driving
the West's attention to the region, on the othexdh&ecame the issue of exploitation
and transportation of the oil and gas sources thepi@n basin. In this sense
Azerbaijan came to the fore into the interest, sh@eorgia gained a strategic
importance as a transit country for the West. Georip this sense, gave a full
support to the TRACECA and the INOGATE projects.

Soon, Georgia and the Western states coordinaéedpolicies through these
projects. The EU began to invest the region inanghs However it has to be noted
that while the Western states did not avoid imprgurade and energy relations with
the region, they remained hesitant to take an @atdle in conflict resolution in
Russia’s near abroad. In other words, they somstitmehaved contrary to the
Russian interest on soft policy issues, e.g. bydimg alternative pipelines to
Moscow controlled system, but, at the same timayght that to take bold initiatives
to resolve the problems of hard security may prenaotlirect confrontation with the
RF damaging their bilateral relationships. As Amioka suggests, “for years both
Washington and Brussels neglected the so-calledéfr conficts’ in the Caucasus,
hoping against all logic that they would remainzén forever”, not risking the

security of their investmenf€®

However, Russia-Georgia war in August 2008 dermatexd that a little spark
may lead a larger conflict that would extend beydhd disputed borders and
complicate the regional rivalry among the actorsating in a system of counter
alliances. Even Western mediation activities thatet could stop the Russian
aggression towards Thilisi, an important stationatffthree current pipelines, the
Russian retreat to frozen conflict zones togeth#r the forces of breakaway regions
seems not be a guarantee of stability in GeorgegaBse Thilisi would continue to
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perceive that the country has been occupied byoiteegn forces in the feature, and
tend to behave accordingly. On the other sidehé@&sriilitarization of the breakaway
regions would always feed their mobilization on thederlines with Georgia that
means another misperception again may lead vatgies of conflicts. A renewed
conflict, yet would not promote losses only for @pa and local populations, but
also for Russia and the future of Caucasian regietaies as well. The rise of
conflicts in the region inevitably enforces theliggparameters in the behaviors of
actors involving in regional politics. Consequenily case of further conflict, the
dialogue and cooperation between Russia and Wesldwie endamaged together
with the projects for regional integration coverial the Caucasian states which in
fact allied with different centers of power. Bringi peace in the region through
economic and political integration as being e.g.Bailkans seems to be a much
harder task in the persistence of those frozenlicesthat runs forward to further
militarization promoting hostile alignments, far ayv from ultimate peaceful

resolutions.

On the other side, the Rose Revolution in Geargi@ct had brought many
hopes for democratic transformation in the CIS s@dong with the developments in
Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan , but the ‘velvet’ revolutgocould not prove their adequacy
in liberal transformation of the current order. apter four touched upon the
question that whether those revolutions represestede kind of a transnational
penetration action aiming at ‘subversion of regimes the pure intent on
‘democracy promotion’. Yet, Saakashvili's undemdicraattitude towards the
opposition when his domestic support declined adouhe year 2007, and
Washington’s unconditional support to Georgia’s ggovnent in this sense enforced
the suspect over the US sincerity in the stratefggemocracy promotion. While
facing the domestic unrest, Saakashvili governnmesintained its idealist rhetoric
over the world politics based on democratic vallige, George W. Bush and his
allies in the Iragi operation who also dealt witie tquestion of legitimacy and
domestic opposition to the war. The discursive essghon democracy in Georgia,
on the other hand, did not satisfy the Western pema states that put a big question

mark of possibility for Georgia’s accession to NATIhen Thilisi entirely relied on
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Washington and that situation expanded the difteatiitudes towards Georgia in the
Alliance further. In this sense, Georgia’s alignteith the US in the late 2000s
reinforced through Bush-Saakashvili personnel imtat represented rather an
omnibalancing strategy based on the regime inteécean important extent. While
loosing the strong US support to its NATO membersim the Obama period,
Georgia now should intimately concern on its deraticrdevelopment. That would
sure bring advantages in Thilisi’'s way towards gnéion to Euro-Atlantic political

security structures, at least in the long term.

