INTRODUCTION
Topicality of the Issue. After the demise of the Soviet empire, American foreign policy needed
to be changed dramatically. Even though there were apparent signs that this last empire was on
the verge of collapse, the politicians of the West met this seemingly unbelievable occurrence
unprepared, which caused unpredictable mistakes and at the same time some loss of time to
adjust to the new circumstances and loss of the propitious moment to right the wrong, which has
been hanging over the nations of Europe and not only of Europe since World War II. The history
of mankind saw that it needed couple of years to defeat fascism but to bring to the end another
plague of the world – communism – it needed decades of hard endeavors to overthrow the yoke
of the twentieth century.
If the first decade of a new world was characterized by some muscle wrangling over the state
of Central and Eastern Europe, the second decade represents the solving of the concerning issues
of the states of the Southern Tier region (the states of the Caucasus and Central Asia) and the
Middle East. At first sight the states of the Southern Tier region have nothing to do with the
Middle East, besides their natural proximity to this area, but the struggle of superpowers, for
some to eradicate the terrorists who threaten the world peace and for some to gain control of this
rich with resources region, make the former southern republics of the Soviet Union crucial to
implement their own plans.
Why is it important to research U.S. policy towards the Southern Tier region and specifically
Georgia? Besides being the richest region in the world, alongside with the Middle East, where
variety of states are trying to gain their influence, this whole area naturally connects the Eastern
and Western parts of Eurasia, thus increasing geopolitical interest of the United States as well as
of Russia. The whole world is the witness of the struggle over this issue between these two
states. Even though that Georgia is not as rich with the mineral resources as most of the states in
the Southern Tier, it is the only state which links the whole region with the world by sea.
Georgia, the westernmost location in the Caucasus and Central Asia is a juncture, which is en
route between the eastern and western parts of Eurasia – the mega continent. Georgia is
important for the United States because of its location, which represents the key energy and
strategic corridor. Apart from this, Georgia is also important for the United States for its
aspirations towards democracy and the willingness to be a member of the western alliances.
However, some western politicians overwhelmed with the idea of a unified Europe, were not
able to discern the future or the twentieth-first century, when the Middle East and, as some
scholars attribute the Southern Tier region to the Wider Middle East, could become the Balkans
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of the new era, with more complex and threatening problems than the European Balkans, causing
two devastating wars during the last century. Unfortunately, the first decade of the post-Cold
War was lost in pacifying a new and strongly weakened Russia, which looked more like
appeasing of Nazi Germany that bore perilous fruits for millions of people.
However, Russia did not waste its time and enriched with petrodollars roared back onto the
stage of world politics with an ominous posture. To regain its lost authority and influence on the
Eurasian continent, Russia tried to show the whole world what it can do without any hesitation.
A good example of it is the Russo-Georgian War. So the policy of appeasing did not work in this
case, too.
The West being tired of forty years of constant threat of nuclear attacks from the Soviet
Union, as if in need of some respite from the agitated existence of the past, plunged into political
naivety with pleasure. The West concluded wrongly that Russia’s aspirations to assert its
importance in the world’s politics would not be as strong as the West assumed it would be. The
Russo-Georgian War was a gruesome wake-up call, whose ringing sound was heard ominously
all over the world, the world which had decided for itself that the politics of the ninetieth and
twentieth centuries were left forever in the past. To meet the new realities of the world, the
followers of either Liberal or Realist schools of the theories of foreign policy were nearly equally
unprepared. However, as the terrorist attacks of 9/11 shook the politicians of the West, after
which they began to identify and evaluate the new threats coming from the Middle East;
Likewise, after the thunder of August 2008, they had to reappraise the entire world politics.
The object of the research.

The world has changed after the demise of the Soviet Union,

especially near the Russian border, which is very long and borders a lot of different states. The
fate of these states had depended on Russian whims for a long time. But after the collapse of the
Soviet empire, its heir, Russia, has continued to keep its own influence in this region which
sometimes riches an unbelievable scale. To counterbalance Russia’s desire to encroach on other
states’ territories, these states need to turn to the only superpower – the United States – to
maintain their independence from the former, but desperate empire to restore its own, lost glory.
The object of our research is United States policy towards a small state – Georgia. Though
Georgia is different in all aspects from other states in the given vicinity, its proximity to the
Middle East, a place of recent turmoil, which is rich in Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD)
potential flash points and its actual location on the route of the major energy corridor has given
this small country much bigger role than its own size, where the interests of the different states
clash.
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Dissertation goals and objectives. The aim of my dissertation is to analyze the foreign
policy of the United States towards Georgia since its independence and at the same time
envisage the future possible tendencies which may develop towards the small country, which has
acquired its deserved freedom in the struggle with dark forces. The goal of my dissertation is to
show the importance of Georgia for United States foreign policy and present Georgia’s role in
the contemporary international system. The significance of Georgia for the United States is
defined by its location. The purpose of the dissertation is also to show the urgency of setting up a
thorough plan which will ensure Georgia’s integrity and security. In addition, I have highlighted
the importance of the Southern Tier region in dissuading Russia from encroaching on other
states’ territories, as well as restraining its influence in the Middle East. The objectives of the
dissertation are the following issues: 1) to show Georgia’s geopolitical and geostrategic
importance; 2) to prove Georgia’s indispensible role to ensure supplying the West with the
Caspian energy resources; 3) to explain the reasons of those obstacles which Russia carries out to
impede Georgia from fulfilling its geostrategic mission; and 4) to analyze United States foreign
policy principles and goals and from this point of view to judge President Clinton and President
Bush’s foreign policy toward Georgia. Furthermore, I have assessed the perspectives and
importance of Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic integration. The issues defining the aims of the research
are the following:
1.

What kind of interest does United States foreign policy have in Georgia?

2.

What is Georgia’s role for the United States, whose aim is to implement its interests
in the Caucasus and Central Asia?

3.

What are the economical and political interests of the United States in controlling
the Caspian region’s energy resources, which pass via Georgia?

4.

What kind of obstacles does the United States face to achieve its goals in the
region?

5.

Why does the United States support Georgia’s aspiration to become a member of
NATO?

6.

Why is Georgia the main bridgehead in the Caucasus and Central Asian regions for
the United States?

7.

What are the benefits for the Southern Tier region from Georgian – American
relation?

8.

How will the U.S. try to keep the balance of power in the world by having in hand
the Caucasus, Central Asia and the Middle East?
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9.

How was United States foreign policy changing during the Clinton and George W.
Bush presidency and how could be they explained?

10.

Are there any changes expected in United States foreign policy?

According to these objectives my hypothesis is the following: The United States of America
considers Georgia as one of the key allies for implementing its interests in the Southern
Tier region.
Novelty. For the first time American-Georgian relations of the 1990s and almost the whole
first decade of the twenty-first century are analyzed systematically and thoroughly from the
geopolitical point of view:
• Georgia’s geopolitical location, as the key factor for United States foreign policy, is
evaluated.
• Georgia’s crucial role for implementing American interests in the Southern Tier region is
substantiated.
• The reasons of the evolution of President Clinton’s foreign policy generally and concerning
Georgia are appraised.
• President George W. Bush’s foreign policy alteration after 9/11 is explained.
• And the modification of American-Georgian relations after the Rose Revolution is discussed.
Significance of Study.

Important permutations take place in contemporary situation of

world affairs. The interest of powerful countries is increasing to the Southern Tier region, which
was not the case two decades ago, thus this issue needs scientific research. The importance of the
Caucasus and Central Asia in United States foreign policy is growing, which is caused by
region’s geopolitical and geostrategic significance as well as by its rich energy resources.
Georgia, not only being the only state in the region with an access to the world’s oceans, but the
state on the path to democracy, is granted the key role in United States foreign policy
implementing its interests in the regions. Georgian relations with the United States represent the
fundamental grounds for achieving its foreign policy goals: 1) integration with Euro-Atlantic
institutions and 2) taking the functioning role of the connecting bridge between Europe and the
East. Because of their significance, all these issues need scientific research.
Scientific contribution and practical value. Solving the outlined goals successfully will
enable us to contribute, in a certain way, to formulate the new reality of world politics, to
interpret the new challenges and find the ways for their peaceful resolving. As the center of
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Eurasia has become the focus of world politics, unlike the twentieth century when the hub of
politics was Europe, the new nature of political tactics should be defined. In order to present the
practical value of the research I have explored and described the new realities and challenges of
world politics, which have not been appropriately evaluated in terms of the new calls of a
bellicose planet. I argue about the importance of the Southern Tier region, where Georgia has the
decisive role as it is the only state situated at the edge of the sea, so vital for strategic reasons. In
my research I have relied on the Theory of Realism to assess the current events taking place in
the international politics; International affairs count on how the rational approaches are
developed, what kind of assessments become the basis for decision-making process in foreign
policy and what is the interaction of the relevant actors.
The mere pragmatic point of view of this dissertation circumvents the actions of the right
foreign policy – cognitive, prognostic, and recommendable functions – which should ensure the
relevant analysis of foreign policy implementation of the “subject” state (in this case of the
United States) towards the “object” state (in this case Georgia).
The cognitive function ensures the objective and subjective types of structural information to
direct the “subject” state’s foreign policy, while the objective and subjective types of structural
information are important to conduct the “object” state’s domestic and foreign policies’ those
aspects which are in connection with the “subject” state’s short- and long-term interests. The
prognostic function assists the “object” state’s urgent issues form into “subject” state’s foreign
policy’s imperative questions, which have been analyzed and developed. The recommendable
function helps the “object” state explore short- and long-term tactical and strategic
recommendations according to the new reality. Therefore, envisioning of new perspectives in the
new world order have enabled to work not only on new foreign policy, in this case of the United
States, but to prognosticate the new and vital issues of foreign policy, which have been analyzed
in order to give counsel to the given state (Georgia), towards which current American foreign
policy is being implemented.
In addition, interested people, researchers, students and the employees of the relevant
institutions will find the dissertation helpful in their work.
Researched literature and other sources. My dissertation relies on the official documents
of the United States State Department, as well as on the official documents of the archives of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia, which are rather scanty. Besides, I have analyzed the
works of the well-known researchers, political practitioners and analysts. American foreign
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policy, which I have discussed, is applied to the general as well as specific contemporary policy
towards the unresolved world affairs, which could be subdivided into the following categories:
------ United States foreign policy towards a single state or region, which is based on the concrete
strategic interests of the United States (for example: the enlargement of NATO, cooperation with
Russia against proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, the fate of the states of the
Southern Tier region, the insurance of security of the southern energy corridor, etc.).
------ The international system, the national interests, ideology, theories of international affairs
and perspectives of the United States as determiners of American foreign policy.
------ The decision-making process.
------ New challenges in American foreign policy (fundamental Islam, terrorism, announcement
of Russia to regain its former status of empire).
------ New perspectives of solution the problems of reaching peace on Eurasian mega continent,
the most politically influential place in the world.
------ The role of a small state which became the center of interests of present or former
superpowers.
The contemporary works of political scientists research the nature of multifaceted American
foreign policy with its new challenges as well as new perspectives of their solution. For example,
Brzezinski envisioned the Middle East as the Balkans of the twenty-first century, where various
interests of different states collide, which could result in horrific fate for the globe. Bush and
Scowcroft tell the reader about the difficulties to get accustomed to the great changes during the
historical period of Soviet collapse and afterwards to the new world order. Kennedy introduces
with the rise and fall of the great powers in the span of five centuries, which enables to draw
conclusions. The same conclusions could be drawn from Mearsheimer, who gave the picture of
recent history of mankind. Walt gives reasons why alliances are formed by great and weak states
alike. Smith gives thorough information about America’s mission. Talbott, a member of
Clinton’s administration, was concentrated on Russia’s peaceful transformation so hard that he
sometimes believed himself in what he wished to believe, therefore was not able to see reality.
Hyland describes Clinton’s presidency with profound knowledge. LeVine portrays a vivid
picture of the Caspian region with its unpredictable challenges and risks. Goldgeier describes
transformation of NATO after the end of the Cold War. Goldgeier criticized Talbott for talking
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about changing NATO from a military alliance into a “nebulous ‘collective security’
arrangement” (p. 127). Nodia gives his vision about new cycle of instability in Georgia at the
turn of the new century. Lynch and Singh, Lieber, and Moens wrote about ups and downs of
George W. Bush’s foreign policy and new challenges from the rogue states. Mitchell unduly
questions democracy development in Georgia after the Rose Revolution. Cornell, Asmus,
Gordadze, Smith, Sherr, Illarionov and Felgenhauer assess precisely the mistakes, which have
been done by some western politicians in the first decade of the twenty-first century, resulting in
the Russo-Georgian War. Darchiashvili introduces the reader with trends of strategic thinking.
Besides these works, I have used numerous articles written about the current world affairs. As
the post-Cold War era shaped the new directions in world politics during the last decade of the
twentieth century and the events of 9/11 made the western politicians reassess the developing
challenges of the rogue states, the Russo-Georgian War was the threshold in today’s politics.
Therefore, while the authors assess the new political environment and judge somewhat delayed
reactions of policy makers towards it, at the same time they offer some ways of envisioning of
new perspectives in the new world order.
The Methods of the research. My dissertation is based on mixed research method: I have
used qualitative research to analyze and compare published sources and then draw conclusions; I
carried out quantitative research for sociological survey and comparative analysis.
The systemic approach helped to analyze the multiple layers of political processes and in my
case United States’ structural foreign policy and its impact on the world politics.
The relevant approach assisted in finding out the pertinent tendencies in contemporary
politics. I have researched that American foreign policy towards Georgia, since its independence,
has reached the high level as Georgia has been perceived by western politicians as the
bridgehead for the United States to implement its geopolitical and economical plans in the
Southern Tier region.
The empirical approach was useful to analyze the Congressional documents alongside with
abundant articles published in the political journals and on the Internet. Besides I have taken into
account the evaluation of the process by the participants of the Georgian foreign policy as well
as Russian experts.
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CHAPTER I
General Analysis of American Foreign Policy
1.1.

General principles of American Foreign Policy
(Isolationism, Moralist, and Pragmatism)

The values of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, in the Declaration of Independence, were
clearly stated as reasons for founding the United States. These values served as guides to
political actions in the earliest days of the nation and they remain important to these days.
Freedom is emphasized again and again by many American political leaders as one value that
differentiates this nation from others.
Values and beliefs that American society cherishes have shaped American actions towards the
rest of the world. As the nation was founded on particular sets of values, it views itself as
“different” (or exceptional) from the nations of the Old World. In McCormick’s (2010) belief
“The American Revolution had been fought in defiance of the very principles by which Europe
was governed. In this sense, there developed a natural aversion to European values – and foreign
policies – which further reinforced America’s beliefs in its uniqueness” (p. 10). Thus American
politics was to be conducted not on the principles of power politics but on the basis of
democratic principles. According to Thomas Jefferson, the new American state was to be (as
cited in Tucker & Hendrickson, 1990) “the solitary republic of the world, the only monument of
human rights . . . the sole depository of the sacred fire of freedom and self-government, from
hence it is to be lighted up in other regions of the earth, if other regions shall ever become
susceptible to its foreign influence” (as cited in McCormick, 2010, p. 10). Though whether the
United States has always lived up to these standards are somewhat controversial, the inevitable
desire to justify actions within a value context emphasizes the role of principles in U.S. foreign
policy. The value of the cause is so deeply set in American culture that it is hard for them to
understand how compromise could be viewed possible on some issues in world politics. When
Richard Nixon and his National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger took action to combine force
and diplomacy (“coercive diplomacy”), they were flayed by all politicians because they implied
certain amoralism in American foreign policy. Widespread American belief that moral values
(and not political interests) have become a salient feature of American policy making, attempting
to right the so-called wrong, seemed cynical to mask the use of power politics.
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Some American values toward international affairs have changed after it shifted from its
isolationist past to an active globalism since World War II. During the Cold War the value
orientation of the numerous American administrations toward the world changed many times –
from Richard Nixon’s realism to Jimmy Carter’s idealism and back to Ronald Reagan and
George H. W. Bush’s Cold War realism. After the Cold War Bill Clinton and George W. Bush
made similar shifts in foreign policy values and emphases. If Bill Clinton initially emphasized
greater global and economic engagement and the promotion of democracy and then reverted to
political-military concerns, George W. Bush administration’s unilateralist emphasis was
compelled toward multilateralism after terrorist attacks on the United States. But after failing to
win UN approval and the support of key allies, it reverted to a unilateralist approach in initiating
the Iraq War.
The United States committed itself to a course of a democratic political system, cultivated
firm libertarian and egalitarian values and believed in the primacy of domestic policy over
foreign policy, unlike European rulers of the time. McCormick (2010) noted
Two important traditions quickly emerged: an emphasis on isolationism in decisions
regarding involvement abroad and an emphasis on moral principle in shaping that
involvement. Both traditions . . . were viewed as complementary and perpetuated
unique American value: the former by reducing U.S. involvement in world affairs
(particularly those of Europe) and the latter by justifying U.S. involvement abroad
only for sufficient ethical reasons. . . .These two traditions pulled policy makers in
different directions (one based on the impulse to stay out of world affairs, the other
on the impulse to reform world affairs through unilateral action), but both came to
dominate American foreign policy action” (p. 12).
And as American democratic values were so different from those of the rest of the world
many early Americans viewed foreign and especially European countries with suspicion, wrote
Perkins (1941, p. 3). They were apprehensive that their values would be sullied by other nations
and that they would be entrapped in alien conflicts. Consequently, isolationism was a natural
creed for American foreign policy nearly for a century and a half with some minor exceptions.
The nature of American foreign policy was best described in Washington’s Farewell Address
and the Monroe Doctrine. Washington warned the nation to “steer clear of permanent alliances
with any portion of the foreign world” (1786-1797). He admonished American citizens
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Observe good faith and justice toward all nations. Cultivate peace and harmony with
all. In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential than that permanent,
inveterate antipathies against particular nations and passionate attachments for others
should be excluded, and that in place of them just and amicable feeling toward all
should be cultivated (as cited in McCormick, 2010, p. 13).
Washington’s America was a weak country in every sense and it would be suicidal for a new
nation to be involved in the world affairs. For the first president this involvement meant the
Byzantine style of European politics which would not be in America’s best interest. (But at the
same time, Washington admitted that economic ties with some states were good and useful, and
amicable diplomatic ties with others were commendable.) While, Washington’s Farewell
Address outlined a general isolationism, the Monroe Doctrine stipulated certain guidelines for
U.S. involvement in the political arena of the world, namely for Latin America, where the rights
and interests of the United States would be affected by European involvement in the Western
Hemisphere (Hart, 1916, p. 68). Thus, Washington’s Farewell Address and the Monroe Doctrine,
more than any other policy statement, formalized and solidified the U.S. isolationist tradition in
world affairs – at least toward Europe. In the early twentieth century, President Theodore
Roosevelt (Congressional, 1904, p. 19) in his Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine enhanced
America’s role in Western Hemisphere, specifying that the United States had the right to
intervene in this region of the world if its rights were violated.
Isolationism, as a main feature of American foreign policy was temporarily abandoned during
World War I, only when moral principle justified intervention in European affairs, which was a
last resort proved by President Woodrow Wilson (Stoessinger, 1979, p. 7). But after the war,
return to isolationism for most Americans meant a “return to normalcy” and refused to join the
League of Nations (Hunt, 1987, p. 129), founding of which was inspired by their president.
Moreover, because of the moral reparation for involvement in World War I, a strong pacifist
movement swept the country, and scores of peace societies were established.
Americans did not feel at ease with international politics (especially power politics as
practiced in the Old World) and reliance on moral values (as opposed to political interests),
became important characteristic of American foreign policy. The balance of power concept,
which has dominated policy making in Europe since the beginning of the nation-state, was
asserted on several key assumptions by Gulick (1955):
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•

That all states want to prevent large-scale war and preserve the existence of at least
the major states in the international system

•

That all states are fundamentally motivated in their foreign policy by power
considerations and national interests

•

That states are willing and able to join alliances (and to change them) to prevent the
dominance on any one state

•

That there are few domestic political constrains preventing states from acting in the
political arena (p. 391).

Thus the use of diplomacy and negotiation is the core of the balance of power concept, though
claims that force and violence can – and should – be used to perpetuate the system. According to
McCormick (2010)
Until several decades ago, the United States rejected philosophically virtual all the
key assumptions of balance of power politics. American society has maintained that
foreign policy should be motivated not by interests and power considerations but by
moral principles, and that domestic values should be the sole basis for foreign policy
behavior (p. 22).
As Henry Kissinger (1974), an expert of American repugnance toward power politics has
declared: “It is part of American folklore that, while other nations have interests, we have
responsibilities: while other nations are concerned with equilibrium, we are concerned with the
legal requirements of peace” (p. 91-92).
As Americans’ views on power politics rejected the balance of power concept, they found
little satisfaction in Carl von Clausewitz’s (1976) dictum that war is “the continuation of political
activity by other means” (p. 87). They apprehended war and peace as dichotomous: either one or
the other exists.
Contrary to its desire, the United States had to be involved in international affairs several
times during its isolationistic past. These took place when other states violated the principle of
freedom of the seas for neutral states (e.g. the War of 1812, the Spanish-American War and
World War I). Despite the fact that the United States was reluctant to abandon its isolationism, it
had to do so only to defend established principles of international law and not to the
requirements of power politics.
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At the end of World War I, President Woodrow Wilson made all efforts to safe his country
from isolationism, as he was a strong believer in that cause. Stoessinger (1985) wrote: “The old
order, based upon balance of power and interest politics, must be replaced by an order based
upon moral principles and cooperation by all states against international aggression” (p. 25). He
called for rejection of isolationism and establishment of a collective security organization – a
League of Nations. In his famous Fourteen Points – Point 14 reads the following: “A general
association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording
mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small states
alike” (Wilson, 1994, p. 309). But Wilsonian idealism was unacceptable for Americans and the
United States plunged again in its “normal” posture or isolationism and remained so throughout
1920th and 1930th, which was one of the many reasons of World War II. But this devastating
war shocked Americans and one of the wartime desires of President Roosevelt was to jar the
United States from its isolationist moorings and position the country in a way that it would retain
its role in post-war international politics. Roosevelt envisioned the world cooperating with
Russia as well as with China and Great Britain thus forming the “Four Policemen” (Yergin,
1977, p. 42) to enforce global order (unlike Wilson’s League of Nations when all states could
work together to encourage peace) but subsequent events developed ominously for the free world
as Russia used all chances to encroach into other countries using its threatening ideology as a
mask. The emergence of the Soviet challenge really changed American approach to the world
affairs. On February 9, 1949 Soviet leader J. Stalin’s speech surprised American policy makers
by attacking capitalist countries and calling for economic stride to meet their challenge:
“Marxists have repeatedly declared that the capitalist world economic system conceals in itself
the elements of general crisis and military clashes . . . the party intends to organize a new
powerful advance in the national economy . . . Only under these circumstances is it possible to
consider that our country will be guaranteed against any eventuality” (Trout, 1975, p. 265).
This meant that “war was inevitable as long as capitalism existed,” LaFeber claimed (1976, p.
39). In Turkey and Greece, Soviets tried to gain an upper hand and brought about the emergence
of containment in 1947, but the Korean War revealed the true reason of the onset of the Cold
War. John Lewis Gaddis (1974), a prominent diplomatic historian, summarized this in the
following way: “real commitment to contain communism everywhere originated in the events
surrounding the Korean War, not the crisis in Greece and Turkey” (p. 201). (Though in 1956,
Soviet secretary general Nikita Khrushchev, at the Twentieth Party Congress, renounced the
inevitability of war among the capitalist states – an important Stalinist doctrine – and raised the
possibility of longer-term accommodation with the West (Maranz, 1975). America’s
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dichotomous perception of the world viewed the “Free World” comprising such countries, which
were adherent not to democratic principles of individual liberty and equality – but which were
adherent to the principles of anticommunism. The U.S. was so deeply concerned over Soviet
desire to expand its borders endlessly that such an affinity furnished a reliable bulwark against
Soviet expansion. “…If a choice is to be made, stability serves U.S. interests better than
democracy,” Lincoln P. Bloomfield wrote (1974, p. 76). American politicians treated all
communist countries in the same way because they received orders from the USSR. But the
Sino-Soviet split made the United States and other western countries not homogenize the
Communist powers and rethink this assumption.

1.1.1. Connections of American Foreign Policy Principles to the General
Mechanisms of the International Relations
Theoretical approaches help to understand, explain, and predict their impacts and content of
foreign policy. They give us differing interpretations of the behavior of political leaders even
though these approaches have their own strengths and weaknesses. The theories of foreign
policy: Realism, Liberalism, Neoconservatism, Radical and Traditional leftist Approaches,
Modern, anti-Establishment Approaches, and Rational Political Ambition Theory are competing
theoretical concepts without which it would be hard to analyze patterns in politics and interpret
them correctly.
Realism is the most important and widely adopted theoretical approach to foreign politics
whose roots can be traced back to the ancient writers such as the Greek historian Thucydides’
History of the Peloponnesian War, the Chinese general Sun Tzu’s The Art of War, and Indian
Kautilya’s Arthasastra (the “Science of Polity”). The Arthasastra is actually, a manual for kings
or other sovereigns, with a collection of rules to follow in order to acquire and maintain power.
Thus the realist approach to international politics is as old as history of mankind. This
approach was capped by political scientist Morgenthau’s (2006) Politics among Nations. The
main thesis of this work is that “statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as power” (p.
5). According to James M. McCormick (2010) the realist approach is based on several key
assumptions: (1) the nation-state is the primary actor in world politics; (2) interest, defined as
power, is the primary motivating force for the actions of states; (3) the distribution or balance of
power (predominantly military power) at any given time is the key concern of states; and (4)
state-to-state relations (not domestic politics) shape how one nation responds to another (p. 102).
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According to McCormick (2010), for the realist, because human nature is ultimately flawed, the
realist’s efforts at universal perfection in global politics are short-sighted and ultimately
dangerous. Instead, morality in foreign policy is largely defined by what is good for the state and
for its place in international politics (p. 103).
President Reagan and President George W. Bush are the presidents who regarded realistic
approach as the best means to implement their goals in solving the basic concerns of American
foreign policy. One of the reasons of Soviet economy collapse was the unprecedented armament,
which the Soviet Union needed in order not to get behind the United States, for which it had
meager resources. President Reagan, for whom the Soviet Union was an ‘Evil Empire,’ was
determined to end the intentions of the USSR to dominate at least half of the globe. His
calculations proved to be correct as Soviet economy was inaptitude to withstand this challenge.
After the events of 9/11, President George W. Bush took a decision to carry out a “war on
terror” against the rogue states, with or even without any support from allied states as the
President could not stand still and wait for other attacks from the terrorists.
President Clinton, unlike President Reagan and George W. Bush, had a different approach to
envision the future of the world order. Inexperienced in foreign policy, Clinton needed a couple
of years to transform himself from idealist into realist. Clinton’s attitude towards Russia changed
from “Russia first” policy into realistic assessment of complex issues, which followed the end of
the Cold War. The most vital issues were to enlarge NATO in order to secure the real
independence of the Eastern European states from Russia and build a southern energy corridor,
which would link Europe with Asian countries.
Liberalism is the main alternative to realism as a theoretical approach of American foreign
policy analysis. Though it agrees with the basic realist assumptions – that states are the most
important actors, it differs from realism with its basic features:
•

Domestic politics are important.

•

Economic goals are important.

•

International law and international organizations are relatively important.

•

Values, especially democratic values, are important (Ray, 2008, p. 43).

In Michael Doyle’s (1997) view “there is no canonical description of Liberalism. . . . individual
freedom, political participation, private property, and equality of opportunity – which most
Liberal states share, although none has them all (p. 206).
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How do Liberals differ from Realists? Liberals value the existence of other Liberal states,
which imply no threat but only opportunity for mutually beneficial trade and when needed even
alliances against non-Liberal states.
Unlike some of the earlier Liberal theorists Joseph Schumpeter saw the interaction of
capitalism and democracy as the foundation of Liberal pacifism. Schumpeter (1955) considered
that capitalism and democracy are forces for peace united against imperialism. And the further
capitalism and democracy develop, the more imperialism will disappear. Capitalism produces an
unwarlike disposition; its populace is democratized, individualized, and rationalized (referred in
Doyle, 1997, p. 68). For him when free trade prevails, no class gains from forcible expansion
(Ibid. p. 82).
But what kind of influence do Liberal principles have on foreign affairs of Liberal states?
Liberalism shaped the perceptions of and capacities for foreign relations of political societies that
range from social welfare or social democratic to laissez-faire. Furthermore, Liberal practice
may reduce the probability that states will successfully exercise the consistent restraint and
peaceful intentions that a world peace may well require in the nuclear age. Liberals have created
something considerably more stable than a troubled peace constantly threatening an outbreak of
war. They have strengthened the prospects for a world peace established by the steady expansion
of a separate peace among Liberal societies (Doyle, 1997, p. 252).
To make a concise comparison: realists do not place much emphasis on the potential impact
of domestic politics on foreign policies, whereas, liberals are more prone to acknowledge
important impacts of domestic political considerations on foreign policies and interstate
interactions. While realists regard power, national security, and territorial integrity as the
overriding foreign policy issues, liberals are more likely to see economic goals as potentially
important. J. L. Ray (2008) has defined precisely: “Liberals point out that, since life-and-death
decisions, or decisions about peace and war, actually arise rather rarely for most states, a typical
state’s decision makers instead devote considerable attention to economic issues and problems,
concerning themselves most often with matters such as tariffs, trade agreements, attracting
foreign investment ...” (p. 43).

President Clinton’s first term was characterized by the

importance of domestic issues. Clinton was sure that if he could solve economical and other
domestic problems, foreign ones would take care of themselves. If at first Clinton had little
interest in foreign policy, he was quite knowledgeable about international economic policy. And
when at first Clinton failed to solve crises in other parts of the world, he was able to win a strong
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victory in the contest over NAFTA (the North American Free Trade Agreement) with Mexico
and Canada. Hyland (1999) argued that, according to Clinton’s view, trade directly affected
domestic interests and politics (p. 67).
Furthermore, there is a big gap between realists and liberals’ attitude toward international law
and international organizations; realists think that they should have only ephemeral influence on
the foreign policies of states, but liberals would like to see these supranational authorities to be
more influential. Liberals in the United States acknowledge that international law, international
organizations, and generally multilateralism will help to maintain American power for a long
run. For example, Clinton’s Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright endeavored to emphasize the
role of the United Nations and use its forces or American forces under its aegis in various
operations. Hyland (1999) noted that President Franklin Roosevelt had foreseen the UN role as
the world’s policeman (p. 55). According to Joseph Nye: (2002) “the multilateralism of
American pre-eminence is a key to its longevity, because it reduces the incentives for
constructing alliances against us” (p. 159).
Finally, for realists there is no basis for the ethical and moral considerations in the anarchic
system within which states interact. Contrary to this, liberals are attentive to the political and
moral value of democracy, though it is not always possible to shun autocracies entirely and even
sometimes support tyrannical regimes. So liberals’ belief that those democratic governments
serve the needs of their constituents better and that they are more likely to have peaceful,
cooperative relationships with each other than autocratic governments will have among
themselves, is rather convincing.
The Cold War American presidents’ administrations employed different approaches toward
foreign politics: the Nixon administration exercised a “power politics” or “realist” approach; the
Carter administration exercised a “global politics” or “idealist” approach; and the Reagan
administration combined realism and idealism to deal with the Cold War.
Neoconservatism quickly acquired fundamental importance in American foreign policy after
terrorist attack of 9/11. They have opposed the excesses of liberals and leftists even since the
1960s. Unlike realism and liberalism, which have their roots in traditional schools of political
thoughts, neoconservatism was developed by public intellectuals such as Irving Kristol, Charles
Krauthammer, and policymakers such as Paul Wolfowitz, who served as a deputy secretary of
defense from 2001 until 2005. Wolfowitz is often referred to as the “key architect” of the second
Bush administration’s Iraq war. After neoconservatives obtained their influence, they exerted it
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on American leaders such as National Security Adviser and then Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice, Vice President Dick Cheney, and most important, President George W. Bush in response to
the attacks of 9/11. David J. Rothkopf (2005) defined this occasion this way: “The neocons saw
their opportunity to assert their case that diplomatic balancing acts in the Middle East had
created danger for the United States, and that the time had come for stronger measures, whatever
the cost” (p. 39).
In contrast to two academic approaches of foreign policies and state interactions (Realism and
Liberalism), neo-conservatism is more ideology than theory. Ray (2008) wrote that if realists and
liberals base their prescriptions about how the world should be dealt with, neoconservatives give
less attention to discovering how the world is and focus more on how it might most effectively
be changed, or reformed (p. 45). According to Max Boot (http://csmonitor.com/specials/neocon),
a neocon articulate advocate, “neocons combine the better of the two dominant strains of U.S.
foreign policy thinking: Wilsonian idealism and Kissingerian realpolitik” (2005). Boot (2004)
wrote about the Bush Doctrine that “the ambitious National Security Strategy that the [Bush]
administration issued in September 2002 – with its call for U.S. primacy, the promotion of
democracy, and vigorous action, pre-emptive if necessary, to stop terrorism and weapons
proliferation – was a quintessentially neoconservative document” (p. 21). Charles Krauthammer
(2004), another advocate of neoconservative approach to American foreign policy, labeled it as
“democratic realism”, indicating its potentially hybrid character. Krauthammer described
neoconservatism in the following manner: “Targeted, focused, and limited, it intervenes not
everywhere that freedom is threatened but only where it counts – in those regions where the
defense or advancement of freedom is critical to success in the larger war against the existential
enemy. That is how we fought the Cold War. The existential enemy then was Soviet
communism. Today, it is Arab/Islamic radicalism” (p. 17).
A fundamental impact neo-conservatism had on American foreign policy occurred during the
presidency of Ronald Reagan. According to neoconservatives, as the Reagan administration’s
confrontation with the Communist Bloc ended successfully, neoconservative approach to foreign
policy should be used as the theoretical framework to defeat Islamic fundamentalism. But if after
the Reagan administration East Europe transformed dramatically and the republics of the Soviet
Union achieved independence, nothing has changed yet in the Middle East, save the removal of
Saddam Hussein from power. Neoconservatives tried to instill democracy in autocratic countries,
engaged in preemptive and unilateral initiatives for spreading democracy without paying
attention to international organizations and international law. Both relists and liberals criticized
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George W. Bush administration’s approach to solve the problem, but the outcome of the war in
Iraq is still unknown, we cannot be sure if the criticism was just or not.
Radical and Traditional Leftist Approaches. According to Ray (2008) the basic tenets of
Radicalism are the following points
•

Market forces are unjust.

•

Conflict between rich and poor (individuals and states) is inevitable.

•

Foreign policies of capitalist states are dominated by the capitalist class (and its
interests) (p. 47).

According to these tenets conflicts of interests between the rich and the poor, both within
individual states and between rich states and poor states are unavoidable. In short, in the realm of
global politics, the fundamental claims of radical analysis are that the foreign policies of
capitalist states are based primarily on their economic interests. Marx and Lenin thought that
capitalism would penetrate into the poorer regions, thus making a vital step toward socialism
(Ibid.).
But after World War II, this form of radicalism was found inadequate by other leftist analysts,
as the old predictions did not become urgent, meaning that capitalist inroads in poor countries
did not create the entrepreneurial class needed to provide the dynamic productive forces.
Moreover, capitalists benefited only themselves and their wealth flew from poor to rich
countries. Dependency theorists’ viewpoint is quite radical; they think to cut economic and
political ties between poor countries and rich countries, thus establishing independent political
and economic system.
Radicals think that U. S. foreign policy decisions are contemplated to benefit the economic
system of the United States. James L. Ray (2008) put their attitude toward American foreign
policy in the following way
The second Bush administration’s war in Iraq … was intended primarily to secure
the oil that is necessary to keep the capitalist economy running smoothly and
profitably, while the war in Afghanistan was tied to deposits of oil in nearby Central
Asian countries. The war in Vietnam in the 1960s and 1970s was, likewise,
motivated primarily by a fear that success by leftist guerrillas there would inspire
rebel movements in an expanding list of developing countries, depriving the
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capitalist economy of the United States of necessary raw materials, lucrative markets,
and profitable fields of investment. Radical analysts, wrote, tend to agree with
realists that American foreign policy leaders’ professions about spreading
democracy, protecting human rights, or other ethical, moral causes is cheap talk –
intended, in important part, to obscure purposes behind American foreign policy” (p.
48).
Modern, anti-Establishment Approaches
As Marx and Lenin’s expectations that capitalism would impoverish the working class did not
come true, after World War II dependency theorists developed an idea that autarky,
independence, and socialism was the best form for poor countries to defeat poverty. But before
the end of the last century they had to change their opinion due to the collapse of Communism,
which created a vacuum for analysis. Thus several anti-establishment approaches have evolved.
The adherents of critical theory debate that they understand how the world works and how they
can change social orders. For them orthodox theories of foreign policy and international politics
are products of currently predominant states and their rulers.
Postmodernists, like critical theorists do not share prevailing theoretical view. To uncover
their deeper meanings of the structure of conflicts between competing interests, postmodern
analysts try to see some benefits from ideological and theoretical discussions.
Feminists have borrowed from different approaches of foreign policy and international
politics. Some of them adopted Marxist approach concerning on issues of interest to women,
some are close to post-modern concepts while others increase feminist voices with liberal
notions. Counterweight to feminists there are essentialists, who believe that because women are
so fundamentally different from men, they are capable of providing a beneficial impact on
domestic and global political processes. “Women,” in Goldstein’s (1988) view, “tend to be more
peaceful and less violent than men; they are also less individualistic and more tied to their social
community” (p. 42). But this idea is rejected by most feminists, trying to explain the difference
between men and women, which is the result of socialization in patriarchal political system. It is
true that men dominate in the fields of foreign policies and international politics, but still women
have their own experiences with which they could supplement in problem-solving of different
issues.
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Social constructivists, a final approach to foreign policies and international politics, are
skeptic about realists and liberals. Constructivists think that they are inclined to take the interests
of political actors, such as states in the global political system. Unlike liberals and realists, who
think that states in an anarchical system value national security as a priority and even rely on
military force as an important guarantor of that security, for constructivists “anarchy is what
states make of it” (Wendt, 1992, p. 67). This means that states and their leaders develop
interpretations about the meaning of anarchy in the course of interactions with each other which
could lead to different opinions about anarchy. But, in social constructivists’ opinion, new norms
of international politics could be developed in the process of this interaction, because if national
leaders could develop new ideas how to deal with each other, the world could be changed,
receiving positive results out of it. James L. Ray (2008) labels constructivist approach with a
simple question: “Why can’t we just all get along?” And answers: “We can, if we think we can”
(p. 50).
Rational Political Ambition Theory although is a mixture of all above mentioned theories, it
does not choose a middle road among them and has its own stance to domestic and international
politics. Actually, Ray (2008) considered that this theory had integrated the following issues,
which made its strongest point.
The Basic Tenets of Political Ambition Theory
•

Political leaders of states want primarily to stay in power.

•

To stay in power, leaders must deal with internal and external competitors.

•

Which (domestic and foreign) policies they choose to pursue depends
fundamentally on the structure of their domestic political systems.

•

The foreign policies of states such as the United States are shaped in fundamental
ways by their impact on political support for the president.

•

Additional actors and interest groups may have important impacts on foreign
policies, but their influence will be maximized to the extent that they can either
help leaders to stay in power or mount credible threats to their hold on power (p.
51).

The idea of these tenets echoes greatly with Machiavelli’s advice. Unlike autocratic states’
leaders, who keep power for their lifetime, leaders of democratic states seek to utilize their
ability to solve domestic and foreign issues, especially if they are not “lame duck” presidents, but
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if a choice must be made, Putnam wrote (1988), they will give primacy to the domestic issues, as
their own incumbency often depends on his standing on the domestic political level.
Rational political ambition theory emphasizes the importance of the president of the United
States, assuming that the president is central to the foreign-policy-making process and that he
makes all important foreign policy decisions with the view toward keeping himself in power.
This latter assumption is shared by realism, asserting that political actors tend to be selfinterested. But realism gives an altruistic meaning to this notion that policymakers choose what
is better for the countries they lead, when they make foreign policy decisions. But for rational
political ambition theorists political leaders use this “national interest” for their purpose to stay
in power, or as Alex Mintz (2003) described: “. . . policy makers are political actors whose selfinterest in political survival is paramount” (p. 79). For instance, as Hyland (1999) stated, the
dire situation of Bosnia moved Clinton’s feelings only after two years when he saw that the
plight of people of a small country in the Balkans could jeopardize his presidency.
With liberalism, rational political ambition theory shares the assumption that domestic
politics and political structures are important to understand foreign policies and international
politics, but disagrees in the view that the media, interest groups, and governmental
bureaucracies are important sources to influence foreign policy processes. According to this
theory, their impact is used by the states leaders to stay in power.
Finally, rational political ambition theory shares with radicalism an emphasis on class
conflict, but not between capitalists and workers but between the rulers and the ruled.

1.2.

Foreign Policy Directing Mechanisms

Under Article II of the Constitution of the United States (1999), the president is granted full or
plenary power to be chief executive of both domestic and foreign aspects: “The Executive Power
shall be vested in a President of the United States of America” (p.32) and “…he shall take Care
that the Laws be faithfully executed …” (p. 35). Beside these, he is also granted with other
powers, such as “The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States” (p. 30) and “He shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, to make Treaties … shall appoint Ambassadors … and he shall receive Ambassadors and
other public Ministers…” (p. 35). With such power, the president certainly acquires the
constitutional mandate to dominate foreign affairs.
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But under Article I of the Constitution of the United States (1999), Congress has also
significant foreign policy power: e.g. it has the right to make and modify any laws and
appropriate funds for the implementation of any laws – “No money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropriations made by Law” (p. 30); it has the right to defend
the nation and declare war – Congress is authorized to “provide for the common Defense … ; To
declare War … ; To raise and support Armies … ; To provide and maintain a Navy” (p. 28).
Besides these powers Congress has the right to use its implied powers making all necessary laws
to carry out other responsibilities.
Since the early days of the Constitution some blame it for its ambiguity on the subject: who
controls foreign policy? But if we compare responsibilities of both sides, we will have the
following: if the president is “Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States,”
as McCormick argued (2010), Congress has the power “to declare war, raise and support armies,
[and] provide for the Common Defense.” Next “He [the President] shall have Power . . . to make
Treaties” only in case “provided two thirds of the Senators present concur” and “He [the
President] shall nominate . . . and shall appoint Ambassadors” only if “by and with the advice
and Consent of the Senate” (p. 255). These provisions of the Constitution do not hold any
ambiguity. But even with the specific divisions of responsibilities, for some scholars
(Schlesinger, 1973) constitutional stipulations are “cryptic and incomplete” (p.76) or “skimpy”
(Henkin, 1972, p. 287). Edward S. Corwin (1957) summarized inadequacy of the Constitution in
this sphere that The Constitution has provided “an invitation to struggle for the privilege of
directing American foreign policy” (p. 171).
American history saw leading role alternation of the legislative and executive branches. But
after World War II, executive dominance, which was termed as “the Imperial Presidency,”
prevailed. It was mainly associated with the rise of American globalism when the president has
become the dominant actor in foreign affairs due to some key factors:
•

Important historical executive precedents

•

Supreme Court decisions

•

Congressional deference and delegation

•

The growth of executive institutions

•

International situational factors (McCormick, 2010, p. 258)

Thus, whereas the president is the chief executive, Congress decides what laws should be
enforced; though the president commands the armed forces, Congress has the power to declare
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war; if the president has the right to negotiate treaties, Congress must give its advice and
consent. These issues are so interwoven that it is easier to describe them as shared foreign policy
powers, when each branch can check the actions of the other; then they put them into effective
operation.
Among various areas in foreign policy: negotiation with other nations, recognition of other
governments, the withholding of information from Congress on certain foreign policy matters,
the conduct of foreign policy, the initiation of military action and waging war, the first two are
the president’s prerogatives, which are little challenged by Congress. Presidents justified their
actions, because they were responsible as Commander in Chiefs of American Armed Forces and
they were obliged to defend the security of the nation. As McCormick (2010) wrote, according to
President Jimmy Carter there is “only one clear voice” (p. 252) in foreign policy and President
Gerald Ford expanded the scope of this view stating that Congress was too large and too diverse
to handle foreign policy crises (Public Broadcasting Service, 1983). These opinions echo with
the first chief justice of the United States, John Marshall’s view: “The President is the sole organ
of the nation in its external relations, and its sole representative with foreign nations” (Quoted in
Corwin, 1957 p. 177).
Why do presidents “defy” Congress? President Reagan did not seek congressional
endorsement to send American troops into Lebanon. President George H. W. Bush justified
American intervention in Panama, since American lives were in imminent danger. However, he
did not circumvent Congress and sought its authorization to use force against Iraq to protect
Kuwait from Iraqi invasion. Freidman (1993) wrote in New York Times that President Clinton
strongly opposed congressional restriction on the right to use force, as he was strongly convinced
that “the Constitution leaves the president, for good and sufficient reasons, the ultimate decisionmaking authority” (p. 19). President Clinton sent peacekeeping forces to Bosnia without
congressional approval as part of NATO forces. But he asked Congress for its support before
ordering the bombing in Kosovo as retaliation against Serbian atrocities, explaining his taking
actions as “pursuant to my constitutional authority to conduct U.S. foreign relations and as
Commander in Chief and Chief Executive” Hendrickson explained (2002, p. 129).
President George W. Bush followed suit and even extended these precedents, especially since
9/11. President Bush initiated a military response to terrorism and sent American forces to
Afghanistan, the Philippines and Yemen. But Bush enhanced his authority by declaring that he
would take other actions unilaterally as necessary: “I will direct such additional measures as
necessary in exercise of our right to self-defense and to protect U.S. citizens and interests”
23

(Bush, G. W. 2001). According to this quotation the commander-in-chief clause was expanded to
include the power not only to conduct a war already begun but to initiate one if necessary,
concluded McCormick (2010, p. 262).
When presidents make foreign commitments, they rely on the executive agreement rather
than on the treaty as the basic instrument. The executive agreement is carried out either by the
president or his representative without congressional involvement. In this case the advice and
consent of the Senate are not required, yet it has the same force of law. It may take two forms of
an executive agreement: one is based solely on the constitutional power of the president
(“pure”); the other is based on congressional legislation authorizing or approving the president’s
making of a commitment (“statutory”). The former is granted in Article II, while the latter relies
on some precise piece of earlier congressional authorization or a treaty. But the statutory
executive agreement is more prevalent and at the same time more controversial than the pure
executive agreement. Under the statutory agreement Congress may be involved in the procedural
process of the agreement, but it is not clear how much discretion it can afford the president to
make commitments abroad, especially at superpower summits.
Beside this presidents can also issue Executive Orders or directives to act unilaterally in
particular areas of both domestic and foreign policies. Moreover, the administration can issue
Presidential Signing Statements, by which it asserts presidential prerogatives in foreign policy.
E.g. when President Bush signed the Iraq Resolution, he asserted his constitutional authority to
use force without congressional authorization. He declared: “. . . my signing this resolution does
not constitute any change in the long-standing positions of the executive branch on either the
President’s constitutional authority to use force to deter, prevent, or respond to aggression or
other threats to U.S. interests or on the constitutionally of the War Powers Resolution” (quoted in
Elsea, Garcia, and Nicola, 2007, p. 2). (WPR – is the most significant congressional attempt to
reassert its control over the commitment of American forces abroad, thus limiting the president’s
war-making powers).
According both to the Constitution and to rational political ambition theory, president’s role
in the American foreign policy process is crucial. But Congress has also much salient
accountability that sharply limits what the president can do in the area of foreign policy. Though
presidents find effective ways to circumvent Congress and wrest control of foreign policy’s
important areas, Congress retains the power of purse, checking the president’s capacity to utilize
American military force. But when the country is involved in combat with enemy troops,
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Congress is unwilling to cut off funds, even if the declaration of war has not been ratified
formally by Congress. Thus Congress gives its support to presidents when they undertake major
foreign policy initiatives rather than on domestic issues. (There was only one exception to this
policy: in 1973 the US Congress voted to deny any funds to finance combat activities in
Vietnam. And the result was that South Vietnam fell to North Vietnam forces after two years.)
The Supreme Court has also mostly supported presidential claims to dominate foreign policy.
Furthermore, the Supreme Court refuses to rule on cases challenging executive authority,
claiming that issues are political rather than legal and that the president is the representative of
sovereignty. Louis Henkin (1972) described what the Court held, “it is quite apparent that if, in
the maintenance of our international relations, embarrassment – perhaps serious embarrassment
– is to be avoided and success for our aims achieved, congressional legislation which is to be
made effective through negotiation and inquiry within the international field must often accord to
the President a degree of discretion and freedom from statutory restriction which would not be
admissible were domestic affairs alone involved” (p. 22).
Though the legislative and executive branches are the preeminent actors in foreign policy
making, there are other important administrative structures, such as the Department of State, the
Department of Defense, the National Security Council, and the Central Intelligence Agency, that
do their part in foreign policy realm.
Even though the Department of State is the federal government’s official foreign policy
entity, it has not become influential throughout its history. The reasons might be several: it lacks
the domestic constituency, leaving it without support and lobby activity of interest groups; its
“clients” are mostly foreign countries without much knowledge about American political
process. In addition, Foreign Service officers become less trustworthy because they work and
spend most time overseas. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger (1982) gave his opinion: “the State
Department is too large, too complicated, too much influenced by its foreign ‘clientele,’ and too
status quo-oriented, bogged down by inertia, to provide much help with serious foreign policy
issues and crises” (p. 439). Unlike its prestige, the secretary of state is the highest ranking
cabinet member and the most important foreign policy adviser to the president, though the
personality is crucial on this post, as only some of them have become outstanding advisers.
The president, as a commander in chief of the armed forces, carries out civilian control over
the military forces. Though the Department of Defense should implement only policy, it has
obtained the role of policy formulation surpassing the competing bureaucracies within executive
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branch. Some (Pilisuk, 1972.) would say that it is the beginning point for the “military-industrial
complex” (p. 141) a structure woven into American society. But after 9/11, one point of view
became prevalent, which claims that the military and its role ought to be substantially changed,
to meet the new international threats and some other new challenges caused by “war on terror”.
There were several outstanding secretaries of defense who adopted important policy documents.
For example, Robert McNamara (in Korb, 1976, p. 115) announced the change in strategic
doctrine in two areas: (1) the nuclear strategy toward the Soviet Union and (2) the defense
strategy for NATO. President George H. W. Bush secretary of defense, Richard Cheney, had
primary responsibility for developing U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East and negotiating the
U.S. forces commitment for more arms sales to Saudi Arabia. Clinton’s first secretary of
defense, Les Aspin, evaluated America’s defense strategy in his “Bottom-Up Review,” which
outlined U.S. defense strategy after the Cold War and presented the restructuring of the military
for the new era. Clinton’s second secretary, William Perry, introduced a new concept of
“preventive defense” to direct future security policy. The third secretary, William Cohen, was
not an important shaper of foreign and defense policy. Unlike him, Donald H. Rumsfeld, George
W. Bush’s first secretary, quickly returned the office to its former position of shaping foreign
and defense policies, especially after 9/11. He was the key person in the discussion how to
respond to al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan and he also raised the question of Iraq.
Rumsfeld, along with his deputy secretary of defense, Paul Wolfowitz, were the principle
shapers of American foreign policy.
The National Security Council (NSC) considers national security and foreign policy issues. It
advises and assists the president in formulating policies and coordinates their implementation by
the multiple governmental agencies that become involved in the foreign policy process. In 1950
the NSC produced a report written by Paul Nitze (1950, p. 13) – officially known as NSC-68.
This document served as a basis for future national security strategy. Its objective was to thwart
the ambition of the Soviet Union to dominate the whole world. NSC-68 became blueprint for the
U.S. Cold War policy of “containment”. The role of the NSC increased under Henry Kissinger,
who was in charge almost of all foreign policy initiatives. Circumventing the State Department,
he implemented these policies through “back channels.”
Though President Reagan did not rely much on his six national security advisers during his
two terms, National Security Advisers (NSA) Zbigniew Brzezinski and Brent Scowcroft played
crucial roles for their presidents: President Carter and President George H. W. Bush respectively.
President Bill Clinton’s second term NSA, Sandy Berger, and President George W. Bush’s first
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term NSA, Condoleezza Rice, were influential players in foreign policy team. The key of success
of any NSA is his or her access to and relationship with the president, while the State
Department staff regards presidents as short-timers in an ongoing process of foreign policy
making. The NSC’s closer relationship to the president could be explained by the State
Department’s sometimes suspected “leaks” to the media that may embarrass the administration
and put pressure on it to engage in foreign policy initiatives that it would rather avoid.
Among the intelligence community the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) has been the most
important intelligence organization in the government, exerting the most significant impact on
U.S. foreign policy, though it has also been criticized for its lack of accountability and control
and its covert operations inconsistent with the ethical standards of the American people. But the
CIS played a key role in the defeat of the Soviet troops in Afghanistan, leading to their departure
in 1989, which was in its turn an important step toward ultimate demise of the Soviet Union.
After the end of the Cold War, as the CIA’s Cold War mission of combating the Soviet Union
and a worldwide Communist movement were carried out successfully, its importance was
somewhat weakened, but soon recovered its role after the tragic events of 2001. The CIA was
severely criticized and even blamed for its inability to penetrate al-Qaeda and other organizations
to prevent terrorists’ attacks of 9/11, after which its function was supplanted by other missions.
On misleading information from the CIS, that the Iraqi government possessed weapons of mass
destruction, the United States went to war against this country in 2003. However, it was revealed
by CNN in 2004 that about two weeks before deciding to invade Iraq, President Bush was told
by CIS Director George Tenet there was a ‘slam dunk case’ that dictator Saddam Hussein had
unconventional weapons. Later Tenet took formal responsibility of this error (Sanger and Risen,
2003).
Notwithstanding, the CIA correctly assessed the situation in the Middle East prior to the
outbreak of the Six-Day War in 1967, policy makers did not take effective actions to prevent this
conflict. By contrast, the degree of U.S. support for the Soviet Union was outlined by the CIA
information about gloomy state of the Soviet economy before its collapse, though it failed to
predict this outcome.
Beside the CIA, the Department of Defense includes several intelligence agencies, such as the
National Security Agency, which intercepts and analyzes foreign communications; the National
Reconnaissance Office, which is responsible for developing, launching, and maintaining
information-gathering satellites; and the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, which focuses
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on interpreting the information provided by satellites and other resources. Within the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) agency, President Bush created the FBI “National Security
Branch” to focus on intelligence analysis, counterterrorism, and counterintelligence, Richelson
wrote (2008). The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) was created in 2002, and its
“primary mission . . . is to prevent terrorist attacks within the United States, reduce vulnerability
of the United States to terrorism; and minimize the damage, and assist in the recovery, from
terrorist attacks that do occur within the United States” (p. 17).
Furthermore, besides the president, Congress, the bureaucracies, there are other participants
who influence the American foreign policy process: political parties and interest groups. Political
parties can influence foreign policy decisions because they contest elections, thus they control
political offices, controlling executive and legislative offices. Interest groups are organized
entities seeking political goals that they are unable to achieve on their own.
Though there was a tendency in American history that the Republican Party more often
controlled the With House, and the Democratic Party, Congress, after World War II
bipartisanship was frequently used in American approach to foreign policy. Both parties have a
similar attitude toward foreign policy: a strong national defense, active U.S. global involvement,
and in the past staunch anticommunism. But partisan accord was low after Vietnam War and
presidents called for bipartisanship as issues of the world needed (and needs) united strength of
both parties to solve them properly. Divisiveness between parties during the George H. W. Bush
was over defense expenditures, the amount of assistance to the newly independent Eastern
Europe, the response to the Chinese crackdown in Tiananmen Square, and Iraq, after Saddam
Hussein seized Kuwait.
President Clinton succeeded a little bit to acquire bipartisan support, as his presidency took
place during the post-Cold War era. Unlike most politicians, he believed that America’s past
foreign policy success “would not have been possible without a strong, bipartisan commitment to
American’s leadership” (Clinton, 1995). After September 11 the parties joined together on
foreign policy which has been rare in recent years and it was a temporary occasion caused by
that tragic event. Though the threat posed by international terrorism unites both parties, they
have different views about economic policy choices.
Other sources, for example, interest groups seek to influence not only members of Congress
and staffs of various committees and subcommittees but also constituents of the executive
branch: the Department of Defense, the Department of State, and the Department of Homeland
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Security. The most influential among interest groups are “think tanks” that analyze problems and
offer their advice to both legislative and executive branches. The best-known conservative think
tanks in Washington, the Heritage Foundation and the Cato Institute, analyze both domestic and
foreign policy issues from a hard line conservative position, while the liberal-leaning think tanks
– the Brookings Institution’s recommendation over foreign policy are moderate or liberal. There
are also two oldest think tanks: the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace with the belief
that the United States should develop a sustainable role in the world and the Council on Foreign
Relations with an expressed anti-isolationist point of view.
Foreign lobbies have gained significance over past three decades. Lobbyists are hired to
explain their clients’ policies and persuade Congress to give them more favorable treatment. In
the 1990s, the newly independent former Soviet republics and the People’s Republic of China
often hired lobbying firms to promote their interests. [Among the former Soviet republics there
were Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus Kazakhstan, Kirghizstan, Latvia, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine,
and Uzbekistan.]
However, interest groups have only an indirect impact over policy, unlike the president,
Congress, and the foreign affairs bureaucracies, they can only influence it. Still interest groups
have become more pervasive in the foreign policy process due to partisan differences in policy
making.
The other two participants in the American foreign policy process are the media and the
public, both of which influence to shape, in some degree, U.S. foreign policy. Here a question
arises: are the media a separate actor and critic in the foreign policy process, or are they
accomplices of the government, championing official policy positions? Actually, the media are a
powerful force for determining the foreign policy agenda as the policy makers and the public
depend on them for information about global events. When the media covered the situation in
Iraq, after Hussein’s removal from office, the George W. Bush administration remained
unchanged to its policy course in Iraq and earned a bitter criticism which formed the public’s
unfavorable attitude toward this administration. Despite its low level of knowledge and interest
in international affairs, the public still views foreign policy as crucial to the country’s security
and prosperity. Americans increasingly vote on foreign policy, in presidential and congressional
elections. But in 2008 presidential election public, overwhelmed by economic concerns, did not
choose Senator McCain, who according to his own words was not strong in economics but was
more skilful in foreign policy than another candidate Barack Obama. But generally, candidates
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or the incumbent president, in order to be elected or re-elected take into account public opinion
shaped by the media. According to James Lee Ray (2008), an advocate of rational political
ambition theory, “Military interventions and wars are very risky for leaders of democratic states,
who must recognize that, although public opinion can be swayed, often quite easily, to support a
military intervention or even the initiation or war that turns out badly. … it is the leader’s
anticipation of this reaction to failed or problematic military initiatives that gives public opinion
its most profound, consistent impact on U.S. foreign policy” (p. 96).

1.3.

Decision-making Process

The making and implementation of foreign policy is a collective process involving half a dozen
agencies and hundreds of anonymous officials (Maechling, 1976, p. 2).

Decision-making

process in foreign policy involves three general stages in the policymaking or decision-making
process:
1. Agenda setting
2. Policy formulation
3. Policy implementation (Robinson and Majak, 1967).
Decision-making is a complex process, which is widely spread throughout the agencies and
institutions of the American government, who make American foreign policy. Also it requires to
be examined how they interact to make such policy options. The government consists of
complex organizational structures, representing a maze of channels through which innovative
ideas must pass before they become new policies thus hindering the policy of change and the
formulation of new purposes. Besides, there are different departments, agencies, advisory boards
and commissions. Furthermore, this is only on one side, while on another side there is Congress
all of which restrict policy change in response to new realities. In addition, multiple and
sometimes overlapping institutions are prone to the status quo than to change. American
decision-making procedures include four major theoretical models of how the policymaking
process operates within the executive branch: (1) rational actor, (2) groupthink, (3) governmental
politics, and (4) organizational process.
In the rational actor model the president is in full control of U.S. foreign policy, which most
people assume takes place while thinking of foreign policy. Whereas groupthink portrays a
centralized policymaking process under presidential control, governmental politics and
organizational process portray a decentralized policymaking process with little control exercised
by the president (Rosati and Scott, 2007, p. 278). For example, as Wittkopf (2008) wrote:
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“President Clinton’s choice to abandon the ambitious ideas of ‘assertive multilateralism’ as a
post-Cold War foreign policy strategy was the consequence of a complex environment with
multiple voices and shareholders” (p. 456) is the groupthink model of decision-making.
American decision-making procedures are comprised of two rival features: the rational
decision-making model (or rational actor model) and the bureaucratic politics model (or other
three models). The importance of the roles as a source of foreign policy is vividly summarized
by Neustadt and May (1986), according to whom role theory suggests “where you stand (on a
policy issue) depends on where you sit (in the government)” (p. 96). Of course, individuals are
not unimportant but the institutional roles that individuals occupy mold their behavior and
constrain their decision-making process. In addition, even tough, personalities of people are
different and the newcomers will have diverse style of management than their predecessors,
orientations toward crucial issues will be similar. Though people’s views change as they change
responsibilities, there are limits to role theory’s ability to explain policy-making behavior. For
instance, Wittkopf (2008) believed that: “a forceful personality may actually redefine the role to
extend the boundaries of permissible behavior, as Franklin Roosevelt did when he expanded the
scope and authority of the presidency” (p. 457).
Moreover, the executive branch operates according to a pyramid of authority, which means
that the president is on top and exercise power over foreign policy, using staff within the
Executive Office of the Presidency, such as the NSC, and his cabinet appointees for managing
and coordinating the vast bureaucracy. Thus the president governs foreign policy, and the
bureaucracy serves and responds to presidential interests. The Cuban missile crisis is a good
example of how an executive branch policymaking process is rational and responsive to the
president. When President John Kennedy was informed by the intelligent community that the
Soviet Union was deploying medium- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles with nuclear
warheads in Cuba that had the potential of striking substantial parts of the U.S., he assembled a
large group of his most trusted advisers to consider the American response. For five days they
met secretly, discussing and debating the foreign policy goals and the possible policy options,
after which the President decided to publicly blockade Cuba and privately offered Khrushchev a
political solution – withdrawal of Soviet missiles in Cuba for withdrawal of American missiles in
Turkey and a U.S. pledge not to invade Cuba. This is an ideal type of rational actor model, when
the President’s decision closely approximated a rational and optimal process under presidential
control, contributing to the prompt resolution of the crisis. The rational actor model also assumes
that once the president makes a decision, the bureaucracy faithfully implements the policy in
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accordance with his wishes. Rosati and Scott (2007) conclude that: “the president governs
foreign policy, and the bureaucracy serves and responds to presidential interests – consistent
with the popular image of policymaking” (p. 279).
A rational process also shows that Presidents need to show the nation that they are resolute
commander-in-chiefs, armed with the best advisers. When president Clinton announced that he
was about to launch Operation Desert Fox, an extensive bombing campaign in which American
and British forces would punish Saddam Hussein for forcing UN weapons inspectors to leave
Iraq and later when President George W. Bush told the people that Operation Iraqi Freedom
would begin, whose purpose, among others, was to remove Saddam Hussein from power, are the
cases when the presidents showed that they were experienced, dedicated, energetic, and diligent
to make the right choices for the nation.
According to Wittkopf (2008) American decision-making model is “a deliberate intellectual
process in which the central figures carefully choose what is best for the country and select
tactics appropriately designed to promote its national interests” (p. 458). It could not be
otherwise as stakes are the lives of thousands of people and in case of WMD proliferation even
the entire nation. All policy makers go through the same rational thought processes to make
value-maximizing choices to define national interests and identify options. The perfect
rationality role model is continuity of decision-making activities involving the following
intellectual steps:
1. Problem recognition and definition. The necessity for choice begins when policy
makers perceive an external problem and attempt to define objectively its
distinguishing characteristics. Objectivity requires full information about the
actions, motivations, and capabilities of other actors as well as the state of the
international environment and trends within it. The search for information must be
exhaustive, and all the facts relevant to the problem must be gathered.
2. Goal selection. Next, those responsible for making foreign policy choices must
decide what they want to accomplish. This disarmingly simple requirement is often
difficult. It requires the identification and ranking of all values (such as security,
democracy, freedom, and economic well-being) in a hierarchy from most- to leastpreferred.
3. Identification of alternatives. Rationality also requires the compilation of an
exhaustive list of all available policy options and an estimation of the costs
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associated with each alternative course of action as it relates to the goals and values
decision makers to realize.
4. Choice. Finally, rationality requires selecting from competing options the single
alternative with the best chance of achieving the desired goals. For this purpose,
policy makers must conduct rigorous means-ends, cost-benefit analysis, one guided
by an accurate prediction of the probable success of each option (Wittkopf, 2008, p.
458).
Another good example of what was the best choice for the U.S. after the terrorist attacks of
9/11 was President George W. Bush’s decision to carry out preemptive action on the rogue
states. Bush was determined to fulfill this mission even without the support of other allied
countries, because the stakes were too high to wait.
Administrative theory explains how bureaucratic organizations should be designed to serve
the best interests of the state and its citizens. Large organizations facilitate rational decision
making only if they are organized well and operate properly. According to Max Weber, which
Wittkopf (2008) introduced, the following instructions should be taken into account to enhance
the effect of large-scale bureaucracies:
•

Structured on the principle of division of labor, bureaucracies make each person in
the machinery of government a specialist, even an expert, at her or his job;
functional divisions among agencies as well as within them achieve specialization
by assigning different tasks to different people qualified in different ways.

•

Dividing authority among competing organizations enhances the probability that all
policy options will be considered before decisions are reached. Multiple advocacy
results from interagency bargaining positions and negotiation prevents any one
agent from unilaterally making a critical policy decision.

•

Authority is distributed hierarchically, and a clear chain of command delineates
who is responsible for what and to whom. It is easier to get things done when
everyone has a clear idea of who is subordinate to whom, who has authority over
what, and what role each cog in the machinery should perform. Precious time does
not have to be devoted to deciding who has the power to decide.

•

Rules specify how each major function or task is to be performed and prescribe
standard operating procedures for each task. Hence, rather than deliberating about
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the best method for handling a problem, the professional bureaucrat can concentrate
on mastering those methods.
•

Bureaucracies rely on a system of records, written documents systematically
gathered and stored to facilitate retrieval. These provide a data bank of past
decisions, and increase the information available for making future decisions.

•

In principle, bureaucracies recruit “the best and brightest” personnel on the basis of
achievement and aptitude rather than on the basis of ascriptive criteria such as
ethnicity, gender, wealth, or family background.

•

Similarly, personnel are compensated and promoted on the basis of their
achievements, thus placing decision-making responsibility in the hands of those
deemed most competent. Merit determines who is “selected up” and who is
“selected out,” rather than criteria such as seniority, personal characteristics,
ingratiation, or favors to superiors.

•

Administrative norms allow some specialists the luxury of engaging in “forward
planning.” Unlike the president, whose role requires that attention be focused on
the crisis of the moment, bureaucracies can consider long-term needs (p. 463).