Future prospects:

Examining Georgia’s alignment and security polcexposed the fact that
Georgia has an identity of ‘nation under threatieTGeorgian people, on the other
side, perceive Russia as their main enemy agalreststate’s sovereignty and
independence and as the occupier of more that &emeof the country. In this
context, Georgia’s strategy towards Russia becamant large radicalized than the
state’s policies regarding any other countriestifesexternal threat was so tangible
and the power imbalance between two states wasneng;, Georgia needed a strong
alliance of balancing at any cost and its depengendts allies, as a small state,
hugely increased. For that reason Georgia trietlaiononize its security policies
completely with the states that would provide dllisupport against Russian
influence, e.g. by supporting energy transportapoojects, NATO’s operation in
Afghanistan and participating the US led Iraq wHne latter also established the
ground for military cooperation between Washingama Thilisi. On the other hand,
because Georgia was bordering instable North Cascasgion within the RF,
Moscow has been allergic to foreign influence enmgrgaround its borders, while
viewing Thilisi as a satellite of Western powersiddr these conditions, it has not
been possible for Georgia to preserve balancediaetawith its neighbor Russia

while seeking to ensure its security.

Then what is to be done, in a period when Ge@sgMATO prospects are

blurred and Moscow recognized two breakaway re@ofss Edilashvili suggests,
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after the August war, some political forces in Ggarput forward the neutrality

option on their agenda and preferred closer tigl Russia, by saying no to NATO
membershig® In fact, Russian Ambassador to Georgia Kovalenke announced

that “Russia wants to see Georgia be an indepensiargreign and neutral state with
neighbourly relations with Russia” at the news eoahce in Thilisi on 7 February
2007. Yet Edilashvili indicates that only after tAagust war that gave momentum
to this new rhetoric in Georgia, pro-NATO oppogitibgures could pronounce the
neutrality slogan. However these political grougver enjoyed substantial pubic
support, in Georgia. For example, Irina Sarishutie only presidential candidate
opposing NATO accession, garnered less than 1 %otés during the 2008

presidential election” The Georgian scholar concludes that:

Among many Georgians these developments have aihforced the government's earlier
assumptions that Russia was behind the moral, tiffinancial, support for radical opposition
appeals in GeorgidVith all the diplomatic links broken with MoscowuBsia’s occupying forces
still on the Georgian territory and Moscow permahehreaching the 2008 ceasefire agreement,
it is no surprise that the above mentioned paiitisi have been labelled as losers, avengers, or
simply traitors domesticall§?°

Those observations indicate that Georgia will goits way to seek both
balancing Russia with the Western states and psede its NATO membership in
the future. However, here it is suggested that laareeds somehow to manage its
relations with the neighbor Russia by trying touesl the effects of crises. It is also
to Thilisi's advantage to improve smooth relatiomgh all the regional states as
better as possible not regarding the regional agesnst each other. Those moves
would make more room for Thilisi in the regionallipos; otherwise Georgia, as a
small state will suffer in the power struggle comgrthe region and its absolute

dependency to its allies may go on increasing.

On the other hand, in terms of conflict resoluti@eorgia’s attempts to
secure its territorial integrity through the alliedternal support irrespective of the
internal dynamics among the ethnic groups in thentty, proved little success.

Because the external states involved in conflicly iboked for their interest in the

494 Maia Edilashvili, “Washington’s Changed Tone...” 120 p. 61.
“%ibid. p. 61
4% ibid. p. 62.
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future order of state and behaved accordingly. ®onfiore hopeful, here it is
suggested that, in the long term, the Western sstiaeoring Georgia’s territorial

integrity should put forward substantial projectsvering the whole country that
regards soft power instruments and favors integmatis. conflict and support

Georgia in this way that may remain inadequate. ti@nother side, Georgia needs
long and patience-requiring-years in order to lus democratic transformation and
to promote a liberal state order. Purely relyingtioe balancing strategy yet, would
preserve the current status quo in the conflictegoand impede the international
recognition of the breakaway territories that seéobe rather a limited object for
Georgia.
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