These bureaucratic policy procedures help rational decision making process, though the
reality of bureaucratic practice shows that bureaucracies besides solving problems, sometimes
cause them. Bureaucratic pressures diminish president’s ability to assert control and lead.
But bureaucracies are expected to help the president carry out presidential politics. The
president alone does not make foreign policy. Policy must not only be enunciated but also
implemented, and for that task the president must rely on the bureaucracies comprising the
foreign affairs government. Presidents are often inclined to choosing among agreed-on
bureaucratic solutions and then seek to mobilize their action on the decisions reached rather than
selecting policies from the alternative recommendations and turning to the bureaucracy to carry
them out.
Moreover, presidents are expected to be decisive and not just another actor in the process of
decision-making. Kissinger (1994c) considered that President Kennedy’s endeavor to confront
Khrushchev’s calculation to place Soviet intermediate-range missiles into Cuba, which would
later enable the Soviet leader to obtain a bargaining position in an eventual Berlin negotiation,
was a skillful handling of precarious situations, carried out by President’s bold decision (p. 591).
President Truman (as sited in Wittkopf, 2008) described decision avoidance this way: “The
greatest part of the president’s job is to make decisions – big ones and small ones. . . . The
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president – whoever he is – has to decide. He can’t pass the buck to anybody. No one else can do
the decision for him. That’s his job” (p. 484). But according to Wittkopf few presidents adhere to
Truman’s advice and are quite proficient at passing the buck, as they prefer not to decide.
“Presidents are, in the eyes of bureaucrats, notorious for putting off decisions or changing their
minds. They have enough decisions to make without looking for additional ones. In many cases,
all the options look bad and they prefer to wait,” was the explanation of this tendency, given by
Gelb and Halperin in 1973 (as cited in Wittkopf, 2008, p. 484).
Furthermore, when presidents assert themselves, they can prevail because engaged presidents
are capable of overcoming the most damaging aspects of bureaucratic politics. But as Goldgeier
(1999) wrote: “If the question is whether policy outcomes inside the executive branch reflect
presidential dominance over the foreign policy apparatus or the pulling and hauling of
bureaucratic interests, the answer is: when the president gets involved he wins unless the
bureaucracy can get outside actors, for example, Congress, to constrain him” (p. 187).
Groupthink describes a different policymaking process than is found in the rational actor
model. On the one hand, the rational actor model and groupthink share a centralized
policymaking structure under presidential control. On the other hand, while the rational actor
model depicts an open and rational process, groupthink process deliberates the relevant goals,
searches for information, considers alternatives, and selects the policy option that maximizes
goals (Rosati and Scott, 2007, p. 281). A vivid case of groupthink is President Reagan’s
decision, leading to sell arms to Iran, throughout the mid 1980s, in exchange for the release of
American hostages held in the Middle East. But when it became public, the Iranian initiative led
to outcry against President Reagan and triggered the Iran-Contra affair. The failure of the Iranian
initiative was a function of the groupthink process, under which the group was committed to a
particular policy regardless of changes or developments of the affair.
Governmental politics describes a policymaking process that is neither centralized under the
president nor rational, but rather is based on a pluralistic policymaking environment where
power is diffused and the process revolves around political competition and compromise among
the policymakers. Under governmental politics, an issue is likely to trigger involvement of
individuals from variety of bureaucratic organizations, each differing in goals and objectives.
However, no policy-maker or organization is preponderant: the president, if involved, is merely
one participant, although his influence may be the most powerful. So we can conclude that
policymaking is a pluralistic and political process in which policy-makers attempt to advance
their personal, organizational, and national interests, followed by decisions, emerging from
political bargaining, coalition building, and compromising. A case of president’s inability to
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dominate policymaking occurs when some of participants may be quite formidable and the
president remains uncommitted to any policy option.

For example, during the Iranian

Revolution, while President Carter appeared to be uncertain as to what was in the best interests
of the United States, NSC advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski became a major advocate of using force
in Iran to support the Shah and lobbied against the more moderate policy recommendations of
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance . (Rosati and Scott, 2007, p. 283).
Also, governmental politics often prevailed within the Clinton administration, due to
President Clinton’s general inattention to national security affairs, reinforced by his considerable
uncertainty because of the lack of national security experience, was well illustrated by the
Clinton administration’s foreign policymaking process regarding such national security issues as
Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo (Halberstam, 2001, p. 69).
Unlike the rational actor model or groupthink, governmental politics, which is extremely
political, describes the president as not ultimately controlling the policymaking process. Instead,
policymaking becomes more pluralistic, involves a variety of policy-makers and bureaucratic
organizations, each exercising some political clout. Furthermore, the actual decision-making
process is neither as rational as the rational actor model nor as conformist as groupthink (Rosati
and Scott, 2007, p. 284).
The organizational process model of policymaking emerged from the study of bureaucracy
and organizational behavior that has prevailed within the fields of economics and public
administration (Steinbruner, 1974, p. 302). This model describes most powerfully the
implementation of policymaking. For example, when President Reagan made the decision to
invade Grenada in 1983, the military bureaucracy was responsible for the bungled operation that
eventually succeeded in occupying the island. Likewise, the same military bureaucracy was
responsible for the tremendous success of Operation Desert Storm once President Bush officially
decided to go to war with Iraq in January 1991.
The organizational process model depicts a decentralized government in which the key actors
are bureaucratic organizations rather than the president or a group of policy-makers.
Policymaking tends to be feudal, with most bureaucratic organizations relatively autonomous
from the political leadership and each other. Thus the bureaucracy has become so large and
complex that it is an independent driving force behind policy, and the president, who is only the
symbolic leader.
In sum, these four models highlight different concepts, which explain the policymaking
process in U.S. foreign policy: the rational actor model emphasizes the beliefs of the president
and his closest advisers; groupthink focuses on the beliefs and personalities of the leaders within
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the group; governmental politics emphasizes the varying beliefs, personalities, roles, and
positions of power that policy-makers occupy; and the organizational process model emphasizes
organizational missions, bureaucratic structures and subcultures, roles and standard operating
procedures (Rosati and Scott, 2007, p. 289).
Finally, the impact of large-scale organizations on American foreign policy making should
not be either overstated or misinterpreted; the formidable challenges posed by today’s complex,
globalizing world make bureaucratic government necessary, even though, they look
unresponsive to a changing environment. And the best solution is not to do away with
bureaucratic government, but to run it efficiently and shape its power to national purposes, for
which vigorous leadership is required (Wittkopf, 2008, p. 486).

1.4. General Changes in American Foreign Policy after the End of the Cold War
President Jimmy Carter attempted to move away from the power politics of the Nixon
administration and engaged himself in restoring integrity and morality to American diplomacy.
For him “manipulation” and “secret deals” of Henry Kissinger were unacceptable. He also
sought to reorient America’s foreign policy away from a singular emphasis on adversaries,
especially the Soviet Union, which deeply offended the Soviets as the Soviet leader saw the
USSR as crucial in dealing with conflict in the world of the nuclear age. But the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan brought this country back into the focus for the United States.
Roland Reagan, unlike his predecessor, during his first term, chose the need for military
power and the need to focus on the Soviet Union and its expansionism. In 1981, Reagan’s
Secretary of State Alexander Haig (1981) said that American foreign policy behavior was based
upon four important pillars
•

The restoration of economic and military strength

•

The reinvigoration of alliance and friendships

•

The promotion of progress in the developing countries through peaceable changes

•

A relationship with the Soviet Union characterized by restraint and reciprocity

The second point meant upgrading the military strength of the West as the administration
tried and hoped to persuade the Europeans to accept a greater defense burden as a means of
counteracting growing Soviet power in their region. At about the same time the United States
also tried, but without any success, to stop Europeans from completing their natural gas pipeline
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arrangement with the Soviets. Not envisaging the results, this issue became a great problem in
the twenty-first century to the European Union. Later, the Reagan administration wanted to
impose sanctions on the Europeans themselves over their failure to follow American wishes, but
again without any success. (The Western European states were reluctant to follow the Reagan
administration in dealing with the Soviet Union because they were concerned with preserving
contacts with the Eastern European countries.)
McCormick (2010) concluded that the Reagan administration also saw correctly that the
Soviet system was bankrupt and on the verge of collapse and charged the Soviets with fomenting
international disorder (p. 131). However, during his second term, he sought some
accommodation with the Soviets, although without altering its anti-Soviet approach in the third
world. Later President Bush and his National Security Advisor, Brent Scowcroft (in Bush &
Scowcroft, 1998) gave their point of view of President Reagan’s policy toward the Soviet Union
When Reagan assumed office, American policy took a sharp turn back toward
confrontation. Initially, the Reagan administration, at least in part, perceived the
Soviet Union as the “Evil Empire” portrayed in its rhetoric. Détente was replaced
with the notion of bringing down the USSR over the long term, exerting economic
and political pressure to encourage its eventual collapse. . . . he [Reagan] focused on
a defense buildup in order to exert leverage on them, rather than relying simply on
negotiations. … however, with the buildup well underway, the rhetoric began to
soften. … To the consternation of many of his hardliner subordinates, Reagan liked
Gorbachev and came to believe that the Soviet leader’s commitment to reform was
genuine. He removed from simply exerting pressure to entertaining the possibility of
a changed Soviet Union, to doing business with them; he even began to speak of the
end of the Cold War (p. 11).
Thus Carter and Reagan took different approaches to American foreign policy as the Cold
War was changing and winding down.
Being the vice president of President Reagan, George H.W. Bush did not share much of the
President’s ‘good vs. evil’ approach to U.S. – Soviet relations, which could provoke unnecessary
confrontations between the nuclear superpowers. Though, after 1985 Reagan enthusiastically
embraced the Soviet leader, M. Gorbachev, Bush needed some time to warm up to him. It only
happened after the demise of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe, which paid off handsomely
during the Gulf War and the negotiations for the reunification of Germany. President Bush and
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Secretary of State Baker spent their time attempting to convince the Soviets and the American
public that they truly wished Gorbachev’s domestic reforms and foreign policy redirection to
succeed. But Secretary of Defense Cheney and Vice President Quayle were not so sure about
Gorbachev’s prospects and peaceful intentions. Meanwhile, a secret team was established in the
White House to discredit Gorbachev’s credibility. Beschloss and Talbott (1993) had their
opinion about this issue that because of the professed goal of “ending the Cold War” was not
endorsed by all of the administration’s factions, initiatives to end that conflict appeared timid,
tardy, and inconsistent (as cited in Wittkopf, 2008, p. 482). But Gorbachev had to seek peace
abroad in order to concentrate on his domestic problems as he unwisely believed that he could
save the Soviet system with reforms.
Hyland (1999) wrote that George H.W. Bush had three objectives towards Russia: to limit
Russian military power through new arm control agreements, to build up Ukraine as a
counterweight to Russian domination, and to encourage economic reforms and tailor American
assistance toward that end (p.83). Besides, America was deeply concerned about nuclear arsenals
on the former Soviet republics: Kazakhstan, Ukraine, and Belarus and had to negotiate treaties to
control them. The basis was made for these three new states to abandon their weapons, either
transferring them to Russia or destroying them. According to U.S. Department of State Dispatch,
the Bush administration achieved its main objective: a new treaty, reducing strategic armaments
even further (START II) was ready, though it was ratified by the Senate only in 1996.
President Bush was determined to have an open mind toward the prospect of reviving the
détente relationship initiated by Nixon and Kissinger; like them, he could be indifferent to the
form of government and human rights situation in the Soviet Union as long as the Kremlin was
willing to play by the rules of the game internationally (Brown, 1994, p. 503-504). Officials in
Washington were cautious and even sceptical of Gorbachev’s motives of his restructuring
(perestroika). It could be a part of grand strategy to provide for a temporary reallocation of
resources and reordering of priorities to allow the Soviet Union – aided by Western technologies
and financial credits – to renew its bid in the near future for global dominance from a stronger
base (Brown, 1994, p. 505). Two days after the inauguration, Scowcroft publicly cautioned that
“the Cold War is not over” and warned that Gorbachev’s plan might be a calculated strategy to
get the West to let down its guard while the Soviet Union built up its power for a new offensive
(Scowcroft, 1989).
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American anti-Soviet hawks assumed that the Soviet economy was in such dire straits that the
Gorbachev regime was willing to do virtually anything the West demanded in order to get out of
the arms race. In other words, the time was ripe to press on to a full victory in the Cold War and
to lock in Soviet concessions so that a post-Gorbachev regime would find it very costly to
attempt to regain anything approaching military and geopolitical parity with the United States.
To take the high ground from the Soviet leader’s slogan of “a common European home,”
President Bush remarked: “There cannot be a common European home until all within it are free
to move from room to room” (Bush, 1989, p. 815), as the world was facing a crucial issue of two
Germanys reunification.
But, besides the German issue, President Bush and President Gorbachev were engaged at all
diplomatic levels in resolving the still outstanding Cold War issues. At the Malta summit of
December 2-3, 1989, two leaders met for the CFE and START negotiations, Soviet and Cuban
support for the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua, and the sensitive issue of self-determination for
the three Baltic republics. As Gorbachev had found himself caught up in a chaotic stampede
towards political decentralization, which was swifter and more radical than he could have
anticipated, he was prepared to cooperate on all of these issues. Moreover, Gorbachev was even
anxious to obtain most favoured nation trading status (MFN) and qualification for Export-Import
Bank credits.
Gorbachev and his emissaries were privately imploring the United States for massive aids –
on levels comparable to the Marshall Plan assistance for the reconstruction of war-torn Europe.
Without such help, the democratic restructuring that had been going on would be reversed, civic
order would collapse, and a new Stalinist or fascist-nationalist dictatorship would be highly
likely. Moreover, unless Moscow were provided the wherewithal for exercising major economic
leverage over the restive republics, the USSR might well disintegrate into rival ethnonationalistic states, some of which might try to gain control of the nuclear weapons and facilities
on their territories, Brown concluded (1994, p. 518).
Moscow summit of July 29-31, 1991, where Gorbachev accused Bush of undermining the
success of perestroika, was actually the summit on START signing ceremony. After Moscow,
Bush headed for Kiev, despite Gorbachev’s wishes to cancel this planned trip. Bush reworked
his speech to help produce a conceptual framework for both – Russian and Ukrainian sides, to
come to a modus vivendi, which turned into a public relations disaster.
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Bush’s infamous address, known as “Chicken Kiev” is a good example of the test of
leadership to grasp how the world had changed. Later candidate Clinton claimed that there was
an inconsistency between Bush’s preference for stability through personal relationships with
foreign leaders and the American impulse to support freedom and democracy. Moreover, Clinton
chided Bush for being overly cautious on the issue of aid to Russia. [Brent Scowcroft wrote in
Bush, & Scowcroft, (1998), that Bush spoke in front of several hundred thousand of Ukrainians:
“… freedom is not the same as independence. Americans will not support those who seek
independence in order to replace a far-off tyranny with a local despotism. They will not aid those
who promote a suicidal nationalism based upon ethnic hatred” (p. 515). This could be
understood as his support for the Soviet leader – M. Gorbachev.]
Later Talbott (2003) wrote that inability to envision the development of history was obvious
in the “Chicken Kiev Speech,” when President Bush Sr. urged “the Ukrainians to find a
federalist compromise with the beleaguered Soviet leader rather than going their own way. The
president’s advice bombed locally and back home” (p. 23). Bush was excoriated widely, though
his National Security Advisor, Brent Scowcroft, (in Bush and Scowcroft, 1998) later tried to
justify Bush’s address. He wrote: “It was a plea, they charged, to keep the Soviet Union together
[accusation of the President of not supporting the aspirations of Ukrainians and others who
sought freedom and self-determination]. They got it wrong. The reference to local despotism was
not directed specifically at Ukraine. It was aimed at a number of areas where an upsurge of
intolerant nationalism threatened the outbreak of major violence” (p. 516). But the phrase stung
and even if there were other explanations, they would be helpless to remove the stain.
President Bush found himself in an unprecedented situation, when it was difficult to choose
which way would be better not to exacerbate the state of the Soviet republics. Bush (1998)
wrote: “He [Shevardnadze] warned of a possible military takeover, and a general deterioration in
the republics. I was concerned, very concerned. We could not be in a position of opposing an
independent Lithuania. On the other hand, if we pledged support the minute it declared
independence, that might cause Gorbachev to fall, or the Soviet military to act on its own” (p.
215). Brent Scowcroft was also concerned about the outcome of the last days of the Soviet
Union, as the whole world had witnessed how Gorbachev restored to force in order to preserve
political order and the union itself. “This had been true in Tbilisi, Georgia, in 1989 and in the
Baltics [in Baku, too] in 1990 and early 1991” Scowcroft wrote (1998, p. 494). Thus the new
circumstances dictated that Russia should not be challenged. To alleviate the situation an
economic assistance for Russia was devised by the Bush administration under some prodding
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from Richard Nixon. Nixon (1992) argued that the reform of Russia was the key to the reform of
other formerly Soviet states and the best alternative to Yeltsin. Also Senators Sam Nunn and
Richard Lugar devised a special package to allocate money to help with dismantling of the
strategic arsenal.
America tried its best to avoid humiliating of the country whose ideology crushed. Scowcroft
(Brzezinski and Scowcroft, 2008) wrote directly what most of Americans’ feelings were when
they were witnessing unavoidable fall of the Soviet Union and Soviet leader’s last endeavors to
save the empire: “Gorbachev was trying to put together a confederation to replace the old Soviet
Union. He was trying to revise the structure, not destroy it . . . Did we feel good? Of course. But
at that time, when the Wall (the Berlin Wall) came down, what the president felt, and I felt, was
‘don’t gloat.’ If it is the end of the cold war, let’s not do World War I over again” (p. 6-7). Thus
after some decades the history of World War I became a good lesson for everyone. Since WWI
Germany had been so deeply humiliated because of victorious countries’ exaggerated retaliation
that it became the best place for Fascism to flourish; therefore, it tried to take revenge on nearly
the whole world after twenty years. After the same war, Communism became the ideology of the
Russian empire, resulting in with its ugly consequences. Before WWII Soviet Union also became
a clandestine partner of Fascist Germany in curving up conveniently the globe according to their
sphere of influence. According to this grave experience, after the demise of the Soviet empire it
would be wise if nobody challenged a defeated giant with lots of nuclear warheads. The Bush
administration compromised when it invited former members of the Warsaw Pact to send
officials to NATO, creating a means of association but not membership. But NATO had already
expanded once since the end of the Cold War, when East Germany merged with West Germany
and the Bush administration gave the Soviet leader assurances that NATO would stop there. So
the border of united Germany became NATO’s border. But Eastern European states became
impatient and pressed for outright membership as a medium of security from the Russian empire.
President George H.W. Bush (1998) wrote
I always have believed that the United States bears a disproportionate responsibility
for peace in Europe and an obligation to lead NATO. In the 1930s, we learned the
hard way that it was a mistake to withdraw into isolation after World War I. We
watched as Europe struggled with fascism, but were drawn inevitably into battle to
restore its freedom. When the Cold War began, Western Europe became the front
line against the Soviet threat, and our allies depended on the United States to point
the direction for NATO; the American president was to lead the way (p. 60).
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But not everyone had the same opinion about this issue in Europe. One of the several
problems that American leadership worried was Yugoslavia: after the communist dictator’s
ruling, the country would break up into its ethnic components and then the Soviet Union would
intervene to restore “order.” But when this prediction started realizing the Soviet Union itself
was counting its final days. The new realities changed the whole American approach: namely the
Bush administration abdicated its responsibilities in favor of the overly eager Europeans, who
were determined to prove their independence from American tutelage. Hyland (1999) wrote that
the president of the European Commission (EC), Jacque Delores, declared that since the EC did
not interfere in American affairs, the Americans would have enough respect not to interfere in
European affairs (p. 29-30). Zimmermann (1995) had the same opinion that the Europeans
insisted that force could not be used by outside powers, even to promote self-determination but
without a threat of force, diplomacy was impotent. Therefore, when Secretary James Baker,
visiting Yugoslavia, warned against a breakup, announcing that the United States would not
recognize any resulting new independent states, the very next day some republics declared their
independence (Hyland, 1999, p. 30). Baker’s warning in Yugoslavia reminds Bush Sr.’s speech
in Kiev; the outcome was the same in both cases.
George H. W. Bush’s over-cautious approach to communist collapse in 1989 – 1990 is totally
opposite to the subversion of Soviet interests as practiced by every president since Truman. The
first Iraq War was also an occasion when the U.S., under Bush Sr., balked at regime change, and
yet ‘ethical realists’ proclaimed this hesitancy as wisdom. Abandoning Yugoslavia in 1991-2
was likewise for Bush Sr. and his increasingly nostalgic supporters evidence of “judicious
statecraft” (Lynch and Singh, 2008, p. 90).
Notwithstanding these comments, the results of the Cold War endgame materialized during
Bush’s presidency, who became the author of the new world order
•

Eastern Europe had been released from political and economic bondage to the USSR
and Soviet military forces had been largely withdrawn from the region.

•

The Warsaw Pact had been disbanded.

•

The Berlin Wall had been torn down.

•

East Germany had been peacefully reunited with the Federal Republic of Germany,
which, Gorbachev finally agreed, could remain in NATO.

•

Soviet troops had been totally withdrawn from Afghanistan.
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•

Cuban troops had been withdrawn from Angola at the behest of the Soviets as part of
a U.S.-brokered settlement between Luanda and Pretoria on independence for
Namibia.

•

The Nicaraguan Sandinistas, responding to Soviet pressures, had consented to an
internationally monitored election which they lost.

•

The Soviets had ceased subsidizing Cuba’s economy.

•

In the United Nations, the Soviets had cooperated in obtaining Security Council
authorization for the United States to lead a military coalition to force Saddam
Hussein out of Kuwait (Brown, 1994, p. 517).

By the end of Bush’s term not only had Eastern Europe become free from Soviet
domination and Germany united, but the Soviet Union had dissolved itself. Brent
Scowcroft (1998) wrote: “The Bush administration reached a national goal sought since the
early 1950s, for which many patriotic Americans had given their lives, and which was
closer during the Ronald Reagan years: freedom for Eastern Europe and the end to a mortal
threat to the United States” (p. xiii).
On December 25, Mikhail Gorbachev resigned as president of the expired Soviet Union. On
the same night, President Bush addressed the world from the Oval Office: “For over forty years
the United States led the West in the struggle against communism and the threat it posed to our
most precious values. … That confrontation is now over.” Then President Bush recognized the
independence of each of the former Soviet republics, citing each by name. He closed by asking
God to “bless the people of the new nations in the Commonwealth of Independent States” (Bush,
1991).
President G. H. W. Bush’s (1998) idealistic viewpoint was well expressed in his book A
World Transformed: “Out of these troubled times, our… objective – a new world order – can
emerge: a new era – free from the threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice, and more
secure in the quest for peace” (p. 370). But peace and security were not as certain for Georgia as
Georgia along with the Baltic States did not sign the Declaration of Adherence to the
Commonwealth of Independent States.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE IMPORTANCE OF THE CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIAN
REGIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES
2.1. Strategic and Geopolitical Importance
To prevent the emergence of any dominant and antagonistic Eurasian power is crucial to
American global primacy. Zbigniew Brzezinski (1997) believed that “American foreign policy
must remain concerned with the geopolitical dimension and must employ its influence in Eurasia
in a manner that creates a stable continental equilibrium, with the Unites States as the political
arbiter” (p. xiv).Yet those who have ambition of global domination will try to exclude America
from this region to prevent continental equilibrium, or will act in the same manner as did Joseph
Stalin and Adolf Hitler several decades ago. Both of them shared the assumption that he who
controlled Eurasia controlled the world, as Eurasia is geopolitically the most important place in
the world. During recent five hundred years world affairs have been dominated by Eurasian
powers and after achieving regional domination reached out for global power thus making this
continent crucial to international peace. Therefore, Eurasia became the chief geopolitical prize
for the United States. Since Hitler’s defeat Stalin challenged the former ally, the United States,
and by creating the Sino-Soviet bloc, dominated most Eurasia (like the Mongol Empire) but did
not control its peripheries. The United States successfully secured itself with the policy of
containment of the Eurasian bloc: on the eastern front the bridgehead was Korean Peninsula –
the theatre of the Korean War and on the western bridgehead – the Berlin blockade. Concerning
the southern part, the United States committed itself to the defense of the Persian Gulf region, on
a par with its western and eastern Eurasian security interests. The Caucasus and Central Asia
(CCA) or with other words the states of the Southern Tier, is located on the crucial territory of
the southern periphery, where the westernmost country, Georgia, is the only state in the region
with the access to the sea and thus vital to the competing great powers to gain sway of the area
bordering the Middle East. As Brzezinski noted (1997), “America’s global primacy is directly
dependent on how long and how effectively its preponderance on the Eurasian continent is
sustained” (p.30). After the end of the Cold War, the emergence of the United States as a single
global power means its responsibilities abroad. Brzezinski (1997) summarized American
supremacy in the world in the following way
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America stands supreme in the four decisive domains of global power: militarily, it
has an unmatched global reach; economically, it remains the main locomotive of
global growth, even if challenged in some aspects by Japan and Germany (neither of
which enjoys the other attributes of global might); technologically, it retains the
overall lead in the cutting-edge areas of innovation; and culturally, despite some
crassness, it enjoys an appeal that is unrivaled, especially among the world’s youth –
all of which gives the United States a political clout that no other state comes close to
matching. It is the combination of all four that makes America the only
comprehensive global superpower” (p. 24).
It is hard not to agree with this deliberate point of view, written more than a decade ago.
Therefore, the Pax-Russica of 1993-1994 in the Caucasus had been a cold shower for
decision-makers in Washington. The latter were becoming increasingly aware of the strategic
importance of the Caucasus, as well as the importance of the energy resources of the Caspian and
Central Asia. Thus, the idea of a new east-west energy corridor that did not cross Russian
territory was being formed. Furthermore, such a corridor should itself provide timely support for
the new sovereignties in the region, Gordadze wrote (2009, p. 38).
Perched on the western and eastern extremities of Eurasia, America’s goal now is to draw the
middle space (or southern periphery where Georgia is located) into the expending orbit of the
West, where it predominates. But if these Western European countries decide to balance
America’s influence on their continent with the help of Russia, then eventually they will become
subordinate to that country. Though it is their choice, they should know that if you do not like
when one, or the United States, influences and makes you jealous in some way, the other one, or
Russia, will exercise its direct control, a familiar feature of all empires. If Russia gains control
over the South, it will be the end of not only America’s primacy in the region but West
Europeans’ significant decline in importance in the whole world. Besides for the West European
countries, this state of world affairs will incur a dire situation for other states, which will find
themselves in an anarchic situation. Samuel Huntington (1993), the political scientist, correctly
asserted that
A world without U.S. primacy will be a world with more violence and disorder and
less democracy and economic growth than a world where the United States
continues to have more influence than any other country in shaping global affairs.
The sustained international primacy of the United States is central to the welfare
46

and security of Americans and to the future of freedom, democracy, open
economics, and international order in the world (p. 57).
Fortunately for the United States, Eurasian mega continent is too big, too populous, culturally
too varied to be politically one, thus the shift of geopolitical pivots of the continent to the
American side is of paramount interest.
Among others in the Middle East Turkey is an important geostrategic player, which stabilizes
the Black Sea region, controls access from it to the Mediterranean Sea, balances Russia in the
Caucasus, and is the anchor for NATO. Another player, Iran, serves as a barrier to Russian threat
in the Persian Gulf region, and even though its current regime is hostile toward the United States,
it serves best American interests in the region. Besides there is China and India which have their
interests in the region, thus making this place a major battlefield of competing powerful
neighbors. Therefore, the area which embraces portions of southeastern Europe, Central Asia,
parts of South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the Middle East, could turn into global “Balkans” in
Central Eurasia in the twenty first century with dire consequences for the whole world. As all
these parts are unstable, they are attracting the intrusion of more powerful neighbors but at the
same time opposing the region’s domination by any of them. Yet, unlike the European Balkans
where the prize was supremacy on this influential but small continent, today’s Balkans is even
geopolitically more significant as a potential economic prize for the access to the Caspian Sea,
the world’s richest basin of natural gas and oil and a transportation network linking directly
Eurasia’s richest and most industrious western and eastern parts, which are important for such
powerful neighbors as Turkey, Russia, Iran, and China, too. But the list of participants in the
competition of geopolitical and economic benefits will not be complete without Ukraine,
Pakistan, India and the distant America. Among the participants Russia’s ambitions are more
vigorous as it tries to restore its imperial control over the most part, if not the whole region.
Turkey sees itself as potential leader of a loose Turkic-speaking community, having advantage of
its appealing modernity and has the economic means to establish itself as the most influential
force. Iran’s current geopolitical aspirations are narrower than Turkey’s. China’s limited role is
that it would prefer independent states of Central Asia, as a buffer zone in the West rather than a
Russian Empire. The interest of Ukraine is to have freer access to energy sources to limit
dependence on Russia. Therefore, it supported Georgian and Georgian-Turkish routes for Azeri
oil exports. Pakistan opposes to Iran’s influence in Afghanistan and southern Central Asia, which
it wants to preserve for itself. Contrary to Pakistan, India favors Iranian and Russian influence in
the region to balance Pakistan and China. Thus this region is rather rich with politically
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ambitious various states. As the stakes are high on the region’s resources, America’s primary
interest is to prevent any country’s endeavors to dominate the region’s geopolitical space and
small states see American engagement as vital to their survival. But American interest is not only
its Eurasian geostrategic goal; it is its growing economic interest alongside with European and
Far Eastern, which try to have unlimited access to this closed area. Thus the United States is the
final important player in the region, despite its remoteness.
Until its demise, the Soviet Union had monopolized access to the Caspian, rich with natural
resources region. As gas and oil pipelines were channeled through its territory, according to
Brzezinski (1997), Russian politicians would prefer it to retain their previous important place,
“since they know that whoever controls access to the region will win the geopolitical and
economic prize” (p. 140). Unlike Great Britain, Russia does not have any desire to accommodate
to the new post imperial reality. It tries to contain Turkish and Iranian presence in the region. But
for Russia most important is to limit its principle rival, the United States’ geopolitical influence
in the sovereign republics. The tapping of the Caspian mineral resources while generating
prosperity could promote a greater sense of stability and security for independent states of the
region and in the long run will benefit a post-imperial and democratic Russia, if it chooses the
way of self-transformation, which will reduce the risks of Balkan-type conflicts in future.
Contrary to Russia’s ambitions, reality is different and with reopening of the ancient Silk
Road and generally with the current demands of the world, Russia should not be allowed to
separate Europe from Asia anymore, though its active economic participation in the region’s
development is essential to the area’s stability and to Russia’s own economic benefits, in case it
switches itself from an exclusive dominator to a partner. But this cooperative option will become
possible only if much stronger and a remote state, without any territorial interest, prevents
Russia’s imperial intentions and further consolidates regional balance. For this balance, America
should have a political foothold in Georgia to secure the states of the Southern Tier and maintain
this region as a buffer zone to restrain Russia from encroaching on the Middle East. Likewise the
same could be said about the Far East, where China is central for America to have a political
foothold on the Asian mainland and Turkey, which has the same role in the Middle East. But if
America abdicates from a decisive global leadership and becomes indifferent, with Europe
impotent to do anything on its own, we will have international anarchy in the foreseeable future.
Also if American attention is diverted by new crises somewhere else, then Russian hegemony in
the region will be inevitable, contrary to the regional states’ wishes for their future fate, which is
to feel secure in Eurasia, by a non-Eurasian power. But besides regional small states’ state, if
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American government neglects them as it did with Afghanistan (following the Soviet army’s
withdrawal, after having provided support for the anti-Soviet resistance under Presidents Carter,
Reagan, and Bush, US officials made little effort to galvanize the international community to
help this much troubled country, stabilize politically and recover economically and the
deplorable results have been felt later long after Bush Sr. left office), the cost will be much
dearer as Eurasian “Balkans” of the twenty first century can inflame the entire globe.
Thus the struggle in the Caspian region is about geopolitical power, though the oil
multinationals are concerned about their own profit and for this end about security in the region,
too. After the end of the Cold War, the U.S. government was determined to establish an
American preserve in the region and dismantle the expansionist Russian empire forever, even
though Russia was desperate to retain its old imperial influence after the breakup of the Soviet
Union. Thus the aims of both sides, Russian and the United States’, seemed mutually exclusive.
Yet, for the nascent Caspian states (at least for two of them: Georgia and Azerbaijan) a new
pipeline meant their genuine sovereignty after two centuries of Russian rule.
Most importantly, whoever developed and controlled a pipeline system that would allow
Caspian oil to flow unimpeded to the west would have an advantage to dictate its own terms to
the rest. Desperate at having lost its empire, Russia was determined to keep the newly
independent Caspian states under its thumb. It meddled in Georgian internal affairs by helping
Abkhazia and South Ossetia with dispatched troops to secede from the country and meddled in
Armenian and Azerbaijan conflict by furnishing military aid and mercenaries to the Armenians.
Armenia became a Russian foothold in the Caucasus region. (Besides, the Armenian lobby
managed to persuade Congress sharply restrict assistance to Azerbaijan while it received
financial assistance from Armenian Diaspora of different states. The limiting funding was to
penalize Azerbaijan for its economic blockade against Armenia, denounced as inhumane, though
the Azeri thought that others should not expect them maintain a lifeline to their enemies.) Russia
tried to punish Azerbaijan and Georgia as they both irritated the northern empire not only by
resisting to the membership in the Commonwealth of Independence States, which would be
ultimately dominated by Moscow, but by looking toward the West to maintain their
independence.
Russian side started maneuvering for an agreement that would assure the continued export of
Baku oil through the Russian pipeline system, in a manner as if it had been only a simple matter
of economics. But it would be an important leverage for Russia to demand its terms as whoever
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operated the lines through which the crude would be sent to market, would have not only de
facto command of the oil fields but political leverage as well.
Post-independent Georgian presidents variously accused Russia of perpetuating conflicts,
implying that Russia manipulated regional conflicts so as to justify maintaining a military
presence in Georgia and influencing its policies. Since the Soviet Union’s disintegration, Russia
has used different sources to destabilize its former republics: sending in troops without
invitation, backing challenges to national borders, arbitrarily severing supplies of gas, oil, and
electricity. Moreover, mysterious assassinations, coups, or bomb blasts often seemed to coincide
with events that Russia perceived as threats to its interests, mostly, the signing of the Baku oil
deal. Russia became the elder bullying “brother” who was behind many such acts, intending as
punishment for any former Soviet republic which dared to stray from Moscow’s grasp. Even
though Russia was not directly accused of having its hand in the acts of violence, President
Yeltsin, “the first democratically elected leader in Russian history,” who would be “the first nonimperialistic one,” declared his increasingly pugnacious assertions that Russia had a historical
right to maintain its influence and control over the recently departed republics, which made
Kremlin’s intentions obvious, as for Moscow the phrase “near abroad” meant “sphere of
influence.” Yeltsin’s pledge to protect ethnic Russians living in the former Soviet states could
remind everyone of the time of Hitler, who started off with the issue of protecting Sudeten
Germans. Soon Yeltsin became impatient with former colonies that seemed to have forgotten
their place, and especially with another superpower, the United States, that challenged to
interfere in the backyard of a great nation like Russia. Addressing the United Nations, President
Yeltsin declared Russian hegemony over the former Soviet republics; according to LeVine
(2007), The Economist called it the “Monroesky Doctrine” (p.205) the doctrine so obsolete even
at the end of the twentieth century. Furthermore, Gordadze wrote (2009) that Russian Foreign
Minister Andrei Kozyrev declared at the UN General Assembly that “Russia realizes that no
international organization or group of states can replace our peacekeeping efforts in this specific
post-Soviet space” (p. 34).
The United States extended its political support to the Caucasus in exchange for its leaning to
the West. Washington was anxious to wrap up the contract not just to lend a hand to the oil
companies but to secure the U.S. presence in the Caspian region. At first, when the Soviet Union
collapsed, Washington neglected newly independent republics, save the Baltic States. But later
senior American policy makers changed their point of view as they realized that even though oil
resources in the Caspian could make rivalry between the East and the West hot, these resources
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were so crucial to new world order and so much was at stake, that U.S. policy here should not be
driven by fear of disrupting America’s relationship with Russia. Furthermore, the U.S.
government had to seek to neuter Russia in order to alleviate the grip of an expansionist power
over the small states. Here, the question was: if the United States had spent tens of billions of
military dollars to protect its oil supplies in the Persian Gulf, why not to help the Caucasus and
Central Asia to protect the Southern Periphery.
By the end of 1994 the National Security Council had reached a conclusion – the government
in Washington had to protect its interests in the construction of a pipeline independent of
Moscow. But at the same time President Clinton’s top adviser on the former Soviet Union,
Strobe Talbott, as LeVine wrote (2007), had different views toward this issue: “Russia was the
region’s single most strategically important country, towering over Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and
Georgia and that it made no sense to risk riling it. Quite apart from being nuclear armed, Russia
was bigger, stronger … and with its history of absorbing other lands, potentially more dangerous.
Moscow surely would be aggravated if the United States championed a non-Russian pipeline . . .
The fallout could jeopardize other priorities, such as a Russian troop withdrawal from the Baltic
republics and a halt to the Balkan civil war” (p. 223). Though while Talbott hewed to Clinton’s
declared policy that Russia was “not the only game in town” in practice he focused on little else,
LeVine concluded (2007, p. 211).
Besides Russia a Turkish campaign wanted to share in development of a Caspian pipeline: not
the Early Oil Pipeline but the Main Export Pipeline capable of shipping several times more crude
than the previous pipeline. It was a route from Baku through Georgia and then hundreds of miles
across Turkey to its Mediterranean port of Ceyhan. Besides financial gain this project could knit
Turks and their ethnic kin in the Caucasus and Central Asia closer together, something that both
passionately desired. To build both Georgian and Turkish pipelines meant to reduce future
dependence on oil transported by Russia or Iran which would be beneficial to the West.
Therefore, Georgian president Shevardnadze sought to distance the country from Russian
influence and increased relations with Ankara.
The newly independent Caspian states acquired not only economic benefits but also political
allegiances from Baku-Supsa and Baku-Ceyhan pipelines as they were backed by the United
State. The Caucasian countries hoped that these pipelines would make them better able to resist
Russia should it attempt to march back and afford them better protection from their enemies,
notwithstanding that after the demise of the Soviet Union, Russia undertook as a last resort to
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retain its old imperial dominance by any means. But Washington was determined to establish an
American preserve in the region and curb the expansionist Russian empire’s appetite as
resurgence of Russian authoritarianism and nationalism challenged the United States to do so.
U.S. policymakers identified the Caspian region as of a strategic interest. The Clinton
administration envisioned that the pipeline would be the catalyst to reorder historic north-south
trade routes in the region with an outcome that would favor the West instead of Russia. Though
some oil companies favored northern route, Washington would not budge as this was the
situation where the strategic interests of the United States were so great that they outweighed the
temporary advantages of American companies. These pipelines with their related network would
redirect trade along east-western routes, thus becoming “East-West Corridor,” with Turkey
playing the role that had once belonged to Russia. So in 1999, President Clinton supported and
the presidents of Georgia, Azerbaijan and Turkey signed documents of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
pipeline.
The U.S. offensive would be two-pronged. On one front, America would manage the
expansion of the NATO military alliance almost to Russian boarder and on a second front, the
Caspian, Russia would be pushed out as the absolute ruler of lands it occupied for nearly two
centuries; however, no western military presence was considered. Though America could not
impose a peace on Nagorno-Karabakh or interfere in secessionists regions of Georgia, foreign oil
investment by itself could strengthen these two states. This meant that Washington would offer
diplomatic or even some other help. If Azerbaijan did not have better weapons to defend its
territory from Armenia it had oil, the best weapon, to defend itself from all enemies. Likewise,
Georgia possesses pipelines which bring the Caspian oil and gas to the West. Though the notion
that western troops might act as peacekeepers in some disputed territories was rejected by
Russians, oil pipelines would serve as the mythical Trojan horse to defeat Russian imperialism.
Thus after the collapse of the Soviet Union, a new geopolitical game, similar to the “Great
Game” of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, has emerged in the Transcaucasia
along with Eurasia.
2.2.

Energy Factor

Energy was emerging as a major issue in the whole world, though when the Soviet Union
collapsed, the U.S. government lacked a policy to address it with the help of the Caucasus
region. But soon the Clinton administration’s pioneers of Caspian policymakers put Caspian oil
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on Washington’s agenda. When Tom Hamilton, British Petroleum’s new chief for international
exploration, was appalled by the lowest level of its oil reserves, he found another place to look
for it. As the Caspian Sea was the most inviting because of the size of the opportunity, the small,
southern republics became the largest, most material plays oil companies were looking at any
place in the world.
Russia wanted to remain the world’s largest producer of crude as it regarded oil as one of its
most strategically important possessions. That’s why the biggest obstacle to develop and
transport Caspian oil and gas was Russia’s determination to maintain its hold on the petroleum
riches of its former colonies. The Kremlin even threatened with military attacks if any
unauthorized deal took place or someone tried to develop infrastructure for oil extracting.
Moscow’s most persuasive weapon was its ownership of the Soviet-era pipelines through which
all Caspian oil was exported. Had this state continued the rest of the world would have had to
bow to Russia’s terms forever to get the oil to the market. Therefore, the U.S. government and
the oil multinationals developed an export pipeline route from Baku to the port of Supsa in
Georgia and via Georgia to the Mediterranean port of Ceyhan in Turkey, without touching
Russian soil. The U.S. and other Western countries materialized their Baku project when
Russia’s economy was in poor condition and Moscow’s ability to resist western incursions in
territory it once ruled was at low ebb. Therefore, a delay of a few years might well have changed
the outcome. But many things changed after Russian President Putin had gathered state power to
himself by bringing much of the country’s energy sector under his direct control. Extremely
favorable deals that foreign oilmen had extracted from Boris Yeltsin and a weakened Russia
previously suddenly were subject to renegotiation. A startling surge in oil revenue made the
newly confident nation even more assertive and the result did not delay – Russia roared back
onto the world stage more rapidly than anyone could have expected. Without U.S. support the
Caspian oil reserves could easily fall under the sway of its two biggest neighbors: Russia and
Iran. But even with other new lines, Russia was still well positioned to play havoc with crude
exports whenever it wishes to. Western countries saw what Russia can do: it marched west with
its economic power, a different kind of challenge to Europe from the military one it had posed
decades earlier and suspended natural gas and oil exports there, which is Kremlin’s history of
using energy as a blunt instrument to conduct business in the Caspian and elsewhere. This was a
clear response to some western oilmen who favored only Russian route and some others who
favored in addition Iranian route too, which would be manipulated in the same fashion.
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The oil-rich land of the Caspian region became the centre of the U.S.-Russian confrontation,
which was obviously inevitable as the heir of the former Soviet Union, an invented name for
Russian Empire, viewed the western oil companies as interlopers. But the foreigners were also
adamant and would not give up so easily, unlike 1920, when exhausted British leaders overruled
field officers anxious to finish Bolshevik forces and seize domination of the Caspian region.
LeVine (2007) quoted British Prime Minister David Lloyd George’ words, who after World War
I said: “We have failed to restore Russia to sanity by force. [But] I believe we can save her by
trade” (p. 44). In any case, it was the Westerner’s hope. Western nations evaluate Russian
potential correctly and their endeavor to cooperate with her is perceived by Russia as their
weakness and tries to have an upper hand. Yet this time the U.S. and Great Britain were eager to
challenge Russia by reinventing international politics, as Russia did the same for itself.

2.3.

Georgia’s Geopolitical Importance for the United States

Georgia is important for its location to the great players of the world politics. Lying at the
crossroads of Europe, which still remains the world’s political and economic center and Asia,
which has lately become a vital center of economic growth and rising political influence, makes
this small country appealing to other great powers.
After the end of the Cold War western politicians were a little bit disillusioned about Russia’s
wishes to transform itself to a western-like democratic country and so far this disillusionment has
been dissipated. During last two decades Russia has been trying to gain control of Georgia and
Ukraine more vigorously than any other former Soviet republics. Russia is especially irritated by
Georgians’ desire to join western institutions since it is obvious that by losing Georgia, Russia
will lose the control over the other states of the Caucasus and Central Asia, thus becoming
restricted to the access to the southern periphery or in other words to the Middle East border. If
by regaining control over Ukraine with its avenue to the Black Sea would have instant
consequences for Central Europe, transforming the European Union’s eastern part, a member
state – Poland into the geopolitical pivot. In addition, if Russia wins over Georgia, the western
knot in the Southern Tier, it will regain control over the entire region and span Europe and Asia,
because it will become again a Eurasian empire.
Despite the fact that the Caspian basin countries are rich in natural resources and thus rather
attracting to all powerful countries, Georgia, along with Turkey and Ukraine, is a geopolitical
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pivot to geostrategic players with its access to the sea. By losing most part of the Black Sea
coastline Russia is limited in exercising the Black Sea as its point of departure for the projection
of Russian naval power into the Mediterranean. Moreover, even Ukraine is much bigger and rich
in mineral resources than Georgia, the loss of Georgia is more painful for Russia, as beyond
Ukraine there is the EU, secured by NATO, therefore it cannot fulfill its imperial ambitions
there, but beyond Georgia, the territory is not secured by such force, which allows Russia to get
what it wants, and if America abandons this region, Russia will use Georgian territory as a
springboard to the Middle East. Until recently politicians believed that Azerbaijan and
Kazakhstan were Moscow’s primary geopolitical targets for political subordination, but Russia
had calculated better than anyone else that it can fulfill its ambitions only if it could take control
of the westernmost part of the Southern Tier or Georgia, after which other former Soviet
republics would fall within the sphere of its influence. If Russia succeeds, it will enable it to seal
off the States of the Southern Tier from the West and Turkey at the same time. That’s why for
the United States, Georgia should be of the primary interest to curb Russia’s ambitions.
Therefore, this small country should be the first step to hold the foot in the Caucasus and Central
Asia, for the aim to strengthen the southern periphery bordering the Middle East.
A somewhat pro-western Russian foreign minister, Andrei Kozyrev, under the influence of
Russian hardliners, proposed that five states: Russia, Iran, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and
Turkmenistan would negotiate a treaty and curve up the Caspian Sea. He claimed that Caspian
Sea was not a sea at all, thus international agreements and maritime laws governing the world’s
seas should not apply to the Caspian. But, though the Caspian is a salt lake nowadays, it was
connected to world oceans by the Black Sea, thus his claim could not be approved. Kozyrev’s
road map for the Caspian was a sheer concealed scheme to advance Russia’s imperial designs on
its neighbors, as most Russians had trouble accepting that their empire had vanished and tried to
hold their footing here. Besides, Russia insisted that Caspian crude be exported through their
pipeline only, in order to have a powerful leverage against western countries.
Caspian oil reserves are another promising outlet outside OPEC’s (Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries) control, thus crucial to maintain world’s stability: not to give a chance to
the Middle East to dominate world oil supplies and make OPEC assume moderate policy as
threatening the world oil supply means threatening the balance of world power.
To gain a tactical advantage over Russia just a few politicians thought to build a second
pipeline, which would run through Georgia, but when this plan surfaced, it made the Russian
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side furious and it was also rejected by most oilmen. The idea of the Georgian route originated in
the brainstorming sessions presided over by President Shevardnadze. Strategically, Georgia was
perfectly situated to host a pipeline exporting Azerbaijani oil to the world beyond, but some
oilmen were short-sighted to perceive the significance of an independent pipeline. With the
Georgian pipeline, Russia would not have the means to dictate its terms so vigorously to other
countries and the pipeline would make Georgia more appealing to the West and with the
interested West, Georgia could acquire real independence. This was the sacred craving for
Georgians, though some American politicians had different views on this issue. LeVine (2007)
wrote that Zbigniew Brzezinski was dubious: Rather than move Baku’s oil through Georgia, he
thought that it would be better to sent it “through Iran” as a way to reopen that country to the
United States. James Baker was only slightly more encouraging: . . . a Georgian route would be
feasible “if the line could even a little bit be built on Russian territory” (p. 222). These options
seem rather outdated now but then, in early 1990s, politicians tried to find ways to restore or
maintain close relationship with powerful countries than with a small and weak Georgia. But
American decision makers and some other politicians realized the importance of really
independent Georgia. Though as small as this country was and is, it could become a key in
reaching real independence of the whole Southern Tier region of the former Soviet Union.
Presence of two Early Oil pipelines – the one running through Russia, that Russians thought
would be unchallenged and a second one through Georgia meant that Russia’s supremacy in the
region was definitively at stake. Even though the judgment of the U.S. government officials who
had promoted the pipeline was harshly criticized at times by academics, European leaders, and
some oilmen, the Baku pipeline project became the centerpiece of the Clinton administration’s
policy. By fulfilling of America’s Caspian initiative the Clinton administration achieved two
goals: both political and economical. Afterwards, when hundreds of thousands of barrels a day of
new crude were entering the market just as global oil supplies were becoming extremely tight,
many realized that Clinton’s policy was foresighted. On political arena this campaign drew the
region away from Russia and Iran and into the embrace of the West. It was the best option for
Georgia and Azerbaijan, as they needed Americans as a counterweight to Russia even if United
States’ unofficial policy had been only reducing its dependence on Arab sources of oil and
broadening its oil-buying capacity. Both pipelines represented a post-Cold War foreign policy
triumph for the United States, chiefly an achievement of the Clinton administration with the later
support of President George W. Bush. It anchored American’s physical presence on the Caspian,
which became especially obvious in the wake of the September 11, 2001. Central Asia and the
Caucasus became U.S. protectorates, where military bases and the deployment of military
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advisers became possible. But some individuals preferred Russian presence in Georgia to
American support, as obedient people who are accustomed to the old system with lingering
nostalgia of imperial traditions revival and the ‘elder brother’s’ whims because of its proximity,
think that it is a better option. But the United States, even with its military, having a global reach
with bases around the world, with its language, serving as a lingua franca, with its largest
economy and culture, serving as a magnet, it is definitely not an empire in the way as the
European empires were or Russian empire is because the core feature of such imperialism was
and is political control. “Though unequal relationships certainly exist between the United States
and weaker powers and can be conducive to exploitation, absent formal political control, the
term imperial not only is inaccurate but can be misleading” Joseph Nye, Jr. wrote (2007, p. 275)
But “unequal relationship” is a characteristic flaw of human nature, which is possible to improve
if we work on it.
Backed by the U.S. government, Georgia signed NATO’s Partnership for Peace program and
first defense cooperation agreement with Turkey, as Turkey is an important ally in NATO. Yet,
military cooperation is only one facet in “strategic partnership”, though it was not intended to
damage any third party, as Georgian president defined. A major component of this partnership is
the U.S.-backed plan for east-west energy corridor through Georgia, which is paralleled by the
EU-sponsored Transportation Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia (TRACECA) program to create a
road, rail, and ferry network linking Central Asia with Turkey and Europe. The GeorgianTurkish expanding networks of transport links facilitate not only military but economic
cooperation. Moreover, Turkey replaced Russia as Georgia’s trading partner alleviating the
burden of Russia’s embargo on trade with Georgia and at the same time, secured energy
resources in the Southern Tier. Thus the post-Soviet strategic vacuum in the Transcaucasia
provided Turkey with an immediate opportunity to enhance its regional interests to protect its
energy sources from interruptions by Iran, Iraq, or Russia by acquiring a pipeline, linking it
through the Caucasus and the Caspian Sea with Central Asia, which is in America’s best interest
as well.

2.3.1. Georgia’s Key Role in the Southern Tier Region
A distinguished British geographer, Halford Mackinder, as Jones (2000) cited, “suggested that
there was a pivotal area in the closed heart-land of Euro-Asia, which was most likely to become
the seat of world power. He called this area, the ‘Geopolitical Pivot of History’” (p. 1).
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Mackinder’s judgment was based upon the characteristics of the Southern Tier as one of the
primary strategic geopolitical junctures which is apt to the present political, social, and economic
environment of the region, as outside powers vie for influence amid latent and manifest
instability. At the turn of the millennium, Jones (2000) thought that, though for sundry Western
observers this region remained largely unknown and “cloaked in mystery,” the shape of the
global arena was (and still is) in many ways determined in this region (p. 1). His judgment was
based upon the characteristics of the Southern Tier (in the East – Central Asia and in the West –
the Caucasus) as one of the primary strategic geopolitical junctures which is apt to the present
political, social, and economic environment of the region, as outside powers vie for influence
amid latent and manifest instability. At the turn of the millennium, Jones (2000) thought that,
though for sundry Western observers this region remained largely unknown and “cloaked in
mystery,” the shape of the global arena was (and still is) in many ways determined in this region
(p. 1). The emergence of several independent Southern Tier states significantly changed the
regional balance of power and created far-reaching consequences for the whole world, that’s
why stability of this region has become a major international concern. The Caucasus and Central
Asia are the most ethnically and culturally diverse regions in the whole world, so it could be
explained why they have created more turbulent state than the other parts of the former Soviet
Union. The future of Turkey, Iran, and Russia, and the relations among them, depend on
developments in the Southern Tier. Consequently, the United States and Europe have serious
interest in ensuring that these rivalries will be peaceful and productive and will add stability to
the region. But abundance of natural resources makes the contest for political and economic
influence in the region rich in participants and thus very tense. Moreover, the Southern Tier
became more important, where Georgia has a key location of the Western Gate, because it is the
natural communications bridge between resource-rich Central and South Asia and the West. The
revitalization of the ancient trade and transportation routes of the Silk Road is paramount for the
enormous Eurasian continent and for the stability of the whole world. Cooperation between the
Southern Tier states and TRACECA is a good example to envision future development of this
route. This European-funded project serves as a contemporary counterpart to the ancient Silk
Road, facilitating the regional exchange of goods and restoring the land-based link between
Europe and the Far East, so crucial for the entire continent.
The struggle for Eurasian resources is a complex of security, geopolitical, and economic
variables. Russia, to carry out its imperialistic wishes to maintain its economic and political
domain of the former republics, influences and directly exacerbates numerous conflicts in the
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Southern Tier region. Aside from geo-strategic considerations, Russia declares two primary
reasons for being involved in the Caucasus and Central Asia: one is to protect ethnic Russians in
the region and the other is to maintain access to important resources. The former reason is
invented, as Russia settled its own people in the region itself for easy assimilation of this rich
and much warmer place than Russia’s territory itself. But the latter reason is truly the real
objective of the Russian empire and in addition, it will enable Russia to continue to keep an eye
on other countries’ territories for further encroachment. At the end of the millennium Russia’s
economy was in a dire situation and was unable to inject money in the region but after rising
prices on oil and gas its influence has been visible and determined to be engaged in the region.
Throughout its history, Russia has had a tendency to compare itself to others and compete with
other nations, both in the East and the West, which is a natural feature of Russian policy making.
Since the United States has shown a business interest in the region, Russia’s concern with the
region has been further increased.
Another important player in the region – Turkey – wanted to act as a window or link of the
Turkic states of Central Asia and Azerbaijan to the international community. But soon Turkey
became disillusioned with its prospects for influencing the inchoate political and economic
establishments of the eastern part of the Southern Tier and focused increasing attention on the
Caucasus, a region which shows more promise for partnership than Central Asia does. In
addition, Jones (2000) wrote: “there is a symbolic value to Turkey’s involvement in the
Caucasus as well as to its geographic proximity. Rebuffed by the European Union, Turkey is
now carving out an area of influence. The lure of region’s oil potential and the need for transit to
Western markets provided added incentives for involvement” (p. 17).
Turkey has been exemplified by the Western powers as the developmental model for the
Muslim republics: secular, democratic and market-oriented. To that end Turkish regional policy
received explicit U.S. support, but Iran sees Turkish influence as being undesirable since this
would further increase American influence close to its borders. Yet even if Turkey were not
allied to the USA, both Russia and Iran would oppose any attempt by Ankara to expand its
influence in the region. They fear because the Azeri, most Central Asians, except the Tajiks, and
many North Caucasians or other Muslims in Russia are related to the Turks by cultural, religious
or linguistic ties. Many in Moscow and Tehran, Auty (2007) considered, were apprehensive to
the rise of a ‘pan-Turanianism’ which would link the Turkic-speaking peoples of the former
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Soviet Union and northern part of Iran with Turkey, even though such a project is not now being
attempted to be carried out, it would face enormous challenges even if it were (p. 220).
Iran is a less important player in the region due to its political regime. Armenia is the only
part of the Southern Tier where it has influence; yet not politics or religions but economics
dominate this mutually beneficial relationship. As Moscow fights against North Caucasian
movement for secession out of fear that others will follow suit and especially that it does not
want to lose petroleum rich territory, Iran, likewise, fears that the loss of any of its non-Persian
borderlands would lead to the break-up of Iran. Iran is concerned that Iranian Azeri – who
outnumber those in Azerbaijan – will seek either independence or unification with their
motherland. Neither Moscow nor Tehran supports secessionist movements operating in each
other’s territory, because if one of them did so, the other could retaliate in kind. (Though
Moscow supported breakaway regions of Georgia as this small country could not retaliate in the
same way.) Despite their differences, Russia and Iran share certain views about the Southern
Tier, while the small states of this region welcome an increased American role in order to reduce
the potential of Russia or Iran to influence them. If Iranian-American crisis becomes
exacerbated, none of the states of the Caucasus or Central Asia (CCA) will risk siding with
Tehran, even if they do not approve any American intervention in Iran, as each country is likely
to calculate that there is nothing to be gained from allying with the losing side. Eventually, Iran
is more likely to lose whatever influence it has in this region. For the Bush and Clinton
administrations’ Turkey was not only a counterweight to Iran in the region but a perfect example
of a Westernizing model and as a means for the former Soviet republics to limit Russian
revanchism and arrest Iranian influence in the Southern Tier region.
The United States has its own interest in the region concerning four basic concepts: 1)
strengthening regional economic mechanisms, 2) developing East-West energy and
transportation processes, 3) nonproliferation, and 4) providing support to conflict resolution
effort. Though there is another geostrategic objective for further involvement, e.g. to contain
Iran’s influence in the region and also its engagement is focused primarily on its economic goals.
American-led military intervention in Iraq, in 2003, showed that the CCA region is not
America’s only priority. But if tensions between Iran and the United States mount, Washington
will press the smaller CCA states for various forms of support. Azerbaijan and Georgia are likely
to cooperate with the USA; moreover, Armenia will cooperate with the U.S. just so that Baku or
Tbilisi does not become more important to Washington than Yerevan.
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Cautious of encroaching on the Russian “sphere of influence,” international organizations
have thought both to allay Russian concerns and implement viable solutions to regional
problems. Though the presence of international organizations in the area was both extremely
helpful and much needed, the greater international community had not been sufficiently involved
in efforts to resolve conflicts in the Southern Tier. The United Nations (UN) and the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) tried to help to solve the conflicts
peacefully in Georgia but they left the country because of Russian objection to their presence in
the region.
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CHAPTER THREE
CLINTON’S FOREIGN POLICY

3.1. General Characterization
After the Soviet Union collapsed and as the fear of American nation of nuclear attacks
disappeared, President George H. W. Bush’s handling of foreign affairs became less important
than the growing concerns over domestic crises. Opinion polls showed that foreign issues were
much less significant than the economy and other domestic concerns, which meant that the
public wanted a change. Priorities between domestic and foreign issues were obvious as
President George H.W. Bush was even charged with the fact that he was spending too much time
on foreign affairs. Hyland (1999) wrote: “In Cold War elections the candidate who adopted the
strongest foreign policy position usually won. Clinton’s victory and Bush’s defeat therefore
marked a turning point” (p.12). Consequently, the end of the Cold War by 1992 had led to shift
in opinion from foreign to domestic issues. Thus Clinton’s lack of foreign policy experience was
less notable. For Clinton the most urgent task was to rebuild American strength at home. His
opinion was that if the country was not strong at home, it could not be strong abroad. The
important part of his inaugural address was a concept of the new world
Today, a generation raised in the shadows of the cold war assumes new
responsibilities in a world warmed by the sunshine of freedom…. Our hopes, our
hearts and our hands are with those on every continent who are building democracy
and freedom. Their cause is America’s cause (as cited in Hyland, 1999, p. 17).
Though, what was Clinton’s “cause” was not explained in terms of policy implementation or
at what price or risk would Clinton champion democracy? These were the issues Clinton
deliberately avoided to answer.
Governor Clinton (1992) claimed that “a new vision and the strength [were needed] to meet a
new set of opportunities and threats... We face the same challenge today that we faced in 1946 –
to build a world of security, freedom, democracy, free markets and growth at a time of great
change.” His initial foreign policy impulse was to expand the number of market democracies,
which he believed offered the best prospect to create a more pacific international system. After
assuming the office the Clinton administration had to confront new and constant ethnic conflicts
all over the world and challenging centers of power from Russia and China.
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Unlike the ad hoc foreign policy pursued by the Bush, Sr. administration, the Clinton
administration’s policy of the first term was determined to be rooted in a clear set of principles
derived from America’s past, guided by a coherent and workable strategy, and appropriate to the
end of the Cold War. Clinton criticized the former president for some issues, inferring that he
would solve them or at least try to do so
•

failing to provide a broad vision of America’s world role and thereby “fuelling”
isolationism from both the left and the right

•

coddling the dictators in China

•

siding with the “crumbling” Soviet center and failing to call for that nation until goaded
by Richard Nixon

•

failing the blockade of Sarajevo, for giving “short shrift” to the yearnings of those
seeking freedom in Croatia and Bosnia (Hyland, 1999, p. 17).
Unlike Bush, Clinton did not intend to side with the status quo against democratic change or
with “familiar tyrants” rather than those who would overthrow them (e.g. Bush’s support for
Soviet leader M. Gorbachev). Clinton’s “new vision” of America’s role in a “dynamic world”
was quite opposite of Bush’s emphasis on maintaining stability. Hyland (1999) gave a perfect
assessment of Clinton’s attitude toward his foreign policy
Clinton’s historical musing were an interesting manipulation of symbols. Traversing
from the idealism of Jefferson and Wilson to the realism of [Theodor] Roosevelt,
from a visionary to an activist, was quite a switch. During his first term, however,
Clinton had damaged the idea of realistic foreign policy that Theodor Roosevelt had
symbolized. Too often the first Clinton administration had glorified internationalism
and multilateralism, the UN and collective security, and the necessity of achieving a
moral consensus while scoffing at such crude concepts as the balance of power. Too
often had Clinton tailored his foreign policy to popular opinion, which he mistakenly
believed was the foundation of a legitimate foreign policy (p. 201).
But soon president-elect Clinton made a nearly fatal decision: he turned over his foreign
policy to subordinates, which caused his first serious foray into great-power politics failure, as
the White House handled it amateurishly (Hyland, 1999, p. 37). The job of his foreign policy
aides was to keep the issues away from the President so that he could concentrate on domestic
matters. Jehl (1994) wrote in New York Times, that Clinton’s aides were warned, to keep the
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president informed, but “don’t take too much of his time.” Pundits of various persuasions
deplored President’s lack of interest in foreign affairs, and some even warned that this attitude
would be regretful in future. If President Bush was much criticized for his lack of interest about
domestic issues and therefore, lost the election, with President Clinton it was vice versa.
Clinton’s new team seemed qualified and experienced which was drawn mainly from the
Carter administration. The members shared common, though very unrealistic views
•

Their aversion to the “cynical calculus” of pure power politics: a balance of power and
transitional politics were ill suited to a new era, no longer sufficient reasons to spend
national treasure or send American troops to foreign lands.

•

Their belief that American policy had to pursue more noble humanitarian goals:
enlarging the realm of democracies became a major priority, as did the protection and
advancement of human rights. America would support “every prisoner of conscience,
every victim of torture, and every individual denied basic human rights.”

•

Their belief that the use of force should not be limited to the defense of vital interests but
extended to disinterested intervention in the name of moral principles, when the will and
conscience of the international community were defied: force should be discrete and
carefully applied.

•

Their belief that the test of a policy’s validity would be whether it could garner both
domestic and international foreign policy and collective security, centered on the United
Nations, had finally dawned (Hyland, 1999, p. 21).

Though the main members of the Clinton administration agreed on these ideal but unrealistic
fundamentals, there were some differences among some members who represented either the
Vietnam or Munich syndrome. For example, National Security Advisor, Lake and an expert on
Russia, Talbott represented the Vietnam syndrome, which meant that they feared another morass
so deeply that they wanted policy to represent high-minded ideals. Others belonged to the
Munich syndrome – the pre-war approach of appeasing dictators. For these members collective
security was the bedrock of American policy, which in turn meant a reliance on the United
Nations. Another difference between them was on defining the limits on the use of American
power. Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, who belonged to the Munich syndrome, thought
that the problem was how to legitimize the exercise of power. She argued that legitimacy would
be conferred if actions were taken with international support. Albright believed that the UN
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should be elevated to the center of Clinton’s new internationalism: history would record that the
end of the Cold War marked a new beginning for the United Nations. Others agreed that one of
the startling international changes was the growing involvement of the United Nations in
peacemaking and as well as peacekeeping (Hyland, 1999, p. 21). Because of president’s vague
lead, Albright backed designing a UN military capability for combat operations, which would
become the greatest challenge for the United States in building a collective security system.
The Clinton’s administration’s overall strategy was characterized as “pragmatic neoWilsonianism” by Anthony Lake. After the end of the Cold War, America was at the threshold
of choosing either isolationism or a new doctrine of internationalism. Isolationism was familiar
for America, with all its predictable disasters, but the new doctrine of internationalism would not
be at the same time the crusading idealism of Wilson but a practical application of his principles
of democracy (Lake, 1993). According to Wilson what happened within nations was
fundamental to what happened between them and the new administration’s viewpoint on
(Friedman, 1993). American security was the same: it should be shaped by the “character of
foreign regimes,” which was not and still is not possible.
Furthermore, the principle of “humanitarian intervention” was gaining greater acceptance.
Talbott (1996) argued that the American people wanted their country’s foreign policy rooted in
“idealpolitik as well as realpolitik” and rectifying human-rights abuses was a completely new
rationale for American military intervention.
During Clinton’s presidency, after several years of Republican leadership, liberal views did
not seem Utopian and the evolution of transnational communications, economic integration, and
interdependence were more relevant, which made the “liberal conception of a world society of
peoples, as well as states and of order, resting on values and institutions, as well as military
power” possible, (Nye, 1992). According to Nye (1992) international order would be preserved
by the creation of a UN force, “an idea worth detailed practical examination” in the aftermath of
the Cold War.
America’s security mission was to promote the enlargement of democracy, which would
replace the doctrine of the containment of communism. The strongest argument of this thesis was
that because democracies did not fight each other, the United States should not only help
democracies but support the liberalization of states hostile to democracy (Hyland, 1999, p. 25).
The long transition from the Cold War would be a difficult period for President Clinton, who
was inexperienced in foreign policy, though he was quick study and the new team was
determined that it would remake Bush’s new world order. It seemed that Clinton, the first PostCold War president, faced no serious foreign threats unlike his predecessors, which would give
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him the opportunity to reconstruct America’s role in the world. President’s sporadic interest in
foreign affairs lasted too long and cost him heavily, and because of his lack of interest in this
realm, much was left to his subordinates, who in their turn hijacked his foreign policy in the
name of neo-Wilsonian internationalism, causing failures and disasters for more than two years.
Clinton’s performance raised doubts about his liability and complicated relations with his allies
and adversaries alike. Hyland (1999) concluded that “neo-Wilsonianism was appealing to a
nation exhausted by the battles of the Cold War and yearning for a respite…” (p.26). Thus
President Clinton’s such attitude toward foreign policy could be explained by the new
circumstances and Clinton was shrewd enough to feel the pulse of his people. Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr. (2005) assessed Clinton’s first term foreign policy precisely
The Clinton administration began in the 1990s by basing its foreign policy on the
premise that the United States could not solve the world’s troubles all by itself. The
end of the Cold War, it was expected, would free the United Nations [unfortunately it
did not], so long immobilized by the antagonism between the Soviet Union and the
Western democracies, to realize the aims of the men of San Francisco. “Many of our
most important objectives,” said Warren Christopher, President Clinton’s first
secretary of state, “cannot be achieved without the cooperation of others.” The key to
the future, in the early Clinton’s view, was collective action through the building of
international institutions (p. 16).
For this disposition Clinton was criticized by Republicans, accusing him of cherishing a
“multinational fantasy” and a wish “to subordinate the United States to the United Nations”
(House Speaker – Newt Gingrich) or that international organizations too often “reflect a
consensus that opposes American interests or does not reflect American principles and ideals”
(cited in Schlesinger, 2005, p. 16). In Schlesinger’s (2005, p.16) opinion, the UN and other
international bodies supply arenas where clashes of interest and power could be contained,
refined, and harmonized, but reality is different, which is now obvious for everyone.
According to Brzezinski (2007), Clinton “deserves credit for an initiative that subsequently
has become an obstacle to resurgence of Russian imperialism: the U.S.-sponsored Baku[Tbilisi]-Ceyhan oil pipeline the effect of that pipeline is to gain for the West direct access to
Caspian and Central Asian oil” (p. 121). With this project not only the West would gain an
alternative pipeline independent of Russia, but the states of Caucasus and Central Asia, could
become more appealing for the west countries and gain security with the help of the West and try
to keep independence from Russia.
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Clinton did not pay enough attention until it was too late. Critics believed that the President
did not display strong convictions about what American foreign policy should accomplish,
“except to please voters” as he was a president who was a slave to public and congressional
opinion and lacked his own clear bearings (Hyland, 1999, p. 64).
The independence and stability of the countries situated between Turkey and China’s western
frontier was in the interest of the United States. But before 1995, American involvement in the
region remained weak, though there were forces advocating a more active U.S. engagement in
the region. Later it would be recalled that President Clinton’s first term was marked by a
“Russia-first” strategy, while the peripheral countries of the post-Soviet area received much less
attention (Gordadze, 2009, p. 38).
But nearly at the end of his first term President Clinton shifted his policy to a policy based on
“trial and error” and not only because of the winds of popular opinion. He conversed from
idealism to trial and error as “Wilsonianism was a utopian island in a world dominated by a new,
virulent nationalism [and] religious fanaticism…” (Hyland, 1999, p. 26). The post-Cold War
transitional period was important in defining the next historical era, where a crucial question was
ominous: “How would the United States relate to a world of nuclear weapons that seemed likely
to spread, despite the end of the Cold War, and might once again become a threat to American
security?” It was a key question put by Hyland (Ibid, p.197).

3.2. Clinton’s Relation with the Post-Soviet Area
Mishandling of the situations in Somalia, Haiti and at the early stage in Bosnia managed to
arouse serious questions about Clinton’s competence in foreign affairs and damaged his
credibility. But the situations in those countries could not harm the balance of power in the world
as they did not constitute a threat to American security. However, without proper dealing with
the great power centers – Russia, China, Japan and Europe or a serious split with NATO – would
have irreparable geostrategic consequences. The end of the Cold War was more important in
Europe than in any other parts of the Globe; moreover, the president-elect Clinton had to build
totally new and different relationship with Moscow, as well as with the states of Eastern Europe.
After euphoria, for the dissolution of the Soviet Union and with it its hostile ideology, calmed
down, the new administration had to face with radically different circumstances, as their
experience became less relevant. The United States had never had policies toward the constituent
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republics of the former Soviet Union, except for the Baltic States, which even had never been
recognized by the U.S. as parts of the Soviet Union.
Regardless of the fact that Russian democracy seemed a historical oxymoron, the serious
issue was whether Russia would give up Soviet pretention to a global role and join the West,
thus becoming a cooperative partner in building a new regime of European and international
security? Or would it relapse into a new Russian imperialism? The problem was not that the
Communist party was just diminished and not eliminated, but that expansionist Soviet foreign
policy was in reality historical Russian imperialism disguised in a different ideology. Therefore,
the key to Russia policy was to encourage and support democracy inside Russia. Russian
democracy, it was believed, would tame Russian imperialism (Hyland, 1999, p.82).
American critics, especially in Eastern Europe, found it naïve to believe that Russia, even if
gravely weakened, would give up its centuries-old interest to dominate its surrounding
territories. Inside Russia there were strong nationalist voices, not only from extremes but from
moderate segments, urging Russia to reestablish its hegemony over the former Soviet republics.
Russia’s ambassador to the United States declared that Russia’s role as “defender of its smaller
neighbors and as guarantor of stability and security of their borders” (Lukin, 1992, p.68) were
roles compatible with a democratic foreign policy. The chief architect of Russian policy in the
Clinton administration, Strobe Talbott (1993), wrote that
There have been three great struggles in this century. The first was World War I, a
conflagration that ignited the Russian Revolution of 1917; the second was the World
War II, against fascism and imperialism of 1939 – 1945; the third was the Cold War
against Soviet communism and expansionism. Now the fourth great struggle is
underway in Eurasia. It pits those who brought down the Soviet communist system
against those who would like to preserve its vestiges if not restore its essence. It pits
those who are determined to build a proud future against those who are clinging to a
cruel and shameful past. In short, it pits reform against reaction. We have a stake in
the outcome of that struggle (as cited in Hyland, 1999, p. 84).
The stakes would be too dear for the United States as political turmoil in Russia could grow
into a civil war. Like Russia’s undergoing historic transformation, Talbott (1993) argued, that the
United States also should undertake a corresponding transformation in its role: “We must now
lead a strategic alliance with post-Soviet reform.” He also urged Americans to adopt a more
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positive attitude: “An investment now in the heroic effort of these new democracies to
restructure their economies will pay dividends down the road” (Ibid.).
Likewise, Secretary of State, Warren Christopher (1993), made a strong case for the priority
of Russian policy. Soon after taking office he presented the administration’s basic approach
One of the highest foreign policy priorities [is] helping the Russian people to build a
free society and a market economy. This in my judgment is the greatest strategic
challenge of our time. Bringing Russia – one of history’s most powerful nations –
into the family of peaceful nations will serve our highest security, economic and
moral interests. For America and the world the stakes are just monumental. If we
succeed, we will have established the foundation for our lasting security into the next
century. But if Russia falls into anarchy or lurches back to despotism, the price we
pay could be frightening (as cited in Hyland, 1999, p. 84).
Unlike his predecessors, Clinton did not have to think every day or worry about whether
Russia was going to strike the West. His only concern towards Russia was if it was going to
“blow up in our faces” (Talbott, 2003, p. 23). America had to help Russian economy to minimize
the danger as Russia, though week but desperate, could threaten the rest of the world. Former
President Richard Nixon evaluated the new conditions correctly: “What Clinton will be
remembered for is how he deals with Russia. And that means leading the rest of the world…”
(Talbott, 2003, p. 51).
America’s hope to bring Russia into family of peaceful nations and thus make the whole
world more secure became one of the daring goals. The old Cold War priorities were turned
around and the whole policy toward Russia was tailored by Clinton’s team. Under Clinton,
Hyland (1999) wrote “relations would not be determined by the traditional interaction of
American and Russian foreign policies but would be governed by the state of Russian internal
affairs. In other words, Russia would be granted certain latitude in its foreign policy as long as its
domestic order was evolving in the right direction” (p. 85). The Clinton administration never
went this far in public, but that was the gist of its policies, as would later become clear in the
debates over NATO expansion. Clinton shrewdly consulted with former president Nixon about
Russia. According to Nixon Yeltsin would survive and with him fledgling Russian democracy
only if America helped. According to Crowley (1996) Nixon’s conclusion about Yeltsin was that
with Yeltsin, “what you see is what you get” (p. 170).
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Even though American intentions to promote a “free society and a market economy” were
both legitimate objectives and beneficial for the world in general, it was a serious test for
American policy. These objectives, in reality, were well beyond the capacity of any outside
country’s force, even the puissant United States. George Kennan (1996) pointed out that it was
unlikely that Russia would ever achieve democracy in the sense of institutions similar to
America’s (p. 332).
Even though the Russian government was able to pursue reform at home it continued its
nationalistic and even expansionist foreign policy. Foreign policy specialist, William G. Hyland
(1999) considered: “The assumption that a democratic evolution would encourage a benign
foreign policy was Clinton’s major error; it ignored the realities of Russian domestic politics” (p.
85). For Americans the hardening of Russian policy did not become clear for some years: but
after a while, Yeltsin’s foreign minister, Andrei Kozyrev, a somewhat westernized person, was
replaced by Yevgeny Primakov, well-known for his anti-American mindset. For Primakov the
principle requirement for peace and stability was a balance of power …the power of the state as
manifest in military, political, and economic leverage over others. The world, according to,
Primakov was unstable because the U.S. had too much power and Russia had too little – for the
time being (Talbott, 2003, p. 194).
Hyland (1999) asserted that Clinton’s policy was deliberately mortgaged to internal Russian
forces and volatile personalities beyond its control, in a quest for an elusive goal and that
criticizing Clinton in this case is quite unfair: at least he tried to help (p. 86). But in my point of
view, the outcome of building the so called “Russian democracy” would be the same because
Russian politicians think that “democracy” is not suitable for such a huge and mighty country.
Throughout the history of mankind expansionism seems to be Russia’s natural state: Russia sees
its security only in moving its borders further from the center.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia had to redefine its power structure. But the
struggle for power between Yeltsin and the Russian parliament, which was heavily influenced by
ex-communists started to mount. The Russian president threatened to do away with the
parliament altogether – which would be another nightmare for the U.S. The question was – how
to support a democratically elected president, who had decided to eradicate one of the most
important institutions of democracy? But there was another big question, too – why should
America support a communist parliament?
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As the stakes were too high Clinton decided to help, seeking $4 billion from the Congress to
be approved, which was not congruent with congressional decision. But at the end, Congress
supported this package, because constitutional crises in Russia were growing and the alternative
to Yeltsin would be either chaos or despotism.
Clinton’s aid plan was to forge a “strategic alliance with Russian reform” – a phrase coined
by Clinton himself. In the Moscow Declaration of 1994, Clinton tied the success of his domestic
programs to his Russian policy, declaring that: “Our ability to put people first at home requires
that we put Russia and its neighbors first on our agenda abroad” (as cited in Hyland, 1999, p. 87)
Toward Russian policy everything was clear: Clinton’s failure of Russian policy could bring
back the Cold War and jeopardize any hopes of domestic progress, which was his main concern.
It would be especially even more damaging for the president, who was serving his first term. In
1993 President Clinton concluded that Bosnia would not determine the fate of his presidency but
that a massy foreign entanglement would jeopardize his domestic agenda, though after two years
when he saw that Bosnia would indeed jeopardize his presidency, did he act (Hyland, 1999, p.
477). But what kind of policy should Clinton have to Russian neighbors? This was a secondranking question in early 1990s, save the Baltic States.
In the Moscow Declaration, Clinton and Yeltsin declared about their “mature strategic
partnership.” But after Soviet collapse, what kind of partnership was possible between the
powerful United States and a weakened Russia? Russia obviously would have a role of a junior
partner. For some politicians in Russia, this partnership would just relegate Russia to a viewer,
watching American global ambition and its leadership. Meanwhile, the Russian parliament
proceeded to “impeach” Yeltsin and elect Alexander Rutskoi, an avowed Russian imperialist, as
the new president. The Clinton administration supported Yeltsin throughout the whole crisis,
which was approved in the United States. Some Americans assessed the coup’s failure as the
“last grasp” of communism. Sovietologist Richard Pipes (1993) wrote: “Western statesmen have
acquitted themselves splendidly. In coming months, Western government should continue to
extend unstinting support – moral, diplomatic, economic – to those who have just brought Russia
back from the brink of disaster” (as cited in Hyland, 1999, p. 89).
But soon after calling for support to democracy in Russia from a well-known, leading “hawk”
the world saw a deep disappointment: the Communist Party became legal again and the
communist and extreme right-wing radical, national socialist Vladimir Zhirinovsky ran third in
the presidential election. In the course of time, both left and right extremists won the majority of
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the popular vote and Russian democracy faced a harsh defeat only after two years of the
disintegration of the Soviet Union. Even though President Clinton was determined to help, tying
himself to the reforms and to the person of Russian president, Russians blamed unfairly the
United States for failing to give enough support to carry out their reform programs, which were
doomed to fail by themselves.
In Western countries there was such a feeling that after the Cold War the Western alliances,
mostly meaning NATO, had no real mission. Because of the wrong judgment of NATO
enlargement, some critics believed that the real problem in Eastern Europe was not a threat from
Russia but the weaknesses of the economy and political structure of the newly freed states.
Contrary to this wrong assumptions, NATO was the only instrument to assure security of the
Eastern European states, besides this the Western European members of the EU were not
prepared to dilute their own political and economic state by expanding to the east. William
Hyland (1999) wrote about Clinton’s uncertainty for NATO’s role and his lack of decisiveness
of its immediate enlargement
The Clinton administration simply dodged. Rather than choosing immediate
expansion for Poland, Hungary, and … the Czech Republic, Clinton’s team created a
halfway house [though it had a good chance to use Russia’s weakness]: before
outright membership there would be a trial arrangement called the Partnership for
Peace (PfP). The new members were neither in nor out; no timetable was announced,
and various conditions for membership were suggested. Since the Clinton
administration had not decided what role NATO should play in the future, it was not
surprising that it waffled on including new members (p. 95).
This approach was incurred not by the fact that a couple of years was not enough for American
government to define new state of affairs in the world or identify the goals of more secure world
and grasp the opportunity, but the Russian nationalists’ victory in the election made Clinton
choose to be moderate. Strobe Talbott, was strongly against “drawing a new line” between East
and West, to avoid future confrontation with Russia. After a shock of the Russian election, as
Kramer wrote in 1994, one Clinton official told Time columnist that
We are not going to undermine him [Yeltsin] with a policy of neocontainment that
boosts the hard-line empire builders. Yeltsin says drawing a new line in Europe that
shifts the Iron Curtain back to Russia’s border could do just that. And we are going
with his instincts. End of the story (as cited in Hyland, 1999, p. 96).
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But who needed this Iron Curtain? After the defeat of Hitler, who intended to subjugate at
least half of the world? Stalin and his successors decided to do the same as Hitler intended to do
– dividing the Eurasian continent. Had Russia not been another empire after WWII, it would not
have created the infamous Iron Curtain, marking its own sphere of influence.
Clinton’s plan for NATO conditional membership rather than an outright invitation meant
putting off enlargement of the alliance. This policy had two aims: to show Russia American
good will and at the same time badger Ukraine into adopting a nonnuclear status. Zbigniew
Brzezinski (2007) wrote
The Nunn-Lugar program financed the consolidation of the Soviet nuclear arsenals
within purely Russian territory. Started in Bush’s last year and completed in 1996, it
avoided the instant emergence of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan as nuclear powers.
It is hard to imagine what the security of Europe would have looked like a decade later
with these three nations as nuclear powers (p. 94).
Now America had only one nuclear state to deal with, which was Russia. But after some
period of the American – Russian honeymoon, the Clinton administration saw that Russian
foreign policy became more assertive and nationalistic.
Following the demise of the Soviet Union Russia found itself in a dire situation and the
struggle between different fractions for power even deepened this predicament. During this
period the Clinton administration missed the opportunity to accelerate the enlargement of
NATO, as when and how to expend this organization were becoming the most critical tests of the
whole European security. Moreover, it would enable to unfold the umbrella of American
protection, which is the key partner of NATO, over Eastern Europe and former Soviet republics.
Without this, free states of former Warsaw Pact would remain inside the Russian orbit. But in
couple of years Russia recovered its bearings and started to avow its special role in the “near
abroad,” the neighboring countries that had been parts of the former Soviet Union. Russia wooed
the international community to recognize these special rights, including the right of Russian
intervention if necessary. Furthermore, Foreign Minister Kozyrev said that Eastern Europe had
never ceased to be an “an area of interest for Russia” (Lynch, 1994). It seemed that the Russians
concluded that Clinton was weak and could be easily managed. But what American side
(Talbott, 2003) considered was a different story
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Over the long term, pan-European integration depended both on the Central
Europeans joining the major structures of the West, including NATO, and on
Russia’s remaining on a reformist track internally and a cooperative track in its
foreign and defense policies… Because of Russia’s mistrust of NATO and the
Central Europeans’ mistrust of Russia, we needed to find ways of breaking down the
suspicions and stereotypes of the Cold War and building cooperation between NATO
and all the former Warsaw Pact countries, including Russia (p. 94).
Soon the Clinton administration’s endeavors bore fruits: Russian President Yeltsin and Polish
President Walesa signed a joint declaration affirming that Poland had the sovereign right for its
own security… and joining NATO would not conflict with Russia’s interest (Talbott, 2003, p.
96).
But not everybody supported NATO enlargement in the Clinton administration: e.g. the
Pentagon was overwhelmingly opposed. Clinton’s first Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin, thought
that the end of the Cold War gave Americans a chance to cut back on the U.S. military
commitment to Europe and bringing new members into NATO would push them in the other
direction. Aspin’s deputy, Bill Perry, also believed that expansion would impede and perhaps
ruin the chances of making progress on what he saw as their two principal objectives in the
former Soviet Union: the demilitarization of the Russian economy and the denuclearization of
three former Soviet republics. NATO enlargement, he thought, would make the Russians less
likely to cut back on their levels of armaments; and in this case the Ukrainians, fearful of ending
up in a security limbo between an expanding NATO and an angry Russia, would be less likely to
give up the nuclear warheads on their territory (Talbott, 2003, p. 98). Therefore, Perry preferred
to postpone enlargement for a decade, or perhaps forever (Talbott, 2003, p. 145), though former
National Security Advisors Henry Kissinger (1994b) and Zbigniew Brzezinski (1993) argued in
favor of NATO expansion.
But President Clinton was sure that his policy was right and what he needed was to work with
the Russians, implying that the Russians should be convinced of being part of an outcome rather
than a strategic defeat. Finally, American decision on NATO was formed: not to proceed
immediately with enlargement but concentrate instead on developing the Partnership for Peace
and Georgia was one of the first former Soviet Republics to join the Partnership for peace on
March 23, 1994.
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As a sign of “good will” Russia proposed to participate in NATO’s new Partnership for Peace
and as a great surprise for everyone, proposed even to join NATO, which would be the end of
any effective Alliance. But at the beginning of the ’90s this sounded like reassurance that Russia
would not conduct a campaign against NATO enlargement, though rather than pushing hard for
this goal the United States continued to fulfill the eerie plan of the PfP, as President Clinton
thought that PfP would set in motion a process that led to the enlargement of NATO (Talbott,
2003, p. 111).
To acquire Yeltsin’s agreement for breakthroughs on the shape of post-cold war Europe,
removing the seven thousand Russian troops from the Baltic States, the G-7 leaders would have
to treat Yeltsin as a full participant in their discussion of political issues. For President Clinton it
was a simple deal, wrote Talbot (2003), “We get the Russians into the G-7 and they get out of
the Baltics. If they are part of the big boys’ club, they’ve got less reason to beat up on the little
guys” (p. 126). But as usual, Russia dragged on fulfilling its promise. Another issue was to
convince Russia sign the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) – regulating the
number and kinds of armaments that Russia could station on its own territory in Europe (Talbott,
2003, p. 181). During the 1999 Istanbul Summit Russia assumed the obligation to withdraw from
Georgia by the end of 2008. This problem had been lingering since the collapse of the Soviet
Union but the Russians did not hurry. The withdrawal of Russian armored vehicles from a
military base in Novorossiysk was required under the terms of the Conventional Forces in
Europe Treaty (between NATO and Warsaw Pact countries), which was important to a number
of neighboring states, especially Turkey, as the Turks regarded any buildup of Russian forces in
the south as a potential threat to themselves (Talbott, 2003, p. 203). Most importantly, Yeltsin
needed support for the ratification of the START II (Strategic Armaments Reduction Treaty) in
the Russian Parliament, which would make possible the dismantling of large numbers of Russian
nuclear weapons (Berman, 2001, p. 38).
But after acquiring more power Yeltsin started proposing Clinton an implicit agreement on
spheres of influence. Russia would have a relatively free hand in the former Soviet states, which
meant turning a blind eye to his political and military intervention around the Russian periphery in Moldova and the states of the Southern Tier region: Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Tajikistan (Hyland, 1999, p. 98). About Russian insatiable desire to obtain more land, Strobe
Talbott (2003) wrote: “Russia had habitually defined its own security at the expense of others’;
many Russians seemed incapable of feeling secure unless others felt insecure” (p. 225).
75

Furthermore, for Eastern Europe, Russia had a much “better” plan – it would be shared with the
United States. Hyland (1999) defined that no American government could agree on Eastern
Europe, though it was conceivable for Washington Russian sphere of influence in its neighboring
areas [?!], provided the Baltic States and Ukraine were excluded (p. 98). For Americans it was a
reminder of Yalta after fifty years (Goshko, 1994). The Vancouver summit of 1994 gave the
impression that Clinton made a morally offensive deal with Yeltsin: if Russia played the role of
stabilizer [?!] in its surrounding areas, the United States would ignore Russia’s flagrant
interventions. The evidence of a bargain was obvious; Washington did not complain of Russian
military intervention in the newly independent Republic of Moldova and even approved Russian
military intervention in Tajikistan. After couple of months, Secretary Christopher (1994) spoke
about the sates that had emerged from the Soviet empire: “We recognize Russia’s legitimate
concerns in this region,” which was quite an appalling statement for the people of these states.
The deplorable situation in the north Caucasus was disregarded by everyone. The Chechen
War was ignored by the United States, because it was an internal Russian matter, but when gory
pictures and reports spread all over the world, the Clinton administration became more critical.
Furthermore, Yeltsin started to oppose to NATO expansion. If at first the Russian President was
fascinated by the idea that one day Russia may join NATO, for which the Clinton
administration’s policy was lambasted by Henry Kissinger, then Yeltsin changed his mind saying
“No, [because] Russia is very, very big and NATO is quite small” (Talbott, 2003, p. 145). So
the “romance” (Krauthammer, 1994) with Russia was over.
The States of the Caucasus needed American help to mediate ethnic and religious conflicts.
They wanted American involvement in search for some resolution to the region’s welter of civil
wars and cross-border disputes. But as Talbott wrote (2003, p. 193) Russia’s method was:
fending off everyone in the region, which they considered as their own backyard. They only
agreed to participate ostensibly to show that they were ready to work cooperatively with OSCE,
in order to keep tabs on what outsiders (meaning Americans and others) were up near their
borders. But Americans had little success over Nagorno-Karabakh, and the OSCE-sponsored
peace process dragged on during the following years (Talbott, 2003, p. 447), while Russian
“peacekeepers” were controlling two separatist enclaves in Georgia.
It was obvious that Washington needed a new Russian policy not a Yeltsin policy. But when
the communists won the Russian parliamentary elections, it was hard to find other democratic
leaders and as Clinton had warned instability became the main threat.
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3.3. Evolution of Clinton’s Foreign Policy toward Post-Soviet Area during his Second
Term
After a year of his presidency Clinton’s foreign policy was widely criticized. Kissinger (1994)
wrote that Clinton had failed to articulate an operational theory of foreign policy for the postCold War period and to relate individual events and crises to such a theory. Another constant
critic, Senator John McCain (R-Arizona) (1996), faulted the Clinton administration for its lack of
strategic coherence, its self-doubt, and its failure to identify key American interests. Henry
Kissinger (1994a) explained his opinion that one reason for this failure was that the Clinton team
was led by officials whose convictions had been formed in opposition to the Cold War
consensus. After some bitter criticisms, the Clinton administration’s strategy of foreign policy
began to move away from idealism to realism. Generally, Clinton’s foreign policy was rated as a
failure not only by political opponents and specialists but by the American people. “It is the firm
belief … that the United States has yet to develop a foreign policy relevant to this post-Cold
War,” wrote the prestigious quarterly Foreign Policy (Editor, 1995).
At the end of the first term, Clinton did not score well in polls on his handling of foreign
policy and nearly sixty percent were uneasy over Clinton’s ability to deal with a real and difficult
international situation. After more than two years of buffeting with Wilsonian idealism, Clinton
was ready to change idealism into pragmatism, as pragmatism was becoming “more visible than
Wilsonianism” (Hoffmann, 1995). But when the Republicans won both houses of Congress,
bipartisanship still remained a Washington myth, so the president had to adopt Republican
programs and even some of his opponents’ rhetoric. The Republicans called for increased
defense spending, advocated a new version of the Strategic Defense Initiative and specifically
called for admitting new members to NATO by January 1999 (Hyland, 1999, p. 141).
If Clinton was regarded as too young to run foreign policy at the beginning of his presidency,
in couple of years, thanks to his uncanny ability to calculate the political currents, he “came of
age.” A new Clinton became a “neo-Republican” and more confident in foreign policy after the
1996 presidential election. Following his reelection Clinton immediately began to change his
foreign policy and national security team.
In the middle of his first term, Clinton believed that NATO enlargement would strengthen
Yeltsin’s communist and nationalist opponents, which made him talk about enlargement rather
than actually doing it and designate new members. But by his second term, the administration
had made another push and engaged Russia in negotiations on a charter of cooperation that
would come into effect around the time that NATO actually took in new members. Though there
77

were some disagreements between Clinton and the mainstream Republicans, there were some
points of agreement on the key issues – both the Republicans and Democrats agreed that NATO
ought to expand and take in the countries of Eastern Europe. The only difference was over how
quickly to move to this goal: the Republicans wanted to move immediately, while Clinton
preferred to proceed more slowly. Both concurred with the idea that Yeltsin and Russian reform
had to be supported, but unlike Clinton the Republicans were more skeptical of Yeltsin’s
commitment to genuine democracy and to a moderate foreign policy. The Clinton administration
was ridiculed for harboring romantic illusions and giving a green light to the most dangerous
tendencies in the New Russia (Dole, 1996).
Clinton had decided to adopt the enlargement of NATO as the emblem of his foreign policy
by a summit in Helsinki in March 1997. Though some Americans questioned the breadth of U.S.
commitment worldwide and supported the idea of its reassessment, the president and his officials
set out the fundamental premises of foreign policy indicating that the administration would
commit itself to liberal internationalism even to a greater degree. In his 1997 State of the Union
address, Clinton (1997) declared that the first tasks for the United States were to “build . . . an
undivided democratic Europe” and to “shape an Asia-Pacific community of cooperation, not
conflict.” The President endorsed the decision to go forward with NATO expansion, despite the
objection of Russian leaders. To ease Russian fears over Western encirclement and to eliminate
the possibility of a divided Europe, building of a stable and secure Europe was urgent. Actually,
Clinton staked his place in history on reconstructing Europe, “whole and free.” In this summit
Clinton made two important concessions: that no nuclear weapons or large contingent of foreign
troops would be stationed on the territory of new NATO members, as long as Russia refrained
from threatening its neighbors as the proviso that the alliance reserved “its right to modify its
nuclear posture as circumstances warrant” (Talbott, 2003, p. 449). It was also agreed that Russia
would become a member of a special NATO consultative council, which would have “a voice
but not a veto”. Consequently, a new Russia-NATO Founding Act was signed in Paris, in May.
The great irony was that the only country that could conceivably pose a threat to NATO would
henceforth participate at least nominally in the alliance’s military planning, Kissinger
commented (1997).
Even though the criticism of NATO enlargement had been growing since the beginning of
Clinton’s presidency, it became clear that the President intended to push through NATO
enlargement anyway. Critics of this policy named it “a gratuitous risk” (editorial, 1997a) and
called for a “strategic pause” through 2010, during which no challenge of the magnitude of the
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Cold War would be likely (Drozdiak, 1997). Notwithstanding, while traveling in Poland, Clinton
said that joining NATO would be history’s most precious gift, “a second chance” (Hyland, 1999,
p. 103). Actually, it was denunciation of the infamous Yalta agreement of 1945, so at the
beginning of his second term, Clinton sounded more like Republicans of 1950. Thus Clinton put
history right: “Poland is coming home,” meaning that it was a high time that Poland be taken
away from the Russian sphere of influence (Spolar, 1997). At last the debate over NATO
expansion began in the Senate on April 27, 1998. The debates over enlargement intensified
between supporters and critics of this process. Senator Richard Lugar advocated the
enlargement, stating the main arguments: (1) American interests were involved, because the
stakes were order and stability in Europe; (2) accession of three new democracies (Poland, the
Czech Republic, and Hungary) would eliminate the immoral and destabilizing dividing lines in
Europe; and (3) expanding peace and stability in Europe would lessen the chances that the
United States would be pulled into conflicts there (quoted in Hyland, 1999, p. 104). But the
critics had their argument that this would antagonize Russia and incur destabilization of Europe.
Some even claimed that the expansion of NATO was directed against Russia (Krauthammer,
1998) and that NATO enlargement was designed to hem Russia in (Congressional, 1998a). But
were these claims fair? Did NATO endeavor to hem Russia in or did it attempt to free the
countries, which had been trying to escape from Russia’s clutches for several centuries. NATO
was (and is) the only means to feel free from the Russian sphere of influence. But Russia had
chosen itself to act against the will of the neighboring countries’ people. Thus, those counter
arguments were pronounced out of fear of irritating a mighty country and not out of support of
oppressed people. Because of old-fashioned mentality Russia regarded and regards NATO
expansion as a hostile act against it but not as a defending measure from it. Moreover, the
proponents of NATO expansion urged Russia to either join in an expanded alliance system or
associate itself with NATO more deeply, as after the breakup of the Soviet Union, the issue was
engagement but not containment. Brzezinski (1998) thought that slowing down of expansion was
necessary, giving Russia time to digest the admission of the three new members, while still
making it clear that expansion would continue.
But soon a new crisis in Russia and also gloomy prospects for Russian democracy made
Americans shift their policy. Unfortunately, for the Russian people democracy itself was in ill
repute among average Russians, because it was identified with crime, chaos and poverty, and
because it was seen as an alien ideology imposed on Russia by the West, particularly by the U.S.
By influence of the Duma President Yeltsin appointed Primakov as the new prime minister,
ideologically acceptable to the communists but without any economic plan for the country. This
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appointment meant a sharp turn away from reform and the Clinton administration began to
distance itself from the Primakov government.
Concerning about Clinton’s early failures, an editorial of the Washington Post had a different
point of view: “In his first term President Clinton was slow to find his foreign policy way, and in
Bosnia, Haiti and Somalia a price was paid, though in the first two places he recouped” (1997).
Clinton’s second term was summarized by the New York Times as an “odd journey” from
idealism to pragmatism. If Clinton criticized Bush Sr. in his first campaign pamphlet Putting
People First in 1992, in his brochure Between Hope and History in 1996 he wrote about saving
America from the dire fate of isolationism Hyland explained (1999, p. 146). But unlike Bush,
Clinton had a different approach toward using of force; the so-called “Clinton doctrine” held that
any use of force should be limited in time and scope.
As Hyland (1999) wrote: “Clinton stumbled from crisis to crisis, trying to figure out what was
popular, what would be effective, and what choices would pose the lowest risk to his presidency,
and, especially, to his reputation. After some years when he seemed to be floundering, reacting
rather than imposing American leadership on world events” (p. 203) there were reports that
Clinton had become much more comfortable and confident in the handling of foreign and
defense policies. President Clinton did not scoff at the crude concept of balance of power
anymore but a magnificent historical opportunity to shape the international system had been
missed.
Thomas Jefferson and Theodor Roosevelt had conflicting philosophies but both of them were
Clinton’s models. Clinton’s enlargement of democracies echoes with Jefferson’s concept of an
empire of liberty, while his style of not running large risks, was an opposite from Theodor
Roosevelt, who had shaped an era of dramatic change without catalyst of a war. If during his first
term Clinton had damaged the idea of realistic foreign policy that Theodor Roosevelt had
symbolized, his second term saw metamorphosis. President Clinton declared: “The decisions we
make in the next few months will set America’s course in the world for the next fifty years”
(Benet, 1997). With some feeling of regret Brzezinski (2007) evaluated Clinton’s presidency in a
very precise wording
Clinton himself was admired and almost universally liked, with a personal appeal
comparable to that of Franklin Roosevelt and John Kennedy. But he did not exploit his
eight years in the White House to commit America’s newly acquired global leadership
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to a definable course that other nations would be inspired to follow. He never made a
concerted effort to develop, articulate, and pursue a comprehensive strategy for
responsible American role in the volatile world that confronted him. He had the intellect
and the personality to do so. But his casual and politically opportunistic style of
decision making was not conducive to strategic clarity, and his faith in the historical
determinism of globalization made such a strategy seem unnecessary” (p. 131).
This description of Clinton’s presidency has an exact air of public attitude toward their fortysecond president, despite some flaws of either achieving certain domestic and foreign goals or
his personal life during his tenure.
Due to his personal anguish over American involvement in the Vietnam War and as the
former governor of Arkansas, President Clinton was initially more interested in domestic issues
than in foreign policy making. But he quickly grasped the importance of unified policy approach,
declaring: “We must tear down the wall in our thinking between domestic and foreign policy”
(as cited in McCormick, 2010, p. 176). Thus global engagement and not isolationism or neoisolationism was determined to become the administration’s policy. Next, the administration
denoted that the United States would act in the world either unilaterally or multilaterally
according to America’s interest (which echoes with the next American President George W.
Bush’s viewpoint). And it also committed the United States to use force when necessary – as
UN Ambassador Madeleine Albright declared “[although] diplomacy will be America’s first
choice when policy fails, we have both capacity to use force effectively and the will to do so
when necessary” (McCormick, 2010, p. 182).
Reconstructing the security of Europe was still up in the air; the success of NATO expansion
depended on the agreement of Russia, as building European security without, or against Russia
has never worked. But the endeavors of the Clinton administration broke the ice by breaking
through the issue of the whole European security of its own but by no means against Russia. The
enlargement of NATO would be Clinton’s most significant geopolitical accomplishment.
During his tenure Clinton had to alter his approach toward foreign policy like other presidents
had done according to the challenges of global events. But in Clinton’s case the whole world
witnessed incredible change in contention with another superpower which could take a very
risky attitude toward the rest of the world. The shift between the two terms could be explained
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partly by Clinton’s evolving interest in foreign policy and the replacement of some of his
advisors and partly from changes in the domestic and international environments.

3.4. American-Georgian Relations during the Clinton Presidency
Georgia, a small country on the westernmost part of the Southern Tier region, became a luring
place for other big countries besides Russia. According to Hyland (1999)
The liberation of the Caucasus and Central Asia from the Soviet dominance opened a
new dimension. That’s why American, Russian and European policy could not be
confined to the Arab-Israeli front or even the Gulf. The Caspian Sea and Central Asia
were the setting for a new and complex strategic competition, not in the
confrontation sense of the Cold War but more like the “Great Game” of the
nineteenth century. The new game was made all the more important by the existence
of huge oil reserves. Thus, America’s expanding interests reduced American concern
for Israel [as] wider interests began to drive policy (p. 167).
Therefore, Georgia became part of the world’s attractive and fascinating scene in geopolitics due
to its strategic location.
After the demise of the Soviet empire, Georgian President Eduard Shevardnadze was
regarded as a hero for his part in dismantling the Soviet empire in the eyes of the world, but
Russian nationalistic figures thought that he was a traitor. Thus the Russian military and
intelligence services intended to stir up trouble in Georgia. Top officials in Georgia doubted that
Yeltsin was personally to blame and even believed he might be trying to rein in “obscure forces”
within Georgian government. But even though Yeltsin was rather “irascible and unpredictable,”
he was better than any other Russian political figure who was likely to come to the fore anytime
soon (Talbott, 2003, p. 45). Georgia needed support from the United States and if the Clinton
administration wanted to help Georgia, then it had to give its hand to Yeltsin against his
domestic enemies as communists wanted to turn back the clock and recreate the Soviet Union.
At the beginning of the 1990s, Russian neighborhood was regarded as the Russian sphere of
influence not only by Russians but even by others, as Russia went, they thought, so went the
neighborhood. Clinton worried, recollected Talbott (2003): “If Yeltsin is going to stand up to all
his enemies in the parliament, he’s got to be able to show progress on the economy, and he can’t
do that unless we help him big-time” (p. 47). Clinton saw the importance of helping Yeltsin
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recover the country’s economy and fend off communists’ attack, for which Clinton needed to get
approval of Congress for a hefty aid package for Russia. Without substantial aid, Russian hardliners with the backing of communists could return to an imperialistic footing, which would bode
the failure of the Clinton administration’s policy and a disaster for Russia’s neighbor countries
(Talbott, 2004, p. 128).
Concerning the new members joining NATO, Russian Foreign Minister, Primakov declared
that “if any countries of the former Soviet Union (implying the three Baltic States) are admitted
to NATO, we will have no relations with NATO whatsoever” (Talbott, 2003, p. 237). Primakov,
displayed cynicism and self-confidence and was dismissive of any chance that American
diplomatic initiatives would be successful. He meant that the conflicting parties (in the
Caucasian States) would do that all by themselves; therefore, Russia did not have to thwart
Americans. Having spent his boyhood in Georgia, he knew “those people” in the Caucasus, and
the Americans, like him, would find them impossible to deal with (Talbott, 2003, p. 193). But
Americans had a different opinion: they had never recognized the Baltics’ incorporation in the
USSR; furthermore, Americans would never accept Russia’s blocking any of its neighbors from
joining any international organization or alliance. President Clinton knew: if he agreed that no
members of the former Soviet Union could enter NATO, it would be a bad sign for American
attempt to build a new NATO and even to see a new Russia (Talbott, 2003, p. 238).
Among the leaders from the former republics of the Soviet Union, the most supportive of the
NATO operation [in the Balkans] was Georgian President (and the former Foreign Minister of
the Soviet Union) Eduard Shevardnadze. He believed that the West’s show of force in the
Balkans would give pause to “Milosevic-like figures” in Russia who wanted to suppress nonRussian ethnic groups inside Russia and to establish Russian suzerainty over new independent
neighboring states like Georgia. Shevardnadze did not put Yeltsin in that category, recollected
Tallbot (2003), but there were “people around Yeltsin” vying for his job in the next election,
who needed to be reminded that the West would come to the defense of “small, beleaguered
people who are trying to break free of empire” (Talbott, 2003, p. 309). President Shevardnadze
was afraid that vengeful forces in Russia which wanted a confrontation with the West in the
Balkans would be all the more likely to turn their energies on the Caucasus (Talbott, 2003, p.
310). Shevardnadze’s prediction turned to be true after a decade and a half when Russia invaded
parts of Georgian territory and left everyone surprised but Georgia.
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Russia had been seeking to establish a foothold in Georgia too long and for this it used a false
case of defending minorities as if Russia cared about its own minorities a bit.
To prevent Chechen civilians and guerrillas from taking refuge in the northern Georgia the
Russians tried to persuade Shevardnadze into letting them base additional Russian units on his
territory. But Shevardnadze refused, trying to get Moscow to remove the troops it already had in
Georgia. Georgian President was advised by Americans to tighten his borders with Chechnya so
as not to give the Russians a pretext for incursions and Georgia’s sovereignty was, once again,
stressed in Moscow by the Clinton administration (Talbott, 2003, p. 358). When Russian
President expressed his indignation that the U.S. was influencing its neighbors, trying to prevent
them from integration with the Commonwealth of Independent States, Clinton’s response was
straightforward: it all depended on whether Russia respected the independence and the choice of
the other members (Ibid. p. 203).
Russian proposal that they would not object strenuously to the next round of NATO
enlargement if Americans gave Moscow a pass to “restore order to Chechnya and the
surrounding region,” including Georgia, was rejected by Americans that they were not going to
barter the Georgian’s independence and security for the Central Europeans. (Talbott, 2003, p.
365). Putin’s backers, for his presidency, stated that no one should worry that Russia would
infringe on Georgian territory – clarifying that that would have been under a Primakov’s
presidency, but not Putin’s. (Talbott, 2003, p. 365). Putin, himself declared that, though he
regarded Shevardnadze’s actions as treacherous, indicating that Shevardnadze was doublecrossing both Russians and Americans, Russia would respect Georgia’s sovereignty (Putin,
1999), which from this retrospect sounds very sarcastic. Russia always wanted to “punish”
Georgia as a good example to others. At that time Putin’s assurances were subject to review for
Americans.
Nonetheless, conclusions had not been drawn about the importance of Georgia’s location on
time. Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, who served during Clinton’s second term,
recollects: when informed by the Secretary General of UN that Russia had sent peacekeepers to
Georgia and wanted the council to designate them as an official UN force, thus relieving
Moscow of 90 percent of the cost, she knew that Boutros-Ghali could not refuse her proposal of
using “all necessary means” – code for force – to restore Haitian president, thus supporting
democracy. The operation the Clinton administration had in mind would have been under U.S.
command, near U.S. borders, and with a high proportion of U.S. troops. As madam Secretary
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acknowledges, the Russians did not care much about what Americans did in Haiti, but they were
determined to play a little poker. Russian ambassador’s hint to Secretary Albright that Russia’s
backing on Haiti would depend on U.S. support for Russian proposals in Georgia, gave her an
impression that the Cold War had never ended (Albright, 2003, p. 198-199). It means that
Georgia was exchanged for Haiti, which is out of the geopolitical strategic sphere. Thus,
Russians obtained a free hand in interfering Georgia’s internal affairs, playing a role of
“peacekeepers,” which was a grave mistake of the West.
Thus, Russia’s interest to acquire more land near the Black Sea became feasible, for which it
had been trying for a long time. It is the shortsightedness of the Clinton administration to help
Russia take responsibility of “peacekeepers” as it had always been the “interested side.”
However, later Albright was criticized by Owen Harris for having shown too much zeal in her
previous post at the UN, for having a passion for an activism “unattached to or controlled by an
overarching strategy” (Harris, 1996) and that she seemed to “yearn back toward cold-war
certitude and swagger” (Wills, 1997). Neglect of the political aspects was a major failure of
Secretary Albright, Hyland concluded (1999, p. 191). Evidently, Secretary Albright’s authority
had suffered because her approach became less acceptable and became less supported by the
President, Lippman wrote (1998).
In 1999, Hyland wrote, “Haiti became a part of an anti-Clinton litany, along with Bosnia and
Somalia, a three-part indictment of his mismanagement of foreign affairs” (p.64). But at that
time even critics were unaware of the loss of geopolitical dimension, as they could not envision
the importance of strategic location of Georgia, which should not have been exchanged for
another country, especially, when it is out of geopolitically important area. Therefore, the
Clinton administration’s implementation of foreign policy should be called as a four-part
mismanagement. After the Kosovo bombing, in June 1999, President Clinton made a sweeping
pledge to assist those endangered around the world: “Whether you live in Africa, or Central
Europe, or any other place, if somebody comes after innocent civilians and tries to kill them en
masse because of their race, their ethnic background or their religion, and it’s within our power
to stop it, we will stop it” (Hyland, 1999, p. 76).
This pledge was labeled as the Clinton Doctrine, which called for American intervention in
global humanitarian crises that clearly represented a new departure for intervention policy. The
President’s words: “within our power to stop it (or killing of innocent civilians)” mean that it
was not within his power to stop the killing of thousands of Georgians in Abkhazia and forcing
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300 000 to flee from their homes, dying on the way on unmarked paths of Svanety. But this
ethnic cleansing in one of the parts of Georgia happened earlier in the fall of 1993, when the
Clinton administration tried all means to pacify the injured and irritated former giant (Russia)
because of the collapse of the Soviet Union and tried not to exacerbate the situation. But the
general human value dictates that the division of the globe according to the zones of influence
should be a base and immoral outlook for any country or administration alike.
But, still there was a big difference between George H.W. Bush’s attitude toward newly
independent former Soviet Republics, which should have been parts of the Commonwealth of
Independent States and Clinton’s approach. According to Clinton, the U.S. was not against the
CIS as such, though it all depended on whether Russia respected the independence and the
choice of the other members (Talbott, 2003, p. 203).
Moreover, there was a big breakthrough in Clinton’s vision toward the states of the Southern
Tier region: his administration’s project to build a new pipeline from Central Asia to the West,
via the Caucasus, bypassing Russia and Iran had been developing since the mid-nineties. It was a
geostrategic as well as economically influential topic, deriving from the New Great Game
around the Caspian Sea’s natural gas and crude oil reserves. It was a luring deal to set up among
the various international states and non-state players and the U.S. was the first to implement this
project – connecting the Caspian to the Mediterranean Sea. The building of this oil pipeline, and
a second pipeline for natural gas from Baku to Turkey, occupies a pivotal place in Washington’s
strategy to secure U.S. dominance over Transcaucasia and Central Asia, a region believed to
contain the biggest untapped reserves of oil and natural gas in the world.
Representative Benjamin Gilman explained to the House: the idea behind the proposed
pipeline – later called Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan Pipeline (BTC) – was, to avoid “routes through
countries, such as Russia and Iran that may have a geopolitical interest to choke off those
pipelines at some point in the future” (Congressional, 1997, p. E2241).
Also, it was well acknowledged that: for American policy makers, realization of a pipeline
that skirted both Russia and Iran would not only mean huge revenues for U.S.-based energy
companies, but also U.S. dominance over former Soviet Republics that had been traditionally
within the Russian sphere of influence. The deal signed in Istanbul was certain to aggravate
tensions between the U.S. and Russia, and intensify an already intense struggle for influence in
the Caspian between Washington and its Western European allies. Ulrich Kuhm (2009, Institute
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for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg) wrote in “From Capitol
Hill to Istanbul: The Origins of the Current CFE Deadlock”
If the aim was to avoid Russia, Georgia as a transit country had to be secured,
especially as the producer country, Azerbaijan, had a long-standing conflict with
Armenia over the entity of Nagorno-Karabakh. Nevertheless, Georgia shared the
same problems as Moldova with two secessionist conflicts and the permanent
presence of Russian ‘peacekeepers’. Explicitly with Georgia in mind, the Silk Road
Strategy Act of 1997 urged the U.S. Administration to “support the establishment of
neutral, multinational peacekeeping forces to implement peace agreements reached
between belligerents in the countries of the South Caucasus and Central Asia (H.R.
Congress, 1997, p. 6).
Therefore, some extremely interesting developments of U.S. foreign policy on Georgia
occurred during the final years of the Clinton administration. While Amendment No. 2304 listed
Georgia a possible PfP Candidate (Cf. Congressional, 1998, p. S3456), the administration as well
as members of Congress lobbied for BTC on the ground. The newly reignited conflict between
the Georgian central government and Abkhazia in early 1998 led to a set-back for Washington’s
envisaged Silk Road Strategy. “For the corridor to function, stability […] is essential”, Senator
Sam Brownback stated. In his view, “Russia is the problem, the aggressor and the single-most
threat to stability in Georgia and the entire Caucasus. [...] It is time for the Administration to
demand the removal of the bogus Russian peacekeepers and to insist on their replacement by an
independent force of peacekeepers” (Congressional, 1998b, p. S5654). Senator Herbert Kohl
requested his administration “to end its neglect of this situation and become actively engaged”
(Congressional, 1998c, p. S6504). As a matter of priority, Kohl insisted, Russian hegemony visà-vis Georgia had to come to an end. Furthermore, Brownback declared: “These Russian
peacekeepers do not want peace. Rather, they seek to extend the hostilities so that Georgia will
find it difficult to consolidate its hold over this breakaway region.” The interests of America in
the region were at stake, Brownback warned, especially as “Georgia is a key strategic ally for
America in a region in which America has few strategic anchors” (Congressional, 1998d, p.
S9488). Nevertheless, Russia kept its “peacekeepers” on the ground.
The sudden U.S. interest in Georgia was not surprising, as it was driven by obvious economic
causes. But for securing the future transit of oil and gas through the Southern Caucasus, Georgia,
as a kind of strategic hinge, had to be stable. Yet, the skirmish of early 1998 triggered serious
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concerns about the realization of this premise, thereby leading to Capitol Hill’s harsh accusations
against Moscow.
Later in 1999, an agreement was signed in Istanbul to construct the oil and gas pipelines by
American President Bill Clinton, Azeri President Haidar Alijev, Georgian President Edward
Shevardnadze and Turkish President Suleyman Demirel. With Clinton’s participation
Washington intended the sovereignty and independence of the new states.
A day before the deal was signed, Patrick Richter wrote (1999), Clinton‘s National Security
Adviser Samuel Berger explained to the media that the US government was pursuing four
fundamental aims
They include our commitment to the sovereignty and independence of the new states
of the Caspian region. The second one has to do with improving the energy security
of the United States. The third has to do with creating and advancing commercial
opportunities for American companies and the fourth, which is probably the most
important, is creating a new web of relationships that will support the economic and
political independence of these states (wsws.org).
Washington intended the “sovereignty and independence” of the new states to proceed under
the wing of the U.S. Berger's diplomatic formulations were a thinly veiled attack on Russia’s
interests and designs in the region. The Senate started rhetorical attacks against Russia to support
for Georgia’s endeavors related to NATO, but could not exploit the CFE adaptation process to
secure Russian troop withdrawal.
The Clinton administration’s efforts to organize an international consensus for a Baku-TbilisiCeyhan pipeline through Georgia to Turkey and thence to Europe should have been accompanied
by an effort to mediate the conflicts around Georgia, but no such initiative took place. The
consequences of this inaction for Georgia and European security as a whole became visible a
little bit later for the Western politicians. Blank (2009) wrote, that then the conflicts in the
Caucasus started unfreezing, which could incite further ethno-political conflicts not only on the
spot, but elsewhere; it was late because back then (at the beginning of Clinton’s presidency) it
would probably have been easier to reach a negotiated international settlement, since Russia’s
position was weaker than that of the West (p. 106).
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Failure to secure Russian troop withdrawal would cause later major problems for the entire
world, which is not exaggerating at all. In my opinion, Clinton had the best chance, which he
lost, to ensure security in the states of the Southern Tire region, which is crucial to the stability
of the world and not only for Central and Eastern Europe, as the states of the Southern Tier
region are located in a geopolitically strategic place, so important for the United States’ global
strategy and for the security of the European Union as well.
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CHAPTER FOUR
CHANGES IN AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY DURING
THE GEORGE W. BUSH PRESIDENCY
4.1. General Geopolitical Changes and Increasing Importance of the Caucasus and
Central Asia
The end of the Cold War was followed by a decade of indifference to the outside world.
Policymakers were unsure of United States’ mission in the world affairs as the ominous threat
had vanished with the demise of the Soviet Union and with it the long-lasting concern over
foreign policy. Small wars or clashes in Kuwait, Somalia, Bosnia or Kosovo had far less impact
on American society than the previous half-century-old menace coming from another nuclear
superpower. Due to the new circumstances at the beginning of his presidency, President Clinton
was reluctant to devote enough attention to foreign policy. In contrast to the liberal
internationalism of the Clinton administration, George W. Bush (1999) announced that he would
pursue a “distinctly American internationalism” in foreign policy during the 2000 election
campaign. This new approach implied lessening of U.S. involvement in some areas. For
example, the presence of American forces in the Balkans and further, its central role in the
Middle East peace process were to be reduced. So it was much narrower definition of the
American national interest than either of President Clinton or President George H. W. Bush had
had previously. President George W. Bush priority was to refurbish America’s alliances around
the world. In the speech at the Citadel on September 23, 1999, Bush said he would work hard to
“allow an orderly and timely withdrawal from places like Kosovo and Bosnia. [And] we will not
be permanent peacekeepers [but] we will not be hasty.” Likewise Clinton, Bush was focused on
domestic issues at first. But September 11, 2001 had a profound impact on the whole country
and if at the beginning of his presidency Bush wanted to relieve American commitment abroad –
9/11 changed his initially cautious foreign policy and his administration was radically
transformed.
Thus the state of indifference to the outside “peaceful world” proved to be temporary, which
ended abruptly on 9/11, changing everyday life not only of policymakers and the media, but of
the general public as well. As a result voters gave a higher priority to foreign affairs and national
security than to the economy during the following presidential election of 2004, which was an
exception since the Vietnam War. American public’s major concern became terrorism, WMD,
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Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and endless turmoil in the Middle East. After 9/11 America’s world role
was changed once more and it could be compared with the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor in
December 1941, causing the United States enter World War II. It was evident that militant
Islamic terrorism and proliferation of WDM posed new challenges to the entire peace of the
whole world. Thus America needed a robust defense policy that included preemption. Despite
the fact that the U.S. sought the more effective means of cooperation in addressing common
problems, the reality of the United Nations and of other international institutions was that on the
most urgent and deadly problems, they were mostly incapable of acting or inadequate to the task,
either because of its [UN’s] decision-making structure and institutional weaknesses or the
makeup of its Security Council (Lieber, 2007, p. 4). Peter Wehner, a George W. Bush
speechwriter precisely conveyed his position, few American policy-makers of the post-Second
World War era would reject
Should nations be paralyzed from acting unless they receive the support of the
Security Council? How many nations need to support an action before it is
considered sufficiently multilateral and therefore justifiable? Ten? Fifty? One
hundred and fifty? And what happens if a nation, perhaps for reasons of corruption or
bad motivation, seeks to prevent a particular action from being taken? (as cited in
Podhoretz, 2006, p. 21).
But here another question arises: if even powerful states do not obey international
organizations’ ruling, then what is the function of these organizations? As Stanley Hoffmann
(2002), of Harvard’s Center for European Studies, observed the UN and other organizations “are
increasingly important as sources of legitimacy and stabilizing forces, but often mismanaged and
devoid of adequate means” (p. 352). In the unipolar system if the United States, as the
preponderant power, did not take actions to thwart the dangers coming from the rogue states, no
one else would have capacity or willingness to do so. Consequently, in this situation the United
States could not act like a free rider or “buck-passer.” Because of these premises, it was essential
that the United States acquire preemptive strategies to deal with terrorism and WMD. Facing
lethal threats and imminent dangers made new environment for using preemption, as it is
supported by international law. Though multilateral initiatives and institutions could be valuable
in enhancing the effectiveness and legitimacy of foreign policy, the United States could not wait
for consent of others, when the question of its national security arose.
Immediately, after the tragic events of 9/11, on September 12, 2001, the nineteen members of
NATO invoked Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty for the first time in the history of the
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Alliance. Article V treats an attack on one member state as an attack on all and requires that they
take action under their respective constitutional procedures. In the ensuing months, the imminent
defeat of the Taliban regime and its al-Qaeda allies followed, as American Air and Special
Forces worked with the Afghan opposition. In this case the Bush administration chose not to
conduct the Afghan war as a NATO operation, in order to retain tight control of the operation.
Though this action was militarily a correct thing to do, as Lieber (2007) concluded, it contributed
to European resentments about American unilateralism (p. 68). Besides this, there had been
various disputes among allies during the half-century-long Cold War, but they had been kept
within bounds by the shared Soviet threats. For example, Condoleezza Rice and Philip Zelikow
(1995) wrote that when the administration of George H. W. Bush supported immediate German
unification, the United States opposed the major European powers, ignored their views, got its
way, and gave them almost nothing in return (even though Britain and France expressed their
concerns about this issue).
President Bush, in his January 2002 State of the Union address to the Congress, outlined
several courses of action, promoting the fundamental goal to defend, preserve, and extend the
peace and advance the nonnegotiable demands of human dignity (McCormick, 2010, p. 217).
This address quickly was labeled as the Bush Doctrine. To achieve this aim the administration
would rally nations and alliances around the world to defeat terrorism, address regional conflicts
to reduce their impact on global stability, and focus on “rouge states”. Moreover, this statement
acknowledged that the United States possessed unprecedented and unequal strength and
influence in the world and that this position came with unparalleled responsibilities, obligations,
and, opportunity.
The Bush administrations rationale for its policy direction is conveyed in The National
Security Strategy of the United States of America, which declared that the fundamental aim of
American foreign policy was to create a balance of power that favors freedom where the phrase
“distinctly American internationalism” remains, but it takes on a different meaning from the
previous one it had at the beginning of the administration. To create such a balance, the United
States would “defend the peace by fighting terrorists and tyrants . . . will preserve peace by
building good relations among the great powers . . . [and would] extend the peace by
encouraging free and open societies on every continent” (McCormick, 2010, p. 216).
Because international terrorism consequently calls for new strategies new ones were adopted
by the administration (Schlesinger, 2005, p. 24).
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A brief summary of the courses of action outlined in the Bush Doctrine
Aim: To create a balance of power that favors freedom and that advances the “nonnegotiable
demands of human dignity”
American actions for defending the peace:

I.

Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us

•

and against our friends.
•

Work with others to defuse regional conflicts.

•

Prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends with weapons of
mass destruction.
Transform America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and

•

opportunities of the twenty-first century.
II.
•

American actions for preserving the peace:
Develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global power.

III.

American actions for extending the peace:

•

Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free trade.

•

Expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the
infrastructure of democracy (McCormick. 2010, p. 217).

The first three courses of action, in this document, focus on defending the peace against
terrorists and rogue states. The administration would rally nations and alliances around the world
to defeat terrorism and any new adversary, but if necessary, the United States would act alone.
The second course of action to defend the peace would be to address the regional conflicts in
the world. The aim is that old rivalries should not be stirred up among the great powers.
Moreover, the impact of regional conflicts should be reduced in order to maintain global
stability. The United States would help to resolve these conflicts; however, the document made
clear that there were limits on how much the U.S. could and would do: “The United States
should be realistic about its ability to help those who are unwilling or unready to help
themselves” (National Security Strategy, 2002).
The third course of action focused on rogue states and terrorists that might gain access to
weapons of mass destruction. The United States had to be prepared to deter terrorists from
acquiring these types of weapons but if deterrence failed, it had to have effective consequence
management against the effects of WMD.
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The forth course of action in the statement called for transforming national security
institutions at home, with priorities to improve the military and the intelligence communities to
defend the peace at home and abroad. Also to improve diplomacy and the Department of States,
emphasis was made more on “hard-power” rather than on “soft-power” to accomplish this goal.
Thus, these four courses of action would contribute to preserving the peace, but the fifth
course – developing cooperation with other centers of power – definitely focused on that goal.
To promote a balance of power in favor of freedom the United States would lead a coalition of
America’s traditional allies, such as NATO (and an expanded NATO), Japan, Australia, Korea,
Thailand, and the Philippines. Furthermore, Russia, China, and India would be included as well.
For the cause of defeating international terrorism the Bush administration was willing to
submerge differences between the United States and the other countries. However, this section of
the document fails to acknowledge the role of international organizations, save of NATO and the
European Union.
The sixth and seventh courses of action – igniting global economic and expanding the number
of open societies and democracies – reflected the economic and political components of the
administration’s foreign policy approach. It reaffirmed its commitment to global, regional, and
bilateral free initiatives as the way to foster global economic growth and development. The
administration also pledged to increase its development assistance to reform the World Bank and
its activities to help the poor, and to increase the amount of funding in the form of grants, as
opposed to loans. Furthermore, it would help poor countries to improve public health, education,
and agricultural sectors.
“The option of pre-emptive actions to counter a sufficient threat to our national security”
(National Security Strategy, 2002) was the most controversial statement in this document,
allowing the administration to act unilaterally if collective efforts failed. The Bush
administration stated that “. . . in exercising our leadership, we will respect the values, judgment,
and interests of our friends and partners. Still, we will be prepared to act apart when our interests
and unique responsibilities require” (Ibid.). These statements concerning pre-emption and the
unilateral option would undermine the administration’s initial effort to produce a “grand
strategy” against terrorism with broad support.
Robert Lieber (2007) gave his opinion about American and European analysts, criticizing the
above grand strategy
Many of them characterize doctrines of primacy and pre-emption as ill advised and
counterproductive, exacerbating the threats we face, alienating foreign leaders and
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publics, and isolating America from its erstwhile allies and others whose support we
need to safeguard our security and tackle urgent global problems. The critics
maintain that the unilateralism evident in the war on terror and the use of force in
Iraq without the agreement of the United Nations break with half a century of
multilateral cooperation and American commitment to institutions and alliances that
we helped to create (p. 13).
Some analysts (Packer, 2004, p. 41) criticized U.S. policy, claiming that it is America which
did not want to abandon its Cold War policy of encircling Russia and turning Ukraine into a
geostrategic matter. But I think that it is Russia which clings to its past glory and regards
Georgia, Ukraine and other former Soviet republics as its own backyard, where no one else,
besides Russia should have any kind of interest. This two-century-old approach to the twentyfirst is not obsolete for contemporary Russia. It tries to retain the upper hand in the sovereign,
neighboring states. Thus, in some way, it is Russia which changed at least Georgia, a relatively
small state, into geopolitically important venue and not only the closeness to the Middle East
(some politicians attribute Georgia even to the realm of the wider Middle East).
With the grave experience of the 20th century, when the Balkans caused two world wars, the
Middle East is perceived as the Balkans of the 21st century. Since the end of the Cold War some
American political realists have argued for disengagement from Europe, the Middle East, and
Asia, and they would prefer if the United States acted as an offshore balancer rather than be
actively engaged in the security issues of these regions. These realists are not averse to using
power in America’s national interest, but they are often reluctant to contemplate changes in the
status quo (Lieber, 2007, p. 29-30). Nearly all the presidents of the United States are determined
to maintain milder approaches to foreign affairs, while seeking to increase their liability at home
and trying to concentrate on domestic issues, at least at the beginning of their presidency. Bill
Clinton and George W. Bush are good examples of this tendency. Despite the willingness to
steer clear from other countries’ foreign affairs, the United States’ presidents found themselves
drawn in World War I and II and the Cold War, in order to prevent the Eurasian land mass from
being dominated by a single hostile power. Disengagement proved to be more menacing for
American national interests and the role of offshore balancer turned out to be impractical.
Furthermore, when the United Nations showed that it could not cope with the most urgent and
deadly problems coming from the Middle East and at the same time it failed to give
authorization to American action in Iraq, due to shortcomings of its Security Council, the United
States had to carry out its mission in the region unilaterally (though it would be preferable if the
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United Nations had not been so limited in terms of supply to carry out this mission). Though,
Douglas Brinkley (2002), a well-known historian, lamented that “it smells of American
arrogance” and that “it shows a great deal of disrespect to the UN.” Moreover, Lieber (2007)
deliberated that: “The criticisms rest primarily on the idea that pre-emption and its
accompanying unilateralism are unprecedented in American history and that they set a dangerous
example for other countries to follow” (p. 41). The eminent American historian John Lewis
Gaddis rejects this notion and comments that 9/11 was actually the third major occasion in the
U.S. history in which a surprise attack has led American leaders to adopt strategies that involve
pre-emption along with a commitment to the maintenance of primacy and a willingness to act
unilaterally. The earlier events took place on August 24, 1814, when British marched into
Washington and burned the White House and the Capital, and December 7, 1941, when the
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor (Lieber, 2004).
Several concerns outlined by President Bush (2002) in his speech became crucial to the
doctrine
[We] will shut down terrorist camps, disrupt terrorist plans and bring terrorists to
justice. And … we must prevent the terrorists and regimes who seek chemical,
biological or nuclear weapons from threatening the United States and the world. …
Yet time is not on our side. I will not wait on events while dangers gather. I will
not stand by as peril draws closer and closer. The United States of America will not
permit the world’s most dangerous regimes to threaten us with the world’s most
destructive weapons (as cited in Lieber, 2007, p. 43).
This speech proclaimed far-reaching national objectives. Furthermore, its two elements “time
is not on our side” and the unique danger of weapons of mass destruction showed urgency of
swift, decisive, and preemptive action. They also explain that whatever the risks of acting, the
risks of not acting were more ominous. Bush made clear that the United States “will not hesitate
to act alone, if necessary” (Ibid.) to defend national interests and security.
Despite the fact that the United States was criticized for its unilateralism, it is not a secret that
if this same country did not take the lead, no other country or even the UN was able to respond
effectively. It is worth mentioning that when the United States refused to intervene during the
1994 Rwanda genocide or initially in the conflict in Bosnia, again the United States was much
criticized. French President Jacques Chirac acidly commented that “the position of the leader of
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the world is vacant” (Sciolino, 1996), implying that he was prepared to take on the task, the task
which France was not able to implement. American power, primacy, and cultural dominance
caused resentments against the United States: “Envy of U.S. power and of the United States’
universalism is the ruling passion of French intellectual life. It is not ‘mostly Bush’ that turned
France against the U.S.” – Fouad Ajami wrote (2003), yet this attitude is not limited only to
France. A comment of the Deputy Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee of the
Bundestag fits here best: “There are a lot of people who don’t like the American policeman, but
they are happy there is one” (Klose, 2006).
Nevertheless, when the United States decided to counter global terrorism, it was criticized
nearly from all sides. Among these extremists the stories with characteristics of conspiracy
theory are very popular, though they lose touch with reality and are distortion and fabrication of
facts.
After the demise of the Soviet Union, the United States’ continued commitment to major
regional alliances is often regarded as anachronism by critics. But these critics do not take into
account that conflicts in the Middle East or East Asia threaten America’s own vital interests.
Therefore, the United States has compelling reasons to remain engaged. Furthermore, most of
the big countries in Asia do not want America’s departure from their region as they fear that if
this happens then they will have to balance against one another (Cha, 2000). This notion is so
realistic that the risk of conflicts will increased definitely. Furthermore, the Pakistani president
believed that U.S. Air Force should remain in Afghanistan as a coercive force and the key to
peace: “the U.S. presence in the region must remain as long as it is needed” (Miller, 2002).
Moreover, when U.S. military campaign ousted successfully the Taliban regime in Afghanistan,
the Indian Foreign Minister, Jaswant Singh (2002), announced his preference that American
forces remain in Pakistan indefinitely in order to stabilize the country: “I don’t think America
can give up its Central Asia presence now” (p. B7). It is hard not to agree with these notions as
they are quite realistic because the risk of conflicts will definitely increase. Thus America is truly
regarded as Asia’s pacifier as it was regarded Europe’s before (Joffe, 1984). And it is also hard
not to agree with Lieber’s (2007) conclusion
Throughout the Middle East, no other external power possessed anything close to
America’s capacity to deter local threats, to counter the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, to promote the Arab-Israeli peace process, and to protect stable
supplies of oil from a region with almost two-thirds of the world’s proven petroleum
reserves. Yet this also made the United States a target for local actors who saw it as
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the guarantor for policies and regimes they detested. This tension has been
aggravated by the failure of many of these societies to cope with modernization and
by public frustration at corrupt and authoritarian rulers (p. 129).
Thus it could be inferred that American supremacy evokes admiration and respect and at the
same time envy and resentment, for those who need this strength to feel secure and for those who
want to grasp the reins of control for their own purposes.
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union the states of the Southern Tier region have become a
luring place for global powers due to not only to their rich natural resources but to their location
and particularly, Georgia’s location, nestled between the Black Sea, Russia, and Turkey, which
gives it strategic importance far beyond its size. Besides economical incentives this region has a
vital importance for geostrategic interests among the most powerful states. Being the central part
of a grand land mass of Eurasia, it is the best route for the Silk Road, connecting the eastern and
western parts of the mega continent, so convenient to be accessed for countries of both parts. But
with the rise in the price of oil, Russian influence in the region and on energy flows has
increased. Furthermore, Russia has become more determined to restore its influence on its
southern flank, partly to guarantee access to needed oil and gas supplies for reexport to Europe
and for its own domestic needs, and also to keep the United States at bay (Wishnick, 2009, p. 3).
The events of 9/11 have increased this attention, especially of the United States, which obtained
temporary basing rights at Manas (Kyrgyzstan) and Karshi Khanabad – known as K2 –
(Uzbekistan), as the closest venues to Afghanistan. It is true that the strategic significance of
Central Asia for Washington declined after 2003, as Iraq became the focal point in the States and
budgets were tighten to finance the war, though the interests have recouped recently due to the
volatile environment in the same Afghanistan, where Al-Qaeda has become reinvigorated. But
for the United States this region had and has, besides the special interest in encouraging energy
diversification, special interests in promoting democracy and free-market economics, and for
further enhancing security and anti-terrorism. Besides the United States and Russia, China and
Japan express their interests, especially toward Central Asia. Thus since their independence, the
states of the Southern Tier region have become an arena of geostrategic crossroads. So the region
being called as an “arc of crisis” by former National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, has
transformed into an “arc of opportunity,” as Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice (2006)
remarked.
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4.2. American-Georgian Relations during 2001-2003
President George W. Bush made democracy promotion the centerpiece of his foreign policy
through his public statements so vigorously that even President Clinton was not so impassioned
about it in his 1995 National Security Strategy. After 9/11, funding democracy assistance
reached an unprecedented level as expanding democracy was essential in the war against
terrorism. President Shevardnadze of Georgia, despite his disastrous tenure of the post, was
backed by U.S. government, because of his role in winding down the Cold War. Shevardnadze,
in his turn, supported for the U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003, unlike other European leaders
who did not approve this invasion.
When Shevardnadze took the office of presidency in the early ‘90s, he was seen as the main
force for democratization of the country and was even honored with W. Averell Harriman
Democracy Award in 1999 by NDI (the National Democratic Institute for International Affairs)
but by the end he had become the hindrance to this end, even though the U.S. had provided
approximately $ 1.2 billion in assistance to Georgia since its independence (Mitchell, 2009, p.
162).
Georgia became among the leading beneficiaries of the U.S. foreign aid per capita globally.
While Russia was trying to undermine Georgia’s sovereignty through acts of destabilization in
order to extend its own influence in the Southern Caucasus, the United States was financing the
formation of the country’s military forces by an impressive influx of money and specialists, most
of whom were NCOs, the backbone of American military force in the United States. American
aid to the Georgian army equaled to two-thirds of the county’s military budget of those years.
When the tragic events of September 11, 2001 changed the game in the world, Russia got
enabled to redefine the war in Chechnya as a struggle against international terrorism. In trying to
ape America’s military intervention in Afghanistan and Iraq, Russian president accused Georgia
of having terrorists (Putin, 2002a). Georgia became the focus of international attention because
of the persistent reports of al-Qaeda terrorists hiding in the country’s Pankisi Gorge. Georgia
requested the OSCE to create a border monitoring mission on the Chechen portion of its border
with Russia, though Moscow opposed to carry out this task. It became clear that the goal of these
accusations was to justify some future military intervention on Georgian territory. Thornike
Gordadze (2009) wrote
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In the end, Moscow’s exaggerated claims that the Pankisi valley had become one of
the world’s most dangerous centers of terrorism led to disastrous consequences not
for Georgia but for Russia itself. By constantly alluding to the presence of al-Qaeda
or Taliban elements in Pankisi, Russian leaders aroused America’s interest in this
region. Foreseeing a Russian military intervention in Georgia “to bring order” and
“fight terrorists,” the U.S. in April 2002 preempted Russia by announcing a
significant bilateral military cooperation program with Georgia, called the Georgia
Train and Equip Program (GTEP). The State Department announced this $64 million
project as a response “to the government of Georgia’s request for assistance to
enhance its counter-terrorism capabilities and address the situation in the Pankisi
Gorge (p. 43).
However, Russia much resented the fact that a contingent of American military trainers would
soon arrive in Georgia. In the end, Russia got what it least wanted: an American military
presence close to its borders. GTEP was conducted by U.S. Special Operations Forces and U.S.
Marine Corps forces from May 2002 to May 2004, during which about 3,000 Georgian soldiers
received training.
Furthermore, when Putin (2002b) announced his readiness to invoke Article 51 of the UN
Charter in order to use military force in Georgia, (which highlights the failure of Russia’s
approach to its neighbors) President Shevardnadze (2002) declared Georgia’s intentions to join
NATO at the NATO summit in Prague, in response to the Russian president. Moreover,
Georgia’s military doctrine specified every country of the world as Georgia’s partner but
considered intentions of a group of countries to obtain hegemony in the world and deployment of
military units of “some countries” along its frontiers as a threat. D. Darchiashvili (2000, p.72)
compared these general phrases with the 1993 version of the Russian military doctrine and found
them similar. Then Darchiashvili shared his suspicion: “It is unclear why the Georgian military
doctrine reiterates the Russian military’s concerns, which were based on the threat of NATO
expansion into Central and Eastern Europe and the Baltics” (Ibid.).
Moreover, Ghia Nodia (2000) wrote about Shevardnadze’s government: “Vague attitudes in
the Georgian government often make outsiders wonder whether Georgia really wants or does not
want the Russian military on its land. Georgia neither welcomes the Russian troops there nor
asks them to leave” (p. 198). Further, Nodia concluded that “. . . the Georgian government has a
task not just to get rid of unwanted military presence, but also to find specific means to alleviate
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those fears which will inevitably be, or are already, raised by the prospects of the Russian
military withdrawal” (Ibid.). But later processes revealed clearly that Russia was less concerned
with the preservation of its decaying and military ineffective bases in Georgia than with
impeding Georgia’s steady rapprochement with NATO. It was therefore no surprise that U.S.
Secretary of Defense William Cohen’s offer to cover part of the cost of removing the Russian
bases was met in Moscow with silence, Thornike Gordadze wrote (2009, p. 44).
In a speech on March 14, 2002, President Bush outlined a proposal for a major new U.S.
foreign aid initiative. The program, referred to as the Millennium Challenge Account (MCA),
was managed by the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) and provided assistance,
through a competitive selection process, to developing nations that were pursing political and
economic reforms in three areas: ruling justly, investing in people, and fostering economic
freedom. If fully implemented, the initiative would represent one of the largest increases in
foreign aid spending in half a century, outpaced only by the Marshall Plan following World War
II and the Latin America-focused Alliance for Progress in the early 1960s.
According to Edward Lucas (2009, p. 140), President Shevardnadze brought stability, but no
reform. Crony capitalism took root: the Shevardnadze family had an eye for profit, but no sense
of how to build lasting economic growth. Between 2001 and 2003 Shevardnadze’s government
was given approximately $ 269 million in U.S. support to move the country to a more
democratic course. This sum of money was much more than any other former Soviet republic
other than Russia or Ukraine received. One of the reasons for this generosity was that the United
States was determined to convince the president to hold fair elections and make Georgia
exemplary among former Soviet republics. To urge this purpose quite a number of U.S. highlevel officials visited Georgia – including former Secretary of State James Baker, former Deputy
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff John
Shalikashvili, and Senator John McCain, all of whom supported Shevardnadze. Moreover,
USAID had provided financial support for the development of Georgia’s party system and civil
society, while American NGOs such as the National Democratic Institute had supported exit
polls in the November elections. Besides, George Soros’s Open Society Institute (OSI), which
promotes free and open societies, supported Kmara and its contacts with Otpor (Nilsson, 2009, p.
102). Politicians of the West were driven by concerns about stability and feared that any change
in government would destabilize the country. Maybe this was one of the reasons why Americans
were not ready to perceive and acknowledge that the former Soviet Foreign Minister, whom they
knew very well and respected for his assistance to demolish the Berlin Wall, the anti-symbol of
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freedom, turned into a major part of the problem. Shevardnadze could guess quite easily the
sentiments of the West and alluded frequently to his indispensability in maintaining the stability
of the state. Despite unprecedented assistance, by 2003 Georgia had been on the brink of a failed
state status, whose government had plunged into corruption and to keep their posts its members
needed fraudulent elections. Mitchell (2009) wrote that by Transparency International’s
Corruption Perceptions Index, Georgia ranked 124th of 133 countries in 2003 (p. 26), which
means that Georgia was nearly at the bottom of the list among the most corrupted countries. It
was hard for Americans to recognize a smart man, who worked with the United States as Soviet
foreign minister, could be so unsuccessful as president. Life for ordinary people became difficult
and a sight of a bleak future was certain with its high unemployment, where neither foreign
investment could grow nor tourism or trade recover and where there was no capacity to rebuild
the infrastructure. These discouraging prospects made Shevardnadze and his government very
unpopular. In order to thwart Georgian people’s will to change the situation in the country and
for this purpose not to reelect the ruling party – the Citizens Union of Georgia (CUG) – decided
to steal elections. President Bush’s special envoy, former U.S. Secretary of State, James Baker,
reinforced the message of seriousness for the elections to be conducted freely and fairly, but
once Baker was safely out of the country, the government outsmarted the opposition turning the
situation for their secured victory, even though Baker thought that an agreement had been
reached (Mitchell, 2009, p. 48). Infuriated Georgian people could not hold their anger at their
government, which in the span of twelve years of post-Soviet independence did nothing to
improve either their lives or conduct fair elections, which proud Georgian people deserved.

4.3. Georgia’s Geopolitical Role after the Rose Revolution
The clock against Shevardnadze’s government had been ticking quite long before the citizens of
Georgia brought it to an end and no one, neither the West or the East nor the rest should be
‘blamed’ for this outcome. Though, here, it is worth mentioning that civil society organizations,
which mobilized citizens to demand their rights, were supported by American money. The
success of the Rose Revolution was inevitable, which was caused by the extreme weakness,
corruption, and incompetence of the Shevardnadze regime. Ordinary Georgians greeted the end
of Shevardnadze era with almost universal excitement as people believed their country was
going to have a new beginning. Edward Lucas (2009), Eastern European correspondent for the
Economist gives his impression about a reborn Georgia
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. . . Progress was astonishing. Foreign investment poured in; tax rates flattened,
government revenues and salaries soared, public services improved; the economy
boomed. Whole government departments, such as the notoriously corrupt traffic
police, were simply abolished. Tax rates were low and the system simple (p. 140).
As for Georgia, the most important role of the Rose Revolution is that it has changed not only
Shevardnadze’s corrupted government but Georgia’s entire geopolitical world view: since this
revolution Georgia has seen its future among the Western alliances, which can benefit from the
geopolitically valuable location of this small state. To achieve the integration process in Western
institutions, the new, Western-oriented Georgian government started to conduct fast and far
reaching reforms. The political shift provided by the Rose Revolution was instrumental to
change Georgia’s geopolitical role in the world.
After the Rose Revolution a new Georgian government decided to supply a large contingent
to U.S. operations in Iraq and George W. Bush’s visit in Tbilisi in May 2005 signified the
reinforced strategic partnership between the two countries. Georgia’s long declared ambition to
achieve membership in European and Transatlantic organizations most importantly NATO and
the EU – suddenly seemed realistic to Tbilisi, as the prospects for meeting the membership
requirements of these organizations appeared within reach. The changes undertaken by the new
government seemed to pay off rapidly as Georgia was included in the EU’s European
Neighborhood Policy in 2004 and granted an Individual Partnership Action Plan with NATO, in
2005 (Nilsson, 2009, p. 99). In March 2007, the Georgian Parliament unanimously voted for
Georgia’s accession to NATO. The U.S. Senate (RIA Novosti, 2007) voted to support Georgia’s
and Ukraine’s NATO membership, which was followed later by the U.S. Congress support, too.
This event did not come alone, as Abkhazia’s parliament again requested Russia to recognize its
independence and to do so before Georgia joined NATO. But Russian assertiveness only made
Georgia more determined in its efforts to withdraw from Russia’s orbit through closer integration
with Western security structures (Illarionov, 2009, p. 65). After the Rose Revolution, it became
clear that none of the Russian leadership’s numerous acts of pressure and intimidation could
cause Georgia to abandon its course toward independent development, economic and legal
reforms, its efforts to restore its territorial integrity through peaceful means and build democracy
in the country.
Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage, commented in May, 2004: “The people of
Georgia ultimately prevailed in their peaceful desire for democracy. And because of our solid
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diplomacy, they see America as a friend in that endeavor.” While, Mitchell observed that for
Europe, it meant that the Georgians were taking another step toward Europe, and issues of
European expansion (which Georgians crave so dearly) and European borders would need to be
reexamined. At the same time, Mitchell (2009) wrote, many Russians interpreted the Rose
Revolution as an American CIA plot to make sure that pro-American leaders get into power and
further encircle Russia with American allies (p. 102). But the truth is that Georgia’s western
course and its prospects for integration into NATO are incompatible with Russian designs for the
region and contradict Russian interests over another sovereign state’s soil. Because of this fear,
Georgia is forced to have even stronger motivation for maintaining close ties with the United
States. Mitchell (2009) assessed the Saakashvili government’s intentions in the following way
Their priorities have included rebuilding the country’s destroyed infrastructure,
seeking foreign investment, reducing cooperation at high and low levels of
government, and reforming the education system. The new government made sure
that foreign assistance is no longer stolen and has sought to pass a broad reformist
agenda. The reform agenda includes passing a body of legislation aimed at making
Georgia a more appealing place for foreign investors (p. 103).
Mitchell also remarks that the new government was viewed by Americans as a consolidated
democratic regime and that the Bush administration held Georgia up as a beacon of democracy
in the post-Soviet region. But Mitchell (2009) immediately made his personal comment:
“However, even the most cursory and most friendly look at political reality demonstrates that
democracy in Georgia today is a work in progress” (p.106). U.S. ambassador to Georgia, John
Tefft, summed up his view of the Rose Revolution, in front of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, by stating that Georgia “is a country at the forefront of the President’s democracy
agenda. It is an example of what transformational diplomacy can achieve. [. . .] Georgia is a
tremendous success story” (2005), Mitchell (2009) did not deny that this statement was not
altogether false but that it implied a much more central role for the U.S. in the Rose Revolution
than actually was the case and concluded that the Rose Revolution was one of several U.S.supported democratic breakthroughs (p. 113). During his visit in 2005, President Bush expressed
his and the American government’s certainty regarding Georgia’s role in advancing democracy
We are living in historic times when freedom is advancing, from the Black Sea to the
Caspian, and to the Persian Gulf and beyond. As you watch free people gathering in
squares like this across the world, waving their nations’ flags and demanding their
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God given rights, you can take pride in this fact: they have been inspired by your
[Georgian] example and they take hope in your success. As you build freedom in this
country, you must know that the seeds of liberty you are planting in Georgian soil are
flowering across the globe. I have come here to thank you for your courage (as cited
in Mitchell, 2009, p. 128).
According to Ghia Nodia and Alvaro Pinto Scholtbach, under Saakashvili, Georgia has also
sought to detach itself somewhat from its regional belonging to the “South Caucasus” which –
much like the Balkans – suffers from negative connotations of conflict and authoritarianism.
Instead, Saakashvili Has become active in underling Georgia’s belonging to the Black Sea
Region, parts of which are already included in the EU. Georgia also reinforced its participation
in regional cooperation frameworks such as GUAM and the Black Sea Economic Cooperation;
and strengthened its relationship to Ukraine, as well as with new EU member states along what is
envisioned as an axis between the Baltic and Black Seas (Nodia and Scholtbach, 2006, p. 37-42).
In addition, as Niklas Nilsson (2009) asserted that Georgia’s primary asset in its relations
with the West, apart from being a transit country for Caspian oil and gas as well as for troops to
Iraq and Afghanistan, was its image as a rapidly democratizing country in Europe’s Eastern
Neighborhood and the prospect of a success story of Western engagement in this region (p. 100).
The Rose Revolution occurred at a critical time for the U.S. with regard to democracy
assistance. Late 2003 and early 2004 marked the period when democratization began to emerge
as the major rationale by the Bush administration to explain the ongoing American military
presence in Iraq as well as building democracy became more of an issue in post-Afghanistan.
According to Mitchell (2009), for the Bush administration, as it was focusing on democracy
assistance as a major theme of its foreign policy, the Rose Revolution served as a way to remind
critics that the administration’s policies and vision regarding democracy could work (p. 135).
Intentions of President Saakashvili to have a dignified opposition are clearly expressed in his
speech to the European Parliament on November 14, 2006
Perhaps one of my biggest regrets to date is the fact that Georgia still does not have a
robust and constructive opposition. . . . Nothing would be more dangerous to a
fledgling democracy that to artificially manufacture an opposition. I can only hope
that Georgia’s opposition parties will become more vigorous, as well as more
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responsible and competent, testing the government, and one day (but not that soon!)
prevail in open and fair elections ( www.president. gov.ge).
For some malcontents this speech might sound like crocodile tears, especially after the
crackdown of demonstrations in November 2007. Mitchell (2009) thought that the Saakashvili’s
government undermined the opposition’s chances through electoral manipulation, while it was
politically unnecessary for the president and his party, who were popular in the country (p. 97).
Nonetheless, if some decisive reforms are carried out, there will be a chance for Georgia to show
the world that the Rose Revolution has truly been a turning point in the country’s history.
It has been said that when the Chinese Prime Minister, Zhou Enlai, was asked to evaluate the
impact of the French Revolution, he responded it was too early to tell. Georgia still remains a
place of great democratic potential, even with its shortcomings of post-Rose Revolution.
The core part of Georgian President’s mandate is the issue of “territorial integrity” and
President Saakashvili’s government sees its mission to resolve the problem of the frozen
conflicts, inherited from President Shevardnadze. Mitchell (2009) argued that “territorial
integrity” (p. 104), which is very popular in Georgia, has created a great deal of international
controversy for Georgia and has placed great stress on Georgia’s relationship with Russia. But
Russia, itself, will not allow any state to question its own territorial integrity, like any other
country, because all states retain the right to undertake adequate actions under their Constitution,
legislation, and international law to ensure the protection of their own national interests (Smith,
2009, p. 130). Thus why it was an international controversy is not clear. And the case of Kosovo,
which was widely speculated by Russia, is not relevant with Georgia by any means. Russia
knows this very well and it seems, nowadays, that it does not care about Serbia anymore, though
this issue is just only a perfect case for speculation. Russia today has another objective, which is
to hold its foot in the Caucasus. If Russia regains Georgia back, it will obtain the best reins for
Central Asia. Therefore, Russia’s attitude toward Georgia is quite understandable. What is not
understandable is the attitude of some Western countries’ leaders toward this issue, who turned a
blind eye to a big and strong country’s threatening posture towards a small and unprotected
country, which was looking for a place in the Western powerful Alliance. What these leaders
really care for is not to move toward another Cold War with Russia. Once Bush’s National
Security Advisor, Condoleezza Rice (as cited in Talbott, 2003) declared: “I think really the
question is how close are we now to beginning to think about a policy toward Russia that is
really more of containment and quarantine than one of possible cooperation” (p. 292).
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Mitchell (2009) asked a very stunning question: whether Russia will permit Georgia enough
space to once again become a sovereign state and direct its own destiny (p. 152). It is a stunning
question because a person, who asked this question, thought that people of one independent
country should wait for another country’s leader to have their God given right: Georgia’s people
are convinced that they have to reinforce their country’s pro-Western orientation because Europe
and the United States are viewed as a weight to counterbalance Russia.
Moreover, I do not agree with Mitchell (2009), when he says that Georgia is particularly
important to the U.S. not because of its strategic value but that Georgia is of strategic value to
the United States because of the potential for democracy in that country. It is not significant for
him that Georgia is a strategically and geopolitically important state, which is based on
proximity to Russia, Azerbaijan, or Iran, or as a strategic energy corridor and concluded that
similar narrative can be created for dozens of countries (p. 136). In my opinion, the author could
not diminish Georgia’s geopolitical importance with his unsubstantiated statements. Unlike
Mitchell, other analysts, Svante Cornell, Mamuka Tsereteli, and Vladimir Socor (2007), had
totally different point of view about Georgia’s significance, which cannot be downplayed by
anyone
The South Caucasus forms the hub of an evolving geostrategic and geoeconomic
system that stretches from NATO Europe to Central Asia and Afghanistan. It
provides unique transit corridors for Caspian energy supplies and Central Asian
commodities to the Euro-Atlantic community, as well as a direct access for allied
forces to bases and operational theaters in the Greater Middle East and Central Asia.
Thus the Black Sea and Caspian basins, with the South Caucasus uniting them,
compromise a functional aggregate, now linked directly to the enlarged EuroAtlantic alliance. Although located on the Euro-Atlantic world’s outer edge, this
region has already begun functioning as a rear area or staging ground in terms of
projecting Western power and values along with security into Central Asia and the
Greater Middle East. This is likely to increase in significance as part of U.S. and
NATO strategic initiatives. For all of the above reasons, security threats to the South
Caucasus countries and the undermining of their sovereignty run counter to major
Euro-Atlantic interests (p. 27).
Yes, Georgia is developing as a gateway from the Black Sea to the Caucasus and the larger
Caspian region and also serves as a buffer zone between Russia and Turkey and the significance
of Georgia as a strategic outpost cannot be underestimated. Moreover, it is not very wise to
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downgrade something, which is one of the reasons for a continual standoff between the West and
the East (Russia/China) taking place to control the access of the world’s resources as the Caspian
oil is channeled through the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline, the second largest pipeline in
the world. Furthermore, Mitchell (2009) deliberated about the foreign policy of the next
American president: “Ultimately, it is likely that even if democracy promotion no longer
occupies the central position in foreign policy it has in recent years, it will remain part of
America’s foreign policy” (p. 146). According to his own logic, if democracy promotion is not
going to be the central part of the next president then Georgia will not have its exemplary value
of being a successful democratic country among other states, which is, by the way, his main
concern, though Georgia will always have its own strategic value, as it is situated at the
crossroads of the East and West of Eurasian continent, where several energy pipelines pass – so
vital for the EU and it does not matter if one cannot or does not want to perceive it.
Other prominent Western analysts have different point of view concerning Georgia’s
geopolitical significance. They think that Georgia matters by virtue of its location along with the
same key energy and strategic corridors and because of its visible aspirations towards democracy
and Westernization (Lynch, 2006, p. 7-11).

4.4. Turning a New Page in Georgia’’s History
After the Rose Revolution American money, advisors, and friends poured into Georgia to assist
in the attempt to remake the country. Georgia became a major beneficiary of U.S. aid and
economic assistance programs. Georgia needed American support to materialize its goal to come
close to Europe, which was and is in American interest as well.
During the Clinton administration, when the first round of NATO enlargement and the
NATO-Russian Founding Act took place in 1997, few politicians would consider Georgia and
Ukraine as serious candidates for NATO membership. Ronald Asmus (2010) wrote that then
American politicians’ “…vision … was focused solely on Central and Eastern Europe from the
Baltic to the western edge of the Black Sea and building a new partnership with Moscow” (p.
15). But the Rose Revolution in Georgia in 2003 and the Orange Revolution in Ukraine in 2004
changed this attitude towards these countries. Western think tanks acknowledged that they
needed to respond to these democratic breakthroughs. Mircea Geoana, foreign minister of
Romania, made “an impassioned plea that enlargement not stop at the western edge of the Black
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Sea with Romania and Bulgaria but be extended across the sea to countries like Georgia and
Ukraine” (as cited in Asmus, 2009, p. 16). After the Rose Revolution the President of Georgia
“set on a crash course to turn Georgia from a semi-failed state into a reform tiger that could
become the catalyst for creating a democratic pro-Western corridor in the Southern Caucasus
between an unstable Russia to the north and a radicalizing Wider Middle East to the south. It was
a breathtaking vision and one Moscow despised” (Asmus, 2010, p. 57). Furthermore, the
development of these resources and the export routes to deliver them to the outside world,
bypassing Russia, would go a long way in determining whether a small state like Georgia could
secure its sovereignty and independence (Cornell, 2009).
Being located on a very important place, where the interests of powerful countries diverge,
membership of the western alliance was paramount for a small country, which dares not to let the
former “big brother” choose what to do instead of a “small brother.” Asmus (2010) gave his
opinion about the proponents of NATO enlargement
Proponents insisted that embracing these countries [Georgia and Ukraine] around the
wider Black Sea was not only a moral imperative in the wake of their democratic
revolutions, but that enlargement could strategically help lock in stability in Eurasia
and around the Black Sea. The importance of a southern energy corridor bringing oil
and gas from the Caspian Sea and Central Asia to the West was an additional
rationale for this next round of outreach. Such a move… could shore up the southern
flank of the Euro-Atlantic community against the wider Middle East to the south.
While Moscow would not welcome the move, supporting democratic breakthroughs
on Russian’s borders would arguably eventually enhance Russia’s own long-term
prospects for more democracy (p. 116).
This is an opinion of a Westerner, who deliberates for the good of mankind, though aware of
the fact that it is not easy to achieve this goal, because Russia is against to all the issues raised
here: Russia wants to be the master of not only the region around the Black Sea but the whole
Eurasia with a southern energy supplying corridor and without any democratic breakthroughs
either on its own or the surrounding territories. Moreover, the Kremlin sees law-governed,
prosperous, and stable neighbors as a problem, not a benefit, because its own domestic policy.
Georgian President’s aim to anchor Georgia in the Euro-Atlantic economic and security
structures that had served other countries so well presents a profound ideological challenge to
Russia (Lucas, 2009, p. 141).
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Those who advocated giving MAP to Georgia saw the importance in sending a message to
Russia to back off and leave a small, but democratic country on its southern border. Also giving
MAP to Georgia, without taking into account whether the country completed its reforms, would
not have been something unusual as the Alliance had done that with Albania nine years before.
This issue was of political significance. Nonetheless, some NATO member countries were not
able to discern the importance of bringing Georgia into the alliance and beef up the entire
Southern Tier region for their own benefit – as Georgia is the westernmost point in the southern
energy corridor bringing oil and gas from the Caspian and Central Asia to the West. With
rejecting to give MAP to Georgia and Ukraine, the alliance showed that it was not ready to be
committed to this issue. Though one cannot be sure that all the states of the EU see the whole
picture now, like Monday morning quarterbacks, but if they did and tried to think bigger, it
would be hard but possible to spin back not only Georgia’s fate but their own too, or in other
words not to give a leverage to only one country to dominate them. Unlike some Europeans,
Georgia and Ukraine became a central part of President Bush’s freedom agenda, which was
embraced by members from Central and Eastern Europe along with the United Kingdom,
Canada and Denmark. President Bush was a strong supporter of Georgia and believed that a
friend and ally had to stand by a fledgling democracy as a matter of principle and did not share
some of his diplomats’ view, who after the November 2007 crackdown in Georgia, wanted MAP
was off the table. Contrary to them, President Bush, who saw that these countries were taking
even more risks to join NATO in face of Russian opposition, was determined to get MAP for
Georgia and Ukraine and to use all of America’s diplomatic clout in order to achieve his
objective. Before going to Bucharest President Bush declared
MAP is not membership. It is a process that will enable NATO members to be
comfortable with their country eventually joining. I believe NATO benefits with a
Georgian membership. I believe Georgia benefits from being a part of NATO. And I
told the president (Saakashvili) it’s a message I’ll be taking to Bucharest soon. (Go to
References (1)).
The American leader’s first impression of the Russian president Putin is well-known: “I
looked the man in the eye. I found him to be very straightforward and trustworthy and we had a
very good dialogue. I was able to get a sense of his soul” (Press Conference, 2001) But since that
first impression about the Russian president, the U.S.-Russian relationship had deteriorated and
during his second term Bush had no illusions about Russian president’s growing authoritarianism
and stiff foreign policy and besides he also knew very well about Russian opposition to NATO
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enlargement. Ronald Asmus (2010) gave his clear vision of American president’s attitude toward
the shift of Russian policy: “…he (President Bush) … was committed to using his personal
relationship with the Russian leader to avoid a fallback into a new cold war. Washington’s motto
was to cooperate with Russia where it could but to push back against Russian positions where it
had too” (p.127). Though it was a different Russia from the one during Clinton’s presidency,
President Bush continued the same strategy of the Clinton era: cooperating with Russia on one
track but pushing forward on NATO enlargement on a second, parallel track, refusing to back
down in his support for Georgia. When President Bush (2008) met with NATO Secretary
General in Bucharest, he declared
[MAP for] Ukraine and Georgia is a very difficult issue for some nations here. It’s
not for me. I think these nations are qualified nations to apply for Membership
Application. … [and Russia] ought to welcome NATO because NATO is a group of
nations dedicated to peace (Go to References (2)).
Nonetheless, one of the leading members of the EU (France) was trying to balance the U.S.
against Russia, which was desperate to regain its past omnipotence as well as authority. Another
member, namely Germany, had already been encircled by other members of the Alliance, thus
after securing its eastern border, it was not interested in further diluting the Alliance, and like
France, tried to be closer to Russia as a counterweight to the United States. Furthermore, when
German Chancellor Angela Merkel noted that countries with unresolved territorial conflicts
could not join NATO, she confused cause and effect. On the basis of this principle, which would
have applied equally to West Germany at the time of its NATO accession, the summit denied
both Georgia and Ukraine a Membership Action Plan, Illarionov expressed (2009, p. 68) his
concern. Soon Putin declared that “The emergence of a powerful bloc at our borders will be seen
as a direct threat to Russian security” (Bloomfield and Kirkup, 2008), which was the point but
the West missed that point. Also the Western leaders did not take into account that as long as the
resolution of these conflicts was – officially or unofficially – prerequisite to Georgia’s
membership in the Alliance, Russia was not going to allow the conflicts to be resolved. When
Germany and France vetoed MAP, they virtually waved the Russian tanks into Georgia and
perpetuated indefinitely the conflicts over Abkhazia and South Ossetia, Smith concluded
precisely (2009, p. 126). I would like to point out here that this egregious mistake, in my
opinion, was done by the leaders of the EU to somehow counterbalance the United States, which
supported Georgia’s aspirations to NATO and to achieve this goal these leaders chose to stand
on the Russian side. The Russian leader was very pleased that Europeans stood up to the
Americans, denying MAP to Georgia and Ukraine, “It showed that NATO was truly a
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democratic organization where the United States did not always get its way,” declared president
Putin (as cited in Asmus, 2010, p. 135). After the Bucharest Communiqué was published, a
jubilant Russian president issued a statement: “We will provide effective assistance to South
Ossetia and Abkhazia in return for NATO’s decision.” Furthermore, the Head of the Russian
Military Staff, for his part added: “We will do everything [necessary] to prevent Georgia from
joining NATO” (Illarionov, 2009, p. 68), while Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lavrov, reiterated
that Russia “would do its utmost not to allow Georgia and Ukraine into NATO” (RIA Novosti,
2008). Despite of these comments, the strongest Western European states yielded to Russia’s
will, stating that they agreed Georgia should become NATO member but did not agree on
timing, Georgia did not give up its people’s wish to go west thus inflicting its neighbor’s
appalling outrage. The Russo—Georgian War was a shock to international community, which
challenged American power and the naïveté of the western world. But why was this war a shock
for them? In my opinion, the leaders of the Western European states’ had decided themselves not
to notice those ominous clouds gathering above a small and unprotected country; therefore, soon
thereafter they faced a dramatic game change. President Putin ordered the Russian government
and Russian regional authorities to establish direct relations with governments in Sukhumi and
Tskhinvali. The specific type of relationship which he proposed was virtually identical to that
which existed between Moscow and the federal territories within Russia proper. Vladimir Socor
wrote in Eurasia Daily Monitor (2008) that Georgia considered Putin’s order amounted to
Russia’s full annexation of the two Georgian regions. Only then the EU, OSCE, NATO, the U.S.
France, and Germany condemned Putin’s order and urged him to retract it (BBC News, 2008),
though without any result. Even though no one wants to see another cold war with Russia,
Russian-Georgian relations may turn out to be a cancer threatening to the whole world’s peace
and not only to one small state. And after all these events, it is not surprising that the new
president of Russia, Medvedev, sees himself as a leader of a martial nation. He denounced
Georgia and the West in almost equal measure. Russia, he said, was not frightened of a “New
Cold War.” Indeed, it does not seem frightened of a hot one, issuing stern threats to NATO not to
build up a naval presence in the Black Sea. The wake-up call to the West could hardly have been
louder, Edward Lucas concluded (2009, p. 149).
Despite having been aware of Russia’s nature of ever expanding on its neighbors’ expenses
and its strategy of creeping annexation, the West had turned a blind eye to Georgia and gave
Russia a free hand to pursue its goal and as a wolf in sheep’s clothing, Russia doubled up its
mission of encroachment with its the so called “peacekeepers.” The Georgian President (2008)
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declared about Russia’s expansion of its so-called “peacekeeping” contingent and its deployment
of Railroad Troops the following
This is a very rough, outrageous and unprecedented attempt to revise the entire world
order, which was established after the break-up of Communism. This is a problem
first of all for Georgia . . . But this is also a problem for France and Europe; this is a
huge problem for the United States and other countries as well, including Russia
itself (Go to References (3)).
Russian peacekeeping arrangements were a farce which was bought or with other words
accepted by the West, while they were well aware that those “peacekeepers” had already
“become the extended arm of Russian neo-imperial policy” (Asmus, 2010, p. 221). The U.S.
circumscribed itself only with calling on Russia to revoke its provocative actions in Abkhazia
and expressed support for Tbilisi’s plea for an increased international presence in the coastal
region (Papjanevski, 2010, p. 148). It is hard not to agree with the following deliberation
Had the international community mounted a peacekeeping effort in Georgia
comparable in scope to what was done in the Balkans, or had they been willing to
push for truly peacekeeping forces on the ground, this war might never have
happened. This represents a failure on the part of the international community…
After the war the European Union was able to quickly deploy several hundred
officers to patrol and monitor the ceasefire. Had it deployed the same monitors the
previous spring – as the Georgian government had urgently requested – the course of
history could have been different (Asmus, 2010, p. 12).
Georgia had for years pleaded the international community to abolish Russia’s peculiar
monopoly as the sole international “peacekeeper” in Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Georgia
pointed to attempts by Russia to aggravate, rather than defuse tensions in the conflict zones.
Thus, Georgia had good reason to believe it would in due course be the object of Russian
military action, and had tried unsuccessfully to engage the international community to prevent it
(Papjanevski, 2009, p. 158). The Russian military analyst, Pavel Felgenhauer (2008), said that
the whole thing had been planned by Russia from the start. Georgians’ warning had been
brushed off as a case of “jitter” which seems that the analytical system had collapsed and the
White House was taken by surprise. Asmus (2010) recognized and admitted the mistakes of the
West, unfortunately rather late for Georgia, and concluded
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One factor was the recognition of Kosovo’s independence despite Moscow’s
warnings that it would respond by taking steps to recognize Abkhazia and South
Ossetia. Another was NATO’s handling of Georgia and Ukraine at the Bucharest
summit in the spring of 2008. These provided Moscow with a double pretext to act
against Georgia. In both cases the West had no plan to shield Tbilisi from the
consequences of its policies (p. 13).
Chief of the Russian General Staff, Baluyevsky, portended Moscow’s reaction a few months
before Kosovo declared independence
If we cross the Rubicon and Kosovo gains independent status tomorrow, frankly
speaking, I expect this independence to echo in other regions as well, including those
close to Russia’s borders. You perfectly understand what I mean – I mean Abkhazia,
South Ossetia, and Transdniestria (as cited in Smith, 2009, p. 125).
Unfortunately, the West did not grasp the seriousness of the developing situation at its SouthEastern border. Georgia’s intention to be close to the West, to its institutions and particularly,
seeking the ways toward joining NATO and successful embarkation upon a westward path, made
its two regions big and serious issues for itself. They were never the issue for Russia, though.
Russia used and is still using Abkhazia and South Ossetia as pawns. “As soon as Georgia gets
some kind of prospect from Washington of NATO membership, the next day the process of real
secession of these two territories from Georgia will begin” (Civil Georgia, 2008a), said one of
the Russian officials. But the West could not perceive the profound impact of these words upon
Georgia and permitted itself the delusion that it could dally in Georgia without safeguarding its
own and Georgia’s geopolitical interests, Smith evaluated (2009, p. 125) the situation precisely.
When, at the Bucharest Summit, American President George W. Bush said that “the Cold
War is over. Russia is not our enemy” (Kelemen, www.npr.org/) he betrayed incomprehension of
Putin’s intentions, concluded Kelemen.
The issue of NATO membership for Georgia is very important, because had it been a NATO
member, the Russian attack on Georgia would have been viewed as an attack on all NATO
members. In my opinion, Russia preferred to see the support of the West to Kosovo’s
independence as if sacrificing of Georgia in return, where Russia would have a free hand. But
the point here is that the West showed no commitment to the core principles of the Charter of
Paris – where the right to territorial integrity, sovereignty, equal security, and to choose one’s
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own alliance affiliation – are stipulated. We can deduce from this that these principles were not
supposed to be conditioned upon a president’s personality or the effectiveness of a country’s
internal reforms.
Strobe Talbott, the chief architect of the Clinton administration’s policy toward Russia, wrote
The George W. Bush administration championed Georgia’s Western orientation and
its eligibility for NATO. At the same time, the administration tried to induce Russia
toward more responsible international behavior. Georgia was the most salient and
precarious test case of the United States ability to continue expanding a democratic
peace in Europe while developing a genuine, multifaceted partnership with Russia
(in Asmus, 2010, p. vii-viii).
Seventy-seven percent of the Georgian people expressed their willingness to join NATO in
January, 2008. They had the right to feel secure and had far more reasons to worry about being
attacked by Russia. Everybody knew that by that time Russia had already changed its relations
toward Western institutions and turned its back to the West and all documents signed by
Russians that all countries had the right to choose their own alliances, meant nothing to Moscow.
Asmus (2010) explained Russia’s aim, “Moscow’s goal was to kill any chance of NATO ever
expanding to Georgia or anywhere else along its borders and to dissuade other neighboring
countries from getting too close to the West” (p. 5).
Inadequate European reaction and the lame-duck administration of George W. Bush sowed
tragic seeds and gave green light to Russian intrusion in Georgia. Asmus (2010) construed that,
“…Bucharest … showed how divided the Alliance was and how U.S. influence was on the wane.
It was the first time in memory that a U.S. president had been rebuffed in such an open manner
on a key issue at a NATO summit.” (p. 136). Russia took advantage of NATO’s disunity and
tried to foil Georgia’s path to membership. Asmus (2010) defined that, “The only deterrent to
Russia would have been a unified and powerful signal of NATO commitment that enlargement
was indeed inevitable and that trying to stop it would have real consequences” (p. 139). President
Putin was very cynical when he “shared” his view with President Bush: “We [Russians] have
been trying to help them, to help Georgia restore territorial integrity” and added that Moscow
had no intention of recognizing Abkhazia and South Ossetia (as cited in Asmus, 2010, p. 136).
Putin had been longing for a long time during his presidency to punish Georgia and President
Saakashvili for his yearning to join Western alliances, as one of the obstacles to revive the
former Soviet Union, since for Putin the most tragic event of the twentieth century was the
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demise of the Soviet Union. President Putin only after becoming Prime Minister of the country,
because he did not want to carry the burden of the decision and at the same time, staining his
reputation, used the chance and retaliated, annexed parts of Georgia as a prelude for their
eventual annexation to Russia. But his calculation does not make any sense because it is obvious
for the whole world whose determination was to teach the West a lesson. The Russian attack on
Georgia during August 2008 was correctly predicted by the Kavkaz-Center (2008), “Putin took
the political decision to wage war against Georgia even before Medvedev’s election as Russian
president. Intensive preparations for the war have been under way already several months.”
Illarionov, Putin’s former advisor, wrote that throughout the summer, there were numerous
proposals for bilateral and multilateral negotiations to seek a peaceful settlement of the conflicts.
Among such proposals were those by Georgia (throughout July until August 7), by the U.S. (on
July 8), by Germany (on July 14, again on July 18, July 25, July 30, and on July 31) by the EU
(on July 19 and on July 22-24), and by the OSCE and Finland (on July 25, and on July 30). The
Russian, South Ossetian, and Abkhaz leaders, however, brushed them all aside (Cornel, 2009, p.
71). The war against Georgia was incredibly close and the army in the North Caucasus wanted a
war (Baranov, 2009).
After Kosovo proclaimed its independence and Western states hurried to recognize this new
event, the outgoing Russian President’s view on the disputed territories of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia was, as he had told the Georgian President that
. . . in this regard we shall respond not to you, but to the West – America and NATO,
and in connection to Kosovo. You should not worry, it should not bother you. What
we do will not be directed against you but will be our response to them (as cited in
Illarionov, 2009, p. 67).
Thus it was Putin’s response to the West, managing to kill two birds with one stone or in other
words, showing the West what Russia could do and punishing Georgia at the same time, for its
legitimate aspiration to join the western alliances for its own security reasons.
U.S. Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, said in February 2008 that, “Kosovo cannot be
seen as a precedent for any other situation in the world today” (Civil Georgia, 2008b). The West
simply declared that Kosovo was no precedent for Abkhazia and South Ossetia – incidentally, a
logical assertion – and moved on, David Smith elucidated (2009, p. 125).
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Professor of Russian National Security Studies at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S.
Army War College in Pennsylvania, Stephen Blank (2009), criticized the lack of foresightedness
of American foreign policy towards the regional conflicts in Georgia, which opened the path to
Russian armed intervention
…throughout this time, Washington advanced no plan to resolve the stalemates in the
disputed provinces, did not publicly warn Moscow about the consequences, and was
unable to organize a coherent Western response to Russian pressures, all failures that
Moscow exploited to the hilt. . . . The West was preoccupied elsewhere and did not
take the area seriously enough (p. 118-121).
What the West either could not or did not want to perceive, Asmus explained (2010), but
Georgia had no doubts about was that “Moscow was trying to de facto annex these two disputed
enclaves [Abkhazia and South Ossetia] bit by bit in slow motion – testing to see if the West
would protest and daring Tbilisi would try to stop them” (p. 25). Perevoskina (2008a) wrote
about a Russian Diplomat’s comment, “The MFA (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) recommended
that the [Russian] President should recognize the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia
under two circumstances: if Georgia seriously undertakes to join NATO and in the case of war”.
Deputy Head of the Russian Duma’s committee on CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States)
affairs declared that recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia should not be postponed,
because “The window of opportunity opened by the recognition of Kosovo will not last forever”
(Georgian Daily, 2008). The Russian State Duma, in a closed session, discussed a report
prepared by the Russia secret services and MFA on a strategy for achieving the independence of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (Perevozkina, 2008b). After establishing its “peacekeepers” in these
regions, Russia attained its leverage and used these breakaway regions as pawns in an important
game. Russia was truly testing how far it could press the Bush administration and crossed the red
line in front of the whole world and dismembered the country. When President Bush did not
respond to President Putin’s stark and threatening language about Georgia, it might have been a
sign of “green light” (see References (4)), but I think the West was sure that Russia would not
dare to wage war with a sovereign state in the twenty-first century. They were wrong.
Nonetheless, Russia accepted the challenge and showed everyone that it could fight for once lost
influence in the region. Russia has passed the test well or it thinks that it has.
Even though the European Union was not yet strong or coherent enough to stand up to
Moscow on its own, the United States outsourced the diplomatic lead in Russo-Georgian War to
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the representative of the European Union, in this case – France. When politicians in Washington
decided to step back and give chance to the European Union to lead negotiations between
belligerent countries, they knew that it would have less influence but with this they inferred that
Moscow should conclude that the world was rallying against Moscow and its actions,
underscoring how out of step Russia was with twenty-first-century Europe. President Bush
decided to play a supporting role behind the scenes. According to former American National
Security Advisor, Steve Hadley, “The message we wanted to send to the Russians was: This is
not the U.S. acting with its friends to penalize you. This is the response of the international
system of the twenty-first century saying to you that the rules of the nineteenth century no longer
apply” (Quoted in Asmus, 2010, p. 178). But since the 2008 war the EU’s ineptitude has
continued, as it allowed Russia to break with impunity the terms of the truce which the EU itself
had proudly negotiated with Moscow. President Sarkozy of France seized the EU’s lead role in
the negotiations, despite warnings by President George W. Bush not to do so. Sarkozy later
criticized Bush for not having been more active. Yet when Russia broke the cease-fire
agreement, both the French President and the EU sat passively, commented Blank (Cornel, 2009,
p. 112). A loosely worded ceasefire agreement brokered by the French President, Nicolas
Sarkozy, ended the fighting – but not the conflict (Lucas, 2009, p. 147). Pavel Felgenhauer
(2009) wrote that the Russo-Georgian war threw Western policy-makers into disarray and
created utter uncertainty over what to expect from Russia in the Caucasus or elsewhere. This
confusion persists to the present (p. 162). Yet the future of Georgia and its place in the world are
the causes for all democratic countries, which are waiting to be resolved.
If deeply offended moralists in the Clinton administration believed that Haiti was a test case
for an American policy defending human rights and advancing democracy, Russo-Georgian War
was a test case for not only the Bush administration but for the West Europeans, as their
geopolitical interests have not been taken into account by Russia. But the West should defend its
geopolitical interests not against Russia, as Russia perceives it, but for the sake of balancing
Eurasia, thus for the whole world’s stability. It became even more urgent then, when Russia
broke “the cardinal rule of post-Cold War European peace – they had overrun a border in Europe
by force” (Asmus, 2010, p. 200), which raised a critical question about European future as its
security order was breached.
One who lives in this real world, especially, in a small country has a limited option to choose
his or her county’s suitable allies. Common sense and good judgment demand that politicians of
a small and weak state, with an ‘ominous’ empire to its northern border, which cannot get over
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its belligerency and interventionism, join the American bandwagon but not try to balance against
it.
If President Bush could not influence the members of NATO in the Bucharest Summit to
support Georgia’s aspiration to receive MAP in April 2008, on January 9, 2009, the United
States and Georgia signed a bilateral charter on strategic partnership to increase cooperation in
defense, trade, energy and other areas. This charter will enable Georgia to advance Georgia’s bid
for membership in NATO and other Western structures. Though this charter is not a mutual
treaty, it is a highly-visible sign of American support for a small country, which was dragged
into a five-day war with Russia. The agreement provides a road map for cooperation between the
two countries across the spectrum of bilateral relations, including U.S. assistance to Georgia's
military to help the country qualify for NATO membership. Secretary of State, Condoleezza
Rice (see References (5)), at the signing ceremony of the charter declared that the United States
supported and would always support Georgia’s sovereignty and its integration into the
institutions of the Euro-Atlantic.

4.5. Study in American – Georgian Relations
The aim of my survey was to analyze ordinary people’s viewpoints about the benefits and
advantages of United States foreign policy towards Georgia. 120 people volunteered to answer
the questions. In order to receive a vivid picture of American – Georgian Relations I have chosen
the respondents with different background (they belong to different gender, age, education level
and place of residence) in Georgia. There was an amazing misbalance between genders: about
one-third of respondents were male and more than two-thirds were female. Most male
respondents’ age was above forty, while female respondents’ age fell into 18-25 category and
only a small percentage of respondents reside in regions.
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TABLE 4.1. Respondent Profile
Gender

female - 71.67%

age

18-25 - 54.17%

26-40 - 12.5%

40 → up - 33.33%

secondary school 4.17%

higher education –
90.83%

Post-graduate
education - 5%

education level
residence

male - 28.33%

Tbilisi – 80.83%

Regions – 19.17%

The questionnaire contained 20 questions dealing with American-Georgian relations.

Questionnaire: “Study in American – Georgian Relations”
1. What kind of interest does United States foreign policy have in Georgia?
(You can circle more than one answer)

1) Economic

2) Geopolitical

3) Cultural

4) Other

5) All of them

2. What are the benefits of the region from American – Georgian relations?
(You can circle more than one answer)

1) Economic

2) Political

3) Cultural

4) Other

5) Multi-faceted

3. Is Georgia’s location at the sea important for U.S. geopolitical purposes?
1) Yes

2) No

3) Not sure

4. How would you appreciate vitality of Georgia’s location for the Southern Tier region?
1….….2….….3…..….4….….5……..6….….7……..8….….9….….10
Low ………………………………………………………………… High

5. Is the U.S. trying to decrease Russia’s dominance in the South Caucasus and Central
Asia?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I don’t know

6. Is the U.S. opposing Iran’s influence in the Caspian region?
1) Yes

2) No
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3) I don’t know

7. Which countries obstruct the United States from achieving its geostrategic goal in the
Caspian region?
1) Russia

2) Iran

3) Turkey

4) China

5) All of these states

8. Which countries will benefit if the U.S. controls the Caspian natural resources?
1) The EU

2) Turkey

3) Iran

4) All of them

5) None of them

9. Was receiving of MAP (Membership Action Plan) crucial for Georgia from U.S.
perspective?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I don’t know

10. Would MAP ensure Georgia’s security from the aggression of its powerful neighbor?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I don’t know

11. Was receiving MAP important for you?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I am not sure

12. Do you support Georgia’s aspiration to NATO membership?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I am not sure

13. Will Georgia’s NATO membership guarantee Georgia’s security?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I am not sure

14. If you do not support Georgia’s NATO membership, what is the reason of your
negative attitude?
(Specify your opinion) -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

15. Will Georgia ensure its territorial integrity and security based on American-Georgian
relationship?
1) Yes

2) No
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3) I don’t know

16. Is Georgia one of the main bridgeheads for the United States in the Caucasus and
Central Asia?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I don’t know

17. If you think that Georgia is one of the main bridgeheads for the United States in the
Caucasus and Central Asia, specify why
1) Georgia’s location is essential in defining its geostrategic importance

____

2) The U.S. is interested to oppose Russia’s influence in the South Caucasus and
Central Asia

____

3) The U.S. is interested to oppose Iran’s influence in the Caspian region

____

4) Other (specify your point of view) -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

18. Is turning the Southern Tier region (the Caucasus and Central Asia) into a buffer zone
beneficial for the Middle East?
1) Yes

2) No

3) I don’t know

19. Which countries are the obstacles to achieve turning the Southern Tier region into a
buffer zone?
(You can circle more than one answer)

1) Russia

2) Iran

3) Turkey

4) China

20. Is it important to keep the balance of power in the Wider Middle East for both small
and big states?
1) Yes

2) No
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3) I don’t know

TABLE 4.2. Respondent Percentage
question

1

2

3.

Percentage
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

4
5.

6

7.

8

9
10
11

11.00%
73.50%
0.00%
14.00%
1.50%
25.00%
41.16%
0.00%
4.67%
29.17%
68.00%
5.00%
27.00%
avarage 8.77

1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)

69.42%
9.53%
21.05%
68.42%
0.00%
31.58%
43.33%
30.00%
0.00%
23.33%
3.34%
42.11%
5.26%
0.00%
10.53%
42.10%
54.63%
29.58%
15.79%
25.32%
57.89%
16.79%
56.87%
24.42%
18.71%
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12.
13

1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)

67.16%
13.79%
19.05%
57.90%
21.05%
21.05%

14
------

15
16
17

18
19.

20

1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)
4)
1)
2)
3)
1)
2)
3)
4)
1)
2)
3)

35.58%
27.58%
36.84%
78.95%
10.53%
10.52%
53.00%
36.50%
10.50%
0.00%
29.05%
18.25%
52.70%
52.61%
25.81%
12.90%
8.68%
74.68%
9.53%
15.79%
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1. 75 percent and a half think that United States foreign policy has geopolitical interest in

Georgia, while ‘cultural’
‘cultural’ received 0% and ‘all of them’ got just 1.5%
1.5%.. It is worth mentioning
mentioning
that 11%
11% think that this interest might
might be economical and nearly 14%
14% think that there might be
some other interest as well.

FIGURE 4.1. United States foreign policy interests
interests in Georgia
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2. More than 41% of the respondents chose ‘political’ as beneficial for the region from

American – Georgian relations, whereas “cultural’ received only
only 0%, though nearly 30%
think that American – Georgian relations might have ‘multi-faceted’ benefits too.

FIGURE 4.2. The benefits of the region from American-Georgian relations
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Other

Multi--faceted

68% identifies Georgia’s location at the sea important for U.S. geopolitica
geopoliticall purposes and only
3. 68%
5% perceive it as of no importance.

FIGURE 4.3. Georgia’s location is important for U.S. geopolitical purposes
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4. The average of appreciating vitality of Georgia’s location for the Southern Tier region equals

to 8.77 from 10, which shows that citizens of Georgia are well aware of their country’s
valuable possession – its location at the Black Sea, which serves as an open gate for the
landlocked Central Asia and other two states in the Southern Caucasus. And a map of
TRACECA is a good illustration of it (see the map of TRACECA on page 151).
Russia’s dominance in the South Caucasus and
5. 69.42% believe that the U.S. tries to decrease Russia’s
Central Asia, while there is only 9.53% who does not share this point of view.

FIGURE 4.4. The U.S. opposes to Russian domination
domination in the South Caucasus and
Central Asia
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I don’t know

6. 68.42% are sure that the U.S. is opposing Iran’s influence in the Caspian region, while no one

has an opposite idea about this issue.
7. According to the 43.33% of respondents, Russia obstructs the United States from achieving

its geostrategic goal in the Caspian region, while Turkey received
received 0.00% on the same issue.
FIGURE 4.5
4.5. Countries obstructing the U.S. from achieving its geostrategic goal
goal in the
Caspian region
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8. 42.11% believe that the EU will benefit if the U.S. controls the Caspian natural resources and

0.00% contemplates that Iran might benefit from it.
9. 54.63% conceive that receiving of MAP (Membership Action Plan) was crucial for Georgia

from U.S. perspective and 15.79% did not know.
ecurity from the
10. 57.89% did not support the idea that MAP would ensure Georgia’s ssecurity
aggression of its powerful neighbor, but 16.79%
16.79% did not know.
56.87%, receiving MAP was important but 18.71%
18.71% were not sure.
11. For 56.87%
67% supported Georgia’s aspiration to NATO
NATO membership, while 13.79
13.79 % were
12. More than 67%
against it and 19% could not decide what to choose. After 2008 plebiscite, Georgia's Central
Election Commission announced that the official results of 77% of voters were in favor of
NATO membership. This 10% decline of NATO membership supporters could be explained
by Georgian people’s concern about two separationist regions, whose independence was
recognized by Russia after the Russo-Georgian War.
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FIGURE 4.6. Do you support Georgia’s aspiration to NATO membership?
membership?
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13. About 58% are positive that Georgia’s NATO membership will guarantee country’s

security, whenever, 21.05% are equally either against it or are not sure about it.
security,
14. Not all respondents, who did not favor Georgia’s aspiration for NATO membership,

explained their negative attitude,
attitude, but those who
who did, had only one stipulation: Georgia
should become NATO member only after regaining its two breakaway regions.
15. 35.58% were positive that Georgia would ensure its territorial integrity and security from

American-Georgian relationship,
relationship, while 27.58 percent did not agree with the stated
stated question.
And nearly 37% did not know.
16. Nearly 79% think that Georgia is one of the main bridgeheads for the United States in the

Caucasus and Central Asia, 10.53%
10.53% of the respondents do not agree and aalmost
lmost the same
percent do not know about this issue.
half of the respondents have chosen Georgia’s location as essentia
essentiall in defining its
17. More than half
geostrategic importance, which enabled Georgia to become one of the main bridgeheads for
the United States in
in the Caucasus and Central Asia. And 36.50%
36.50% think that Georgia is the
main bridgehead
bridgehead for the United States, because it tries to oppose Russia’s influence in the
South Caucasus and Central Asia and 10.50% have the same opinion concerning Iran’s
influence in
in the Caspian region. But, no one wished to add any other different reason to this
point.
18. Almost a third of respondents think that turning the Southern Tier region (the Caucasus and

Central Asia) into a buffer zone is beneficial for the Middle East,
East, while less than one-fifth of
the respondents do not think so and 52.70%
52.70% do not know.
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19. More than half of the respondents perceive Russia as the obstacle to achieve turning the
South Tier region into a buffer zone, whereas China received some 8.68%.
20. 74.68% think that to keep the balance of power in the Wider Middle East is important for
both small and big states and 9.53% do not agree with the notion.

FIGURE 4.7. Is it important to keep the balance of power in the Wider Middle East for
both small and big states?
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Thus, we can conclude that most people recognize geopolitical interest of the United States
towards Georgia, as a paramount feature of American foreign policy, accompanying with no
cultural interest at all. But the lack of cultural interest did not stop the respondents to choose
‘political’ as beneficial of the region from American – Georgian relations. Supporters of
‘Georgia’s location at the sea’ identify it as an important trait for U.S. geopolitical purposes,
therefore, the average of 8.77 from 10, vividly indicates supporters’ attitude to this issue. Indeed
on the map of TRACECA (p. 151) the Caucasus look like a bottleneck, through which the
Caspian natural resources flow to the market.
According to the respondents’ point of view the United States tries to decrease Russia’s
dominance in the Caucasus and Central Asia and Iran’s influence in the Caspian region, which
imply that the United States has its own political and economical interests in these regions.
Russia is and Iran would like to be the only country which could obstruct the United States from
achieving American geostrategic goal in the Caspian region, while Turkey, according to the
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respondents, is not against it. Furthermore, most respondents think that the EU will benefit if the
United States controls the Caspian natural resources, but Iran will not.
Most people agreed that receiving MAP was crucial for Georgia from U.S. perspective,
though they were not sure that MAP would ensure Georgia’s security from the aggression of its
powerful neighbor and only some part did not have their point of view about it.
More people supported Georgia’s aspiration to NATO membership than perceived it as the
guarantor of its security. Only some of the respondents, who did not favor Georgia’s NATO
membership, explained their negative attitude with the same explanation: Georgia’s NATO
membership is unacceptable without Georgia’s territorial integrity. More than one-third of the
respondents do not know if Georgia ensures its territorial integrity and security from AmericanGeorgian relationship, while much less than one-third of the respondents expressed their
negative attitude.
Most of the respondents are positive that Georgia is the main bridgehead for the United States
in the Caucasus and Central Asia and both ‘negative’ and ‘I don’t know’ answers received less
percentage, which indicates that people think Georgia must have a geostrategic value for the
United States, due to its location. The confirmation to this question is that half of the respondents
have chosen that ‘Georgia’s location is essential in defining its geostrategic importance for the
United States in the Caucasus and Central Asia,’ rather than either to choose the second or the
third point. In addition, none of the respondents stipulated any other possible response. To the
question if ‘turning the Southern Tier region (the Caucasus and Central Asia) into a buffer zone
is beneficial for the Middle East’ a quarter of the respondents realized that it would be beneficial
for the Middle East if the Southern Tier region turned into a buffer zone, whereas most of the
respondents did not know about the importance of a buffer zone.
Even though, some respondents are not aware of the importance of a buffer zone for the
Middle East, most of them have chosen Russia, as the country which opposes turning the region
into the stated zone, whilst China received the least percentage. Finally, most people thought that
to keep the balance of power is important for big and small states alike.
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CONCLUSION
The United States has its own geostrategic interest in Georgia as Georgia is critical in the
Caucasus and Central Asia because it connects the West with the richest region in gas and oil.
And because this small state is so vital for geostrategic reasons, Russia became desperate to
preserve either its influence over the whole country or seize some parts of the independent state
under pretended reasons in order to cut the linkage which bypasses its territory, leaving Russia
without leverage to influence the same West.
Furthermore, all the states in the Southern Tier region are deadlocked, save Georgia, and
because energy resources are these states’ main assets, they are facing a huge challenge: they
have to choose either Russia, which tries to keep the upper hand in the region or deal directly
with the rest of the world. The state of these countries makes Georgia indispensible which allows
their resources to flow to the market. But if Georgia falls under the influence of Russia, which
puts much pressure on Georgia to thwart the Caspian pipeline, other states will follow suit
immediately, because they will not have any other means to sell their resources for foreseeable
future.
Because the stakes are very high, it will be much preferable for the United States not to
isolate itself from the region. With its isolation, the United States will give Russia the very
means to control the whole Eastern Hemisphere, for which Russia is trying its best to achieve.
According to this latest development of the events, there is no doubt that Georgia has become
one of the main bridgeheads for the U.S. in the Caucasus and Central Asia.
Furthermore, the whole region of the Caucasus and Central Asia will benefit from American
– Georgian relations, which will enable them to connect with the rest of the world and not only
via Russia. Concerned about its own interest, Russia tries to obstruct the United States from
achieving its geostrategic goal in the Southern Tier region. But if the relation, between Georgia
and the United States develops further, the states of the Southern Tier region will consolidate
their independence, as they will not have to depend only on one route transacting Russia. The
independent states of the Southern Tier region, with the backing of the United States, will
become a buffer zone between Russia and the southern part of Asia, thus limiting Russia’s
everlasting desire to encroach on southern states’ territories, as it does not know where to stop in
searching of its own security.
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In addition, the United States is the only state, which will be able to face and even confront
Russia, if it chooses to do so for the only goal: not to make any country feel that other nearby
states are its own ‘back yard’ or in other words its sphere of influence.
The described multifunctional analysis of U.S. foreign policy towards Georgia reveals the
possibilities in the prognosis of future tendencies of international affairs. Further, it will define
Georgia’s orientation in its foreign policy. The goal of my research was to determine the
concrete foreign policy issues of the United States towards Georgia, which will enable us to
envision its further development. The leaders of the government have their responsibilities to
carry out and implement the old decisions, formed by the former government, thus the current
leaders of the American government will be loyal to the former administrations’ foreign policy,
which was defined after 9/11 and then after the Russo-Georgian War. So the policies of the past
will be further implemented and the bilateral charter signed on January 9, 2009, by the United
States and Georgia on strategic partnership will be carried out.
President Bush declared in his State of the Union Address (2004) that “there is a difference
between leading a coalition of many nations, and submitting to the objections of a few. America
will never seek a permission slip to defend the security of our country”– meaning that American
foreign policy relies on friends when it can but will act without them when it must. Much the
same was said by Barack Obama at Chicago Council on Global Affairs (2007), “No President
should ever hesitate to use force – unilaterally if necessary – to protect ourselves and our vital
interests when we are attacked or imminently threatened” (www.whitehouse.gov/). In other
words this means that the incumbent American President Barack Obama is going to continue the
same foreign policy, even though President Bush was much criticized for his unilateralism.
The disintegration of the Communist empire has created a new set of strategic challenges
facing the United States and the European Union. The Caucasus is not Russia’s south-west
periphery anymore, though it does not want to admit these new conditions. Georgia has
transformed itself into one of the key strategic allies of the West, along with Turkey. This region
has become the crossroads of almost every important issue to the United States on the Eurasian
continent, including NATO, the Balkans, peace in the Middle East, and most importantly, a
transit route for Caspian oil and gas. For the Southern Tier region, there is a need for new
thinking on the part of Western policymakers as some of the Western Europeans are reluctant to
evaluate the new developing challenges taking place not so far from their borders.
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The Southern Tier region is not an appendage of Russia anymore and it should not be
regarded as a Russian sphere of influence, even if Russia thinks otherwise. This region has
become a new geopolitical entity in its own right, with its important geopolitical linkages with
neighboring countries, such as Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and China. For national security, political
stability and economical welfare of the states in the Southern Tier, the United States needs to be
an important player in the region. Further, the small states of the Caucasus regard the United
States as a power which will balance any other big country and will be a guarantor that no other
state will have superiority in the region, which in its turn will minimize the security concerns of
these small states. Other bigger states in the Wider Middle East e.g. Saudi Arabia, India and
Pakistan, are also concerned about each other and prefer if the United States stays in the region
and most of my respondents correctly acknowledged the importance of keeping the balance of
power in the Wider Middle East for both small and big states alike.
The Western states need full and open access to the energy reserves of the area, for which
Western policymakers should promote independence and sovereignty of the countries of the
region – a tract of land, which Russia is so eagerly trying to seal off. Multiple transit routes for
oil transportation have to be supported, which will help the countries of the EU avoid
dependence on only one country for their energy supplies on the one hand and on another hand
they will become natural means to bring these countries closer to each other.
Even though Western Alliances strongly supported the reform process in Russia, for the sake
of encouraging Russia’s broader integration into the world’s positive forces, Russia’s attack on a
sovereign country proved that these endeavors bore unpleasant fruits. Because of the importance
of Georgia’s independence, President Bush supported Georgia’s NATO aspirations, but some
leaders of the European states were not able to assess correctly the new challenges. These EU
member countries showed their unpreparedness to envision the new challenges, posed by the
revived former Communist empire. Russia’s attack on Georgia was a showcase for the whole
world to watch.
For Georgia, cooperation with NATO will be definitely a possible vehicle for enhancing
stability. Since the end of the Cold War, the interconnectedness of West Europe and the Southern
Tier region has been strengthened. As a buffer zone, the Southern Tier constitutes a vulnerable
region. NATO, by working closely with Russia on one track and by developing a special plan for
Georgia on another, could bring the guarantee of stability which would underpin economic
development and safeguard democratization. But Russia’s negative interference, current conflicts
133

and crises are not addressed sufficiently and security of the region is not underwritten. Moreover,
some Western European states under the influence of strengthened Russia declined MAP to
Georgia, which became an encouraging signal for Russia to attack this small country without
delaying and seize some parts of its territory. Frightened of being cut off from gas supply by
Russia some European countries forgot that to secure long-term stability in one part of the
Southern Tier region, meant crucial not only to individual state-building efforts, but also to
regional and even more, international security.
It is obvious that the Southern Tier region is a luring place for Russia not only of its rich soil
and mineral resources but as a buffer zone, between Russia and the southern part of Asia. But
after regaining the Caucasus and the Central Asia, it will be much easier for Russia to march
southward towards the Indian Ocean. Furthermore, as maritime laws guarantee absolute freedom
of navigation upon the seas, the central and southern parts of this huge Eurasian continent should
not fall under the control of any local state or states with the interest to grab other states’
territories but instead, give them a chance to negotiate the terms among themselves and restore
old connections with their communication routes from China and Japan to countries of Western
Europe. The access to the region should be free for all large and small countries alike.
But if Georgia, the westernmost state of the Southern Tier region, becomes unable to preserve
its independence then other states of this region will fall like dominos to the northern empire. So
the international community needs to remain involved in helping to resolve conflicts in this
region. In this increasingly interdependent world, though the impact of local unrest is felt
regionally, their repercussions will be felt far beyond their borders. The key role of Georgia is in
its crucial location: the only state (among other eight states) in the Southern Tier region which
has an access to the sea and thus to the world’s oceans. Being a crossroad between the Eastern
and Western parts of Eurasia is the reason why it is so vital if no local state has any domination
over Georgia. But concerning the United States it is otherwise; because the USA is a remote
country with no intention to seize of any states’ territories and because it is the only state which
is able to control the balance among the regional states, the United States should be regarded as a
beneficial force to the whole region. But so far, sufficient attention has not been focused on this
dynamic part of the world. Though the reasons are ample to explain the contemporary
inattentiveness, e.g. Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, Syria, and unending Israeli-Palestinian conflicts, the
new unpleasant challenges from the Wider Middle East could not be left in the shadow too long.
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In 2000 Nodia wrote that any security issues in Georgia were usually considered in the
context of its relation to Russia, which was firm in dominating its “near abroad,” while Georgia
saw the guarantee of its genuine independence in direct cooperation with the West. This
evaluation of Georgia after ten years of its independence was appraised by Nodia at that time
like “escaping the maw of the bear: the Catch-22 of relations with Russia” (p. 197). This dire
state of Georgia, when alternatives actually cancel each out, leaving no means of escape from a
dilemma, has been changed a little bit since then. The West, with some delay, acknowledged the
importance of the Caucasus, which could not be (Legvold, 2005) “left out of Europe’s security
purview” (p. 9) and which became a part on Europe’s security agenda.
But after the war of 2008, NATO shifted discussion away from Membership Action Plan, to
membership itself. Besides this, as Sherr (2009) wrote, NATO made other important decisions:
the establishment of the NATO-Georgia Commission and the commitments “to assess the state
of the Georgian Ministry of Defense,” and its rebuild by the United States, demonstrate that the
game is not over (p. 211).
In Munich in February 2009, Vice President Joseph Biden declared that “no American
administration could, or should, concede a Russian sphere of influence in the region” (as cited in
Sherr, 2009, p. 221). And he also noted that sovereign democracies have a right to choose their
own partnerships and alliances. To build Georgia’s damaged infrastructure after the August War,
waged by Russia, the United States supported Georgia with $1 billion. With this act the United
States showed a deep and abiding interest in keeping Georgia free from a new era of Russian
domination.
Sherr (2009) put a very interesting question: “By pressing the reset button, will the new U.S.
administration be able to identify and address genuine common interests, and will it also be able
to influence and restrain Russia’s conduct?” (p. 209). Elizabeth Wishnick’s (2009) policy
recommendations to the new American President Barack Obama were that
Despite many differences, President Obama will need to consider areas where
cooperation with Russia continues to be in American interests. Hasty retaliatory
actions such as a commitment to membership action plan for Georgia and Ukraine to
join NATO and the acceleration of missile defense deployments in Eastern Europe
should be avoided until the Alliance fully thinks through its security interests and the
best ways of achieving them (p. 52).
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But what are Alliance’s interests and the best ways for their implementation? Yes, it is true
that to isolate Russia is in nobody’s interest, because it “is not a sustainable long-term policy” (p.
6) as Henry Kissinger and George Shultz (2008) reminded readers. Isolated Russia could become
even more dangerous, especially to its closest neighbors. But it is also true that Russia should not
feel free of its interferences in the independent states, which Russia considers just its own
backyard. It is not enough that the Russian invasion of Georgia has brought back only unpleasant
memories of Cold War era confrontations, but it is crucial that the Obama administration
reevaluate its Russian policy not at the expense of other small states.
The general principle of American foreign policy is to support the democratic regimes and
back their integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions. These permanent interests of the USA
cannot be violated and the changes of political leaders in the United States government do not
change country’s priorities and inviolable interests in the world affairs, thus the new President
will defend his country’s claims, having interests in the heart of Eurasia and will not alter the
current policy.
During the Clinton and George W. Bush presidency the United States of America was the
main strategic ally and partner of Georgia. The United States was the key supporter for Georgia
to achieve membership in Euro-Atlantic Alliances. American-Georgian relations got closer
especially after the Rose Revolution, when the new Georgian government determined their
country’s future orientation to the West according to the will of the citizens of Georgia. The
United States helped Georgia in the modernization of the army and implementation of the
economic reforms.
According to Rational Political Ambition Theory we can assume (likewise Clinton’s
presidency) that the urging issues of Georgia’s security and territorial integrity will be more
important at the end of the incumbent President’s first term, because he will be more
concentrated on encompassing broader span of issues, as all the presidents think to impress their
voters before the election. But even if the new president does not take into account the notion of
this theory, the United States has always supported the inviolability of borders (Serbia was a
unique case, Rice, 2008) and national sovereignty as a deterrent against Soviet-style intervention,
thus the struggle for future of Georgia and its place in the world is not over. The President of the
United States cannot override the interests of his own country, which considers Georgia as one
of the key allies in the most important and explosive regions of the world and will support
Georgia’s aspirations to be integrated into Euro-Atlantic Alliances.
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